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Abstract

The idea of the auteur as the sole creator ofna ffias, from its inception, been of central
importance to Film Studies. In this regard, we wnaiituate these debates in the context of a
historically unique case study; that of the ‘Lubltgouch.’

Ernst Lubitsch (1892-1947) bears the distinctiomhafing been a director central to
two national cinemas — early German film and ctadsHollywood. Yet as an auteur,
Lubitsch is a paradox. Arguably, his ‘signature’ swaritten over his films with such
distinction that they soon became associated vkg¢hsb-called ‘Lubitsch touch.” However,
theoretical debates about authorship have neveséaton Lubitsch. What is more, while the
‘Lubitsch touch’ has acquired a central positiorthie writing on Lubitsch, it has never been
guestioned, let alone investigated, in terms of ,hasva concept, it came about or in what
ways it has informed our understanding of this diegctor.

Here, we will therefore consider the author, ratttean as an actual person, as a
cultural and period specific construction in ortteplace the ‘Lubitsch touch’ at the centre of
our research study. It is necessary to approachteime through para-textual rather than
textual analysis. Thus, this project relies upotaie variety of material comprised of
historical newspaper reviews, portraits and intamg, posters, press books and trailers.
Focusing on the period 1923 — 1947, we will exantioe/ the ‘touch’ was first introduced
and defined, and explore the arguments that havergad on the basis of critical and
commercial negotiation. In taking a historiograthi@pproach, we will place Lubitsch’s films
in the context of multiple discourses, such asdhaisnational cinema(s), genre, continental
sophistication and self-censorship, collaboratiod atardom and the workings of the studio
system.

The ‘Lubitsch touch, precisely because it is csted territory, offers a site of
negotiation for various key discourses and them@s foregrounds what is implicit in the
construction of every author. The example of Ludbitwvill therefore enable us to examine the
extent to which criticism and historiography haweatributed to our idea of a text as the work
of a single creator, but the implications of thiggis on Lubitsch and his ‘touch’ will reach

out not only beyond the Golden Age of Hollywoodt blso beyond the field of Film Studies.
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I Introduction

Ernst Lubitsch is a curious case in film historyprB in Berlin in 1892, Lubitsch
was an established director in the German film stigubefore he immigrated to
America as early as 1922. He quickly became estadddi in Hollywood despite a
climate sceptical of German émigrés following thmel ef World War 1. While it
was large-scale historical dramas that had fatlitd ubitsch’s move to the United
States, he quickly moved towards sophisticated dieseas a genre that became
intrinsically linked to his name.

Following the early Hollywood years spent at Wariigothers, Lubitsch
moved to Paramount, as a studio that suited hiterbit their desire to cultivate a
European style. At Paramount, Lubitsch contributsgnificantly to the
development of the musical, which had emerged thiéhcoming of sound, and yet,
despite his films found itself floundering withimnlyg a few years. In another
exceptional event, Lubitsch became Paramount’s lbéguloduction from 1935 to
1936, the only time a director of his standing asplutation had been given such a
senior executive position.

Yet, as an auteur, Ernst Lubitsch is a paradoxoBwvious candidate to join
this illustrious group of directors, likened to ist$ of other arts and media,
nonetheless Lubitsch has never been at the cefttbeoretical debates about
authorship. This omission is even more striking whe consider that his signature
was written so distinctly over his films that thegon became associated with the
so-called ‘Lubitsch touch.’

This ‘touch’ has become established almost as hniegl term and in
popular film circles it is even more famous thaa tlirector behind it. Its emergence

proved to be shorthand for Lubitsch’s arguably vidiial and distinctive style. It
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was viewed as a signature left on his films thatiadentify them unmistakably as
his; yet, that this signature could indeed be n@iteurden than a blessing has at
times been recognised in critical studies. Nones®l the curious nature of the
‘touch’ has never been investigated.

What then is the ‘Lubitsch touch?’ In fact, ourgasch will resist providing
an answer to this question. It will instead shoat tthere is not a single ‘Lubitsch
touch.” Quite the opposite, the ‘Lubitsch touchshead many definitions depending
on time, context and writer. The question | wilethbegin to answer is: ‘What has
the ‘Lubitsch touch’been for the critics, historians, marketing executives
anybody else who has come to employ the term ireseay or other?’

The ‘Lubitsch touch’ emerged early in the carekiftshat had brought
Lubitsch to the United States. It was used as laasearly as the first film that
Lubitsch made in America in 1923. Ever since thée, ‘touch’ has continued to
raise questions of authorship in cinema. Thesetdsld@ave continued throughout
film history, especially since Film Studies wastinged as a field of academic
study. However, Lubitsch has always played, at,k@estinor role in these debates.
My project then, ultimately historiographical in tnee and archaeological in
method, looks at how authorship was negotiatethénparticular case of Lubitsch
from the 1920s through to the 1940s and will take iaccount how these debates
have shaped film discourse ever since.

Rather than negating the existence of the ‘Lubitscith,’” | would instead
question whether it can be located within Lubitscfifms. | would then argue that
the ‘Lubitsch touch’ can be found in all kinds odrp-texts of Lubitsch and his
films. Thus, in order to understand what the ‘Labiit touch’ has meant at different
times and in different contexts we have to apprdadhitsch’sceuvrethrough para-

texts rather than the texts themselves. In otherdsyorather than looking at
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Lubitsch’s films directly, | will follow the ‘touchthrough, most importantly, film
reviews, interviews, press books, adverts, postes trailers. While | will pay
frequent attention to film-historical perspectivas Lubitsch, the public discourse
during Lubitsch’s career will be my principal are& study, so constituting this
project of original research. My research will painly be made up of critical
discussions of Lubitsch’s films which were ofteay#d out in the newspapers at the
time and also the advertising campaigns that aceomeg the films’ initial release.

To demonstrate the progression of this discoursgve concentrated on a
selection of core publications to cover differemds of readership, particularly
trade papers aimed at a more specialist readershipected to the film industry, not
least exhibitors in th&Vorld's case. These includéariety (Weekly Variety New
York, since 1905Daily Variety. Los Angeles, 1933-2013)Joving Picture World
(1907-1927; it merged with thexhibitor's Heraldin 1927 and in 1931 witMotion
Picture Newsand was then known dglotion Picture Herald the Herald was
published until 1972) anBhotoplay(1911-1980; during the period of examination
it merged with another film magazindovie Mirror, in 1941). The latter represents
fan magazines as the first and most famous ofinid. lEinally, in order to obtain the
sense of a wide and general readershipNia& York Timegsince 1851). What is
more, online access to the ProQuest database tofibéd newspapers accessed at
the Library of Congress enabled me to consult megenal newspapers across the
United States via full-text search, as have cligpiheld at the Margaret Herrick
Library, Los Angeles. Thus, while | focused on fio&ir publications mentioned
above, particularly poignant quotes from other sesiimay also appear.

Although these publications have formed the bafisny research, it is
important to note that they may appear to be ptdasea very different extent in the

thesis. This is particularly notable for fan magazPhotoplay whose appearances
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over the course of this study can at best be destras being similar to a cameo,
guite possibly due to its focus on stars. On theeiothand, theéNew York Times
particularly with its first regular film critic Mataunt Hall, has featured at length in
this thesis. This constitutes an interesting pahtdebate, given that Richard
Koszarski, in one of the very few critical evaleais of historical film journalism,
argues that th&lew York TimeSwas never very interested in motion pictures and
gave them extremely low priority throughout thestlperiod.®

Both early film journalism and film advertising weestill developing and
gaining in sophistication over the course of Lutdits career. Still, Koszarski notes
the existence of press books “filled with suggestiéor bizarre ‘exploitation tips®
for as early as the 1920s. Radio also played afisignt role but, given a lack of
access, | have focused in my investigation on asivarnted in newspapers and
trade papers, press books, posters and, for a paoad in the second half of the
1930s, trailers.

Not unlike a biography, my thesis runs along Yaithronological lines.
Following a prologue on Lubitsch in Germany, thobapters are spread out across
the 1920s, 1930s and 1940s. A section in the cemeiuwill hint at the afterlife of
Lubitsch’s ‘touch’ following his death. The firsthapter will follow Lubitsch’s
move to the United States. Seeing him against thekdvop of the so-called
‘German invasion,’ the chapter will explore theuratof Lubitsch’s assimilation to
American production methods which, at least asatathe public was concerned,
passed fairly smoothly. From his second Americdm,fiThe Marriage Circle

(1924), onwards, Lubitsch became associated wém#wly forming sophisticated

! Richard KoszarskiAn Evening’s Entertainment: The Age of the SilerdtBre Picture, 1915-1928
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1994 p11(= History of the American Cinema 3).
2 -
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comedy. Hence, the ‘Lubitsch touch,” can be datacklio 1923 at the latest and
was parallel to his successful integration in Hothpd.

The chapter on the 1930s will open a grand panarafrtontexts in which
Lubitsch can be placed: technical innovation arertiusical; the representation of
sexuality and the issue of censorship; the negmtiabf stardom; and studio
dominance and individual style. Shortly after tmeeption of sound, Lubitsch
turned to the musical as the only genre dependetdéahnological innovation, even
if it flagged soon afterwards. Lubitsch’s previoassociation with ‘Continental
sophistication’ also picked up pace just as Hollgde/@ensorship was tightening in
the hands of Joseph Breen of the Production Codeidistration (PCA).

The 1930s then saw one of Lubitsch’s most sigmficzollaborations with
an actor — his musicals with Maurice Chevalierhaligh Lubitsch always ran the
risk of being overshadowed by his stars, closgpenson of the public discourse
suggests that this partnership was actually moranbad. Indeed, once this
cooperation came to an end, Chevalier soon retutoeldrance, while Lubitsch
investigated ways to market his films using his omage.

The last section of this chapter explores studimidance of the period and
how it was taken to impact on the style of diregtofhis became particularly
interesting when Lubitsch, not least known for hauch,” was promoted to an
executive role overseeing other directors.

My final chapter will chronicle the public negdi@n of Lubitsch and his
films in the 1940s. By splitting critical and protramal discourses, | will show how
a marked shift in the ‘sentiment’ of Lubitsch’s lgdilms of the decade may have
changed the expectations of critics and directlganted upon the reception of the
films. By 1943 he had then returned to more typitalbitschian models.” The

concurrent promotional discourse amplified thespicgl elements to advertise
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Lubitsch’s productions regardless of the actualteoinof the film in question.
Lubitsch figured increasingly and prominently iresle discourses, suggesting the
shift to critical disengagement from his style wasatched by promotional
disengagement from his films. As a result, the itadh touch’ appeared even less
tangible while becoming even more closely assodiatéh Lubitsch himself. Here,
the conclusion will show how the Lubitsch brand wasnediately rewritten at the
moment of his death and has continued to be so ®mee. Not indended to be
exhaustive, it aims to acknowledge what is immediyadbeyond the investigation at
the heart of this thesis.

Overall, the main period of research is limitedtite years 1923 to 1947,
exploring the making of Lubitsch’s reputation thgbuthe American years of his
career. In one way, this presents me with a dilemm#erms of study, the films of
Lubitsch’s American period have always been in avilpged position in
comparison to his German output. Nonetheless, thave been attempts to rectify
such an imbalance and we will encounter them atbegway. It should be noted
that early German film criticism was not aware dLabitsch touch.” All the same,
the early years have been important in my investiganto the American Lubitsch
— hence | have supplied a prologue exploring hisnm@e period. It has been
important, in particular, to address the questibnvioether the early German film
critics had a concept of Lubitsch’s authorship aod it would compare to that of
the Americans critics in the decades to follow.

At the other end, 1947 marked the year of Lubitsdeath. This point of
demarcation is equally problematic, given thatuenaot aimed to write a biography
of the director. If anything, | have sought to prod a biography of histyleand this

style did not die with him. The question of stybdsts in the texts on a director’s



films more than in his (or her) films themselves.case in point, the ‘Lubitsch
touch’ is thriving more than ever.

Similarly, to focus merely on the ‘Lubitsch toucafter 1947 would have
been to neglect the formative years when the tea®s used all through Lubitsch’s
American career. Indeed, this research into moas tBO0O0 scans of newspaper
materiaf vouchsafes for the large variety of contexts iniclwhLubitsch and the
‘touch’ are discussed. Thus, focusing on the ydmatsveen 1923 and 1947 has
enabled me to trace not only the emergence ofltheitsch touch,” but to address
how it was during Lubitsch’s lifetime that thistemwent from a mere turn of phrase
to an established term.

Hedda Hopper, alongside Louella Parsons the quédtolbywood gossip
columns and a writer on friendly terms with Lubltsavrites on the topic of the

‘Lubitsch touch,’

It hasn’'t hurt him, that phrase. Analyze it, it'amingless. Yet for all these years it's had
the effect of setting Ernst apart in a niche al twvn. Other directors have basked briefly in
the privileged sunlight of his fame when they, thaye pulled off some bright stroke. ‘Ah,
the ‘Lubitsch touch’” a reviewer would crack. Pies- more glitter for Lubitsch!

This thesis will show that the ‘Lubitsch touch’astually not meaning-less. Instead,
it is meaningfull, indeed full of a variety of meanings. For if theuch’ was a
burden for Lubitsch, my study will show that hecaésxplored a myriad of ways of

using it to his best advantage in promoting bo#hfiins and himself.

® This count only includes digitised material andesimot do justice to the rich resources of press
material, as well as PCA files, held at Margaretridk Library. More newspapers were accessed in
the Motion Picture Reading Room at the Library ain@ress or newspapers to which the Media
History Digital Library provides open access onlite name only the collections most extensively
consulted for this project.

* Hedda Hopper. “That ‘Lubitsch touch!” Looking abywood with Hedda Hopper Chicago Daily
Tribune (25 July 1943), p. C3.



I Review of Literature

The main aim of this thesis is not to investigateatvthe ‘Lubitsch touch’ is.
Instead, its guiding objective is to determine htbwg director and his films have
been contextualised, primarily over the years diitach’s American or Hollywood
career. What is more, how has this resulted infaloethat his own signature style
has acquired its own term?

This literature review seeks to place the origneakarch into public material
between 1923 and 1947 into a broader conceptuakfrerk. In the first part, | will
look at problems of history and the writing of loist, posing questions of how the
past can be shaped in the form of history. An eration of the auteur and the
authorship debate will then take centre stage. THsigng if controversial approach
followed the question whether the artistic signataf a director could be distilled
from his or her works and thereby helped to paeewvihy to the perception of film
as art. Moreover, this approach has also provedrumental for the
institutionalisation of Film Studies as an acadefi@ld of studies.

My project in the later stages of this researcH aléo be concerned with
guestions of how the authorship of a work of art ba accounted for. Yet it is not
least owing to the political impact that the deldads had (and still has) that makes
it a point of interest for my case study of the bitgch touch.” Before considering
the history of references and looking into the iosgand uses of the ‘Lubitsch
touch’ I will provide an overview of the existingl®larship on Lubitsch.

It is around the concept of the ‘touch’ that alk tkhreads of Lubitsch
criticism converge, not least the discourse to Wiy own project will contribute.
It has not been the main focus of my work to idgntvhat the ‘Lubitsch touch’

actually consists of. My aim is rather to investeggthe mechanisms that are at work
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in the codification of a style as well as the casation of a director. Such a (meta-
)critical exploration of how the ‘touch’ has beesfided will render these processes

of making history explicit, while simultaneouslylloag them into question.

1 Issues in Historiography

Issues in historiography and meta-criticism forne thery basis of this project,
entailing that | am less interested in analysing ttubitsch films themselves.
Instead, we will explore how others have analy$eut or distilled meanings from
them in order to promote them. | have limited titisdy to the years 1923 to 1947,
especially journalistic and advertising discourkem the centrepiece of this study.
Still, film historians make regular appearances irnsl therefore necessary to look
at a more general consideration of the past anavitiieg of the past and how what
we call ‘history’ can and needs to be distinguished

For some time, critical thinking about the relasbip of the historian and his
work has gone hand and hand with the writing ofdnys However, in the second
half of the twentieth century interest in the natwf historical discourse has
intensified with particular regard to its relatibns to literature or to critical
frameworks such as authorship and the role of tiséoran. Three points of
reference stand out: the author, the narrative thedcontext. Needless to say,
although these three references are all closelgrralated, but an attempt to
untangle them and consider them separately willg@rseful.

Early in his collection of lectures simply entitlé¢hat is HistoryE. H. Carr
points out that “[t]he historian is necessarilyestive.™ The historian, as the author
of the historical narrative that makes up his arstady, is more than a passive and

detached mediator of objective facts. In denying ke uninvolved position of a

1 E. H. CarrWhat is HistoryBasingstoke: Palgrave, 1986. p. 6.



mere observer, Carr rejects “[t]he belief in a haode of historical facts existing
objectively and independently of the interpretatajrthe historian,” going as far as
to call this “a preposterous fallacyAt the hand of the historian, mere “facts of the
past” become “facts of history,as Carr's memorable example of Caesar crossing
the Rubicon shows. Said Italian river had (andgiase) been crossed by “millions
of other people;”but only one particular Roman called Julius Ca&segmembered
for having done so. It is the significance thatdnsns have ascribed to the event
that makes us remember it in the history books.réfbhee, what is decisive is not
whether or not the event actually took place, Wuhistorians have judged it
important enough to be remembered. The eventh@g of the past, the judgement
of its importance a matter of history.

Carr’s thesis sheds an interesting light on theeiss the ‘Lubitsch touch,’ if
ex negativo There is no such event as the ‘Lubitsch toucht tlook place at a
specific place at a specific time. Lubitsch migktywwell have had a style that is
discernible in his films, but it is up to the filmstorians concerned with hesuvre
to identify it. The fact that there is not one s$englefinition of the term makes
particularly obvious this gap between the past selfit something like an
“undiscover'd country,” or better, one that is constantly being re-disoete- and
history as a realm governed by historians. Whilgicsr agree that there is a
‘Lubitsch touch,’ the latter is actually of a quekisive nature; in fact, it is precisely
this resistance to definition, in spite of critiggersistent interest, that makes it so
intriguing for a case study such as this one. At game time, the question of

(historical) definition only renders explicit whiaolds true for all events of history:

? |bid.

® Ibid.

* Ibid.

®> See William Shakespeardamletlil.i.77-79 for “the undiscover'd country from wke bourn / No
traveller returns.”
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how historians treat the ‘Lubitsch touch’ also I®lthplications for how they treat
historical events more generally.

If E. H. Carr asked the question ‘What is Historg®' early as 1961, it was,
however, Hayden White who can be credited with ging the linguistic turn to
historical discourse. Exploring the affinities betm the writing of history and the

telling of stories, White questions traditionaltbisography in which

the literary aspect of the historical narrative wagposed to inhere solely in certain
embellishments that rendered the account vivid iatetesting to the reader rather than in
the kind of poetic inventiveness presumed to beasteristic of the writer of fictional
narratives

Therefore, in the traditional conception of thetimg of history, the nature of the
narrative produced by the historian and its epigtemmplications came to be
accepted without further critical examination. Véhion the other hand, reminds us
that we must also interrogate the histories produaleout the past on a meta-
narrative level in order to interrogate their lggr ramifications.

For White too there is a difference between the pasl history. If Carr
located the difference between the two in the reasgsselection of facts by the
historian, White chooses to focus on the act ofysbing, or of transforming past
events into a narrative: “Narrative becomes a @wbbnly when we wish to give to
real events the form of story. It is because reahts do not offer themselves as
stories that their narrativization is so diffictiftPlaying on the two constituents of
texts — content and form — in the title of his seahicollection, White examines the
contentof the form. He emphasises that the form of the timeraor how the
narrative is presented stylistically, is an indisgable part of the text that should not

be neglected, because it has repercussions fanarative. It may appear a small

® Hayden WhiteThe Content of the Form: Narrative Discourse andtbfical Representation
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 198%.p.
" Ibid. p. 4.
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detail to consider the texts produced by histore@msarratives, but consideration of
this issue opens up wider questions of intendednmga and socio-historical
context.

For my purposes, we might consider that White aggpeda put the
metaphorical cart before the horse. However, by whwnalysing non-narrative
forms of historical writing — annals, chronicle ahdtory proper — he shows that
“events must be not only registered within the adtogical framework of their
original occurrence but narrated as well, thatoissay revealed as possessing a
structure, an order of meaning, that they do naispss as mere sequentdhe
acceptance that the histories produced by historaam, in essence, narratives is
then closely related to the task of ‘producing niegn Thus, in order to make sense
of the meaning they are producing, historical textd documents of any kind need
to be inspected for their position within their ®acultural context, their intended
project and epistemic implications. This task isctal because, as White points out
elsewhere, “the narrative is a mode of represamtafti..] so natural to human
consciousness."The uncritical treatment of historical documergsbased on my
human acceptance of them as objective and truehigtdrical documents need to
be examined for the design framing the manner iithvthey were written and then
considered in their cultural and social context.

This now points my discussion in the directiontloé critique of ideology.
White is today only one voice amongst many othermsist that, “narrative is not
merely a neutral discursive form” Instead, its production has ideological

implications and it is, crucially, no coincidendeat White in the same paragraph

8 Ibid. p. 5.
° Ibid. p. 26 (emphasis mine).
10 |bid. p. ix.
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11 which in the

also mentions “the very stuff of enythical view of reality,
Barthesian sensé,s always very close to the term ‘ideology.’

Carr too was concerned with the issue of the cantewhich the historian
writes his history. Offering the intriguing exampié religion in the Middle Ages,
he questions whether the deeply rooted sense igfarelis actually to be taken at
face value. Alternatively, it could also be thatsiimerely presented to us nowadays
as such, since the writing of history was thenroabmost exclusive extent in the
hands of monks who were deeply concerned with gmdféssionally occupied in
the theory and practice of religiof®”Again, it is the historian’s selection that is
inextricably linked to the form that his (or hegrmative takes.

Nonetheless, what this example also emphasiseswsbloth historian and
his (or her) narrative depends on their positiothivi society. As with Carr, White
comments on the issue of selection, yet with a theggerspective. For “[e]very
narrative, however seemingly ‘full,” is constructe the basis of a set of events that
might have been included but were left otitThis point, he goes on, “permits us to
ask what kind of notion of reality authorizes coustion of a narrative account of
reality.”*® All the same, what seems to be a vast distanaeeket the Middle Ages
and the early days of filmmaking turns out to béy@nsmall step for a project on
the ‘Lubitsch touch.” How the context in which medal monks were writing
influenced the narrative that they produced is, wilagljusted to this context,
precisely the question | will put to the documerdsademic or otherwise, that

reference and make use of the ‘Lubitsch touch.’

1 |bid. (emphasis mine).

12 See Roland Barthesdythologies New York: Hill and Wang, 1983. This connectionfisther
emphasised by the fact that it is a Barthes qumatei$ placed in front of the whole collection.

13 Carr.What is History®. 8.

4 White. The Content of the Formp. 10.

% |bid. p. 11.
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Keith Jenkins rejects the “distinction between thig as such’ and
‘ideological history,” which implies that there mde certain histories (generally the
dominant ones) that are not at ideological. Inrailar vein to Carr and White, he
argues in his short polemRe-thinking Historythat “meanings given to histories of
all descriptions” are not “intrinsic to the past [.but meanings given to the past
from outside(rs)*® — that is, outsiders born later. Jenkins conclutas “[t]he fact
that historyper seis an ideological construct means that it is camdy being re-
worded and re-ordered by all those who are vanousifected by power
relationships.®” The past and the history that are produced bywttiing on the
past are then not the same, even if the acadewifiegsion of the historian makes us
believe in this shared identity without questiolr ks, then the ‘Lubitsch touch’
renders this issue explicit from almost a uniqugl@nwhile I am not negating the
existence of the ‘touch, it is only the writing ah that has emphasised its
significance. Therefore, it is the cultural circuarsces of the writing on the ‘touch’
rather than the ‘touch’ itself that call for pringanvestigation.

What will also be significant to my project is tbbservation that the writing
of history is basically but inextricably linked the context in which it is produced.
In this case, this means that the issue is at Esmshuch about the present of the
production of a text as it is about the periodtthd covers. Keith Jenkins’ comment
here that “through hindsight, we in a way knowre about the past than the people

"8 heeds to be treated with caution, insofar as wectaim that we

who lived in it
simply knowdifferentlyabout the past. Nevertheless, it needs to bessttdhat “the
past that we ‘know’ is always contingent upon ownoview, our own ‘present.*

To bear this point in mind is crucial when it conteghe writing of history and the

16 Keith JenkinsRe-thinking HistoryLondon: Routledge, 2005. p. 21.
7 bid.

18 |bid. p. 15 (emphasis mine).

19 bid.
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examination of historical, ‘primary’ documents su@s censorship files or
contemporary reviews. More importantly, in terms tbé academic writing on
Lubitsch and his ‘touch,” such a consideration applies to the other ‘primary’
documents considered over the course of this drajed needs to be emphasised
precisely because it is so easily forgotten.

Hence, for this research project, material indieabf what can be deemed
promotional-industrial discourse as well as critjcarnalistic and academic
discourses are to be considered as primary docsméiie same questions of
intention and meaning, as well as scope and intmicalie at their door. These
interrogations are, of course, different for edsipe’ of these text bodies, but they
can be considered from the same points of viewthatsame time, we must not
forget that if the questions we bring to the bodflyexts examined are different we
remain nonetheless in a similar position to the fhistorians who have tried to

make sense of their own projects.

3 Film Authorship and the Auteur Debate

Following these considerations of history writinghich in many cases have not
been primarily nor specifically developed with FiBtudies in mind, authorship will

be central to the next part of this literature ewi The issue of the author has
accompanied Literary Studies for centuries, butFilm Studies the authorship

debate has also acquired a particular, equivaignifisance.

Its significance for this project is twofold. Thery fact that my project is at

its very heart concerned with one film directoreably calls for a conscious
engagement with issues of authorship, as well asstopns of how a specific

signature style has been or can be accountednféhel main body my thesis, | will
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therefore look at other contexts in which Ernst itsth has been or can be
considered.

The authorship debate holds a particular placehén history not only of
filmmaking, but in the history of Film Studies ilsél'he liveliness and, on occasion,
obduracy with which the debate has been led hasdcdr necessary consideration
of a selection of issues. | will thus focus on hawthorship in film has been
negotiated, specifically with regard to the casélfifed Hitchcock. The professed
‘master of suspense’ not only offers a prime exangblwriting about film but also
for writing about authorship in film. What is more some significant ways,
Hitchcock mirrors Lubitsch’s life, career and, mastportantly, aftermath and
therefore, unsurprisingly, remains a strong poift reference for studies on
Lubitsch.

Auteurism, ironically, reached its peak when RolaBdrthes with his
memorable metaphor of the ‘Death of the Author'’nd ahortly afterwards Michel
Foucault’s re-conceptualisation of the author astHar-function® — spearheaded
the move away from the author within the Humanitidgvertheless, authorship
debates have proved pivotal for both the percepticiim as art and Film Studies
as an academic field of study. Given the influeace debates spawned by this
approach in the field of Film Studies alone, a swarynof the issue of authorship
would ideally incorporate a number of texts and-dabates, but the scope of this is
beyond the current literature review. Thereforesoluld like instead to concentrate
on particular questions and issues within the fimldocusing on the political aspect
implicit in the theoretical texts of the debateerd) the early auteurists in particular

wrote with a clear agenda — as well as the othpedas of filmmaking besides

2 Michel Foucault. “What is an Authora’anguage, Counter-Memory, Practice: Selected Essays
and InterviewsDonald F. Bouchard, eds. Ithaca: Cornell UnitgrBress, 1977. p. 125.

16



directing. It has indeed been suggested that d¢ichinical roles and responsibilities

need to be taken into account when addressingsioe iof authorship in cinema.
Initially, as Edward Buscombe writes in his artiole the different “Ideas of

Authorship,” auteurism was “polemical in intent §drMmeant to define [...] a course

of action™!

in order to establish cinema as an art, and ah &arpersonal
expression® As such, this approach has, despite having beeprdariated,
attacked and reformulate@®’become vital for the codification of Film Studies,
which is why it remains an approach to be taughtelsas studied.

In the historical context in which cinema had Istib fight for its
appreciation as providing a serious contributiorcwitture, if not art, the auteurist
approach proved a handy weapon. This accountshéotdane in which the debate
was occasionally led and in which its early keytsexere written, be they Francois
Truffaut's “Une certaine tendance du cinema frasicgiA Certain Tendency in
French Cinema”) or the translation from the Frepdiitique des auteurso the
Auteur Theory introduced to the United States by Sarris.

Sarris, particularly with his monograph on “Direcd@nd Directions,” added
yet another twist to the polemical undercurrenthid debate. Writing against those
who regarded “Hollywood directors [...] as artisarsher than artists® his
intention was not (only) to elevate film to the tata of art, but to prove the
superiority of American cinema over that of othesuwmtries. The issue of
canonisation was more (possibly Truffaut) or lesert@inly Sarris) covert and
implicit in the writings of both. This angle, howay is intriguing with regards to

Lubitsch, who made it into Sarris’ ‘pantheon’ inGB) but, in more recent popular

2L Edward Buscombe. “Ideas of Authorshiéreen14.3 (Autumn 1973), p. 75.
22 H

Ibid.
23 pam Cook. “Authorship and Cinemalhe Cinema BookPam Cook, ed. London: BFI, 2007. p.
387.
4 Andrew SarrisThe American Cinema: Directors and Directions, 192968 New York: Dutton
& Co., 1968. p. 15.
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perception and criticism, has since been quietljnated from such a central
position.

As early as 1957, none other than André Bazin effea more qualified
opinion on auteurism, pointing out differences lesw the positions of himself and

“the regular contributors t€ahiers”

amongst whom was also Truffaut. Bazin
took issue with the problem of taste “for it asssraethe start of its analysis that the
film is automatically good as it has been made tyaateur®® and such criticism
runs the risk of “an aesthetic personality caft.”

Vigorously defending auteurism as exemplified ie flournal Movie lan
Cameron defined, as its governing assumption, ‘timatdirector is the author of a
film, the person who gives it any distinctive qtait may have.® He argued that
“any merit [films] may have still comes from thaelitor much more than from any
other source®® However, those dissenting from this concept ofedtirial
hegemony soon came forward offering “AlternativesAuteurs,” as the apt title of
Graham Petrie’s article put it. “As books on camesa and scriptwriters begin to
pour off the presses,” Petrie writes, “[i]t is ranber going to be enough to assume
that the director’s contribution is automaticalfymajor significance ¥ For Petrie,
the major flaw of the auteur theory is “that itasly the director who matters and
that even the most minor work layiteur X is automatically more interesting than

the best film of norauteurY.”! At the same time, Petrie was careful to stress tha

“it will be necessary to avoid the dangers of replg one culture hero by

% André Bazin. “La Politique des AuteursThe French New Wave: Critical LandmarkBeter
Graham and Ginette Vincendeau, eds. Basingstokgra®a Macmillan, 2009. p. 130.

% |bid. p. 144.

" |bid. p. 145.

8 Jan Cameron. “Films, Directors and Criticéliteurs and Authorship: A Film Read®arry Keith
Grant, ed. Oxford: Blackwell, 2008. p. 31.

2 |bid. p. 33.

%0 Graham Petrie. “Alternatives to Auteursuteurs and Authorship: A Film Read@arry Keith
Grant, ed. Oxford: Blackwell, 2008. p. 111.

3 Ibid. p. 112 (italics in the original).
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another.®® Rather than introducing cameramen and scriptveriteito Sarris’
pantheon, it was Petrie’s project to recognise€éia as a cooperative art.”

While Petrie followed “the ways in which [cinemaijffdrs from fiction,
poetry, painting, and even music and draffagthers have taken this line of
argument into the contexts of production and of l\webod’'s studio system.
Thomas Schatz, in his monumental studyTbe Genius of the Systeimas been
overtly critical of auteurism, instead advocatingyak at Hollywood'’s relation of
power and hierarchy of authority during the stuedra, at its division of labor and
assembly-line production process.Schatz concedes that there were Hollywood
directors with “an unusual degree of authority ancertain style,” but their position
was “privileged,®® and “came only with commercial success and was twn
filmmakers who proved not just that they had talbnt that they could work
profitably within the system®*

Schatz reminds us that

these films were the product not simply of indivatlhuman expression, but of a melding of
institutional forces. In each case the ‘style’ ofwaiter, director, star — or even a

cinematographer, art director, or costume designéused with the studio’s production

operations and management structure, its resoamggalent pool, its narrative traditions
and market strategy. And ultimately any individgadtyle was no more than an inflection on
an established studio styfe.

Instead of focusing on the director or indeed atiyeorole in the filmmaking
process, Schatz emphasises the collaborative nafuttee Hollywood system, or

indeed the film medium as a whole.

% |bid. p. 111.

% |bid.

* Ibid.

% Thomas SchatzThe Genius of the System: Hollywood Film-makinghim Studio EraLondon:
Faber and Faber, 1996. p. 5.

% |bid.

¥ |bid. p. 6.

3 Ibid. p. 5.
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Timothy Corrigan has focused on a related aspettieofndustrial discourse
and mode of production, or what he calls “The Comum@f Auteurism.” He argues
that “from its inception, auteurism has been boupdwith changes in industrial
desires, technological opportunities, and marketsiptegies® While these

changes also account for early strains in the éebatgoes on to note that,

Since the 1970s especially, the auteurist marketingovies whose titles often proclaim the
filmmaker's name [...] aim[s] to guarantee a relasloip between audience and movie
whereby an intentional and authorial agency goveassa kind of brand-name vision whose
contextual meanings are already determined, theawagvie is seen and receiv&d.

Corrigan is certainly right to focus on more conpemary aspects of the debate in
regard to commercial aspects of the auteur. The oéd.ubitsch and his ‘touch’
does, however, suggest that the commercial meahani$ the director as auteur
date further back than Corrigan would appear teebelin his still insightful study.

In addition to theoretical works on the subjeciaathorship and auteurism,
studies on specific directors and auteurs haveegpramsightful for my research.
Although there could be numerous others such exasnpbme of the following are
particularly important. Barbara Klinger's work orolglas Sirk, for instance, goes
beyond a mere auteurist study. Rather than memebstigating Sirk’s authorship or
even his biography in relation to his films, Klimgeoks at the different contexts in
which Douglas Sirk has been considered, “explof[ihgw historical analysis

41

challenges our ideas about this director and hissfi”~ Crucially, Klinger insists

that “textual meanings are negotiated by exterrggénaies, whether they be

% Timothy Corrigan. “The Commerce of AuteurismEilm and Authorship Virginia Wright
Wexman, ed. New Brunswick: Rutgers University Pr@g93. p. 96.

40 SchatzThe Genius of the System 97.

4l Barbara Klinger.Melodrama and Meaning: History, Culture, and thdn#s of Douglas Sirk
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1994. p. xii
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academic modes of interpretation, practices offitheindustry, or film reviews set
within a particular historical landscap&.”

As with the meanings of a text, the reputation dfractor is not fixed, but it
is constantly re-negotiated by succeeding genemstidlinger’s intention is then not
to uncover the “real’ meaning of the film” by wagf “conventional textual
analysis,” but rather to show how “film identity &dways a matter of negotiation
between textual features and contextual imperatiteBor my study of Lubitsch’s
style then, | will begin by assessing the framimgsl reframings of the ‘touch’
already existing during Lubitsch’s lifetime.

Before laying a final foundation to my study of theuch’ in reviewing the
literature dedicated to Ernst Lubitsch, | wouldeliko take a closer look at the
standing of Alfred Hitchcock in Film Studies andthin the auteur debate in
particular. Alfred Hitchcock has the reputation loéing arguably the “classic
auteur,” although, as Pam Cook notes, certainlyumiquely, but foremost for the
Cahiercritics **

Hitchcock indeed stands out of the group of “othkmllywood directors
championed by the auteur critics,” in the sense ‘ttinee interest in Hitchcock not
only survived the heyday of theolitique des auteurdut flourished through the
various paradigm shifts which have constituted shert history of this field*®
Faced with the enormous body of work produced otthdock, Sidney Gottlieb

does not shy away from making a comparison withMichael Bristol's words,

“2 Ibid. p. xvi.

“3 Ibid. p. xx.

4 Cook. “Authorship and Cinema.” p. 390. See alsw, 4 highly entertaining account of the
Hitchcock — “Hitchcock fanatiques” (André Bazin)rowection, James M. Vest. “To Catch a Liar:
Bazin, Chabrol, and Truffaut Encounter Hitchcodkitchcock: Past and FutureRichard Allen and
Sam Ishii-Gonzales, eds. London: Routledge, 200409-118.

> Richard Allen and S. Ishii-Gonzalés. “IntroductibAlfred Hitchcock: Centenary EssayRichard
Allen and S. Ishii-Gonzalés, eds. London: BFI, 199%iii.
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“Big-Time’ Shakespeare? In using this term, Bristol seeks to address ‘ftrey
and enduring tradition of imperial and meretriciauses of Shakespeare’s cultural

and commercial powef.”

which is comparable, in many ways, to Hitchcock’s
status within Film Studies.

In a similar vein, Robert E. Kapsis’ study on “ttreation of reputation in
the art world of film” shows “how the figure of dartist’ or ‘auteur’ is socially
constructed and of the forces which influence ressm®ments of reputation and
cultural meaning®® Kapsis’ attention to the ‘making of a reputatiorahd
Hitchcock’s reputation in particular, points notlypmo the search for a signature
style in theceuvreof a particular director, but, beyond such a deatw the creation
of an almost ‘myth-like’ reputation, embodied inetlphrase the ‘master of
suspense.’ In Lubitsch’s case, the ‘touch’ was eerdains a central aspect in the
writing on Lubitsch, and is unique insofar as thigposed style is even identified
with the director’s very name.

Closely related to this question is the issue ofrgeand popularity. Both
Hitchcock and Lubitsch are closely associated whithrespective genres of thriller
and romantic drama (or perhaps better, the sopaisi comedy) and their
commercial appeal. In what was the earliest serstusly of Hitchcock in the
English language, Robin Wood addressed precisedy iisue of Hitchcock’s

popularity as that which prevented many criticarfreaking him “seriously’

°In
the same vein, it has been suggested that Lulkitgechas not been taken seriously,

since the genre with which he is most closely aased is generally treated with

“% Sidney Gottlieb. “Introduction.Framing Hitchcock: Selected Essays from iighcock Annual.
Sidney Gottlieb and Christopher Brookhouse, eddrdiie Wayne State University Press, 2002. p.
17. See also Michael Brist@ig-Time Shakespearblew York: Routledge, 1996.

" Gottlieb. “Introduction.” p. 17.

“8 Robert E. KapsisHitchcock: The Making of a ReputatioBhicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1992. p. 2.

9 Robin Wood Hitchcock’s Films RevisitedNew York: Columbia University Press, 2002. p. 57.
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equal disdairi® In both cases, it can be considered one of theasments of the
auteurist critics that they challenge “the veryision between the work of a
‘serious’ artist and the work of a popular figunecls as Hitchcock (among other
Hollywood contract film-makers)>* In view of the issue of authorship in cinema
that has proved so vital for Film Studies and swifoec thanks to its controversies, it
is then surprising that Lubitsch and his legacyemeever able to take the centre

stage of the debate.

3 The State of Lubitsch Studies

These circles of specialists will be examined naosely in the final section of this
literature review. It aims to provide a broad ovew of the state of the general
scholarship on Lubitsch. Over the course of thisjgmt, the focus will be on
Lubitsch’s ‘touch’ as one specific and recurringailen the promotional, critical as
well as, on occasion, academic writing on Lubitséin. order to do so, the
scholarship on Ernst Lubitsch in general providesessary background.

In the published criticism of his life and worksnBt Lubitsch oscillates
between being revered and being half-forgotten. Jinger number and variety of
approaches taken by the studies dedicated to Hitghis certainly without equal
within Film Studies. ‘Lubitsch Sudies,’ if you wilhas been in a far less satisfying
condition. However, at the very surface of filmtbry in film dictionaries and
encyclopaedias, Lubitsch is, if included, virtuabyways referred to in highly
reverential terms. Critics do not economise onaisin where they see fit, as for

instance, in David Thomson’s dry contention thdirtotchkaandHeaven Can Wait

¥ See William PaulErnst Lubitsch’s American Comedyew York: Columbia University Press,
1983. p. 7.
*L Allen and Ishii-Gonzalés. “Introduction.” p. viii.
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are a good deal less funny than reputation woulte has believe® Generally,
however, these short entries are full of praiseglsig out Trouble in Paradise
(1932), the transnationality of Lubitsch’s succaksareer(s) and the recognisability
of a particular style, the latter being more oftean not identified as the ‘Lubitsch
touch.’

The majority of work done on Lubitsch has focusadches American period.
Yet, the German-language equivalents to Anglo-Acaeri encyclopaedias and
introductions to German cinema also mention Luhit$ocusing on his significance
for the early days of German cinema. Wolfgang Jagobin the chapter on early
German film in MetzlersGeschichte des deutschen Filfiblistory of German
Film’), has, for instance, credited Lubitsch witlsiagular position in the landscape
of the early German cinema of the 1910s. He ardghas Lubitsch had already
formed his own style by that time, one opposedlitotaer developments in early
filmmaking >

Lubitsch Studies was initiated by a study, firstlghed in 1968, that,
tellingly, bears the titleThe Lubitsch TouchAt best located at the margins of
academic writing, Herman G. Weinberg’s book is atore of biographical account
— critics might bitingly call it a ‘hagiography’ and a career appraisal according to
Weinberg’'s own tastes. Weinberg takes a mainly rajigical approach, with a
chronological account of Lubitsch’s life and filmagvering the first half of the book,
while the second half comprises a collage of exsegb screenplays, interviews,

‘tributes’ and other documents. This study beass distinction of the author’s

°2 David Thomson. Entry on “Ernst LubitschiThe New Biographical Dictionary of Film.ondon:
Little, Brown, 2010. p. 596.

3 Wolfgang Jacobson. “Frithgeschichte des deutschiems.F Geschichte des deutschen Films
Wolfgang Jacobson, Anton Kaes and Hans Helmut Rrineds. Stuttgart: Metzler, 2004. p. 34.
(“Lubitsch ist im deutschen Kino der zehner Jahree eéhusnahmeerscheinung. Er findet einen
eigenen Stil, der quer steht zu allen anderen Ekiwngen der frihen Kinematograplije.
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epistolary friendship with Lubitsch and was gerlgrpbpular with book reviewers
at the time of its initial publication.

Weinberg’s collection has since been met with reggkariticism, however.
Critical verdicts vary from a diplomatic statem#émat The Lubitsch Toucls “rather
disappointing” and “unreliablé* as a biographical source (Hans Helmut Prinzler),
to outright dismissals of his “much overrated [..dleadotal ramblings® (Andrew
Sarris). Weinberg was not an acadethior indeed one aiming for academic
standards, but the monograph challenges the baesda#tween non-academic and
academic writing. Still, Weinberg has become a ifiant point of reference for
critical studies on Lubitsch. In fact, almost &iétlater academic studies on Lubitsch
acknowledge, follow or more often set themselvesrtagxplicitly from Weinberg's
study. Choosing “The Lubitsch Touch: A Meta-Criti&udy” as a title for my own
research, this is because the approach | takeata4gritical’ in that it is about the
criticism by others rather than Lubitsch’s filmsethselves. However, it also
acknowledges the impact Weinberg's study has hadsiarting point, if a negative
one, for many studies on Lubitsch and his work.

Besides Scott Eyman’s biograpBynst Lubitsch: Laughter in Paradis@rst
published in 19937 this strain of biographical criticism has contidu@otably in

the German writing on Lubitsch. In order to celébrthe centenary of Lubitsch’s

** Hans Helmut Prinzler. “Berlin, 29.1.1892 — Holiyed, 30.11.1947: Bausteine zu einer Lubitsch-
Biografie.” Lubitsch Hans Helmut Prinzler and Enno Patalas, eds. MémcBucher, 1984. p. 59.
(“Das als ‘Lubitsch-Biografie’ vielgerihmte Buch vbAlerman G. WeinbergThe Lubitsch Touch)
ist als biografische Quelle eher enttduschend umddén Fakten unzuverlassigPrinzler does
acknowledge, however, that Weinberg is, by thea,ahly one to get Lubitsch’s birth date right — 29
January rather than the2g

%5 Andrew Sarris’ foreword to PauErnst Lubitsch’s American Comedy

*% His 1983 obituary in thélew York Timesnainly identified him as a translator and writSee
Samuel G. Freedman. “Herman G. Weinberg, Writer Boeign Film Translator.New York Times
(8 November 1983), p. B5.

>" For biographical background, | will rely greatly @yman. However, it should be acknowledged
that he does not operate entirely within acaderfaodards. His lack of references or extensive
bibliography, for instance, makes it difficult ttate his evidence. This is why | would agree with
Kristin Thompson, who calls Eyman’s study “not tHefinite biography that Lubitsch deserves,
[although] it provides a very useful overview.” Kiin Thompson. Book Review of Scott Eyman,
Ernst Lubitsch: Laughter in ParadisEilm History 11.2 (1999), p. 233.
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birth in 1992 two short monographs appeared in @arnkerta-Elisabeth Renk’s
Ernst Lubitschand Herbert Spaich’€rnst Lubitsch und seine Filmé@Ernst
Lubitsch and his films’). Both are easy-to-readaductions to Lubitsch’s life and
work, but of limited use from a critical perspeetiv

The German collectiohubitsch edited by Hans Helmut Prinzler and Enno
Patalas, couples a biographical account with sh@teounts of the films and a
section made up of “documents — memoirs — homatjealdo including several
texts and articles authored by Lubitsch himselinBer and Patalas’ collage thereby
gives a nuanced picture of the director, withoupesgring too highbrow and
restricted to the academic discourse. This is medoby the context of its
publication. The study accompanied a retrospedaiveubitsch’s work during the
1984 Berlin Film Festival and is interesting noade because it comes from
renowned historians of German film — the formerdseaf the film museums of
Berlin and Munich respectively.

Auteurists have repeatedly used Lubitsch as thejecd of study. Their
objective is to identify an artistic vision acrofise films of one director and
Lubitsch’s ‘touch’ may just constitute such an strti expression of one individual.
Andrew Sarris has such a projectTihe American Cineman which he classifies
directors from the Hollywood studio era accordingtheir merit. In his Pantheon
section, Sarris not only reflects upon Lubitschtgles but also makes explicit
mention of the ‘touch,” arguing that “[a] poignasadness infiltrates the director’s
gayest moments, and it is this counterpoint betwsadness and gaiety that

represents the Lubitsch touch.”

®8 Hans Helmut Prinzler and Enno Patalas, edbitsch Miinchen: Bucher, 1984. Table of contents.
(“Dokumenten — Erinnerungen — Hommagen
%9 Sarris.The American Cinema. 66.
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Here, Sarris’ characterisation of the ‘touch’ isenesting for two reasons. It
differentiates Sarris’s take from the other ‘toughthat see Lubitsch’s style in
relation to stylistic and aesthetic devices or flieduction context. Indeed, for
Sarris, the ‘touch’ has nothing to do primarily vithe aesthetics of Lubitsch’s
films; it is precisely “not the leering humor ofosked doors® Instead, Sarris
focuses on the most important thematic elementsh@dinds in Lubitsch’s films
and singles outo Be or Not to Ben particular. Certainly, a Nazi comedy, produced
while World War Il was still going offt would present a prime example of
“bridg[ing] the abyss between laughter and horférMoreover, the reference to
sadness and gaiety emphasises the humanism ig’S#&akie on the ‘touch.’” Sarris’s
project thereby has a close kinship to the pubiscalrse of the 1940s and its
perception of humanism in Lubitsch’s work.

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, two monograjdusagpproached Lubitsch
from an auteurist point of view. Leland A. Poaguel &Villiam Paul followed the
auteurist approach through in examining the Lubitst ceuvrein greater depth.
Setting himself apart from the biographical crdioi spearheaded by Weinberg,
Poague stages close readings of Lubitsch’s cineladocuses on five sets of films
while discounting any appeal to chronology as lasgthe films were produced
during Lubitsch’s American period. He analyses thaotording to thematic
similarities and dissimilarities, only on occasraferring to sources outside the film
texts.

Leland Poague explicitly places himself in Sarrigitadition, praising

“auteurist scholarship [for having] repeatedly aff#ctively demonstrated” how “a

® Sarris.The American Cinema. 66.

1 While released in early 194Zo Be or Not to Béad both been conceived and had gone into
production before the attack on Pearl Harbour pkedahe United States to enter the war officially.
The changed domestic environment and the veryemdst of a home front certainly contributed to
the problematic initial reception of the film.

%2 sarris.The American Cinema. 66.
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certain personality or viewpoint may come to dortenaroduction.®® Poague offers
his own conception of the ‘touch,” arguing that,has career draws on, “Lubitsch
became less concerned with asserting his own cimenragenuity than with
exploring the humanity of his characters” and ‘&dliess and less on visual razzle-
dazzle.®* Both Sarris’'s and Poague’s affinity with themes taimanity and
‘humanness’ are obviously at play in the auteupisiject, which tends to seek
consistency across a set of films in order to lddie moral or philosophical
outlook of the director.

Poague’s study, which focuses on the later Hollyavditms, sets out to
prove precisely this point. It therefore focusassurprisingly, on the exploration of
specific themes, rather than performing a closdutdxanalysis of the films’
aesthetics. He hence groups together films fronferdiht periods of Lubitsch’s
career — for instanc&he Marriage CircleandThe Shop Around the Corner One
Hour with You Trouble in ParadiseandTo Be or Not to Be- and at times these
films are almost twenty years apart. However, gatential point of criticism of the
approach is actually quite the opposite for anuage If these seemingly disparate
films can be proven to have a similar point of refee, or “share similar concerns,”
in Poague’s words, this precisely corroboratesatlteurist project, even more so if
these concerns have been identified as the ditectyle, or in Lubitsch’s case, his
‘touch.” In a fashion true to the structuralistastr of auteurism, Poague looks for
themes in Lubitsch’s films that transcend peridulg, leaves out any consideration
of the wider contexts of collaboration and produotiAlthough Poague’s analyses
are insightful and more critically informed thardiaphical criticism in the style of

‘Ernst Lubitsch and his films,’” the absence frors text of wider production and

% Leland A. PoagueThe Cinema of Ernst Lubitsch The Hollywood FiliBsuth Brunswick: A. S.
Barnes & Co, 1978. p. 8.
® Ibid. p. 14.
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collaboration context outside the immediate filnmgdat the potential shortcomings
of the authorship approach in Film Studies.

William Paul's study of Ernst Lubitsch’s Americammmedies is equally
auteurist, although in a slightly different way. fgh both studies look for
overarching themes in Lubitschéeuvre Paul is far more explicitly concerned with
matters of reputation and style. In comparison tadee, who focuses almost
exclusively on the films chosen for close textuablgsis and the unearthing of
overarching themes in Lubitsch’s American periodul® study proves to be more
open. He references other directors, taking thdigtaontext further into account
and paying attention to how themes are complemeyethe use of metaphor or
visual representation. Nevertheless, close readiogs the centrepiece dErnst
Lubitsch’s American Comedynd Paul’'s study remains intrinsically concerneth w
the search for the director’s “styl&™vision” and eventually “touch®

The auteurists’ general disdain for Weinberg's wonky just lie in the
proximity of their approaches to Lubitsch’s film&/einberg’s lengthy and virtually
all-encompassing elaboration of the ‘Lubitsch tquébr instance, covers several
pages of his studi, appearing fairly early in the biographical summand
focusing uponDie AusternprinzessinHere, the treatment of the ‘touch’ touches
upon the significance of close ups, metaphors,lesiggnse of humour, “personal
statement[s]” of “his [Lubitsch’s] owiWeltanschauung®® Although Lubitsch did
have “sentiment,” Weinberg concludes that “Lubittaiighed [about nothing] more
than [...] the ‘sex-game.*® Weinberg covers so many different themes and

conceptions that the notion of a ‘Lubitsch touchinmately hinges on the persona of

% paul.Ernst Lubitsch’s American Comedy. 19.

% Ibid. p. 7.

®”Herman G. Weinberd-he Lubitsch Touch: A Critical Studyfew York: Dover, 1977. p. 24-27.
% |bid. p. 25.

% Ibid. p. 27.
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the director. This approach also ties in with higgbaphical project, whereby he
bases his narrative on a string of anecdotes frendirector’s life.

In contrast, the auteurist approach looks to threqma of the director, but as
an embodiment of themes reaching across his (Qrfihas. Like the biographical
approach, with which Weinberg can be associatedathteurists place the director
at the centre of their research. Crucially, howgevather than organising their
argument in relation to the artist's biography,ythmase it on their search for an
overall artistic vision conveyed by the directorerk.

Significantly, both Poague and Paul follow the lthat Sarris had laid out,
with their focus on Lubitsch’s American work, asiadready be seen in the title of
Paul’'s study, although this is also acknowledgedbggue. For the high number of
“Lubitsch films (both German and American) [thatf dost” prevents a “complete
history”.”® Instead, Poague also focuses on ‘The Hollywoouissilas the subtitle of
his study indicates. Both critics, therefore, pgeage Lubitsch’s later work. This
decision to focus on the later American period ajsons a political edge, in
considering that Sarris had not only ‘imported’ rigle auteurism to the United
States, but also moreover adapted it to his owrs endusing it as a means to
showcase the superiority of American cinetha.

Revaluation is the political edge running beneath duteurist project, not

least in the American tradition of this approache avhich sought to valorise the

O PoagueThe Cinema of Ernst Lubitscp. 7.

™ In view of Lubitsch’s journey that brought him fmoGermany across the Atlantic to Hollywood,
this bias towards his later American work also egithe issue of transnationality. Again, Lubitsch
proves an interesting case because, as a Germanal&ing in the German film industry moving on
to Hollywood and eventually being expatriated by Mazis, his biography lends itself as an émigré
example, rather than one of an exile and Nazi edugs was the case with so many of his peers.
Lubitsch is mentioned in studies on the subjedt;fee instance Jean-Michel Palmier's massive study
Weimar in Exile: The Antifascist Emigration in Epm and AmericaJohn Russell Taylor, in
Strangers in Paradise: The Hollywood Emigrés, 19830 (1983), focuses more specifically on
Hollywood, while Joseph Horowitz, more recently @80, takes the arts more generally into account
in Artists in Exile: How Refugees from Twentieth-Cgntwar and Revolution Transformed the
American Performing Arts
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commercial cinema that originated in Hollywood'sidib system. This political
edge of revaluation can be understood as the mifferethce that distinguishes
biographical and auteurist projects. Indeed, thiative proximity of the two
approaches in their primary point of referencee-ghrson — can lead to particularly
harsh distancing of the latter from the former. Téerly forays into Lubitsch
criticism can then be taken as a particularly vigihmple. For not every thematic
approach to Lubitsch has to be deemed auteuriste Wieinberg’s publication
continues to be viewed critically.

In contrast, Sabine Hake has contributed to Lubitsholarship with a study
of the significance of Lubitsch’s early films. Offfieg a two part structurdassions
and Deceptionsnitially focuses on some of Lubitsch’s early fdrand, in its second
half, touches on their influence on a selectionfibhs from Lubitsch’s early
American period. Hake explicitly “limits [her]setb the early films [in Lubitsch’s
filmography] in order to do justice to their actuadntribution to the history of
film.” > Although she chooses to focus on his early sfigns in the first part of the
text, her study still mirrors other auteurist patgein valorising, ‘(re-)canonising’ if
you will, a set of films that have formerly beerglested.

Of equal importance is Hake’s accounting for “mokerarching concerns,
especially those relating to the problem of sexamal cultural difference” as well as
“technological and cultural changes that accomphtiie emergence of the classical
narrative cinema to which Lubitsch contributed ggni§icantly.””® However, her
project, which she explicitly defines as “basedamnl structured around the notion

of authorship,* ultimately uses precisely this concept as the comdenominator.

2 Sabine HakePassions and Deceptions: The Early Films of Etnstitsch Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1992. p. 17.

3 Ibid. p. 16.

" Ibid. p. 16.
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There have been, however, also approaches to thhisit focused on more
technical aspects of his style. One of the fitghars to approach this subject was,
as we have seen above, Lewis Jacobs. Jacobs exgeveral meanings of the
‘touch,””® but most frequently relates it to the camera. Backfines it in relation to
the fact that “His swift, deft plotting is enhancley the rapierlike [sic] ‘comments’
of his camera, which have been known as ‘the Labit®uch.”® Beginning his
study while Lubitsch was just halfway through hismérican career, Jacobs may
well have been influenced by the public discourseva have seen in the chapters
on the 1930s. Initially, Jacobs is highly positiwe his approach to Lubitsch.
Bordering almost on hagiography of “the latestffivizard,””’ Jacobs writes, for
instance, that “The man who was finally to take tmewn of leadership from
DeMille,” who, in turn, had “exerted enormous irghce”® between 1919 and
1924, was indeed none other than Lubitsch. Howeivethe same year of his
penultimate musical, 1932, Lubitsch finds himsedfribted by Jacobs. “Beginning
with Trouble in Paradisg Jacobs writes, “Lubitsch narrowed his range of
expression to pantomimejouble entendresand suggestive continuity® He

elaborates:

This has been apparent in all his succeeding fijmg. These films are compendiums of
such subtleties as a look, a gesture, a tone. Ttiegaand situations have become over-

5 For instance also the plot element of the Freodtier in The Man | Killed(1932), also known as
Broken Lullaby being “[pJraised for his deed by the priésttonstitutes “a sardonic Lubitsch
touch™® for JacobsThe Rise of the American Film: A Critical Histofyew York: Teachers College,
[1939] 1975. p. 359.

% |bid. p. 355. Elsewhere (p. 358), he expands @ndbnception of the ‘Lubitsch touch’ in relation
to the camera: “Structurally as well as technigallubitsch’'s first sound films put their
contemporaries in the shade. Faced with the probfemandling music, dialogue, and songs, he gave
mobility to the, until then, static microphone, tdéing sound and image in a casual but extremely
interesting fashion. The camera at that time wilsraprisoned in a soundproof booth. But Lubitsch
kept the camera moving freely and, with the samdedity he had exhibited in making “silents,”
gave the images, dialogue, and songs a fluiditgwkept both the eye and the ear amused.”.

" Ibid. p. 356.

8 Ibid. p. 335.

" Ibid. p. 360-361 (emphasis in the original).
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refined, the cinematic treatment confined. Lubits¢bchnique now has been reduced to a
scheme of construction based upon elimination tefals in the continuit§’

This passage is notable for two reasons. It igusitthat here is a comparably rare
instance of a critic expressing bemusement withitsab’s style. More importantly,
in this instance a critic admits that Lubitsch'glestis indeed inconsistent across all
of Lubitsch’s films as director, even those in eémee when Jacobs’ history went
into print. Implied in this passage is that, if doeates — or ratheahoosedo locate

— the ‘Lubitsch touch’ in the mobile camera, themeowill not find it beyond
Trouble in Paradise

The critical debates in the 1930s were influencgddncerns that camera
mobility would be compromised by sound technologiowever, more recent
research has instead focused on what the camewss sahers have picked up on
Lubitsch’s technique and have chosen to slightfgaes the essence of Lubitsch’s
style. In particular, Lubitsch’s artistry is sindleut in the context of his American
sound comedies, while his earlier work is often sidered in the context of
revaluation. Therefore, it is curious that the cearis also at the heart of another set
of peculiar arguments that relate the ‘touch’ toaarative device taken from silent
filmmaking.

Greg S. Faller reveals an intelligent strategyuttipg forward his own take
on the ‘touch,” even in the brevity of an encyclegiz article. He concedes that
“[w]hat constitutes the ‘Lubitsch touch’ is opendontinual debate, the majority of
the definitions being couched in poetic terms afiichtion.” Without further ado,

however, he then goes on to offer his own definitio

8 |bid. p. 361.
81 Greg S. Faller. Entry on “Ernst Lubitschriternational Dictionary of Films and Filmmakers:
Directors Tom Pendergast and Sara Pendergast, eds. D8tralames Press, 2000. p. 626.
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Regardless of which romantic description one cheo#ige Lubitsch touch can be most
concretely seen as deriving from a standard naeraevice of the silent film: interrupting
the dramatic interchange by focusing on objectsnaall details that make a witty comment
on or surprising revelation about the main action.

Faller's conception of the ‘Lubitsch touch’ “demng from a standard narrative
device of the silent filnf? clearly recalls Carringer's and Sabath’s earl@nment:
“The Lubitsch touch in its purest form ultimatelgrdves from a standard narrative
device of silent film.%*

Ephraim Katz, in hidnternational Film Encyclopediargues in a somewhat
similar vein that “the subtle humor and the virtonossual wit that would in time
become known as ‘the Lubitsch Toudf”can be spotted for the first time in
connection withDie Austernprinzessjnmade in 1919. For him, “[tlhe style was
characterized by a parsimonious compression ofsigeal situations into single
shots or brief scenes that provided an ironic kethé characters and to the meaning
of the entire film.®°

Carringer and Sabath, Katz and Faller representerdiit forms of
publications. The latter were written as shortcéet in encyclopaedias, while the
former, A Guide to References and Resourcdgfers a comparably short overview
of Lubitsch’s biography and filmography before pobmg an extensive and
annotated bibliography of critical publications thee subject in question. In all three
works, the ‘touch’ constitutes something quite &amiinsofar it is conceived as the
focus on particular objects to convey meaning.

However, all three arrive at this view via veryfeient roads. Carringer and

Sabath quote a famous example of how a close-ugeid as a denouement that “lets

8 |bid.

8 Robert Carringer and Barry Sabafinst Lubitsch: A Guide to References and ResouRston:
G. K. Hall, 1978. p. 23.

8 Ephraim Katz. Entry on “Ernst LubitschThe Macmillan International Film Encyclopedia
London: Macmillan, 1998. p. 852.

% Ibid.
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the audience in on [a character’'s] joke” or tridkhey conclude that “[tjhe most
characteristic Lubitsch touches usually involveitier or more complex use of this
essentially functional narrative devic®. The crux is that while Carringer and
Sabath follow this up with examples from Lubitscfilsis of both the American
silent and sound period§he Marriage Circle Forbidden ParadiseandTrouble in
Paradise the initial description is actually from a D. V@riffith film.%" In his
article, Faller does not relate the ‘touch’ to axample, although the closest film in
question is indeedrouble in Paradisewhile Katz relates it to a silent film made by
Lubitsch himself.

Thus, in either case the emphasis is different. |§VRaller emphasises a
generally praised American sound film of Lubits¢hKatz manages to shed a light
on one of the director’'s lesser known works. Howeve this way, both favour a
decidedly auteurist view, to which encyclopaediickes might be prone. Carringer
and Sabath, on the other hand, choose to contesdutileir ‘touch’ differently.
Their idea of it evolves from Griffith’'s use of thelose-up through to its
metaphorical usages in the silénarriage CircleandForbidden Paradisdo, what
they name as the virtually Eisensteinian “soundgenenontage” in the sound film
Trouble in Paradise

Hence, what is identified as the ‘touch’ Tmouble in Paradisenas come a
long way from the initial example in the early @ttt film. Here it is not necessarily
tone or sentiment that relate these examples, daktntque. When Gerald Mast
praises “Lubitsch’s brilliance as a technician,”ist only half of the story; it is

precisely this, as he elaborates, that “tempts menytreat him as a pure

8 Carringer and SabatBrnst Lubitschp. 23-24.

87 They refer to the famous shot at the end’loé Lonedale Operatofl911). Here, the telegraph’s
daughter fights off the two robbers with what appéda be a gun in a medium shot but is, in a later
close-up, revealed actually to be just a wrench.
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technician.?® Instead, “technique is no more than a way of Ingkat the material
and can never be divorced from what the materiahswhy the artist has chosen to
look at it as he doe$?It is the same with the critics who make senskeutfitsch’s
films and style. The ‘Lubitsch touch’ is reguladgsociated with the films’ ‘looks’
and Lubitsch’s visual technique.

All the same, Sabine Hake notes a peculiar dyingndof large parts of
critical engagement with Lubitsch around the “eaighties.?® This tendency has
not been entirely reversed, as more recent scigpapsoduced on Lubitsch in the
last decade confirms this trend. The majority atdevritten on his work are shorter
articles that centre on individual films, besidé® taforementionedrouble in
ParadiseespeciallyNinotchka(1939) andlo Be or Not to B€1942), often in the
context of transnationality or émigré cinema sustGard Gemunden’s “Space Out
of Joint.”®*

As a regular in collections that also touch upomlye&erman cinema,
Lubitsch is often treated in shorter articles oamers. Thomas Elsaesser, for
instance, dedicates a chapter to a readigaafame Dubarry(1919) in hisWeimar
Cinema and After: Germany’s Historical Imaginar Janet McCabe’s short piece
on Die Austernprinzessifl919) appears in a collection on German popular. f
Elsaesser traceMadame Dubarris appeal for a meta-historical conception of
history, which is precisely the reason why LotteHisner dismissed the film in her

day®® McCabe, on the other hand, u§iie Austernprinzessias a case study for her

8 Gerald MastThe Comic Mind: Comedy and the Movi€hicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1979p. 208.

% 1pid.

% |bid. p. 14.

%1 See Gerd Gemiinden. “Space Out of Joint: Ernsttseiss To Be or Not to B& New German
Critique 89 (Spring-Summer 2003), p. 59-80.

%2 See Thomas Elsaess&keimar Cinema and After: Germany’s Historical Inaajy. London:
Routledge, 2000. p. 219. and Lotte H. Eisrfldre Haunted Screen: Expressionism in the German
Cinema and the Influence of Max Reinhailérkeley: University of California Press, [1952977.

p. 79. There she remarks rather dismissively, ‘thatypical Berliner, who began his career in the
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project of illuminating popular Weimar cinema, irongparison to its more
“celebrated,” “classical” “counterpart>and its female spectatorship.

In her study on ethics and social criticism, Nomnky chooses to focus not
on Lubitsch alone, but puts him along fellow émggkén Stroheim and Wilder,
with whom he arguably shared an affinity to ScHaitzand modern or Freudian
psychology® Initially, she adopts an interesting position @gard to the director,
whom she calls “filmmaker” rather than auteur, akirad of implied author set
against an implied audience and well aware of 4tieng and manipulative power
of film.” % However, her chapter on Lubitsch turns out toavenfore in line with the
biographical-auteurist tradition, beginning withotpraphical notes followed by
comments on Lubitsch’s style, specifically the &thu Nevertheless, her analysis of
the films and especially of Heinrich von Kleistsfluence on Lubitsch make an
exciting contribution to the flagging contemporarterest in the director.

The latest publication on Lubitsch is a collectiminessays calletlubitsch
Can’t Wait Curiously, as suggested in its subtitle, it iscdlection of theoretical
examinations of the director by researchers frdrdistiplinesexceptilm history*°
This may prove an interesting venture in openingu@venue of critical discussion
away from the focus on Lubitsch and his personath&tsame time, for Lubitsch
and his style, there is also a slight chance oéramissance of sorts, when Wes

Anderson has based the ‘look’ of hi&rand Budapest Hote{2014) on that of

cinema with rather coarse farces, Lubitsch saw plseudo-historical tragedies as so many
opportunities for pastiche.”

¥ Janet McCabe. “Regulating Hidden Pleasures anddévit Identities: Imagined Female
Spectators, Early German Popular Cinema, Hmel Oyster Princegd 919).” Light Motives: German
Popular Film in PerspectiveEds. Randall Halle and Margaret McCarthy. Detrilifayne State
University Press, 2003. p. 25.

% See Nora HenryEthics and Social Criticism in the Hollywood Filraé Stroheim, Lubitsch and
Wilder. Westport: Praeger, 2001. p. 3.

% Ibid. p. 7.

% See Ivana Novak, Jela Ki¢ and Mladen Dolar. “Prefacel’ubitsch Can’t Wait: A Theoretical
Examination lvana Novak, Jela K& and Mladen Dolar, eds. Ljubljana: Slovesnka Kikate2014.
p. viii.
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Lubitsch’s Graustarkian romances. Indeed, MatteddBeitz’ splendid ‘coffee table
book’ on Andersons’s film repeatedly pays homageéoearlier directot’

Another recent study on Lubitsch silent films camgs this string of recent
Lubitsch scholarship Herr Lubitsch Goes to Hollywoody Kristin Thompson.
This is intended as a study on how, once Lubitgdwesl in America, he himself
“rapidly absorbed the new style of Hollywood once tecame exposed to "
Although Thompson addresses the ‘Lubitsch touchstnexplicitly in the epilogue
of her study, her project actually intends to shbat Lubitsch’s genius lay less in
his ‘touch’ and more in his quick adaptability teetAmerican system of producing

films.

It should probably not come as a surprise thatatlthor-centred approach returns
constantly in writings on a director whose ‘unmkstile filmic style’ is confirmed
again and again and has even been given its owe.ndowever, Sabine Hake is
entirely correct to raise the question whethes ipiiecisely this professed style that
has “become more of a liability than a mark ofidistion.”*

For what is missing from Lubitsch scholarship, eotirely but certainly to a
large extent, is not a biographical or an autewrsjagement with his works. It is
rather a critical engagement with these very apgpres to the director. The fact that
the discourse of a Lubitschian style has becomessablished offers a site that

renders the mechanisms of auteurism and its canistnuexplicit. This calls, at least

as importantly, for a critical engagement with ety the mechanisms of such a

% See, for instance, how actor Ralph Fiennes citdstéch and Wilder as inspiration for their “very
particular, sort of rapid-fire delivery of dialogué. 67) or composer Alexandre Desplat on the
“mix[ing of] comedy and the big# of history” in films like To Be or Not to Band Ninotchka(p.
136). For influences on set design and cinematdgrape also pages 143 and 247. Matt Zoller Seitz.
The Wes Anderson Collection: The Grand BudapestIHgew York: Abrams, 2015.

% Kristin ThompsonHerr Lubitsch Goes to Hollywood: German and Amaridglm after World
War |. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 20086p. 1

% Hake.Passions and Deceptiars. 13.
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construction. To put it differently, what is misgifirom Lubitsch scholarship are
more recent post-structural and deconstructivigpr@ches, those that would
promise to compensate for the ‘dying down’ of lapgets of critical engagement
with Lubitsch in recent decades.

My research into the public discourse during Lsddits career seeks to begin
such a conversation. Focusing in particular onydee's between 1923 and 1947, |
will investigate how Lubitsch’s reputation was maatel his style conceived being

that it was indeed already being reconceived andaenceived in his day.
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[l A Prologue: Lubitsch in Germany, 1913-1923

Before exploring the American part of Lubitsch'srez in greater detail, an
examination of Lubitsch’s German career will befukef not essential. Lubitsch’s
arrival in America marked him out as one of the nfamous directors to come out
of Europe. This is crucial from both a historicatlehistoriographical perspective.

From the latter perspective, Lubitsch’s standirayrne surprising as he for a
long time did not play a considerable role in theitinmg on early German
filmmaking. Weimar cinema became identified predaemitly with the look and
themes of German Expressionism. Scores of filmngakmigrés, who later arrived
on American and Hollywood shores, would then, abfyago on to exert a
considerable influence on the look of Ameri¢ém noir.

Yet, German Expressionism constitutes only onarsioh Weimar cinema
and one that cannot be attributed to Lubitsdtubitsch’s German films were
slapstick comedy and exotic spectacles; in shadamgles of popular cinema, the
lower forms of cultural and academic hierarchietisTproblem still persists,
although there has been a tendency to correctpiiseption thanks to shorter

pieces” Sabine Hake’s monographcknowledges Lubitsch’s German period, when

! His Bergkatzemay be considered an exception to this, capitgish the use of Expressionist make
up and grotesque physical exaggeration. The casfirtgs favourite tragedienne, Pola Negri, also
plays to this tendency as well. HowevBig Bergkatzes ultimately a satire and therefore, at best,
‘inverse Expressionism.’

2 In reference to Lubitsch see especially ChrisRogowski. “From Ernst Lubitsch to Joe May:
Challenging Kracauer's Demonology with Weimar Paputilm.” Light Motives: German Popular
Film in Perspective Randall Halle and Margaret McCarthy, eds. Detrdifayne State University
Press, 2003. p. 1-23 and Thomas Elsaesser. “Wdlimama, Mobile Selves and Anxious Males:
Kracauer and Eisner Revisited=kpressionist Film — New Perspectiv&8etrich Scheinemann, ed.
Rochester: Camden House, 2003. p. 33-71. Elsakasdoeen particularly responsible for widening
the approaches to Weimar cinema beyond Expressioaigd investigating the influence of Lotte
Eisner, and especially Siegfried Kracauer, on thiging of early German film history. See for
instance Thomas Elsaess@feimar and After: Germany’s Historical Imaginatpondon: Routledge,
2000 or Thomas Elsaesser and Michael Wedel,Ae@econd Life: German Cinema’s First Decades
Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 1996 (= Eiaiture in Transition).

% See HakePassions and Deceptions.
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most book-length studies on Lubitsclosuvrehad concentrated on his Hollywood
years.

My study will necessarily focus on the Americanngeand beyond because
there are simply no references to a ‘Lubitsch touclthe German material. The
later German discourse — clipping collections sitailable roughly begin in the
1960s — enthusiastically adopts the phrase oflthbitsch touch,” regardless of the
language barrit.However, the phrase itself is not a German ineenéind would
therefore not be part of this discourse.

This does not mean that early German critics didengage with Lubitsch in
the context of his work or had any conception o lkuthorship. A shorter
investigation into the public response to Lubitskthiing his German years is still
valid and can help us, at least, to reflect backtlom later debates. Although
American journalists will not have read the musioftheir German counterparts,
the debates often centred on similar issues.

| will therefore analyse the public negotiation lafbitsch’s filmmaking in
the German press of the 1910s. The basis for tresview form the relevant years
of Lichtbildbiihne (also LBB, Berlin, 1908-194%), as the first German film
magazine Film-Kurier (Berlin, 1919-1945), one of the most influentialrlg film
publications, and in additioDer Film (Berlin, 1916-1943) anBer Kinematograph
(Dusseldorf, 1915-1935). Lubitsch grew considerahlyprominence after coming
into the critics’ radar as a comedian by 1915 at very latest. Soon after this
emergence, he commanded a certain standing asaraad was eventually praised

by the critics for his direction. However, while litsch became a prominent comic

* Grafe’s article “Was Lubitsch beriihrt” (literaliyhat touches Lubitsch,” meaning roughly ‘As far
as Lubitsch is concerned’ is a pun on the term. él@r, such a translation is fairly rare; even i th
German the English phrase is used. See Frieda .Gifas Lubitsch berihrt."Lubitsch Hans
Helmut Prinzler and Enno Patalas, eds. Minchenh&uyd 984. p. 81-87.

® These years indicate the years of the publicaienistence. | focused on the years during which
Lubitsch made films in Germany, if available adyas 1914 to 1922/1923.
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actor and a celebrated director, he did not startdrom his contemporaries. Other
directors were praised for their achievements nmlarly emphatic terms, while the
stars, especially those he directed later, couldnobvershadow him in the public
discourse.

Moreover, despite Lubitsch’s films becoming assecavith him, no clear
grip on his authorship emerged. Although livelyledidm critical debates took
place and reviews highlighted that the critics had eye for film aesthetics,
cinematic authorship was mainly expressed in tesmsrediting a filmmaker with
‘direction’ but without further elaboration. A sen®f cinematic authorship was
informed by knowledge of more established arts sagliterature and theatre, but
critics still lacked the vocabulary to both graspdaexpress what cinematic
authorship entails. Thus, while some of the debiatése German discourse touched
on Lubitsch as a director and with a good grip ubpisrfilms, the critics had no clear

idea of what this surplus contribution was, len@dinding a metaphor for it.

Lubitsch arrived at film direction in two stagessf through acting on the theatrical
stage of the theatre and then acting on the sckasrheatre career would routinely
resurface in portraits throughout his long caresdt aven in America. The latter
would set the stage for the public negotiation abitsch’'s emergence as a film
director. Before turning to the early German resgomo his direction, | will

therefore use this first section to give a briefemwew of Lubitsch’s rise to

prominence as a film actor. Although Lubitsch aght fame as an actor, the
transition to directing was a subtle one as fafilas papers were concerned. An
early form of a star system had tied his films thgein a ‘series;’ that is, they were

grouped in terms of featuring a particular staorder to advertise the films more
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successfully. There was at least one such serieshé actor Lubitsch, yet this
practice was not continued for the director Lulbitsc

Lubitsch’s stage acting career was illustriouseins of its association with
Max Reinhardt and the Deutsches Theater, but it less so for the roles that he
played (as the perfect metaphor for his stage tahee once played thsecond
gravedigger inHamle). When he turned to film acting, Lubitsch’s slagst
comedian persona was the stepping-stone to sorgethuth greater, although it
gradually brought him greater public prominencebitsch moved from stage to
screen around 1913, while he started to appean@nadar of early film journalists
as one of ‘Berlin’s best comic actdtsind as part of ensemble céstsDie Firma
heiratet (1913) andits sequel-of-sort®er Stolz der Firma1914). Both films are
today regarded as strong reference points for refseato Lubitsch’s acting style,
which is seen as being based both in slapstickratite milieu of Berlin and Jewish
humour.

By mid-1915 and with the advertising campaignZocker und Zimm¢also
Zucker und Zimt1915), Lubitsch and fellow comedian Ernst Matnagre featured
as ‘the two indestructible stage-comedians’ whowatten, directed and acted their
leading role$. References to their coming from the Deutsche HEreanplied

artistry and the respectability of the more esthigdd art form about which early

® Advert for Bedingung — Kein Anhanglichtbild-Bithne7.7 (14 February 1914), p. 48v6nh den
besten Komikern Berlidy. In the following, quotations in single quotai marks are to indicate that
the translations from the German are my own.

" Lichtbild-Biihneis rather bemused by the enormity of the castinigaa long list of actors follow
the quip that Ufa is “boring us with all too muclorshipping of names.” Anon. Review &fie
Firma heiratet Lichtbild-Buhne7.4 (24 January 1914), p. 32N{r am Film-Anfang liebt es die
Union, allzusehr [sic] durch Namenkultus zu landemi Eine ganze Leporello-Liste blitzt da
vorUber: Walter Turszinsky, Jacques Burg, Carl \&fith, Rsel Orla, Victor Arnold, Albert Paulig,
Franz Schénemann, Ernst Lubitsch, Glaser & Gotz-uaimund Edél)

8 Advert forZucker und Zimmtichtbild-Biihne8.18 (1 May 1915), p. 11.
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film still felt self-conscious. The campaign foighilm also uses his image (Figure

1).2

Nummer 20 A 8, Jahrgang 1915
N~ =N\ = —
lll:A— y > L'B'B — Eem—— 1 e

Seite 11

O v,

Zucker und Z2imt

" Ein groBartiges Lustepiel in 2 Akten mit Matray und Lubiisch in den Haupirollen,
Unsere neueste Monopol-Erwerbung. rara Verlangen Sie Reklame-Material und Leiftbedingungen.

Unsere weiteren Neuheiten-Schiager:

H BRANDUNG =

Drama aus dem Seemannsleben in 1 Akt

STROHFEUER

Gesellschaftsbild aus dem Hochwald. — 2 Akte.

Figure 1: Lubitsch in an advert (detail) f@tucker und Zim¢1915).

Blindekuh(1915), released on the same dayasker und Zim{sometimes
also speltzucker and Zimnmt did not have an advertising campaign quite able
match that ofZucker und Zimt Instead,Blindekuh was advertised as the first

instalment of the Lubitsch series of 1915/16 (FégR)™°

® An advert for the same film a few weeks later wasstructed in a similar manner, this time
involving a picture of a somewhat daring sceneirset bar. The shot was even wider and the male
actor in the picture this time was more likely te Matray. See Advert foZucker und Zimmt
Lichtbild-Biihne8.24 (12 June 1915), no page.

10 Advert for Lubitsch-SerieLichtbild-Biihne8.21 (22 May 1915), p. 35.
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Writing specifically about

the case of Asta Nielsen,

[UnioN )

Martin  Loiperdinger has

1915716 )

’ / connected the adoption of
t & 1. Film:

the film series to Nielsen’'s
successful assertion of her

own image. He explains that,

1915/16 \

1 4 efy H H i
» i i o branding a series of exclusive
i e long-feature films with the name
: of the actress who played the
‘ } leading role was a ground-
' i| Projektions Actien-Gesellschaft Union breaking innovation in the film
4 5 R T trade. [...] Films which were made
i TUNION | attractive fo_r mass consumption
. not by subject, genre, plot or
acting but by the actress whose

g y

appearances on screen

Figure 2: Advert for Lubitsch-Serig1915) ;lf;]?rﬁctensed them as beirgr

Such branding was done to “ensure that exhibitmsked the exclusive ‘Asta
Nielsen series’ in advance, even before the filrasaproduced’? Accordingly, the
establishment of such a series then indicateddutthbitsch’s rising prominence as
a performer. The importance of Lubitsch was echoeal short review published in
Der Kinematographwhich also mentions the series. While judging tha film has

become too long to be a comedy, this review stédits Lubitsch’s “art Kuns{”

™ Martin Loiperdinger. “Die Duse der Filmkunst: Asiielsen’s Berlin Made Brand.Importing
Asta Nielsen: The International Film Star in the hifeg 1910-1914 Martin Loiperdinger and Uli
Jung, eds. New Barnet: John Libbey, 2013. p. 11Kl{§top: Studies in Early Cinema 2). See also
Joseph Garncarz. “The Star System in Weimar Cifderfibhe Many Faces of Weimar Cinema:
Rediscovering Germany’s Filmic Legadcyhristian Rogowski, ed. Rochester;: Camden, 2p1027-
128.

2 |bid.
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with making the film very funny® Hence, while the idea of a Lubitsch series was
clearly contained in the marketing of the films,aiso spilled over to into the
practice of reviewing, not only by acknowledging tmarketing tool employed, but
also by singling out Lubitsch as the star performer

Lubitsch’s increasing fame as

an actor raises the question of how the
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director Lubitsch was negotiated when

he adopted this additional role.

Der Lustspiel-Schlager der Saison

Schuhpalast Pinku$1916) is a good
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Figure 3: lllustration of Lubitsch in advert for ~ followed by the press of the day, but
Schuhpalast Pinkud 916)
the reception mainly focused upon

Lubitsch as an actor. Adverts focus on Lubitsclaesr in image (Figure 3)and

snippets printed from reviews.

13 Anon. “Neuheiten auf dem Berliner Filmmarkt®&r Kinematographt41 (9 June 1915), no page.
(“Die blinde Kuh,der erste Film der Lubitsch-Serie bringt die altegghichte [...]. Durch Lubitschs
Kunst ist der Film sehr lustig geworden, aber leiééwas in die Lange gezefit.In spite of the
slight criticism of its length, the description lofibitsch’s work as ‘art’ is curious and may indiest
an increasing sense of prestige usually not affbtddower artistic registers such as comedy.

14 Advert for Schuhpalast Pinku®er Kinematograpi95 (21 June 1916), no page.

15 See for instance an advert fchuhpalast PinkuDer Kinematograph494 (14 June 1916), no
page. A clipping printed in an advert quoRsZ. am Mittagsingling out Lubitsch, who ‘has proven
himself as one of the funniest film talentsDi{e B.Z. am Mittag schreibt: ‘Ernst Lubitsch haich

als eine der drolligsten Filmbegabungen erwie§erA week later, another advert f@chuhpalast
Pinkustook up the entire page. Split into three diffénearts, the advert focuses on Lubitsch in every
one of them; underneath the title in the middlehitach is announced as the main actor in bold print
and the film related back @ie Firma heiratet which had also featured Lubitsch. Below it is theo

set of clippings from general newspapers, all ofctWhpay tribute to Lubitsch agaimMational-
Zeitung ‘laughs heartily about Lubitsch as you do onlyehaf Vossische Zeitungmphasises how
‘the film shows Lubitsch with his hilarious ideas very funny images,” and thirdlBerliner
Morgenpostpraises the ‘very famous comedian Ernst LubitsEmally, to top it all off, the page is
headed by two illustrations, one depicting a nomemn still from the film, Sally succeeding at a
lady and her purchase of shoes. Next to it, astied close up of Sally, and Lubitsch recognesabl
in character, pictured looking over his should@dvert for Schuhpalast Pinku®er Kinematograph
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As director of the film, Lubitsch did not figure these adverts at all. Examining
some of the reviews of the film, we observe thatitach’s achievement in directing
receives at least an aside, but also not much tharethatDer Film writes that ‘the
director Ernst Lubitsch also deserves prai&&/et, it was in fact Lubitsch the actor
who was given stellar acting material by writersnBl&réaly and Ernst Schonfelder,
which the reviews recognised in stating that Ludhit&loes justice to all the scenes
in the most hilarious way’ Similarly, whenlllustrierte Film-Wocheadded the
review to the photograph it had already printedLabitsch as protagonist of
Schuhpalast Pinkyst did note that the film was directed by LubhliséNonetheless,
the review as a whole was little more than an eda@dndescription of plot and
individual scenes, in which naturally the diredigures decidedly les¥.

A review for another film, which Lubitsch only doted rather than starred
in, acknowledges the tension between these twe,rthat both were significant to
the filmmaking process, but one as visible as ttheeroone was invisibleMeine
Frau, die Filmschauspielerin(1918/1919) has already clearly implied meta-
cinematic implications in its title My Wife, the Film Star Although Lubitsch did
not appear in this film, the meta-cinematic impiicas were already clearly implied

in the film’s title, My Wife, the Film StarThe review itself praised the film as ‘a

495 (21 June 1916), no pagMational-Zeitung “Man lacht herzhaft wie selten tGber Ernst
Lubitsch, [...].” Vossische Zeitundschildert der Film iniiberaus lustigenBildern Ernst Lubitsch
mit seinendrolligen Einféllen usw’ Berliner Morgenpost“Der bekannte KomikeErnst Lubitsch
[...].” (bold print in Der Kinematograp}). A variation of this advert is also reprinted fostance in
Lichtbild-Biihne9.32 (12 August 1916), p. 54.

'8 Anon. Review ofSchuhpalast Pinku®er Film 1.21 (17 June 1916), p. 36Aich der Regisseur
Ernst Lubitsch verdient Lob [..7).

7 Ibid. (“Hans Kraly und Ernst Schénfelder, die als Verfagséchnen, haben da fiir Ernst Lubitsch
eine Bombenrolle geschrieben, der er in allen Szémeérolligster Weise gerecht wifjl.

'8 Anon. Review ofSchuhpalast Pinkusilustrierte Kino-Wochet.25 (30 June 1916), p. 172.
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triumph for the hardworking Meyer from Berl... Excusee! | mean: for
Lubitsch.

Werner Faulstich and others have described stafdommthe perspective of
‘continuity.” This continuity exists on both theadhronic and the synchronic axis.
Diachronic continuity relates to the idea thata gtersona is formed over time and
over the series of roles that the actor takes gncl8onic continuity, on the other
hand, exists between the roles played in a filmamdctor’s real existené®While
both could be at work here, it is most notablygimechronicity of role and actor that
offers a particularly insightful view into Lubitseh on-screen and off-screen
personae. The joke, of course, is that “Meyer fiderl...” refers to the German title
of one of Lubitsch’s flmsMeyer aus Berli1918) — a film that Lubitsch directed,
but in which he more importantly also starred,tes grotagonist, Sally Meyer from
Berlin. What seems a clever joke, in fact, poiritdha complex relationship between
actors, their roles and their real life personad.ubitsch’s case this cluster of roles
was further complicated by both the fact that he aetually from Berlifi- and that
he also worked behind the camera.

Notably, however, the roles that Lubitsch occupwese kept fairly separate.
Lubitsch’s earlier fame as actor certainly help@d ko achieve a recall value and
prominence when he turned to directing. Nevertlselehis remains largely
unacknowledged, particularly once Lubitsch turnedlitecting films very different

to those of his earlier career as a comic actor.

1 Egon Jacobson. Review MMeine Frau, die Filmschauspieleriber Kinematograph630 (29
January 1919), no page.S@ war Ossi Oswaldas Ehrentag auch ein Triumph dén fleiig
schaffenden Meyer aus Berl... Pardon! Ich meineLftibitsch”)

0 See Werner Faulstich, Helmut Korte, Stephen LowRjcarda Strobel. “Kontinuitat:’ Zur
Imagefundierung des Film- und Fernsehstabet Star: Geschichte, Rezeption, Bedeutugrner
Faulstich, Helmut Korte, eds. Miinchen: Wilhelm Fi@aR97. p. 12.

2L One could take this even one step further by octimge Meyer, generally considered a Jewish
name, to Lubitsch’s Jewish heritage.
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When Lubitsch was given the opportunity of full-éndirection, the genre of his
films changed markedly. Although he continued tokenamaller films, with the
gifted comedienne Ossi Oswalda at the centre, ldyestick largely disappeared.
Almost in alternation with these comedies were dnisal spectacles which
continued to grow in epic proportion and frequerfdgtured Pola Negri. It was
these epics that eventually paved the way to Halbavfor both their director and
star.

The response to Lubitsch’s gradual change in daecivas very positive.
Der Kinematographeven noted that Lubitsch had, following acting amdking,
arrived at his true calling — directifi.Nevertheless, the public negotiation of
Lubitsch as a director is different and less vesitilan that of Lubitsch as the star
comedian. As an actor, he never commanded pronadt@mnadvertising campaigns
in the same way as, say, Asta Nielsen did. Yetptloenotional material for those
films both featured and even centred upon Lubifsequently, as did the ensuing
reviews. However, Lubitsch’'s fame as an actor hadmarked influence on the
perception of him as a new director. Advertisingl$oemployed to promote the
films with Lubitsch as a star were not repurposeddd the same for the films
directed by Lubitsch.

Nevertheless, the public discourse explored othagswto discuss the
director who was now absent from the screen. Adtieg campaigns featured
Lubitsch’s name prominently, but centred on thegenaf the attached stars. Two
types of texts therefore, which emerged from thbkitseh discourse after his turn to

directing, stand out in particular, the set repamt the premiere review. These

22 Egon Jacobsohn. Review Gfarmen Der Kinematographl2.628 (15 January 1919), no page.
(“Da ist der Spielleiter Ernst Lubitsch, der nun ecldiseinen eigentlichen Beruf gefunden zu haben
scheint. Dal3 er mit seinen friiheren darstellerischad schriftstellerischen Darbietungen auf einen
Teil der Kinobesucher wegen seines vergrobten Helaatils [sic] nicht gerade erfrischend gewirkt
hat, habe ich ihm leider schon bei verschiedenelegemheiten an einer anderen, mehr dem grof3en
Publikum zugéanglichen Stelle zurufen mus$en.
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allowed Lubitsch, having attained a certain degfegublicity as an actor, to remain
at least visible within the public negotiationstioé films, when he had left the frame
of the camera.

The ‘set report’ is the first of these text typkksame early into the life cycle
of a film and, even more, its public negotiatiomitZPodehl, for instance, covers
the visit of German President Friedrich Ebert te #et ofAnna Boleyn(1920).
Lubitsch emerges here as a director bringing otddhe chaos of 4000 extras by
passing on orders to his assistant directoisubitsch comes across even more
vividly in B. E. Luthge’s report from ‘The Lubitsc@ity’ (“Die Lubitsch-Stadj,
which is the set oMadame DubarryLubitsch is ‘in four places at once’ and ‘fills
the whole glass house with his personality.” Heds ‘shouting the words’ for the
actors, ‘teases,” then encourages. Hence, Luthgespa vivid portrait of Lubitsch
directing star Pola Negri in his teXtWhile the film was still in production, these
set reports created advance news, buzz and excitelvhat is more, these texts
also enabled the director to be brought into fodiat. only did they provide insight
into the director’'s organisation of the set and dirgction of the actors, but they
acknowledged the fact that Lubitsch was actualgsible from the finished film.

Thus they ensured that the director emerged asteatelayer.

2 Fritz Podehl. Anna BoleynMit Ebert in Tempelhof.Der Film 40 (2 October 1920), p. 3Rer
Kinematographfinds the event also worth reporting. There, Lsddit stands out from the crowd as
well. See Anon. Anna Boleyn Ein neuer Grof3film der Union.Der Kinematographl4.717 (10
October 1920), no page.

24 B. E. Luthge. “Paris in Berlin: Die Lubitsch-StddFilm-Kurier 15 (22 June 1919), no page [front
page]. (Lubitsch ist an vier Orten gleichzeitig. Er rennievein Wiesel umher. Er flllt das ganze
Glashaus mit seinem Wesen, fein unerhértes Tempetamif3t alles hin und gibt ihm das Kolorit
[...]. Lubitsch [...] schreit die Worte vor, die sieilaker Aufnahme sprechen. Er stichelt, er feuert an,
es ist, als wenn Peitschenhiebe von ihm ausginganzwingt die Schauspieler, aus sich
herauszugehen und zu ‘leb&nFor another set report by Lithge see also BLEhge. “Pola Negri
auf der Guillotine.”Film-Kurier (2 August 1919), no page [front page]. Here Ludhits presented as
organising his set with almost military precision.
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The ‘premiere review’ is a further type of reviemhich usually included the
critic’s opinion (although sometimes it did n6ét).Reminiscent of reviews of
opening nights at the theaffethe critic’'s write-up of the film is couched ineth
experience of the premiere in surprising detailefhis the ‘original?’ and ‘stylish
and auspiciou$® invitation to the screening @fie Austernprinzessithat the critics
for both Der KinematograptandDer Film received and made referencétdhere

0 behind which ‘the main

are descriptions of the flowers ‘cleverly arrandpgdUfa
participants’ took their seats, observing how fh# cinema wa$ and the strongly
positive reception after the screeniign between, the reviewer gives his opinion
on the film itself, but it is this framing devicé anticipation and applause that backs
up, confirms and substantiates the opinion of titeec

The opening of the Ufa-Palast am Zoo is celebratgd the premiere of

Madame Dubarry which despite the generally grand occasion ismggke an

‘evening with Lubitsch and Negri® What is meant to honour the new Ufa cinema

% See M. M. Madame Dubarnjin Hamburg.”Der Film 5 (1920), p. 51. This is less of an actual
review, printed in the sections on news and presmifates. Interestingly, it followed a very similar
narrative of impressions to that of a premierel folthe last seat and eagerly anticipated by the
audience — in this case, mainly the press. Onlcthig’s ultimate opinion is missing in order tivg
the piece the status of an actual review.

%6 Sabine Hake confirms the strong influence of dramiticism of film criticism in Germany,
focusing in her study on an even earlier periog Sabine HakeCinema’'s Third Machine: Writing
on Film in Germany, 1907-193Rincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1993. $.15.

" Egon Jacobsohn. Review Bie AusternprinzessiDer Kinematograph651 (25 June 1919), no
page.

%8 Anon. Review ofDie AusternprinzessirDer Film 4.26 (28 June 1919), p. 39 Efhe stilvolle,
vielversprechende Einladuriy.

29 Jacobson even prints in full what had been serthénname of ‘Ernst Lubitsch, the manager.’
(“Schon die Einladung eine originelle Idee. [...] Erhabitsch, der Managéi).

% Anon. Review oDie AusternprinzessirDer Film 4.26 (28 June 1919), p. 39D¢r Unionpalast
[sic] zum Bersten voll — dank den geschickten Ageaments der Ufa und ihrer Verantwortlichen in
gediegener Feststimmung — in der Mittelloge desearfkangs hinter Blumen und Pflanzen die
bewunderten und gefeierten Hauptbeteiligten.

%1 Anon. “Ein Meisterwerk der Union: Lubitsch inszeriiCarmen” Lichtbild-Biihne11.51 (21
December 1918), p. 71. 4l einem gewaltigen Erfolge wurde die Freitags-Ubrfing des
Monumental — Films der “Union’Carmen die von einem dichtgeflllten Hause mit demoristat
Beifall aufgenommen wurdg.

32 See Anon. Review obie AusternprinzessirDer Film 4.26 (28 June 1919), p. 39.Efidloser
Beifall des glanzend unterhaltenen Publikums und veahrer Blumenregen waren die auf3eren
Zeichen des grof3en Erfolfs

% Hb. “Lubitsch-Negri-Abend: Zur Eréffnung des UfalBstes am Zoo.Lichtbild-Biihne12.38 (20
September 1919), p. 13.
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really is an evening to praise the director and t&@>* The description of the
evening is rich, with the ‘audience made up fromcles of the arts, press and film
industry so elegant one could think oneself at antRedt premiere® This
particular review underscores the critic’'s opiniamot only by providing
corresponding impressions from the premiere ane@uinthg the significance of the
premiere, which coincides with the opening of th&a-Balast. The piece also
enables the director to come into sharp focusenptlblic negotiation of his film in
spite of his absence from the screen itself.

Hence, this clever subgenre of the review fulfil® ttasks. Rather than just
praising the credentials of the film, these revigweduced both the audience’s
excitement and anticipation of the film, therebytlier underlining the critic’s
opinion. What is more and related to this, thisrapph allows for the director to be
discussed beyond both the production context aadctdmtext of the product itself.
The piece thus fosters the prominence of Lubitsobls as a substantial part of the
finished product.

Interestingly, at first sight these texts appegnificant in length, but they do
not actually contain a substantial amount of dstic of the films themselves,
beyond the usual opinions on acting, writing arel st of the production. Instead,
they can be understood as existing somewhere betageertisements and critical
reviews. They are not explicitly adverts and yejgast to the audience that they
should consider seeing this film. At the same timey are written by a critic, but
without much critical depth. Thus, the director, as additional asset to the film

itself, also figures in this aspect of the filimiscburse.

3 Ibid. p. 14. (9a, der Abend ist am besten gekennzeichnet als\&besd Negri-Lubitsch).

% Ibid. p. 13. ( Wer sich am Donnerstag Abend vor dem neuen UfasPala Zoo einfand, hatte
das Gefiihl, eine Reinhardt-Premieére stehe bevorssBi@e aus Kunst-, Presse und ersten
Industriekreisen gemischte elegante Publikum, theséiebernde Erwartungsstimmung vor dem
Eingang, die BegriiRungsszenen derer ‘vom ‘Bau.
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Hence, Lubitsch’s rise to prominence, at first asagtor and later as a
director, ran along lines that had been fairly wedtablished by this point in the
early German film industry. His image was incregbirused, allowing his celebrity
to accelerate. The use of his face too was ofteipled with other comic actors of
similar standing. Lubitsch’s earlier prominence nteve facilitated his crossing
over into directing, but the discourse of the tikept these two roles separate with
only very few exceptions and they did not necelséuild one upon the other.
Instead, the critical discourse in particular exetbways in which the director could
be brought out from behind the camera into thebiligi of the para-textual
discourse on Lubitsch’s films. This was achieveduay of set reports that featured
Lubitsch in a prominent role on set or in reviewattincorporated impressions from
the premiere. As Lubitsch also attended these, &flewed for a discussion of the

director more prominently.

As we have seen, Lubitsch still featured prominentlthe discourse on his films
even after he moved into direction. However, | hageyet touched on the role that
he played in their reception and specifically theegtion of how his authorship
figures in such a discussion. Although this ovesv@an only hint at certain aspects,
I will look at where Lubitsch’s authorship tendske located, how criticism of his
films is phrased and how this compares to one af ¢wntemporaries and
collaborators, Paul Wegener. Ultimately, there isease of authorship and even,
possibly, Lubitsch’s individual authorship, but $keconcepts remain far too blurred
and hidden behind the reviewers’ purple prose.

Lubitsch’s efforts at directing quickly found adndly critical reception.
Although Lubitsch’s direction competed with and waat times, almost

overshadowed when a famous female star was invatvede project, critics still
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paid Lubitsch considerable attentioWenn vier dasselbe tu(l917) is directed
‘with taste,*® while the direction oRomeo und Julia im Schné#919/1920) ‘can
only praised as the best (as alwal/sind that oDie Puppe(1919) is also ‘tasteful’
and ‘deft.®® Where other films were, on occasion, less welirg, the criticism
was hardly ever laid at Lubitsch’s do@er Kinematographsuggests that Lubitsch
should dispute the ‘paternity’ of the burlesdti@sekonig Hollandef1917)>° while
Der Film comparedas fidele Gefangni§l917) unfavourably to its stage origins,
albeit without ever mentioning the film’s direcfrand states that, in the following
month, it expects far better from Lubitsch than bfforts for Der Kraftmeyer
(1915)*

More frequently, criticism was aimed at the stdoyf Lubitsch’s treatment
of it was praised. The motif of the foreign millere, which forms the basis Die
Austernprinzessinrmay only be ‘*harmless,’” but Lubitsch’s directistands at such
great heighté? and it is only thanks to Lubitsch thate Bergkatz€1921) ‘picks up
pace towards the end and generally becomes a suttésreview forlch méchte

kein Mann sei1918) pays a particular compliment to Lubitscld &llow writer

% C. B. Review ofWenn vier dasselbe tuer Film 2.47 (24 November 1917), p. 34.r
Unionspalast erfreut sich ein von Ernst Lubitschrstein und geschmackvoll inszeniertes Union-
Lustspiel’)

3" Frank. Review oRomeo und Julia im Schnd@im-Kurier 64 (28 March 1920), no page Dgr
Regie Ernst Lubitschs ist auch diesmal (wie immar)das Beste nachzurihmgn.

% Oh. Review ofDie Puppe Lichtbild-Biihne49 (6 December 1919), p. 29L (thitsch [...], stets
geschmackvoll, hat hier eine Reihe alter, lustitgiren geschickt verwendet und aufgemacht, viel
neue aus eigenem hinzugeftigt.

39 Egon Jacobson. Review iiBsekonig HollandeDer Kinematograpt639 (2 April 1919), no page.
(“Nein, Meister Lubitsch, nacBarmenoder auch nachMeine Frau, die Filmschauspieleridarf
man sich mit solchen Mummenschanz nicht mehr arOdigentlichkeit [sic] wagen! Oder man
leugnet diskret die Vaterschdjt.

“0See Geka. Review @fas fidele Gefangnis. Der Fild6 (16 November 1919), p. 37.

“1 E. Review ofDer Kraftmeyer Der Film 48 (30 November 1919), p. 37 Wir sind von ihm weit
besseres gewohfit.

“2 Hb. Review ofDie AusternprinzessirLichtbild-Biihne25 (21 June 1919), p. 24.Nicht, als ob
der ‘Stoff’ Giber das mehr als harmlose Genre déwmaten Millionarmotive von jenseits des Ozeans
im geringsten hinausginge. Aber die Regie Ernsitsabs steht hier auf so fabelhafter Hohe [1).].

“3 Fritz Podehl. Review oDie Bergkatze Der Film 16 (16 April 1921), p. 60. Der Inhalt
rechtfertig die Bezeichnung ‘Grotestke’ nur sehdibgt [...] Wenn trotzdem in den letzten Akten ein
flottes Tempo erzielt wurde und der Film einen Igrfoachte, so dirfte doch fast alles auf das Konto
Lubitschs, des Regisseurs [sic] zu setzen sejri)...
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Hans Kraly. If they have managed to make the awdid¢auugh (the critic insists that
he had even heard a woman ‘bray’ with laughter riim), then that is an even
greater achievemefit. Thus, Lubitsch is hardly ever included in theicism that
his flms may have encountered. What is more, tha triticism of the day
commonly follows the line that the story may be Hauat Lubitsch’s treatment saves
the film. Thus, this approach indirectly adds taipe of the director.

This approach to Lubitsch’s cinema is particulankgresting because during
these early years Lubitsch still frequently conéiduto receive co-credit for
writing.”* When this was the case, it was the intertitled tleaeived particular
praise. Numerous critics credit the intertitlestlas main achievement of several
Lubitsch films. The intertitles itMeyer aus Berlinare, if numerous, ‘so short, so
eye-catching and striking that they — always weatiégrated — appeared like a flash
and only left behind their gag but not their imies as intertitles?® Similarly,
Argus contends, in his review @enn vier dasselbe tuthat “the intertitles reflect
how much the authors [Ernst Lubitsch and Erich &&lder] enjoyed working on

them.”*’

“ Frank. Review ofich méchte kein Mann seifrilm-Kurier 2.96 (8 May 1920), no page [front
page]. (Denn die Geschichte [...] ist schon tausendmal gotih allen moglichen Variationen auf
die Buhne gebracht worden. Wenn es trotzdem deworeékutgelungen ist, das Publikum zu
sturmischer Heiterkeit hinzurei3en, ja, es zeite@gekt zum Wiehern zu bringen — ich weil3, dal3
das kein hubscher Ausdruck ist, aber die Damerehimir haben es tatsachlich getan --, so ist ihr
Verdienst um so héher zu bewertgn.

4 Samson Raphaelson, who provided the scriptTimuble in Paradise The Shop Around the
Corner and Heaven Can Waimany years later in the United States, suggests Lthbitsch did
remain involved in the writing process for his findespite not receiving credit. Raphaelson, for
instance, describes their collaboration, “Our wads based always on a play, always European, and
usually unknown [in America]. Lubitsch would tellenbriefly the general line of the plot. | never
read the play, because he wanted me not to be hady someone else’s writing. He chose
material for its possibilities, material that left free for rampages of invention in what was knawn
his style” (24) and elsewhere even concedes thaitdah “wrote some of my best lines, and |
supplied some typical Lubitsch touches” (22). (SamdRaphaelsonThree Screen Comedies
Madison: The University of Wisconsin Press, 198322 24.)

46 Anon. Review ofMeyer aus BerlinDer Film 5 (1 February 1919), p. 99.Rteilich mégen
dadurch viel [sic] Titel entstehen; aber sie simaliairz, so plakathaft, schlagend dal3 sie — immer gu
eingespielt — nur blitzartig aufzucken und nur ini&itz, nicht aber den Eindruck des Zwischentitels
hinterlassert)

47 Argus. Review ofVenn vier dasselbe tuber Kinematograpt669 (21 November 1917), no page.
(“Die Zwischentitel spiegeln das Vergnugen wieder][slas die Verfasser beim Arbeiten gehabt
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The significance ascribed to the intertitles mayl wave stemmed from the
fact that they were the most obvious instancesraing and authorship in film. The
acting received praise not only because some oac¢hms were built up into stars,
but because they were, quite simply, a particulargble element of the films.
Similarly, intertitles offered an obvious field fariticism as they were, as the
written word, already familiar to the early crititem literature.

Beyond the discussion of individual films, the gdrhde papers displayed a
remarkable interest in a larger debate on issuddgnofauthorship. Certain articles,
for instance, discuss how ‘visible’ the directoostd bé® or the role of the director
as the creator of a filff. German film discourse had already clearly esthbtisa
certain grip on what distinguishes film as both medand art from other cultural
forms. Reviews of the later Lubitsch films discukdbe ‘effective,” ‘carefully
planned’ images and even a ‘sharp eye for the ypwetnic element of a film
image.”® However, it may have been stated that Lubitschkedmwith ‘brand-new
tools and combinations,” but what these were isfadher addressed. Thus, while

they clearly paid attention to the films’ aesthgticor even ‘film poetry

haben?) For further references to the titlecards seenkrareview oflch méchte kein Mann sein
Film-Kurier 2.96 (8 May 1920), no page [front page]. or B. [Hithge. Review ofDie
AusternprinzessirFilm-Kurier 15 (22 June 1919), no page.

“8 A. G. “Der ‘sichtbare’ Regisseur.Der Kinematograph569 (21 November 1917), no page.
Considering the importance of the director for lafithis article discusses whether the director
should be seen during the opening credits of a film

49 Julius Urgiss. “Die deutsche Film-KunsDer Kinematograpt515 (8 November 1916). no page.
Focusing largely on Max Mack, the article nevertsslargues more generally that the film director
goes beyond the one in theatre in that he is theahcreator of a film more closely aligned to the
writer or poet.

%0 See for instance F. Review Ahna BoleynDer Film 51 (18 December 1920), p. 27., S. Review of
Die Puppe Der Film 49 (7 December 1919), p. 48L(bitsch arbeitet mit ganz neuen Mitteln und
Kombinationen, hat Szene fiir Szene mit grof3er &bmirchdacht, und tberraschend effektvolle
Bilder geschafferi), C.B. Review ofCarmen Der Film 52 (28 December 1918), p. 52.Mit
untriglichem Blick fir das rein Szenische des Filels, fur die Bewegung im kleinen wie im
grof3en, fur Ausdruck und Geste und dramatisch $medes wirkungsvolles Spiel hat er einen Film
geschaffen, der — abgesehen von seinen herrlicbnechBildern, imponierenden Massenszenen und
technisch glanzenden Einfallen — vor allem ein daisehes Erlebnis aus einem GulR darstglit.
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(“Filmdichtung),>* they hardly ever went into greater detail as t@wltubitsch’s
direction actually did.

To summarise, Lubitsch was not only largely exeriipm the criticism
levelled at his films. What is more, he becameimstished for his cinematic
technigue and his treatment of a story; an imageleast corroborated by the set
reports that show the degree of his authority tneisets. More, there was already a
sense of surplus value that Lubitsch specificaltgught to a production. This
surplus value had not yet become associated witbtaphor, let alone its own term,
in regard to the ‘Lubitsch touch’ later. Two poirdsmplicate such a notion here.
For one, the concept of authorship emerging from riviews still remained too
diffuse to describe the contribution that Lubitsattually made to the cinematic
product. Secondly, a side-ways glance at the dirsctontemporaries suggest that
this was not necessarily a singular occurrence.

The Lubitsch discourse also touched upon the dises on other directors,
most usually Richard Oswald or Paul Wegener. Oswaelsd related to Lubitsch in
terms of shared subjects and genres of populamanevhile Wegener was a
repeated Lubitsch collaborator. Wegener directed &8 an actor in the early years
of Lubitsch’s career; later Lubitsch directed Wegenust before he left for
America. Although Lubitsch is thus credited withvimay overtaken Oswaltf, a few
years earlier Paul Wegener not only stood out enrdviews of his films, but also

received even grander and more exalted praise.

*1 F. Review ofAnna BoleynDer Film 51 (18 December 1920), p. 27.

2 The reasons underlying such a statement remaiteamcalthough reviewer ‘S.’ writes that
Lubitsch has understood, presumably in compariec@swald, that the director can be the soul of a
film if he understands how to make use of all tlhegibilities the medium offers. See S. Review of
Die Puppe Der Film 49 (7 December 1919), p. 48H@ndlung und Darstellung sind durchhaucht
von gesundem, wirksamen Humor; dem phantastischienniit seinem Anflug an unheimliche [sic]
Geschichten hat Ernst Lubitsch eine brillante Laswegeben; zweifellos hat er zur Zeit Richard
Oswald weit Gberholt. Lubitsch hat bewiesen, daffRbgisseur die Seele des Filmwerkes sein kann,
wenn er es versteht, alle Méglichkeiten des Filoszanutzer)
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On Hans Trutz im Schlaraffenlan917), one such Wegener-Lubitsch
collaboration,Der Film writes of ‘Wegener’s purely artistic aspiratiomgiich will
find true and grateful reciprocation in the audef¢ For Der Kinematograph
Argus suggests that, in his new film, Wegener death ‘the desire to reap the
fruits of life without having to sow them beforeldenHence, Argus creates a
persona of the arguably more philosophical dire@¥@gener, notably distinct from
the usual portrayal of Lubitsch the director, whis critical perspective even
culminating in calling the film “the new Wegenerksccreation $chopfungy”>*
Here Argus clearly implies a reference to Richarcgwer, the monumental
musician, and indirectly even his notion of tH@eSamtkunstwerkand thereby
associates Wegener with a much more establishefbrant that ranks at least as
highly as theatre.

From very early on in his film career, Lubitsch waéncipally praised for
his directorial expertise; in fact, he was ultinhatend distinctively admired for his
filmmaking technique, although the reviewers fateddetail what those techniques
actually were. The impression that Wegener’'s mermass efforts left on the critics
eluded him. Lubitsch was already a force to be orek with in early German
cinema and in contrast, critics did not seem tahdhe same levels of infatuation
with Wegener. Lubitsch offered entertainment, ofterting scripts that he then
would later direct and star in; hence he was naesgarily considered a serious
artist. Rather, Lubitsch eventually evolved intgified technician with a tight rein

over the set. However, no clear concept of authprsimerged at this time.

%3 Anon. Review oHans Trutz im Schlaraffenlan®er Film 2.47 (24 November 1917), p. 32.

** Argus. Review oHans Trutz im Schlaraffenlan®er Kinematograpt669 (21 November 1917),
no page. (th seinem neuen Film behandelt [Wegener] die Setimiswhne Arbeit Friichte des
Lebens zu geniessen [...]. [D]ie neue Wegnerisché@uhg [...]")
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This particular variety of early film reviews oftat fewer, or less deep insights in
terms of early close textual analysis than expedtemlvever, they negotiated the
early German existence of the star in peculiar waithough for the time, this was

not an uncommon career development, Lubitsch, highprogression from theatre
stage to film screen and eventually director’'s chaffers an intriguing site of

negotiations of the various powers and agendasnbed already at work here, that
of the artist and the star. These competing intenssre likely to have become only
more pronounced once he entered Hollywood's st star systems, but they
were already clearly visible in the Germany of 194 0s.

Lubitsch’s rise to comic fame proceeded, at leastaa as public discourse
was concerned, far more smoothly than his earfferte at acting. The change to
direction did not see him out of the spotlight kang either. Although the tools for
building up a Weimar star were not applied to hée ras a director, the public
discourse began to rely upon other types of textigouss Lubitsch; namely, the set
report and the premiere.

In comparison to what was to follow, early Germattiaassm discussed
authorship differently from later critics in the ited States. There was already then
a notion of medium specificity, but the discoursdl facked the vocabulary to
discuss it. Instead, it used ornate language ter fedck to literary and theatrical
models. It may then appear curious that the diseodid not then also rely upon
metaphor to describe Lubitsch style. For all thelli debate that existed, it was
lacking in substance and specific understandintp@fnew medium. What is more,
Lubitsch did not stand out in a manner equivalenttiie decades to follow.
Specifically, Lubitsch’s tendency to be consideragart from his émigré
background and his resulting assimilation into Aigaar film culture would provide

the background against which the ‘Lubitsch toucimieeged in the 1920s. In the
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Germany of the 1910s, however, blurry imagery amgle prose prevented a clear

concept of Lubitsch’s authorship from crystallising
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IV Lubitsch in Hollywood, 1923-1947

1 Between German Invasion and Sophistication: Th@20s

1.1 Introduction

In his portraits of the significant Hollywood ditecs of the 1920s, Richard
Koszarski dryly notes: “Lubitsch had been tryingget himself to America for
years.® Who then was Lubitsch at the beginning of the %32What was
Hollywood too back then, and how would both of thewolve over the course of
the decade?

To begin an answer: Ernst Lubitsch was the mostlaogirector to come
out of Europe at that moment. Generically, howewer,was much harder to pin
down, at least as far as his later association thelromantic comedy would appear
to suggest. Lubitsch’s German filmography was sgersed with quirky smaller
comedies a lach mochte kein Mann seir Die Austernprinzessinyet, it was his
exotic, historical spectacles that carried his tafpon beyond Europe; at least, well
before he himself had made the journey.

An invitation from Mary Pickford had brought himo Hollywood. Yet, it
was rather uncharacteristic that the pair nevereraubther film together, given
Lubitsch’s long-standing work with other populartas and actresses. Thus, he
found himself a free agent after their one-timelatmration. Be that as it may,
Lubitsch was before long scooped up by Warner Brstha rather curious match
given his epics and their association with the Hmoited, tough and low-budget,
now as much as then. Indeed, historiographicallgakimg, Lubitsch has been

largely written out of histories of the studio. Thkellaboration ended abruptly,

! KoszarskiAn Evening’s Entertainmenp. 250.
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irrespective of his initially joining Warner Brotteeas a director of considerable
prestige.

In genre terms, Lubitsch abandoned his exotic spkt when he went to
work for Warner. He made his return to earlier geterritories, such as the
historical Forbidden Paradise(1924) or the nostalgiStudent Prince of Old
Heidelberg(1927), whilst on loan to other studios. Meanwhiies time at Warner
Brothers was defined by comedies of the sexesnsatban centres, not always in
the United States, but generally closer to the gmesime. These sophisticated
comedies, as they have become known, can be sgere@sgsors of the romantic
comedy, although studies of the latter genre gdlgestart the decade after.
Towards the end of the 1920s, Lubitsch was on tbeenagain. By the time sound
arrived, Lubitsch had settled at Paramount andjrecting musicals, embraced the
talkies.

Lubitsch found on arrival a Hollywood that was ometransition. Lucy
Fischer characterises this particular decade ofrfuaue film history as one in which
classical Hollywood cinema has its roots: “the sgiudnd star systems, talking
pictures, color photography, bona fide theatersl, e movies’ status as a major
American industry. In fact, ever since, the fate&merican society and the movies
have been inextricably entwineiPlence, it can be said that Hollywood “continued
to grow and prosper” over the course of the 1§20s.

Finally, this chapter will pinpoint one emerginigacacteristic of the 1920s:
the rise of mass journalism. From the scandals $iadpt through Hollywood,

tabloid journalism and jazz journalism forged gramatratives. A “manifestation

2 Lucy Fischer. “Introduction: Movies and the 19208merican Cinema of the 1920s: Themes and
Variations Lucy Fischer, ed. New Brunswick: Rutgers UnivigrEiress, 2009. p. 1.
3 -

Ibid. p. 15.
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primarily of the Twenties, [...] the gaudiest decaml¢he nation’s history*as John
Tebbel writes in his history of American journalisior the most part, Lubitsch
stayed away from the scandals, but the emergendabtdid newspapers proved
significant for the publishing landscape and thikucal climate. In their significance
for the period they aligned with the formation éktstar system and the rise of
national magazines with mass circulations.

In his history of American film criticism, Jerry Rerts writes that “[b]y the
1920s, when movies became a part of the nationslirke fabric, newspapers’
criticism amounted to journalistic coverage — geftiessentials into the paper.
Aesthetics were rarely considered or underst8otiiese early critics “used their
columns as literary sounding boards for pontifiegti amusing, cajoling, or
otherwise entertaining their growing readersHifKbszarski concludes that, “[T]he
ultimate goal was still more journalistic than icdl.”® Nevertheless, this early
criticism forms a significant part of the publicsdourse on the films of the period.
Over the course of this thesis it will become clgmat Koszarski, for all his useful
insights into press culture, may be a little owetieal, most notably of théNew
York Times Closely connected to this site of social negmtrais the discourse of
advertising.

Advertising took off during this period, particulam connection with forms
of mass entertainment, such as cinema. In hemieedtof the standardisation of

Hollywood's practices in the seminéllassical Hollywood Cinemalanet Staiger

“ John TebbelThe Compact History of the American Newspapew York: Hawthorn, 1963. p. 223
®> See David Robinsomiollywood in the Twentiesondon: A. Zwemmer, 1968. p. 22.
® Jerry RobertsThe Complete History of American Film Criticis®anta Monica: Santa Monica
Press, 2010. p. 26.
; KoszarskiAn Evening’s Entertainmenp. 192.

Ibid.
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even goes as far as to call the advertising diseotjo]ne of the major mechanisms
which established the standards for quality filmimgk®

From the grand German imports to smaller Ameriag@niscomedies, this
chapter examines Lubitsch’s 1920s films. | will may the decade in three stages.
The first two stages are vaguely chronological, levihe third one is not. More
importantly, all three operate from the generalamg the particular. In film history
terms, the first one, referred to generally as@eman invasion,’” will set the scene
for understanding the other two stages.

This first section will look at public attitudeswards foreign filmmakers,
Lubitsch in particular, as treated by what we cotddn the American public
discourse of the 1920s. There was indeed a sengbredt manifest in such a
discourse, one against which Lubitsch’s arrivaHwmilywood must be viewed. This
chapter will also explore the strategies employedxempt Lubitsch from being
included in this discourse, strategies that eveiytdiacilitated his assimilation into
American film culture. David Pratt’'s work on thesdourse surrounding the release
of Lubitsch’s first exported filmMadame Dubarryreleased in the United States as
Passion, will serve as an illuminating springboard for mrgument.

In the second section | will go beyond Pratt’s aeslk, considering Lubitsch
in the context of Continental sophistication. Lgbkl became increasingly
associated with adjectives such as ‘Continentall &uropean,’” both of which
helped clear him from any possible anti-German lastk More, Lubitsch quickly
became associated with the emerging sub-genreec$dphisticated comedy. This

new development allowed not only for Lubitsch notbe identified by his German

® Janet Staiger. “The Hollywood Mode of Production1830.” The Classical Hollywood Cinema:
Film Style & Mode of Production to 19608avid Bordwell, Janet Staiger and Kristin Thonmso
London: Routledge, 1988. p. 97.
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origins, a category of filmmaking that he nevernsed to fit too well in the first
place.

Finally, I will examine the phenomenon of the ‘Ltdah touch’ and its
emergence in the 1920s. With Lubitsch’'s assimifatioto the American film
industry complete, a distinct flavour was perceivied Lubitsch’s films that
distinguishes him from his peers. ‘Lubitsch tou¢rse on occasion still found in
the films of other directors, or other filmmakersdf their own touch ascribed to
them. As the ‘Lubitsch touch’ became establishedha&sone ‘touch’ capable of
sticking in the public discourse, Lubitsch was al@enove beyond a narrative of
simple assimilation to the American system. He BRepcepared a prominent
position that he could maintain and expand in #eade to follow.

These three stages therefore are intrinsicallyethkA line leads from a
discourse hostile towards what is perceived as @eroompetition to Lubitsch’s
lucky association with 1920s sophistication andnetree sophisticated comedy. In
view of the fact that Lubitsch became quickly ebtlled as a master of these films,
it may be that the essence of a Lubitsch film hesolme identified with its own
term, the ‘Lubitsch touch.’

All three terms constitute semiotic ‘symbols’ inifee’s sense of the word,
where symbols “have become associated with theianings by usage'® For
Peirce, a “symbol, one in being, spreads among pheples. In use and in
experience, its meaning grows."The meanings of symbols are not inherent to
them; instead, they are unstable, flexible andianyi and can therefore change with
both time and convention. This is not to say thaseé terms are illusions and never

existed, for it is important to examine how theyd&deen used and what meaning

19 Charles Sanders Peirce. “What is a Sighf?& Essential Peirc¥ol. 2, Peirce Edition Project, ed.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1998. p. 5.
% bid. p. 10.
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they have carried at a given point in history -yweruch like the ‘Lubitsch touch’

itself.

1.2 Lubitsch and the German Invasion

This first section looks at the earliest periocadfubitschian presence in the United
States and situates Lubitsch publicly in the egelgrs of his move from Europe to
America. The second section of this chapter on istipation will trace the wider
semiotic implications of ‘German,” but also morenggmlly ‘European’ and
‘Continental.” For now, | am interested in the cotations of ‘immigration,’
‘foreignness’ and discourses of ‘menace,’ ‘threaid even a sense of ‘invasion.’
These key terms provide the necessary backgrountow the critics depict
Lubitsch not only in terms of his individual ‘toudhut as the director most central
of the newly-emerging sophisticated comedy.

To approach this evolution of the American Lubdtscwill first look at the
waves of immigration of the period, before the emuit background that put the
particular kind of film Lubitsch made at the turhtlee century at such an advantage.
Later, | will explore how the critics reacted toHlitsch’s appearance in Hollywood.
I will trace the meaning of ‘invasion,” both hisitcally in contemporary criticism,
and historiographically in the critical literatuegnerging subsequently. While the
‘German invasion’ is a critical construct that hascome a handy shorthand to
describe a sense of threat, such an anxiety can lmsdetected in the public
discourse at the time. Critics therefore employedious strategies to exempt
Lubitsch and his films from this discourse. Thissdiciation from the German
background would eventually clear the way for othssociations, which will be

discussed in the remaining two sections of thiptdra
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As with America as a whole, Hollywood witnessed esal waves of
immigrants arriving on its shores. Some of thesevesahave attracted more
historiographical interest than others. The massdes from Europe to escape
political persecution in the 1930s is certainly lstan example, in view of the
widespread popular and critical interest connediedNazi Germany and the
Holocaust. From a film historical perspective, #maigré European influence on
film noir, one of the foremost American film genres is aaptieason for this.

Other waves of immigration have received lessaaitattention, notably the
artists who came to Hollywood in the 1920s. Consetly, the make-up of these
waves is often more blurred. Tim Bergfelder fortamce argues, in his ‘long view’
of German actors in Hollywood, that the émigrés vdamne over in the 1920s
constituted what was already the third such waeenfGermany? On the other
hand, Graham Petrie contends that it was only e 1820s that a “pattern” for
Hollywood immigration was established and that #&swthis pattern that would
repeat itself in the following decades, if for eifént reasons’ Be that as it may,
Lubitsch is easily one of the most significant andst successful filmmakers to
emerge from this wave.

To provide a very specific sketch of the 1920s enmis of Lubitsch’s
reception as a filmmaker from abroad, it would lesichble to look briefly at the
wave’'s contextualisation as a whole. In her artithe. Caligari at the Folies-
Bergere,” Kristin Thompson largely focuses on Rob&liene’s experimental art

film Das Cabinet des Dr. Caligaril1920). However, she also touches in passing

12 See Tim Bergfelder. “German Actors in HollywoodheT Long View.” Journeys of Desire:
European Actors in Hollywood: A Critical Companioalastair Phillips and Ginette Vincendeau,
eds. London: BFI, 2006. p. 37-43.

13 Graham PetrieHollywood Destinies: European Directors in Amerid®22-1931 Detroit: Wayne
State University Press, 2002. p. x. If the 1920d kaen an attempt to lure European talent to
Hollywood and the second wave for political persieey the wave in the 1960s to the early 1970s
was a mixture of the two. See Graham PeHli@lywood Destinies: European Directors in America,
1922-1931 London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1985. p. 1.
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upon the economic rationale behind importing lesgale historical epics to the
United States from Germany in the aftermath of \WoMar I. Thompson shows
how, defying all cultural, xeno-sceptic or trangm@al concerns, the historical epic

was able to ‘break’ into the American market simiplyeconomic motives:

Lavish sets and costumes, as well as crowds chgxtould be included in a film’s budget
in Germany for far less than in countries whoseaengies were stronger. The films’ low
price tags abroad would make them all the moragtttre to distributors who would have to
pay more for comparably spectacular epics made sticady*

As Thompson explains, these epic imports proveldeec move commercially and,
following early success, American studios were edgekeep the films coming.
This development is far more crucial for Lubitstlart any other German director,
including Wiene. Indeed, of the first post-war fdnbrought over from Germany,
two were Lubitsch productionddadame Dubarryand Anna Boleyn(Deceptionin
the United States) were first and third, while W&isrDas Cabinet des Dr. Caligari
was the second. Petrie notes that, “[w]hile the Aca@s were encountering
unexpected difficulties finding an outlet for th&lms in Germany, the tide began to
run rapidly in the opposite direction, promoted thg huge popular and critical
success® of Lubitsch’s Madame Dubarry Finding themselves suddenly on the
defensive, the Americans may have felt the needility further the German
product and its main producer, but this importati@ave eventually dissipated.

In studies that touch upon the topic of Europeat specifically German
immigration to Hollywood in the 1920s there is atjalar term that has gained
currency: the so-called ‘German invasion.” The tésnclearly attractive in view of

the many invasions that originated in Germany duriWorld War 1l, most

14 Kristin Thompson. “Dr. Caligari at the Folies-Bérg, or, The Successes of an Early Avant-Garde
Film.” The Cabinet of Dr. Caligari: Texts, Contexts, Higts. Mike Budd, ed. New Brunswick:
Rutgers University Press, 1990. p. 126.

!5 petrie Hollywood Destinie$2002). p. 4.
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notoriously the German invasion of Poland. Whatne, as vividly described by
Thompson in the quote above, the large scale orchwthese historical epics
operated corroborates the notion of an invasioronids J. Saunders notes that
“[tlhe coincidence of Hollywood’'s rise to global minance and Germany’s
emergence as the leading European producer detsdrthie pattern of international
competition in the subsequent decatfeMe goes on to summarise how this
competition played out, specifically, that “Weingrreputation is not purely
posthumous, [boasting not only] the largest andthiesat film industry in Europe at
the end of the war, but [also winning] internatibmacognition.®” Hence, the
American film industry and early film critics wouldave been right to consider
Germany not only as a significant competition teittown position on the world
market.

However, it is unclear where the notion of a ‘Gemniavasion’ originated.
Historical studies on the subject do not offer aigin. In their general survey of
movie history, Douglas Gomery and Clara Pafort-Ouar use the term in
connection to F. W. Murnau, whose filBunrise: A Song of Two Humafi®27) is
credited as the “single film [if there is such omwehich symbolized the German
invasion of Hollywood.*® Crucially, Sunriseis not an imported film, but a film
made in America by a German émigré filmmaker.

Studies on various periods of German cinema alskemeaference to the

term: see, for example, Sabine Hake&pular Cinema of the Third Rei¢chCinema

'® Thomas J. Saunderslollywood in Berlin: American Cinema and Weimar @any Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1994. p. 4.

7 bid. p. 5.

'8 Douglas Gomery and Clara Pafort-Overduifovie History: A SurveyNew York: Routledge,
2011. p. 79.

9 Here it isDas Cabinet des Dr. Caligativhich spark[ed] fears about a ‘German invasioS&bine
Hake.Popular Cinema of the Third ReicAustin: University of Texas Press, 2001. p. 1i@&de in
Germany, the film was one of the earliest to bedrted to the United States after the end of the
War. Its legendarily alien aesthetic, but alsg#sanoid subject matter may well have contributed t
the deep impression it had on America besidesiém€ial potency.
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in Democratizing Germaiy by Heide Fehrenbach, owhen Heimat Meets
Hollywood on even more recent German-American film relatfonis his study
Hollywood and Hitley Thomas Doherty captions one image “The German
invasion.” Pointedly for this project, the corresponding pigoaph features Emil
Jannings and his director for the filitne Patriot(1928), who happened to be none
other than Lubitsch himself. Graham Petriéisllywood Destiniesremains the
seminal study on this wave of European directordnwerica. Yet, even when he

23 it is unclear whether this

mentions “the ‘invasion,” as it was often charaztexl,
is a historical description or more recent desoript

In regard to this phrase, none of these studiest powards a clear origin.
David Pratt has surveyed the public discourse sadimg the release of Lubitsch’s
Madame Dubarry but not even he has unearthed anything specifihe matter.
Thus, a ‘German invasion’ appears as a historidgcap construct, a critical
shorthand to summarise neatly the background agaihgh these first German
films were imported in the aftermath of World Waltn Lubitsch’s case, the phrase
therefore provides a canvas for the historical ritftion’ [of his epics to] either
break the ‘blockage’ against German titles and dperdoor forThe Cabinet of Dr.

Caligari or to bring Lubitsch to the attention of the Ancan film industry so that

he can come to Hollywood to make [some ten yeaes|[@rouble in Paradisg®*

% She writes that “by 1920, the Hollywood press wasning of a ‘German invasion,” which,
however, never materialized thanks to Americangatidnism.” Unfortunately for our investigation,
the corresponding footnote only yields referenaesnbre secondary literature rather than primary
sources that actually called the influx an ‘invasidHeide FehrenbachCinema in Democratizing
Germany: Reconstructing of National Identity Aftétler. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1995. p. 28.

2L Christine HaaseéWhenHeimatMeets Hollywood: German Filmmakers and America,5t2®05
Rochester: Camden House, 2007. p. 20 (= Studi€emnan Literature, Linguistics, and Culture).
Haase does accompany her reference with a histayieate from theNew York Timeswhich
however does not contain the phrase either.

22 Thomas DohertyHollywood and Hitler: 1933—-1939New York: Columbia University Press,
2013. p. 16 (= Film and Culture).

%3 petrie.Hollywood Destinie$2002). p. 3.

* David B. Pratt. “O, Lubitsch, Where Wert ThouPassion the German Invasion and the
Emergence of the Name ‘LubitschWide Anglel3.1 (January 1991), p. 35.
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Indeed, Pratt argues that the value of these Lalbifitims, which are lesser
known today, is hardly ever raised at all. Thisvtes Pratt with the premise for his
own insightful article into the “far greater impdof Lubitsch’s spectacles] on the
American film industry than did the Expressioniites.” Nonetheless, beyond
Lubitsch, the category of the ‘German invasion’ duons as a more dramatic
narrative for the German influence on the Ameriddm industry and even
aesthetics in a more general sense.

While the United States as a whole were subje@ teave of xenophobic
sentiments of varying natures following the WaPetrie notes that the “[h]ostility
toward Germans died down with the ending of the.i#arnstead, there was
“widespread enthusiasm with which even the tradeesaand popular magazines
had greeted the earliest imported filmi& Similarly, David Pratt goes to great length
to highlight “First National’s fear of disclosingné German origins dPassion’®®
Relying on a great array of newspaper material, shews that this proved
unsuccessful well before the film was even seeihlew York. When it was, the
public response, both from critics and audience,s wsubstantial and
overwhelmingly positivé’ However, this positivity did not last the coursietioe
decade. Thus, the portrait that forms of the deadadeot a straightforward one.
Nonetheless, while the source of the ‘invasion’ pasven, so far, impossible to
trace, a survey of the critical negotiation of Lisbh’s imported epics suggests that a

sense of anxiety was indeed palpable. The follovection will not only trace the

*® |bid.

% Graham Petrie for instance outlines these in itis¢ ¢hapter of hidHollywood Destinie{2002).
Seep. 1.

%" petrie.Hollywood Destinie$2002). p. 2.

%8 petrie.Hollywood Destinie$2002). p. 11.

29 Pratt. “O, Lubitsch, Where Wert Thou?™ p. 48.

% See Ibid. p. 47.
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progress of this sentiment but will also explore gtrategies with which the critics
have already then attempted to exempt Lubitsch ftergeneral opinion.

In its feature on “German Picture New&/ariety reported on “[flour new
pictures [that] have appeared here [...] and whicbnsénere superior to any
American or ltalian offerings™ This news was sufficiently concerning insofar as
“[tthe German government, through its new laws, b created an uncertain
feeling in our entire industry. They threaten tonopolize the theatres, and we have
incessantly to keep our eyes open, otherwise thdyge so far as to ruin our
industry here® ‘Threat’ and ‘ruin,” ‘monopolisation’ and the irséénce to stay
‘incessantly’ watchful reinforce the concern andrigint anxiety displayed here.
Moving Picture Worldused equally anxious vocabulary, using the termnace’ to
describe the competition posed by German films;ifstance, its editor, Arthur
James, kept returning to the subject of the Germasion. In late spring of 1921,
he wrote two articles, “Here Come the Germans!” &nhde Menace Hysteria.”
These were opinion pieces rather than actual revmwmted in the review section of
the paper. Instead, they appeared in a promineasittevards the opening pages;
they were also signed by the editor-in-chief, teegihem even more weight — then
still an exception.

Other articles, in which both Lubitsch and theestait German imports were
discussed, took on various forms and were writtgh different tones. For instance,
Photoplaybuilt less on the notion of ‘threat,” but adopt®d almost mocking tone

when commenting on “the talk about the cheapnedsattire-making in Europe,”

1 Anon. “German Picture NewsWeekly Variety7.7 (9 January 1920), p. 57.

%2 |bid. Another example for the rhetoric of ‘threat’the discourse of German-American exchange
of film goods is an article iMMoving Picture Worldreporting that the “Municipalization [sic] of
Cinema [felt] Threatened” as “Film production [waSlow[ing] Up in Germany.” However, this
article seems to describe the situation in Germaapother suggestion that the feeling of threat and
invasion was by all means mutual, but also esggaiat far from the minds of American journalists
(Anon. “Film Production Slows Up in Germany; Mumalization of Cinema Threatenedvioving
Picture World49.9 (30 October 1920), p. 1209.).
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wondering if “an ancient alchemist had stalked frbiw forgotten tomb to turn all
metals into gold for somi@no-koenigof Deutschland'

In the following section, | will analyse how thesieree articles discuss
Lubitsch in a much greater depth than first mele¢sdye. On the surface all three
affirmed that public discourse was pervaded by etgxand fear — including the
ironic section inPhotoplay— even if, in Lubitsch’s case, they aimed to dispeh
concerns. TheVariety article, for instance, tried to assure its reddprshat the

Germans

actually stand in our line, with our new strict senlaws, in which each moving picture
with the slightest immoral action is forbidden. Vheade it as difficult for the German
makers to produce immoral pictures as it is in yoeumntry — in fact, pictures which have
already passed through the censorship are now beingd by the polic¥.

This passage, which closes the article, reassireddader that, given trectual
state of events, such worries are being addressed.

The title of James’s article favioving Picture Worldmay well cast the
Germans as ‘invaders,’ but his intention was tawage concerns rather than add to
what he perceives as a ‘hysteria.” Taking a highgitive view of the issue, he
advocated a no-tariff approach, not least becaasd¢he time, there were quite
simply not enough good German films, while resiwits on film imports would not
last long and would not prevent “German expertsnfltoming here to make their
big productions*® This argument of “not enough good German picturiesin
interesting one; although ‘invasion” may be defimedre by the unwanted nature of

foreign entry than its size, it still downplays #eent of the threat significantly.

3 Anon. “Close-Ups: Editorial Expression and Tim&lgmment.”Photoplay20.5 (October 1921), p.
34 (emphases in the original).

3 Anon. “German Picture NewsWeekly Varietys7.7 (9 January 1920), p. 57.

% Arthur James. “The Menace Hysteridloving Picture World50.1 (7 May 1921), no page.
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Moreover, James was bemused by the perceived f@atcadvocated a
calmer and more balanced approach. Nonethelessditoe confirmed the existence
of anti-German sentiments in American society attiime. These articles mentioned
Lubitsch’s films — after all they were the majority those brought over in these
early years. However, they tried to untangle theoaation of Lubitsch with the
German threat using three different strategiestlyir to omit the inclusion of
Lubitsch’s name (James); to paint Lubitsch’s filimsa highly favourable light,
either artistically (James again) or financialia(iety); or to depict him as an
exception to the anti-German rule.

While the journalists forewent the suggestion ofiamasion,’” these articles
appear to confirm that there had been a hystexm@abphobic reaction to European,
and specifically German films within some sectiafsthe industry. This is the
context in which the very first American reactiam ltubitsch needs to be seen.
Therefore, geography continues to be navigatedrticles on Lubitsch and his
imports. Pratt provides me with a handy list oftetdl associations in the context of

which Lubitsch is negotiated:

The connotations of “Germanness” included a propenswards turgidness and “heavy
handedness” over delicacy and “lightness of toudh.meant the pretentious over the
frivolous, the tragic and the melodramatic over tbhenic, the mechanical over the natural,
the premeditated over the spontaneous, the melaoaher the joyful, the vindictive over
the merciful, the obvious over the subtle, the cigver the oblique, the exhaustive over the
elliptical, the barbaric over the civilized. Alléake connotations were pointedly embodied in
the term “Teutonic ¥

In response to this multiplicity of meanings andsaasations through which
unfavourable aspects of what is perceived as ‘Germvare often emphasised, the

early critics had to explore strategies to contakse the phenomenon Lubitsch.

% pratt. “O, Lubitsch, Where Wert Thou?” p. 36.
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Arguably, the most interesting strategy would begteestion the label ‘German’
itself, proving that such assumptions are baseduttaral connotations rather than
actual geography.

There were cases during this period where acknael®eént of the film’'s
German origins did not stand in the way of highbsitive adjectives, such as a
review of Anna Boleyrpublished in theSt. Louis PostThe title of this review was
already indicative of what is outlined below itDéception A Film of Superb
Quality — German Picture a Fine Dramatization o¥oRl Point in English
History.”” The text was full of praise for the director, oal “this German film
[...] @ magnificent production” and one that “stampsbitsch [...] as one of the
greatest producers in histor?”In fact, the review was very specific in its peais
“Where other producers like to have their pet ssdimger on the screen, Lubitsch
cuts them off remorselessly when the effect has laebieved. There is no laborious
parading of the fact that this scene or that waslyred ‘at enormous expensg’”

Although the film and director were readily idergd as German in this
review, origin did not come at all into questiorhelterm ‘laborious’ may clearly
echo Pratt’s list of associations, but Lubitsch wiastinguished from a group of
‘other’ directors and not specifically from Germadirectors. Elsewhere,
‘remorselessly’ would suggest a negative judgemuauttthe review leaves no doubt
of Lubitsch’s achievemerif.Indeed, the two aspects of the director’s origind his
style were not linked in this review at all. Indde& was the director’'s genius that

transcended what may be taken as an underlyingadhation: “The genius of

37 Anon. “Deception A Film of Superb Quality,” Review o&nna BoleynSt. Louis Posf16 May

1921), p. 10.

8 |bid.

¥ |bid.

4% The efficiency implied in this compliment may orfigve become stereotypically German in view
of the cold efficiency with which the Nazis attemgtto solve their self-imposed ‘Jewish question,’
i.e. the Holocaust, although it may be considerad @f the ‘Prussian virtues’ of previous centuries
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Lubitsch shines out heréWe will see associations of Germanness eventgaley
away to the association of these films with sudtels as European, Continental,
sophistication and eventually that of the ‘Lubitscbch’ itself.

There are critics for whom the adjective ‘Germaquated with inferiority
and difficult working conditionsMoving Picture Worldvent into some detail about
the background of the “celebrated European direééfotubitsch’s achievement
here was seen as even greater in consideratidredftt that, “Although forced to
work under the tremendous handicaps of meagreitfesilabroad[,] Mr. Lubitsch
succeeded in reaching a high pinnacle of succe&aiape; in fact, becoming the
greatest producer and director on the Contin&hiri Moving Picture Worlts
subsequent review of the filRosita(1923), the trade paper returned to this theme,
arguing “that it was inevitable [the director ofigbGerman productions”] should
finally land on this side of the Atlanti¢” Germany, with its hard working
conditions and inferior production values, was thndermined in implicit favour of
the United States. However, what is curious abbwet Moving Picture World
example is how a director emerging from such meé&frenaking resources was
nonetheless identified with the far more positiventexts of ‘European’ and
‘Continental’ cinema or culture. Not only was Ligwh not representative of
German cinema in his filmmaking but, more imporgneritics did not want to
perceive him as such.

The theme of Lubitsch as a misfit in German filmltaxe continues
elsewhere. TheNew York Timegeviews of bothMadame Dubarryand Anna

Boleyn published three months apart in early 1921, esgm@ disbelief that

“1 Anon. ‘Deception A Film of Superb Quality,” Review oAnna BoleynSt. Louis Pos{16 May
1921), p. 10.
2 Anon. “Pickford Film for Release in the FalMoving Picture World2.9 (30 June 1923), p. 770.
43 1 ja;

Ibid.
4 C. S. Sewell. Review dRosita Moving Picture Worlds4.3 (13 September 1923), p. 262.
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Lubitsch could even be Germadadame Dubarrythe reviewer feels, was made
“lulnder the direction of the apparently TeutoffficErnst Lubitsch. The review
thereby achieved the feat both of exaggeratingtsabis Germanness by using the
more derogatory synonym for ‘German, ‘Teutonicridasimultaneously putting
into question whether all the connotations of sacterm would even be true of
Lubitsch. TheNew York Timeslaborated that, “a heavy-handed German director,
the kind that seems indigenous to Germany, woule: lead a hard time making it
anything else [other than “offensive to every refirperson”].*® Hence, given that
Lubitsch is, by admission of the review, only ‘apgaly Teutonic,” ‘offensive’ is
precisely what the film is not.

The following April in the New York Timesan anonymous reviewer
identified “that methodological ponderosity [sicbmamonly attributed to the
Germans,*” and located this attribute in some of the cashmia BoleynYet this
criticism was not focused on the film’s directof;here is nothing to suggest the
quality of heaviness about Mr. Lubitsclfand so exempting the director from the
style commonly associated with his country of arigdoth reviews then proceeded
to ascribe different geographical origins to LuditsThe second review repeated the
guestion posed by the preceding review, “has Mhitsegh ever worked in Paris],]

~h0

under French influencé” or “in Vienna This review then concluded this

alternative search for origins with a prophetictestzgent: “He has a Continental

touch.”®?

“5 Anon. “Brought Into Focus.The New York Timg80 January 1921), p. X2.
46 |1
Ibid.
47 Anon. “The Screen,” Review @fnna BoleynNew York Time§l8 April 1921), p. 17.
48 |1;
Ibid. 17.
9 Anon. “Brought Into Focus.The New York Timg80 January 1921), p. X2.
0 Anon. “The Screen,” Review @&nna BoleynNew York Timegl8 April 1921), p. 17.
51 H
Ibid.
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| will return to the connotations of ‘French,” ‘\ieese’ and ‘Continental’
below in the following section on sophisticatiorrow, the additional but crucial
point to be raised is that these geographical ¢oatels are culturally constructed.
Of course, ‘Germany’ may signify a country in Euepput it is explicit reference to
an imagined community of heavy-handed directoriserathan an actual community
of the same. On this topic, Pratt makes the delgtioironic point that, when
Madame Dubarrywas released, “the notion of what a specificaBerman’ film
looked like was already popularly set without bénefeven a single examplé®In
other words, due to the War, Americans had not &&man films for years.

A notion of specifically ‘German’ flmmaking populatereotypes had hence
come to be relied upoMadame Dubarrnthen, as the first film to come over from
Germany since the First World War, was hailed agxeption to this particular
rule. The case dfladame Dubarryis therefore a striking example of just how the
conceptions of national styles are as much inforlmedther cultural associations as
by experience of a particular, if indeed any, style

The examples that | have cited fully support Psa#tarlier judgement that
“the director's work was never considered repres@rd of German cinema>
Instead, from very early on, critics explored otlentexts in which Lubitsch’s
cinema could be placed and so interpreted. | h&ready hinted at some of these
critical positions in the reviews quoted above amall now continue to investigate
these contexts in terms of an exploration of altjerceptions of the ‘Continental-
European’ and then, closely related, critical posg on ‘sophistication.’
Nevertheless, this early reception of Lubitsch’skvmust be seen in the context of
widespread prejudice and suspicion against GermaadyGermans. It had already

been suggested in these early years that Lubitddhis were characterised by

%2 Pratt. “O, Lubitsch, Where Wert Thou?” p. 55.
>3 |bid. p. 36.
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something else than the heavy-handedness so comrassbciated with German
filmmaking and which, by 1924, had already becomewn in critical descriptions
as “such a pleasing lightness of tou¢hThus, these critical considerations that
came into play against stereotypes of a Germar sflablish a set of meanings of
the ‘Lubitsch touch’ that will remain dominant tlughout the decade. The special
concessions made to Lubitsch against the backgrafndis origins and the
subsequent dissociation from German stereotypedada® the foundation for his
status as a filmmaker with his distinct style. Evbayond and possibly in
contradiction to commonplace realities, these aaitipositions also prepared
Lubitsch’s almost seamless assimilation into theefioan film industry, despite his

possessing German roots in an anti-German envirohme

1.3 Sophistication and the Rise of the SophistethComedy

We have seen how the label ‘German’ was initiaBgdi to identify what Lubitsch
was not or what he was different from. The filmtice of the day then explored
ways to describe what Lubitsch actually represen@ate of these terms will be at
the centre of the following section: sophisticatiorhis term is of particular
importance in the context of Lubitsch because mby was it used increasingly to
describe Lubitsch’s films, but also served as ar@eatescriptor for the films that
Lubitsch made in the 1920s for Warner Brothers. fEne has its own history, pre-
dating its use here by some distance. Hence, | fiwdit contextualise it before
investigating how it informs perceptions of Lubh& style and how Lubitsch’s

style moulds it in return.

¥ C. S. Sewell. Review dforbidden ParadiseMoving Picture World71.5 (29 November 1924), p.
448.
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The semantic history of the term ‘sophisticatiordshtaken a long and
winding road through the centuries. Faye Hammif Bammarised neatly its early
negative connotations to the more positive assoastgiven to the term from the
nineteenth century onwards, while noting that “isisgication’ was not generally
used as a term of praise until the early 19203fore modern understandings of
‘sophistication’ take it as “a fundamental attituddife rather than simply a style of
self-presentatiorr® and place it in the “realm of elegance, style, witachment or
cosmopolitanism, and [...] in relation to moralityfolitics.”’

David Cort conceives of ‘sophistication’ as “onetb&é most embarrassing
words [there is] because one can hardly tell wheiheis being used in a
complimentary or derogatory sensé.Me summarises the term’s various meanings
in terms of “a person with lack of taboos, an eigrere of wines and women, mere
unshockability, a fatigue of life, an affected manrthree university degrees, or true
wisdom.” He finishes this definition with the stdfkhatever that i and this feels
appropriate for such a widespread field of possplglications.

Another semantic field close to that of sophistaratis ‘glamour.’” Stephen

Gundle describes this term as

a buzzword with a special resonan?¢egue Elle, celebrity and women’s magazines, not to
mention glossy newspaper supplements, all empleytetm on a regular basis to underline
the allure of an occasion, a dwelling, a produgtiaae, or a persdii.

% See Faye HammillSophistication: A Literary and Cultural HistarylLiverpool: Liverpool
University Press, 2010. p. 7.

% David Cort. “Sophistication in America.” A View dfie Nation: An Anthology, 1955-1959. Henry
M. Christman, ed. Freeport: Books for Librariesdre1 970.
https://archive.org/stream/viewofthenationa0009 7ptviewofthenationa000970mbp_djvu.txt
(accessed 30 June 2014), p. 62.

" Faye Hammill. “Ethel Wilson and SophisticatiorStudies in Canadian LiteratuteEtudes en
littérature canadienn@6.2 (2011), p. 55.

%8 Cort. “Sophistication in America.” p. 62.

*9 |bid.

% Stephen Gundlgslamour: A History Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009. p. 2.
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Gundle concedes that this term also is “notoriousfficult to define.” Yet, the
“talismanic qualities” that it does carry are tho$ésparkle’ and ‘glow

Mark Backman alludes to the fact that the concégbphistication is always
changing. Yet in writing that “the standards of lsigication can be fixed against
the shifting background of social developméfitiie expresses exactly the opposite:
what is considered to be sophisticated relatebdasbcial context of a certain time
and hence, these meanings are constantly changimgh is why “manners and
attitudes considered sophisticated fifty years agpear quaint and precious to us
today.”®?

In focusing on Lubitsch’s films, notably those d¢iet1920s, it is not my
intention to follow the development of the termpbastication’ over time. Instead,
the discussion will be limited to three main anglesstly, | will focus upon the
Continental connotations of sophistication, whiadilows on directly from the
previous section on the ‘German’ associations Wuaibitsch. Here, | will argue
there is a case to be made for a direct link betwike falling out of favour of the
term ‘German’ and the gain in popularity of the iant of ‘Continental
sophistication’ to discuss Lubitsch enabling theechor to be perceived as
something other than ‘German.’

In terms of the thematic aspects of the term, ihiparticular ‘subtlety’ that
was established in the 1920s in close associatitim abitsch’s filmmaking, and
the theme continued through the subsequent decalddesxclusionary connotations
of ‘sophistication,” also accompanied by an aipaéstige, come through clearly in
the negotiation of Lubitsch’s identity as a direéctA historiographical side-glance

at the sophisticated comedy as a genre will theseckhis discussion. This will

®1 See Ibid.

%2 Mark BackmanSophistication: Rhetoric and the Rise of Self-CimsmessWoodbridge: Ox
Bow Press, 1991. p. 6.

%3 Ibid.
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focus on how Lubitsch’s association with these g$ilhelped him to be assimilated
into the American film industry of the 1920s, butwhin turn such the close

association with one director may have been atetkgense of this sub-genre.
Serving as more than a mere adjective, ‘sophigticabmedy’ has come to describe
many of Lubitsch’s comedies of the 1920s and omasionn beyond this decade.
However we will see that the sophisticated comeaty struggled for its place in the
canons of both film history and film genre.

Following the completion oRositg a film not dissimilar to those that had
brought him to America, Lubitsch found himself fieem contractual obligations.
United Artists would not or could not keep him dmel was free to go where he
pleased. Thus, Warner jumped at the opportunity torded an improbable
association that would last five films. Given Ludoit’'s association with large-scale
historical and exotic spectacles and in light ofriiéas’ history as a low-budget
studio, this collaboration may have appeared an mdtch. However, over the
course of this section it will become clear that thubitsch ‘signing’ proved, at least
for a time, to be beneficial for both sides.

What is more, Lubitsch quickly changed gear in Higllywood career.
Arguably inspired by Charlie Chaplina Woman of Pari§1923)% considered as
the starting point of this sub-genre, Lubitsch glyidbecame a master of this new
kind of comedy’” In fact he became so crucial a figure that Leabsicin her study

of 1920s American film, defines these ‘sophistidatmmedies’ as “opposed to

% See for instance Herman G. WeinbeFge Lubitsch Touch: A Critical Studfew York: Dover,
1977. p. 60.

% This is how this history tends to be written. Asage exception David Thomson suggests that the
line of influence was in fact the other way rourith film history, some critics have praised [
Woman of Parisfor its stylistic ambitions, and it certainly slis Chaplin as a man who had noticed
other directors (like Ernst Lubitsch) and wantedearn from them.” (David Thomsoithe Whole
Equation: A History of Hollywoad_ondon: Little, Brown, 2005. p. 76.).
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slapstick, akin to the high comedy of manners ofatoe, and best epitomized by
the silent films of Ernst Lubitsct®

These Lubitsch comedies involved a smaller castallyscentring upon one
or two couples and their “domestic entanglemergs,theLos Angeles Timeasther
excitedly describes thefi.The couples tend already to be already establjshedt
married, entailing that the films’ narratives am driven by a romantic courtship.
Unlike Lubitsch’s exotic spectacles, his films farner are set in the present, or
much closer to the present day, and while contomtinbe set in Europe, they adopt
a decidedly urban setting.

Lubitsch’s earlier epics may have been called ‘ssijated’ on occasion,
but the term only gained wider currency over tharse of the 1920s as Lubitsch
changed genres. To emphasise how handy or catitlog dound the term, one can
refer to the press review #fiss Me Again(1925) inMoving Picture World The
clippings reprinted from ten publications mentitwe term at least five time&iss
Me Againwas “the witty, sophisticated film stuff that ie sare” for Daily News
while for the Evening Journalit was, “an exceptional comedy — sophisticated,
brilliant, frothy, clever — absolutely delightfulMorning Telegraphwas convinced
that, “Sophisticated audiences will eat [the filag.” Herald-Tribunealready knew
that “Ernst Lubitsch [is] the master of the smartl sophisticated in film comedy,”
while for Evening Graphicthe film’'s “situations were handled in the deftly
sophisticated manner that has placed Mr. Lubitdcthe@ head of the list of very

capable directors®®

% Lea JacobsThe Decline of Sentiment: American Film in the X92Berkeley: University of
California Press, 2008. p. 79.

7 Whitney Williams. “Lubitsch’s Latest is Gay, Sopticated, Parisian Farce: Director's Deft
‘Touches’ MakesSo This is ParisHumorous Take of Domestic Entanglements,” Revié® This
is Paris! Los Angeles Timg20 June 1926), p. D23.

® All in anon. “Ernst Lubitsch and Warner Bros. StaWin Praise of N. Y. Critics foKiss Me
Again” Moving Picture World75.8 (22 August 1925), p. 843.
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These reviews show just how popular the term ‘ssipfated comedy’ had
become by the mid-1920s. Not only is the term umest and over again in a variety
of papers, it is deemed so central that the sreppmttaining the phrase are the ones
selected for reprint in the eminent trade papehefperiod Moving Picture World
Moreover, this collection of clippings covers tlenge of contexts on a miniature
scale. The variety of adjectives — ‘witty,” ‘braint,” ‘frothy,” ‘clever,’” ‘delightful,’
‘smart,” and ‘deftly’ — are all keywords that forthe backbone of the Lubitsch
discourse then and in decades to come. Common shemlede the infidelities of
married couples, a potentially exclusionary segatén of the audienc¥,and the
framing of sophistication as a specific achievenwéritubitsch as director. Needless
to say, we will again encounter below this richcei&comMoving Picture World

With his move to Warner, the next string of Lublitstiims changed in
subject and genre to smaller comedies of mannersatly reviews of these films,
comments made about locations and localities, mgigand heritage were
significantly present. Almost all of the films weset in the present and in urban
centres, mainly but not exclusively in Europe. liamas were frequently mentioned
in the reviews: The Marriage Circle[for instance] has its locale in Vienna,” while
acknowledging that the film was “made in Califoriifd or the “scene is laid out in
Paris” (although reviewer ‘A.S.’ grants that theoly of the dull husband, the silly
wife and the philandering musician might have beeacted in any suburf).

Just as importantly, para-textual associations &ithope and the continent

are evoked, that is associations not immanent & tdxt itself. The fact that

% For the sake of completion, the full phrase reé&tphisticated audiences will eat it up and every
other kind of audience will enjoy it too, for Lubith has inspired his popular cast to put over
somewhat racy humor in gay and innocent style.”dgetthe segmentation is evoked here, but, in the
second half, immediately undone by the criticsistence that everyone will like it, sophisticatad o
not.

O Mordaunt Hall. “The Screen: Susceptible Men,” Rewiof The Marriage CircleNew York Times

(4 February 1924), p. 23.

LA, S. “The Shadow Stage,” Reviewkiss Me AgainPhotoplay28.2 (July 1925), p. 50.
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Lubitsch’s adaptation dfady Windermere’s Fa(iL925) is set in London was hardly
even newsworthy. Nonetheless, the mention of Oddade as the original author
not only evoked London as the location, but alswdupon wider associations with
both British culture and theatre as a respectailece for material. For Mordaunt
Hall, reviewer of thaNew York Timesthe fact that the film was “An Oscar Wilde

nl2

Play” < was enough to lend his review his review its tilMore pointedly again, in
the clippings article quoted above, tHerald-Tribunereferred to Lubitsch as “the
Oscar Wilde of pantomime, the Max Beerbohm of shafd® so calling upon not
one but two British writers well versed in satire.

The Viennese setting functioned in a similar manheving Picture World
reported breathlessly that Lubitsch had, for thexiausly await[ed]” follow-up to
Rositg selected “his story from a highly successful Viese play which scored in
leading cities on the Continent¥’Later, for the same papéfhe Marriage Circle
was described as being “told with the deft, gralceduch.” Crucially, the ‘touch’
here was not associated exclusively with Lubitdxlt,is the touch “of a Viennese
operetta.”

Although the ‘deft touch’ just quoted now had net gpecifically become
that of Lubitsch, the director figured prominenihysuch praise. This discourse had
not forgotten Lubitsch’s German roots, but thecét did not give the impression
of either hiding or showcasing this aspect of dentity. References to the “German

1l 6

director”” often seemed to suggest that they are merelytamative to repeating

2 Mordaunt Hall. “The Screen: An Oscar Wilde PlaRgview of The Marriage Circle New York
Times(28 December 1923), p. 19.

3 Anon. “Ernst Lubitsch and Warner Bros. Stars Wiaige of N. Y. Critics foiKiss MeAgain”
Moving Picture Worldr5.8 (22 August 1925), p. 843.

" Anon. “Lubitsch Selects Story from Viennese Playléving Picture World64.4 (22 September
1923), p. 356.

S Anon. “Even the Fulton Sometimes Bustsldving Picture World8.3 (17 May 1924), p. 315.

® See for instancel‘ady Windermere’s Fais picture in the style of the German directohiatvery
best.” Anon. tady Windermere’'s FarBmashes Records At Its New York Premiergldving
Picture World78.2 (9 January 1926), p. 161. oKl§s Me Agaihwas written by Hans Kraely, who
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Lubitsch’s name. However, references to Europedtureuas a whole tended to be
more creative. The acknowledgement that “Lubitsshai Continental and a

diplomat™’

evoked the significance of his travelling in-beeénehe countries, while
elsewhere Herbert Howe got carried awayPimotoplayin likening Lubitsch to a
“smiling little Michaelangelo of the art’®

"’ is referenced.

Time and again, Lubitsch’s “distinctly continenf&vour
By extension, the director was said to have a ‘icental touch® in regard to the
screen marriages. Soon, they were perceived ag bgiitally his, to the extent that

they were even characterised as “marriage[s] aukitsch.®*

All these descriptors
relied on cultural associations with Europe, pamptit here as the centre of
refinement and culture.

Yet there is confirmation that they are indeed deatble -cultural
associations. For a late import of one of Lubitscerman-made films received a
decidedly colder reception. For instance, Sewellan criticism of the Lubitsch-
Negri vehicleDie Flamme(1922, released adontmartrein the United States in

1924) was that it was made “apparently quite same before either [Lubitsch or

actress Pola Negri] came to this counffy/lhdeed, Sewell went on to suggest that

has adapted other stories for the German direckordn. “Likens Characters to Wines.” New York
Times (22 February 1925), p. X5.

7 Jim Tully. “The Man Who Found HimselfPhotoplay27.3 (February 1925), p. 133.

8 Herbert Howe. “Returning to Hollywood Photoplay 27.6 (May 1925), p. 109. References to
Italian culture are rare, surprisingly or otherwiBerthermore, adjectives like ‘little’ may be usted
describe Lubitsch physically. Yet when his art ahde are discussed, Lubitsch is much more likely
to be a ‘master,” invoking greatness and towerichievement, or simply “the finest director
continental Europe has ever sent us.” (Anon. “EthenFulton Sometimes BustdVloving Picture
World 68.3 (17 May 1924), p. 315.).

" C. S. Sewell. Review 6Fhe Marriage Circle Moving Picture Worlds6.7 (16 February 1924), p.
581. See also C. S. Sewell. ReviewTdfree WomenMoving Picture World70.4 (27 September
1924), p. 334. See Howe's piece for the relateédghiof “a continental sense of humor.” His article
and what he means by the phrase will be discussiedvbHerbert Howe. “Returning to Hollywood.”
Photoplay27.6 (May 1925), p. 109.

80 C. S. Sewell, Review dfiss Me AgainMoving PictureWorld 75.7 (15 August 1925), p. 736 and
even as early as Anon. “The Screen,” RevievAoha BoleynNew York Time¢18 April 1921), p.
17.

8L A. S. “The Shadow Stage,” Reviewkiss Me AgainPhotoplay28.2 (July 1925), p. 50.

8 C. s. Sewell. Review ddie Flamme Moving Picture World70.6 (11 October 1924), p. 523.
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“the settings and photography are not up to thet mesdern standard$®
Intriguingly, this criticism levelled at the film’perceived datedness was repeatedly
coupled with the film’s country, or rather continewnf origin insofar as it was
“made in Europe,” and “the entire psychology of thieture follows European
lines.”* The significant conclusion reached here is thist was “a production [...]
with no modern or American angle whatev& .t may therefore be argued that
critics used the European label as a negative drent suited them, suggesting
that these associations were neither set in stonéonnd on maps, but were rather
present in the discourses that made up Americaareullndeed, Lubitsch and Negri
were saved from such criticism insofar as the regrepoints out that they had since
come to America and, by implication, settled inréhe

To summarise, these film reviews principally coofigd Europe as a place
of culture, refinement and novel experiences. Siation and glamour were
hence to be located in wider fields of culturaluurs and, according to Gundle,
these indeed included travel and geographical misff Gundle also notes the
emergence of Paris as “a Mecca of style and lurotyonly in France but in Europe
and beyond® In a similar vein, according to Faye Hammill, sispication is
closely tied to an “openness to other cultures deisfly French culture)®
References to Continental Europe, then, were nigtsagnificant for their evocation
of opera, theatre, literature and other establishmésl but significantly for setting
these references at a considerable distance freriited States. Either the reader
is affluent enough to travel to these places ow taee out of reach, not only

geographically but financially, even if they mai ¢te aspired to.

8 |bid.

8 |bid.

% |bid.

8 See GundleGlamour.p. 13-14.

8 Ibid. p. 52.

8 Hammill. “Ethel Wilson and Sophistication.” p. 55.
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Such luxuries are indeed a staple in the Lubitdidtourse. Reviewers
increasingly commented on the decorations, furnghiand costumes in his films.
In a particularly dense description, Cecilia Agexuhd coin the phrase “Lubitschian
luxury”®® in the 1930s. She related the term to an “obviiziness of fabrics and
exuberant detail,” the “lush expensiveness” of fjltach’s] satins, velvets, furs and
laces” and “lavishly accoutred folk® Moreover, for this reviewer, the films
“shimme[r] with jewels and aboun[d] with furs” inc6stly abundance” and
generally just “loo[k] deliriously expensivé” Ager's descriptions were rich in
references to materials in an extensive use of syoterbs and adjectives, supplying
a vivid idea of just what these luxuries constitié¢hat is more, this refinement,
education and luxury persisted on the linguisti@lehrough the use of rarer words
such as ‘accoutred,” a term displaying its Frentgimelogy more clearly than other
adjectives.

The articles and reviews on Lubitsch’s cinema ditl generally reach the
heights of delirium of Ager’'s work; indeed, ‘sopicsition’ was just as closely
linked to ‘simplicity’ in this period as well. Budritics had indeed started to pick up
on the luxuries of Lubitsch’s films in the earlidecade. One particular metaphor
was seized upon time and again in the collectiorclippings mentioned at the
beginning of this section. For t@aily News the direction for this very same film

was “champagne®® Indeed, in the same article for tiSain Lubitsch’s Kiss Me

:2 Cecilia Ager. “Going Places: Insinuating LubitsciWeekly Varietyi06.3 (29 March 1932), p. 71.
Ibid.
! pid.
%2 Daily Newsin anon. “Ernst Lubitsch and Warner Bros. Stars \Rfaise of N. Y. Critics foKiss
Me Again” Moving Picture World75.8 (22 August 1925), p. 843. The paper also mesnus that
we, as audience, will “purr with delight,” and i sloing arguably making another reference to
French culture, ranging from the quiet eleganceat$é to Le Chat Noir. — In an article for thienes
Lubitsch himself talked about the actors Kiss Me Again mentioning Marie Prevost and “her
bubbling humor, her coquettish smile and vivaciassfi and finally comparing her to “champagne.”
Similarly, other actors are referred to as “my ¢tease,” an otherwise expensive French liqueur, and
reference is made to its “irresistible appeal t® thmantic nature of many a woman,” or “Dark red
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Againwas “to the average photoplay around the agesitdl friangle as champagne
is to skimmed milk.** This semantic field is completed by other subaatéd terms
that appear again and again, such as “brilliantf especially “sparkling® which
both can be used to describe luxuries ranging feiamonds to champagne.
Evening Graphis use of the word field is interesting; not onig @ use the word
‘bubble’ in a rich simile, but it is the film aswvahole that “bubbles over with wit,
charm and vivacity,” besides being “as Frenchy hes €hamps Elysees> The
language is autoreferential, using not only soptastd vocabulary but also subtle
figures of speech. What is more, this descripti@egliage seamlessly integrates
Lubitsch’s film into a tapestry of European, partarly French, culture.

Subject matter and theme were also popularly linkedthe notion of
Europeaness when the films were described as ‘stgdited’ in their mature
representation of marital relation&s | have already alluded to, Sewell’s review of
The Marriage Circleargued that it “possesses, in spite of being nradzalifornia,

a distinct European flavouf® The only indication of what was behind this adjest

is that the reviewer “finds [him]self chuckling avéne misfortunes of two married
couples.?” Moving Picture Worldmade a similar case for the film as the “second
American-made picture” by “the famous European adoe” where the film’'s

“distinctly continental flavour and atmosphere” wasuped together “with the code

burgundy.”Lubitsch in Anon. “Likens Characters to Wines.” N&erk Times (22 February 1925),
p. X5.

3 Sunin anon. “Ernst Lubitsch and Warner Bros. Stars1\Wraise of N. Y. Critics foKiss Me
Again” Moving Picture World75.8 (22 August 1925), p. 843.

% C. S. Sewell. Review 6Fhe Marriage Circle Moving Picture Worlds6.7 (16 February 1924), p.
581. See alsblerald-Tribuneand Evening Journain anon. “Ernst Lubitsch and Warner Bros. Stars
Win Praise of N. Y. Critics foKiss MeAgain” Moving Picture World75.8 (22 August 1925), p.
843.

% Evening Graphidn anon. “Ernst Lubitsch and Warner Bros. Stars Rfiaise of N. Y. Critics for
Kiss MeAgain” Moving Picture Worldr5.8 (22 August 1925), p. 843.

% Mordaunt Hall. “The Screen: Susceptible Men,” Rewof The Marriage CircleNew York Times
(4 February 1924), p. 23.

" Ibid.
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which surrounds married couples weighing lightly tbe conscience of several of
the characters, although there is no great mamasgression?

Both reviews located the Continental quality of fhe in its treatment of
marital relations. Although there may be “no greabral transgression” being
committed, the implication on the part of the rexsewas that at least some has
taken place. This gives us an idea of what thatti@ental flavour entails. Sewell’s
review of Kiss Me Again(1925) did not connect the film’s ‘Continental’'taee to
the fact that the protagonists are married, althdug did summarise the film’s plot
in terms of it concerning a “busy husband backsigl[in showing affection for his
wife.”® Instead, the “continental touch is present and @nevo situations border
on the risqué but they have been handled discreetihat they amuse and do not
offend.®
These quotes are revealing in two ways. Firstlgy ttonceptualise the kind
of comedy that Lubitsch offered in the 1920s but kimce fallen out of cinematic
fashion and is located at the margins of Film SisdiSecondly, Sewell's
reassurance that risqué scenes are handled digdred$ at an important discourse
of subtlety, one frequently negotiated in the crnhtef Lubitsch. In the 1920s,
subtlety was already a veritable buzzword in théilseh discourse and there are
several examples of film reviews linking subtletysex. Reviewingrhe Marriage
Circle, C. S. Sewell likened the film to Chaplin®s Woman of Parisarguing that
Lubitsch’s film “resembles [Chaplin’s] in its subty, [and Lubitsch] has handled a
rather daring and sensational theme with simpliaitd directness:®* A few years

later, Sewell reviewedrorbidden Paradisgtouching on a “plot that is daring and

% C. S. Sewell. Review ofhe Marriage Circle Moving Picture World66.7 (16 February 1924), p.
581.
%9 C. S. Sewell. Review dfiss Me AgainMoving Picture World75.7 (15 August 1925), p. 736.
100 [;

Ibid.
01 ¢c. s. Sewell. Review 6fhe Marriage CircleMoving Picture Worlds6.7 (16 February 1924), p.
581.
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sophisticated and in which sex is always upperrosit, handled with “such skill
and deftness and with such a pleasing lightnesowth [...] that it should not
offend anyone, but prove decidedly pleasiffj.lhdeed, Sewell may well have been
thinking of a particular set of weaknesses whetingithat it was “human frailties”
that Lubitsch “handle[s] in the same masterful W&y. Daily News described
Lubitsch as “a wonderful storyteller. He's disargniand subtle, risque [sic] and
blandly innocent***

However, the references to subtlety that did ngieap to imply a sexual
subtext far outweigh those that did. They appeam@donly in connection to his
actors® and the tone of the filtf? but, most importantly, to Lubitsch himself.
These reviews highlight that the direction that wWesginal and subtle®’ and
stories that only “the subtle Lubitsch can téf”In fact, Lubitsch and subtlety
became so intertwined in the 1920s that there weveral instances in which the
director was used as a point of reference for tleekwof other filmmakers.
ReviewingBroadway After DarK1924), C. S. Sewell praised director Monta Bezll,
“Lubitsch acolyt[e],*°® writing that, “We understand that he has worketh\Ernest
[sic] Lubitsch and we can easily believe it, fortrees shown [...] the same subtlety

of touch.™° Mordaunt Hall wrote about the same director inardgto a different

192c. s. Sewell. Review dforbidden ParadiseMoving Picture World71.5 (29 November 1924), p.
448.

193 sewell, C. S. Review dfhree WomerMoving Picture World70.4 (27 September 1924), p. 334.
194 Daily Newsin anon. “Ernst Lubitsch and Warner Bros. Stars \Riaise of N. Y. Critics foKiss
Me Again” Moving Picture Worldr5.8 (22 August 1925), p. 843.

195 5ee Maximilian Vinder. “She Delivered the GoodBtiotoplay21.6 (May 1922), p. 20-21, 109 or
Daily Mirror in anon. “Ernst Lubitsch and Warner Bros. Stars \Rraise of N. Y. Critics foKiss
Me Again” Moving Picture World75.8 (22 August 1925), p. 843.

1% Sunin anon. “Ernst Lubitsch and Warner Bros. Starsi\Wraise of N. Y. Critics foKiss Me
Again” Moving Picture Worldr5.8 (22 August 1925), p. 84 or Whitney Williartisubitsch’s Latest
is Gay, Sophisticated, Parisian Farce: Director&ft DTouches’ MakeSo This is ParisHumours
Tale of Domestic Entanglement$.6s Angeles Timg20 June 1926), p. D23.

197 Anon. “Lubitsch’s New Comedy,” Review dhe Marriage CircleNew York Time§l0 February
1924), p. X5.

198 Advert for Three WomenWeekly Variety76.8 (8 October 1924), p. 31.

199 Seott EymanErnst Lubitsch: Laughter in ParadisBlew York: Simon & Schuster, 1993. p. 127.
10, s, Sewell. Review d@roadway After DarkMoving Picture World58.5 (31 May 1924), p. 493.
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film, noting that “Mr. Bell drums home his ideashen it would have been well for
him to remember that Ernest [sic] Lubitsch is caht® give only a few feet to a
masterly stroke !

Writing for Photoplay James R. Quirk addressed the achievements aka ne
director, Josef von Stroheim, quoting Douglas Fails on some of the main
ingredients ofThe Salvation Hunter$1925), namely, “Chaplin’s simplicity, [...]
Griffith’s dramatic sweep” and crucially “Lubitsch’subtlety.**? In turn, Howard
Howe offered possibly the most explicit contributito this debate in his regular
column forPhotoplayin 1925, discussing Lubitsch in some detail urtlerheader
“Sex and Sophistication.” In between extensivegador both Lubitsch and Cecile
B. DeMille, Howe offered his take on ‘sophisticatio"The inclination of the public
toward that which Hollywood terms ‘sophistication’in reality, merely an honest,
intelligent interpretation of life — has left Hollypod gasping. They always thought
sophistication meant something dirty® Crucially, he went on to emphasise that
“[tlhey are discovering that sex has nothing tovdth it.”*'* Although Howe was
somewhat ambiguous in reference to ‘who’ “alwaysutjht that sophistication
meant something dirty,” he was underlining that bag already become part of the
discourse on sophistication.

A slight reference to subtlety may indeed have bemough to convey the
message of a sexy subtext to the readers of thetHtayever, it is striking that the
most important marker of ‘subtlety’ is not its ceation to language with
connotations of being Continental, European oreaa related to sex. The vast
majority of subtleties referenced in these texéslamked to and, indeed, in praise of,

Lubitsch. Subtlety in Lubitsch may be related toisgué subtext, but it should

1 Mordaunt Hall. Review oThe SnobNew York Timeg&l5 December 1924), p. 12.
112 James R. Quirk. “Speaking of PictureBlotoplay27.3 (February 1925), p. 27.
113 Herbert Howe. “Returning to HollywoodPhotoplay27.6 (May 1925), p. 108.

114 bid.
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principally be taken to generally mean ‘more thamets the eye’ — whatever this
‘more’ may be. It is the flexible nature of thertesophistication that allows for
such a wide range of inferences as to where Lubgsubtlety can be located, as it
becomes established as an element of his style.

Nonetheless, the complexities that come with themtéContinental
sophistication’ do not prevent anyone from eitheplering or exploiting the so-
called ‘Continental’ flavour of Lubitsch’s Americasilent films. The discourse is
less about actual geography here, and more corttemtd the sentiments and
semantics attached to these terms. More oftenrbgrthe term ‘Continental’ was
associated with a set of meanings concerned fomibst part with French culture
and Paris in particular. Indeed, on most occastbase references did not go far
beyond the mere mention of a ‘distinct Continefitalour.’

Faye Hammill links sophistication and the literdoym of early twentieth-
century modernism to account for the exclusive anatlusionary nature of

sophistication and “the potential alignment of gepbtation with modernism:”

Like sophistication, modernism operates by defintaglf against its context: that is, against
mainstream cultural production. Therefore, both emasm and sophistication are
exclusionary discourses, constructing and addrgssite audiences?

Hammill’s full-length study explores how sophistica works; a person considered
sophisticated “would usually be imagined as edukatelturally aware, fashionable
and self-conscious, and all of these things requieéiberate effort® while,
crucially, he or she would also be sophisticateaugh to recognise somebody else

to be sophisticated.

115 Hammill. “Ethel Wilson and Sophistication.” p. 5. She argues that both are “balanced by an
apparently contrary affiliation with middlebrow ategies of imitation and appropriation,” which
however seems less applicable to our case of lalbits

118 Hammill. Sophisticationp. 3.

93



Richard Maltby dedicates a whole article to a thaed-a-half second
duration in Casablanca(1942) with the aim of showing how every Hollywood
movie contains “coincidences, inconsistencies, gapd delays’ He argues that
these are deliberately left in the film to allow s many interpretations as possible
by as many kinds of audiences as possible, in atleds to maximise the number
of people who will pay for a ticket. In the coursiethis study, he also touches upon
the “Sophisticated’ viewers, who ‘read into’ thegeience an element of off-screen
sexual behavior, [and who] regard those who do astnaive’ and ‘innocent’
viewers.?'® Both Hammill's and Maltby’s sophisticated consuser Hammill
focuses on readers, Maltby on viewers — form tbein exclusive group, to which
one can only belong if one is ‘in the know.” Howevdammill adds another angle
to many sophisticated text$ suggesting that they embody a tension of “propaj]i
sophistication [as] the property of a distinguistedite, and yet covertly offer[ing]
an education in sophisticatio?® While Hammill's argument proves interesting in
relation to Lubitsch’s sophisticated comedi&s, will show that this mechanism is
indeed a complex one, as demonstrated by the budv@ws of Lubitsch’s films.

In his review ofThe Marriage Circle for instance, Sewell ticked the boxes
of referencing Chaplin’&a Woman of Pariscommendingrhe Marriage Circlefor

“resembling Womai in its subtlety,” and praising Lubitsch for hagifihandled a

17 Richard Maltby. “A Brief Romantic Interlude: Dicind Jane Go to 3 ¥ Seconds of the Classical
Hollywood Cinema.”Post-Theory: Reconstructing Film Studi&avid Bordwell and Noel Carroll,
161%5‘ Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1996.38.

Ibid.
119 As stated above, Hammill generally focuses ontemitexts in her study. Here, she has “smart
magazines” in mind.
120 Hammill. Sophisticationp. 3.
121 Judging whether the films themselves do or doisiabt aim of this study, but may well make for
an interesting objective. Hammill, here and on fllowing page, runs through suggestions of how
literary texts would do this; for instance, endogvithe reader with a superior knowledge to the
protagonist or through the themes of self-presemtat determination to enjoy life and a refusal of
stifling convention or moral codes.
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rather daring and sensational theme with simpliaityl directness:®** Nevertheless,
Sewell concluded that, forhe Marriage Circle “box office appeal is difficult to
gauge.*®® For one thing, “the conventionally minded” migimd the film morally
transgressive. More importantly and this was reggathe film’s “subtlety and wit
may also be over the head of certain classes ot It was “[t]Jo those who can
appreciate its humor, cleverness and masterly tebredthat] it will prove a
delight.”?* Here, Sewell invoked the notion that the film nieytoo sophisticated
for certain audiences, so excluding those for whbm film will ‘go over their
head.’ Interestingly, however, this did not necabsdeter audiences from buying
tickets, as cinemagoers will only know if they likee film once they have seen it.
Writing on Kiss Me Again Robert E. Welsh, editor dfoving Picture

World, tried to dispel the notion of such a ‘reputation,

Lubitsch is acknowledged as a master craftsmanortinfately, after giving a man such a
label, there is a tendency in this industry to deavhen he does an extra good job that he is
“shooting over the heads” of the average audievwrestood througtiss Me Agairwith an
“average” audience. And if there is a “fine” point Lubitsch’s work that this “average”
audience missed we'd like to know where #.

Lubitsch then already stood for a certain type iwh,f while also appealing to a
certain type of audience. Welsh attempted to chgélesuch a notion, but it falls
back on him. He thereby implied that he was so stiphted that he did not even
see how anybody else could have a problem withfitme In their reviews, both

Sewell and Welsh provided highly positive evaluasi@nd so implicitly confirmed

their belonging to the ‘in-crowd’ of the ‘sophistied.’

12 s, Sewell. Review dfhe Marriage CircleMoving Picture Worlds6.7 (16 February 1924), p.
581.

123 pid.

124 pid.

125 Robert E. Welsh. “The Editor’s ViewsMoving Picture World75.7 (15 August 1925), no page.

95



Nonetheless, another quote from Welsh’s reviewsptioated the argument.
Welsh also noted thdtiss Me Againoffers “[a]s simple a plot as was ever told in
twenty words. But what Lubitsch has done with'#”In other words, the film
presented a simple story that flew right into theef of those who would accuse
Lubitsch of elitism; the plot was so simple thatviduld struggle to go over anyone’s
head. However, for this reviewer it was Lubitsctisatment that added to or even
completed the film, suggesting that the treatmeas$ wdeed not as simple as the
story suggests. Welsh therefore subtly subvertedohin insistence that no-one in
the ‘average’ audience in whose presence he savilitinelisliked it for being too
sophisticated.

Indeed, despite Welsh'’s efforts, Lubitsch’s defd atlever sophisticated
comedies gained a reputation for being directedh atertain intelligent, niche
audience. The feature “What the Picture Did for Me’Exhibitors Herald and
Moving Picture World- Moving Picture Worlts successor from 1927 onwards —
offers a fascinating insight into how exhibitorsdamaudiences responded to
Lubitsch’s reputation. The earliest mentions ofubitsch film were foiThe Student
Prince of Old Heidelberg This nostalgic period and costume piece, quie th
opposite of his sophisticated comedies, was mad® @M in 1927. However, the
reaction to even this inarguably ‘unsophisticatedbitsch echoed what Hammill
and Maltby argue about sophistication and exclusion

These little snippets give a vivid impression & tirassroots nature of film
exhibition, often featuring exhibitors bemused bg targe price they have had to
pay for the film while disliking it or being disapmted by the business it brought.
One patrticularly straightforward opinion about tsiness and the rules that the

studios imposed is as follows: “Not as big as M&adwyn-Mayer think it is, but

126 Robert E. Welsh. “The Editor’s ViewsMoving Picture World75.7 (15 August 1925), no page.
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of course they spent a lot of money to make itasd spent lots of money telling us
in advance how great it was going to be, so wéad to help pay for that advance
cost when we bought it*” There were curious cases in which an exhibitorldou
state the overall opinion of their customers whilgo including their own opinion,
particularly if business was bad but they actublgd the film. A. E. Hancock of
Columbia City offers such an example, althoughddsahat “the costume picture is
a picture that the average show-goer won't fallday more,*?® arguably because
the sophisticated comedy has entered the scertbelend, it is attendance alone
that counts.

All the same, this lay evaluation ®he Student Princevas generally clear,
not least in terms of the film’'s intended audienge. such it was noted that
Lubitsch’s film “attracts a certain class and pksasThose who stayed away were
greater in numbers and would not have been pledégth Colby, Wisconsin, this
“good” picture “went over big with a few but for éhmajority, especially the
roughnecks, it was the ‘blah*®® Not only was this audience split, but, numerigally
it was implicitly dominated by an uneducated croamt an educated and happy
few, replicating the exclusive class to which onéy@ains access when one has the
education or culture to ‘get’ a Lubitsch film.

What is interesting about these snippets is thaitsch gets mentioned far
less often or at least less prominently than, Bayeviews or even in advertising.

Both reviews by the critics quoted above complimantitsch extensively for what

they perceive to be his contribution to the filnsaccess. The comments in the

127 Anon. “What the Picture Did for Me Exhibitors Herald and Moving Picture WorkR.1/34.4 (7
July 1928), p. 60.

128 A, E. Hancock in “What the Picture Did for MeExhibitors Herald and Moving Picture World
92.4/34.7 (28 July 1928), p. 54.

1290, A. Fosse in “What the Picture Did for MeExhibitors Herald and Moving Picture World
91.2/34.2 (23 June 1928), p. 60.

130 Anon. “What the Picture Did for Me Exhibitors Herald and Moving Picture WorkR.1/34.4 (7
July 1928), p. 60.
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“What the Picture Did for Me” section therefore miagve been less damaging to
Lubitsch. Nonetheless, they confirm that there aasxclusionary element to the
sophistication of Lubitsch’s films.

The press discourse around Lubitsch’s Warner caoesedvas full of
comments of a somewhat elitist, exclusionary natlihee mechanism is essentially
always the same: sophistication is hardly everctege At worst, the reviewer
suggests that some audiences may find the film&mth off-putting, but the
sophisticated will appreciate it, including natlyathe reviewer (or even an
exhibitor). Hence, the ‘education’ that Hammill gegts is also implied: if you
aspire to sophistication, all you have to do isognihis film. The exhibitors’
feedback in theExhibitors Herald gives a fascinating glimpse into how this
sophistication was received. On the one hand, i have left some exhibitors
uneasy and in fear for their business and yet, madely, these snippets also
contributed to perceptions of the Lubitsch brandefised and exclusive, confirmed
by its rejection by sections of the audience.

Following the completion oRositg Warner offered Lubitsch a lucrative
contract and this unlikely pairing produced fivém. With his reputation in
America mainly based on large-scale historical exatic spectacles, Lubitsch even
now seems to not fit between “The Hard-Boiled, @wnic, and the Weepers” that
made up the Warner Brothers profile. Accordinglybltsch is not included in
William R. Meyer’s compilation o¥Varner Brothers Directors

Nonetheless, in view of the above, Warners’ movesigm Lubitsch does
look less surprising. When writing about WarnertBess’ ‘way to the top,” Thomas
Schatz notes that a “governing irony in Warnerserand the ‘talkie revolution’

generally was that Warner Bros. developed soundmdifferentiate its products or
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to revolutionize filmmaking, but to bring itself itne with the other majors:*
Although Lubitsch never made a sound film for Wayi@chatz here also provides a
motive for the studio to hire Lubitsch. The namebitsch meant ‘prestige’ more
than ‘box office’ which, at least for a while, wamre than enough for the studf.

As the principal motivation behind Warners’ signiofgLubitsch, this thirst
for prestige became quite clear in terms of theasawat it made in the press. For
instanceMoving Picture Worldollows Lubitsch’s establishment at Warner closely
while possibly exaggerating in its claim that “dxkors everywhere are now
anxiously awaiting the completion of the great fgmedirector’s first American
photoplay produced in an entirely modern settitfg.As Harry Warner was later
guoted, “[t]he recent news that the [obviously hygbought-after director] has been
engaged by another producing company [...] will inway affect his agreement
with the Warner organizationt® Lubitsch’s film adaptation of the Viennese play
was eventually deemed “the most important” amortlget Warner films recently
completed® and large adverts were ordered to announce Waraeduisition of
“Genius of the Screen® publicising with some verve the fact that the “\dis
Greatest Moving Picture Director directs for WarBeothers.*’

More than any other available director, Lubitschbedied Europeanness of
the refined, prestigious kind. Indeed, he caprali®n this reputation when he
exchanged European histories for European urbaalltyywing him to showcase his

examples of 1920s stylishness and sophistication\Wrarner, Lubitsch was initially

131 SchatzThe Genius of the System 58.

132 5ee ThompsorHerr Lubitsch Goes to Hollywoog. 26.

133 Anon. “Lubitsch Selects Story from Viennese Playldving Picture Worlde4.4 (22 September
1923), p. 356.

134 Anon. “Director Lubitsch Also Has an Eye for Busés.” Moving Picture World64.3 (15
September 1923), p. 276.

135 Anon. “With Throttle Opened Warners Deaf to India$tRumblings.”Moving Picture Worlds5.3
(17 November 1923), p. 321.

136 Advert for Warner Brothers, “Forty for 1925-6Moving Picture World75.2 (11 July 1925), p.
116-117.

137 Advert for Warner Brotherdew York Time§3 August 1925), p. 32.
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meant to bring prestige, not (only) box office red& although the lack of the latter
may well have played a substantial role in his depa from the studio in 1926.

Even Warner needed to survive economically irrethpecof the many facets of

quality and prestige that terms such as ‘Contindataopean,” ‘sophistication’ or

‘subtlety’ brought to the studio. However, such ftradictions inherent in his

signing were smoothed over by the establishmehtbitsch in the United States as
a director with considerable recognition value.sTassociation with films generally
beloved by critics if not always by audiences eedlihe Lubitsch name to acquire
further prestige and allowed the director to talsgaificant step towards becoming
an ‘artist.’

This may be one of the central reasons why theistgdited comedy hardly
figures in Film Studies. Its subject matter is guatearly outlined, but is still a little
too different from the romantic comedy to be coastd part of this genre or to
offer fruitful comparison. Accordingly, genre stadiof the romantic comedy tend
to begin with 1930s screwball comedy and if thefgrréo Lubitsch, they tend to
discussTrouble in ParadiseThis 1932 film fits into the time period withoohe
having to acknowledge that there may have beenmers.

In terms of historical approaches, the sophistdca&i@medy is quite closely
linked to the 1920s and with it a generally undesetarched decade. In her cultural
history of the term sophistication, Hammill conceatgs on ‘reading’ sophistication
rather than ‘watching’ it, although she too dedésat chapter to the 1920s and
1930s. Steve Vineberg begins his stitigh Comedy in American Movié8in the
1920s; although he is aware of Lubitsch’s Amerisdent films and refers to them
in passing, he still discusses the later works mexé&ensively. Lea Jacobs’

discussion of the sophisticated comedy is a notakdeption, but, as a case in point,

138 See Steve Vinebergligh Comedy in American Movies: Class and Humontfithe 1920s to the
Present Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 2005 (= Genre anelyBnd: A Film Studies Series).
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this discussion is staged in the context of a oblapically delimited study of
“American Film in the 1920s,” the revealing sulgitef The Decline of Sentiment

Jacobs also edited a special editionFdfn History in search of comic
traditions that were not slapstick comedies but eatBefore Screwball**°
However, two out of the six contributions are datkd to Lubitsch, thereby
implicitly confirming the director’ strong assodia with this group of films*°
Indeed, Lubitsch’s close association with thesmdilmay have prevented closer
critical study in the past.

However, from a 1920s perspective, the associatiinsophistication was a
highly advantageous one for Lubitsch, allowing ftre more problematic
associations with Germany to be replaced by thoseCantinental-European
sophistication. With this association with ‘sopluation’ came a set of meanings,
centred on both luxury and subtlety, which Lubitsdiims display in spades. The
sophisticated comedy may have had its roots in igan operetta and Continental
attitudes towards sex, but it emerged in Hollywasdh new genre. Therefore, as the
enthusiastic critics of the day demonstrate, thegmration of a new director into the
American film industry could occur relatively smbiyt Audience reaction may
have been more divisive but Warners’ signing of itadh was proven to be the

correct decision in their quest for prestige.

1.4 The Emergence of the Lubitsch Touch

Any overview of the 1920s and Lubitsch’s arrival Hollywood would not be

complete without acknowledging the negotiation afbitsch’s style in public

139 ea Jacobs. “Introduction: Before Screwbaflilm History 13.4 (2001), p. 335.

190 See Ben Brewster. “The Circle: Ernst Lubitsch #mel Theatrical Farce TraditionFilm History
13.4 (2001), p. 372-389 and Kristin Thompson. “ltsth, Acting and the Silent Romantic Comedy.”
Film History 13.4 (2001), p. 390-408.
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discourse. In this final section, | will introdueethird term alongside ‘German’ and
‘sophistication’ — that of the ‘touch,’ or in fattte ‘Lubitsch touch.***

The preceding sections of this chapter on the 19RG@¢rated how Lubitsch
arrived in an America deeply sceptic of émigrégqeemlly from Germany. The
close association of the sophisticated comedy wdtimtinental and European
attributes allowed Lubitsch to be discussed in extst other than his origins, given
that what critics expected from German filmmakadsrbt fit with what they found
in Lubitsch. The label ‘European’ hence comes withre positive associations,
although it can be just as unstable, as the reakeDie Flammeabove suggests.
While the previous sections of this chapter ex@dihow Lubitsch could integrate
seamlessly into American film culture, the finatsen of this chapter explores the
emergence of the ‘Lubitsch touch’ as a narrativdisfinction that would come into
full force in the 1930s and 1940s, even if its sogkre already in the 1920s.

Building up Lubitsch as a brand allowed the criaesl advertisers of the day
to come to terms with contravening or oppositiodedcourses, especially those
around German émigré filmmaking, even if the emmgygiiscourse of Continental
sophistication could not entirely do away with fagter. One singular addition to
this brand was the emergence of a term that hag fiacome established in both
popular and critical discourses on Lubitsch. To wshbow this discursive
phenomenon was prepared throughout the 1920s,| llook at how specifically
Lubitsch is represented and discussed in the pdidmurse, with a particular focus
on both his persona and profile as a directorllittwis approach this negotiation in

several stages, first looking at how Lubitsch gwigate individual is discussed in

141 Modes of orthography vary in terms of presentimg Lubitsch touch, the ‘Lubitsch touch’ or the
Lubitsch Touch. However, the point of this ternhat it is indeed a term, one not unlike a tecHnica
term, or a term with a capital ‘T’ so to speak. Wil continue using what we have found to be the
most common way of spelling the term, the ‘Lubitsatich.’
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news stories relating to him, before moving on far@fessional focus on Lubitsch
as a director. Lubitsch had always been interastedatters relating to his industry
and his art, participating from early days in gpuli discussions about the German
and American film industries and his own work melicas well as those of others.
These discursive texts helped to create the persioaa engaged director — even an
emerging film artist or auteur positioned betweewo film worlds — but one who
was in the process of assimilating successfulllgisonew home in Hollywood. In a
final stage | trace the very term of the ‘Lubitgolich’ in the early 1920s and how it
eventually became a fixture of Lubitsch-relatedgever the course of the decade.
In the 1920s, Lubitsch had already found himseficdssed not only in
reviews of his films, but in news items or gossigerviews and portraits. Longer
portraits and interviews often included the sebtimeeting for the interview with a
description of the director’'s appearance, beingsfizall man physically, slightly
given to promising plumpness,” but whose “dark eges keen and smiling*
Mention of his “restricted and hesitatirtg® English or phonetic transcriptions of his
accent recurred again and again. However, at oittnexs, Lubitsch was praised for
having “met the test [of answering rapid-fire quas$ shot at him, through an
interpreter] with rapid-fire replies, delivered haut hesitation and with
authority.™* Although these asides may occur in connection witter directors,
they remain crucial in laying the groundwork fortaddishing Lubitsch as a
distinctive brand. This is a crucial inclusion &brings the director from behind the
camera into the focus of the portrait. The figurehe blind spot of the camera is

therefore made visible and so recognisable to ke#tler and audience.

142 Anon. “Lubitsch on Directing.New York Timegl6 December 1923), p. X5.
143 |ja;
Ibid.
144 Sumner Smith. “Ernst Lubitsch Describes Novel Metlof Preparing a Picture for Production.”
Moving Picture Worldb4.1 (7 January 1922), p. 53.

103



The reports and news items vary depending on tbasfof the publication.
Variety or Moving Picture Worldmay stick to reporting on Lubitsch as the director
in context of work-related events, while more pae@necdotes may find their way
into fan magazines likhotoplay In October 1925, for instanc®¥ariety reported
on a Lubitsch luncheon in honour of the directorwés noted that the guest list
unsurprisingly included Lubitsch’s wife, but othese kept strictly to a guest list of
Lubitsch’s work colleagues and peers from the ‘mfandustry,” some of whom
gave speeché$® In Photoplay Lubitsch’s family life, or at least his marriagad
Mrs. Lubitsch featured quite frequently in anecdatbout the director. This article
included a tale about how Lubitsch ran off from 8et of The Marriage Circle
which he was currently “busily directing,” in ordéy replace the “sickly looking

rose bush” to be used in the next scene with a/*peautiful™*®

specimen taken out
of his own garden. It is easy to see how dispdafraenature of these events is and
how differently they are reported. Neverthelesgytlare all parts making up the
mosaic of the Lubitsch persona.

However, the impact of these stories extends tangdanother layer to the
films with which Lubitsch is associated; indeede tiims form a subtext to such
articles. | have selected a news item frBmotoplayas these are easily the most
colourful and amusing pieces. Drier news storiesnfrother publications would
work just as well, buPhotoplaywill convey my point most clearly. This time, the

“great foreign director [with his] charming homedaane of the prettiest wives in

Hollywood” threw a party. A friendly couple, Mr. drMrs. Clarence Brown, were

145 See Anon. “Lubitsch Luncheon Noted for AbsencébfI’s™ Variety 80.10 (21 October 1925),
p. 30.

146 cal York. “Gossip: East and Westhotoplay15.2 (January 1924), p. 131. The payoff of the
story is that “an hour or so later, when Mrs. Emtstlled forth to work in her garden, she found a
dark and empty spot where her favorite bush had beat to bloom” andPhotoplayasks its readers
to “take it from Mrs. Ernst!” just what “a workend a seeker after realism” Ernst Lubitsch actually
is.
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in attendance. After a while Lubitsch remarked tsMBrown that he did not see his
wife and Mrs. Brown’s husband. Mrs. Brown replidatightly, ‘Oh, they’'ve gone
outside to look at the dogs.” The author noted th@on recognition that Mr. Brown
and Mrs. Lubitsch were late in returning, “whenrthevas one of those silences in
the room.” It was for Lubitsch, certainly to rathgreat effect, then to remark: “But,
Mrs. Brown, we haven't any dog$®*

This anecdote is entirely located in the personatalirse surrounding
Lubitsch and does not at all introduce him as aatilar. The reader’s interest in and
knowledge of Lubitsch’s films would certainly add the anecdote’s punch and in
helping to produce a more fleshed-out personaefitrector. The clear implication
is that Mrs. Ernst Lubitsch has gone off with Mda@nce Brown for a private
rendezvous. Lubitsch’s dry reply, exposing the caostery for what it is, fits the
humour displayed in his films. The story could hawvell be a scene from the
cinema of Lubitsch, who is after all the masterflmimorous tale[s] of domestic
entanglements*® and even “daring dramas of domestic dissentiror, to make
use of a different term, the sophisticated comedtha genre of films with which he
becomes so closely associated.

Amidst all the ambiguities marking the discourseaphistication, discussed
in the previous section, the subject matter of tsdbi’'s films is fairly clear-cut and
straightforward. Yet, the close association of tsth with these films adds another
layer to these anecdotes. If life does not imitateor art life, the two still appear
closely intertwined, thereby strengthening once entbre perception of the bond

between the director and his work. These storieemsngly immaterial, hence

147 Cal York. “Studio News and Gossip: East and Wehotoplay29.4 (September 1924), p. 46.

148 \Whitney Williams. “Lubitsch’s Latest is Gay, Sopticated, Parisian Farce: Director’s Deft
‘Touches’ MakeSo This is ParisHumours Tale of Domestic Entanglementisds Angeles Times
(20 June 1926), p. D23.

149 Advert forThe Marriage CircleMoving Picture Worlds6.6 (9 February 1924), no page.
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reflect back upon and so contribute to Lubitsctésspna, and Lubitsch’s portrait in
the media would not be complete without them.

However, other reports focused more on the directoork, methods and
common themes and techniques employed in his filthese can be found mainly
but not exclusively in the more ‘serious’ publicats such ad/ariety, Moving
Picture Worldor theNew York TimesOne mechanism deployed to underline the
significance of the director in the filmmaking pess is particularly characteristic
for the film discourse created in ti@mes Richard Koszarski has been critical of
the paper’s engagement with early film critici§fhYet, this approach did not apply
to the film director, or at least not to this peutar film director.

Although the Times never gave an exclusive treatment of Lubitsch, its
reviews of Lubitsch films tended to be followed wih another article devoted to
the film in question a few days later. At timesttbdhese texts were strikingly
similar in terms of their line of argument, the exdes cited and even the phrasing.
Although the review would be published first andulgbalready focus on Lubitsch
and his contribution to a film, the second textdieh to be specifically about the
director, his work methods or the stylistic devidesplayed in the film at hand.

Take for instance the case ©hree Womer(1924). The review that was
published in theTimesof 6 October 1924 already focused substantiallytios
director. His *“third pictorial effort,” Three Womenwas perceived to have
shortcomings. Still, the film “reveals Lubitsch astalented stylist in direction, a
producer who makes the most of every detail andsehwmork scintillates with
original ideas.” This was due to “Mr. Lubitsch’slalairection [which] has caused
the actions and expressions of the players to &dilyeunderstood, thus rendering

subtitles unnecessary for long stretches.” Indéeavas “the sparing manner in

1%0 See Koszarskidn Evening’s Entertainmenp. 191.
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which subtitles are employed” that was particuldrighlighted, as was the use of
close-ups, notably how the detailed display of adiads and pearls cleverly show
how the villain of the piece calculates the richétheir female owners?

The following week, theTimes returned with a fairly long article on
Lubitsch’s latest offering. The writer, Hall, waw unrestricted by his usual
review column “The Screen” and could give the &tia header of his own
preference. This title then referenced Lubitsclneathan a detail from the film:
“Mr. Lubitsch’s Direction Outshines his NarrativeTherefore, this article again
focused on Lubitsch’s successful, in fact, “brillig direction. The argument of the
second article ran along similar lines: the ussutititles — indeed, “Lubitsch us[ing]
42 subtitles” — was commented upon extensivelyn@lwith the simplicity “in
which Mr. Lubitsch opens up this latest effort, datletailed descriptions of certain
scenes. This review culminated in a final evaluatiwat “[a]pparently Mr. Lubitsch
does not favour lengthy court scenes, as he dispafsthis murder trial with more
speed then Jersey justice. The jury comes in \wghverdict and the foreman, when
addressing the Judge, shakes his head, thus ddvigibitsch a subtitle**

The second article did not add new material omgimsi; in fact, Lubitsch was
not necessarily mentioned any more frequently. W4s$s the two pieces apart,
however, is that Hall decides to cut the extensigscription of the story which,
according to the initial review, is “weak in comjzan” to the “direction” that
makes the film “a work of art:®® Hence, no longer restrained by his “Screen”
column, Hall can focus on the aspects of the fiimwhich he is interested,;

pointedly, these are predominately related to lsdbit Although thélimes earlier

151 See Mordaunt Hall. “The Screen: A Calculating itl,” Review of Three WomenNew York
Times(6 October 1925), p. 25.

152 Mordaunt Hall. “Mr. Lubitsch’s Direction Outshinétis Narrative.”New York Time&12 October
1924), p. X5.

133 Mordaunt Hall. “The Screen: A Calculating VilldirReview of Three WomenNew York Times
(6 October 1925), p. 25.
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review had focused on praising Lubitsch, the spafcéhe second text gives the
Times Mordaunt Hall the opportunity to put the directatr the very centre of the
argument. Th&imestherefore presents a strategy of how to add talibeourse of
the director otherwise principally composed by ot or interviews.

Beyond the actual film reviews, the papers’ intenes Lubitsch’'s work
methods remained just as detailed. In the conversatecorded in these portraits,
the journalists found Lubitsch’s approach to theesnplay, his direction of his
actors and his (non-)use of intertitles particylankriguing. Lubitsch’s relationship
to his actors was an aspect of his work to whiah plblic discourse returns in
virtually every decade of Lubitsch’s career; it veaen emphasised prominently in
the obituaries which followed his death in 1947.neks | will examine the
negotiation of acting in Lubitsch below in a sewtion perceptions of Lubitsch’s
work with Maurice Chevalier. Here, | will focus ¢ime discussion of intertitles. This
negotiation is significant on several levels: firsthey are essential to the silent film
as one way of conveying dialogue and meaning; sigothey also mark out the
silent film for its lack of a sound track; and filya intertitles are a prime site for
negotiating Lubitsch’s transition from being a Ganrfilmmaker to a Hollywood
director.

Before his move to America, German reviewers hagdy commented on
the extensive use of intertitles in Lubitsch’s #mn fact, the early German critics
frequently credited them as the main achievemersiegéral Lubitsch films, as we
saw in the prologue. This emphasis could be expthlvy critics wishing to present
a clear example of a writer at work for eyes nategaccustomed to screenwriting,
as we had seen in the prologue. However, Amerigéinoscwere fascinated precisely
with Lubitsch’s increasingly minimal use of intéies. As early as April 1921, the

Timesexclaimed “Thank heaven, [Lubitsch’s films] hawat heen overloaded with
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subtitles, and they do not [even] need as manheastiave.*** The Hall review of
Three Womenuoted above also took a similar line.

The views of critics on both sides of the Atlardiffered so significantly as
to imply a difference in national cinemas. In thenérican reviews, Lubitsch’s style
was not linked to his German background. Instelael,critics praised Lubitsch for
adhering to certain standards with which they vadready familiar in the American
system. David Bordwell has put forward the notidran “invisible™>> Hollywood
style in his seminal study on Hollywood cinema,tten together with Janet Staiger
and Kristin Thompson. In the later parts of thepk, Thompson suggests that “the
formulation of the classical mode began quite eanlythe period around 1909-11,
and by 1917, the system was complete in its basigative and stylistic
premises.**® The reduction of intertitles to a minimum in editm then at the least
supports such a style of narration. The reductiomtertitles to a minimum would
at least support such a style of narration and $isterestingly detailed explanation
of how the shot of a head-shaking judge saves &cibian intertitle could easily be
taken for an example of what Bordwell calls Lubitsc¢‘concealed artistry™®’

In her monograptHerr Lubitsch Goes to HollywoodKristin Thompson
argues that Lubitsch’s genius lies precisely in dusck assimilation to American
modes of filmmaking. Lubitsch was eager to settl&merica and critics welcomed
his addition, enquiring enthusiastically of his wanethods and evaluating them
accordingly: “Once in America, [Lubitsch] rapidlphed his application of classical

[Hollywood] principles, and soon he was in turnlueincing the filmmakers there

134 Anon. “The Screen,” Review @nna BoleynNew York Time§l8 April 1921), p. 17.

'35 David Bordwell. “The Classical Hollywood Style, 1B-60.” David Bordwell, Janet Staiger and
Kristin Thompson.The Classical Hollywood Cinema: Film Style & ModieRyoduction to 1960
London: Routledge, 1988. p. 23.

136 Kristin Thompson. “The Formulation of the Class$i&tyle, 1909-28." David Bordwell, Janet
Staiger and Kristin Thompsomhe Classical Hollywood Cinema: Film Style & ModePooduction
to 1960 London: Routledge, 1988. p. 246.

57 Bordwell. “The Classical Hollywood Style, 1917-6p. 23.
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with a string of masterpiece§>® In fact, the reason why Lubitsch adapted to the
American system so quickly and successfully wag tien had been imitating
American work methods while still working in Gernydi® Along similar lines

David Pratt suggests that

it is precisely because [Lubitsch’s films] failenl $tand out as sharply from American films
that they ultimately failed to stand for either t@&n” films or European “art” films. This
lack of distinctiveness relative to the norms of ékivan production would be one of the
reasons Lubitsch so easily became not just a Holthgafilmmaker, but for a time the most
honored of Hollywood filmmakers®

As previous sections of this study have demonsiratech a process of assimilation
was indeed supported not only by Lubitsch’s lack fiof with the traditional
‘Germans’ of the film critics, but his associatiofith a genre newly emerged from
the American studio system. Critics were excitedual_ubitsch and his use of
intertitles, but Lubitsch quickly went beyond meassimilation. Thompson’s
hypothesis is impressively argued, but it cann@bant for developments later in
the decade. Within a few years of his arrival, tsdh was not only assimilated into
the American system but was becoming a distingdish@maker. Having arrived
as a foreign filmmaker on a single assignment teatlor Mary Pickford, his move
to Warner on a long-standing contract swiftly ameldohim in Hollywood and
Warners’ aspirations for rise and prestige fit siidish and sophisticated films that
Lubitsch turned to make.

Hence, any depiction of a one-way transfer in favafuHollywood and at
the expense of Lubitsch’s Europeanness is misplaeeduse it ignores the surplus
value that Lubitsch brought to Hollywood. Althougiach a value only became fully

apparent over the course of the following decatleyais already preseit nuce

138 ThompsonHerr Lubitsch Goes to Hollywoog. 14.
139 See |bid. p. 22-23.
180 pratt. “O, Lubitsch, Where Wert Thou?” p. 64.
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through the 1920s. In her epilogue Thompson corxceédat what could be the
clearest mark of distinction, a style named afteeself, already emerges in the
1920s. Nonetheless, she does not find the phrae dfubitsch touch’ to be “very

helpful.”*®* While | agree on the limited appeal of such a eaghrase, it was

already gaining popularity in the writing about ltsbh in the 1920s and so its
continued use has proven useful to many.

Among the definitions that th@xford Dictionary of Englishgives for
‘touch’ are “an act of touching someone or somejfiithat is “coming in contact
with,” “a small amount” or trace,” “a distinct maanor method of dealing with
something.*®?> However, metaphors of touching, touches or evesueh had been
present in the Lubitsch discourse before the ‘toisalf. As early as 1923, thdew
York Timesquoted Lubitsch as saying that he and the pldyermentions in this
passage “want to touch the emotions of the peopte wee this picture'®
Similarly, Hall conveyed his impression thEte Dressmaker from Par{8925), by
the German-born Paul Bern, displayed “touches wherhind one of Chaplin’s
productionA Woman of Pari&'® or put forward the curious assertionfhotoplay
that it was, in fact, Adolph Menjou who “gives mdhan his usual artistic touch to
[Forbidden Paradisg”*°®> The above are only two examples suggesting thehts
were not singular to Lubitsch, even in the contéxd Lubitsch film.,

Over the course of the decade, other touches kepping up, ranging from

‘subtlety’ — So This is Paris{1926) is described as a “sophisticated comedi wit

161 ThompsonHerr Lubitsch Goes to Hollywoog. 127.

182 Anon. Definition of “touch.”Oxford Dictionary of EnglishAngus Stevenson, ed. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2010. http://0-
www.oxfordreference.com.pugwash.lib.warwick.ac.ig#w/10.1093/acref/9780199571123.001.000
1/m_en_gb08732907rskey=pwzuxf&result=1 (curreninenversion 2013, accessed 1 August 2014).
183 Anon. “Lubitsch on Directing.New York Timegl6 December 1923), p. X5.

184 Mordaunt Hall. “The Screen,” Review ®he Dressmaker from Parislew York Timegl8 March
1925), p. 19.

1% Anon. Review oforbidden ParadisePhotoplay27.2 (January 1925), p. 60.

111



subtle touches®® for instance — to “the continental touch” whickyr Moving

Picture World is present irKiss Me Agaif®’ even if, for theTimesthe same film

has “deft*®® touches. To the definition found in ti@ford Dictionary one could

also add a definition provided by Cambridge Dictines Online where ‘to touch’

means “to put your hand or another part of yourydamghtly onto and off something
169

or someone:”” Hence, the adjectives to describe this speciahete in Lubitsch’s

LUBITSCHS LATEST IS GAY, SOPHISTICATED, PARISIAN FARCE films were close to

Mirsosars D) “Topdses’ Maks % This & Pazsl’ B Tale al Ix b E

the field associated
with ‘touch.” C. S.

Sewell, reviewing
for Moving Picture

World, found not
only “skill and

deftness” as well as
“one of the cleverest
comedy touches,”
but also “a pleasing

lightness of

touch.™® The sense

- .
RAmgvaicsd with paremunn o the coawighl coner, Furke: mavskaeton gohbaned wiveid permiaaca

Figure 4: lllustration accompanying review of of ‘lightness’ may
So This is Paris{1926)

also be a clear

166 3. P. McEvoy. “How to Write a RevueNew York Timegl5 August 1926), p. X3.

17C. s. Sewell. Review dfiss Me AgainMoving Picture World75.7 (15 August 1925), p. 736.

18 Mordaunt Hall. “The Screen: Music and Wine,” Ravief Kiss Me AgainNew York Time$3
August 1925), p. 10.

9 Anon.  Definiton of “to  touch.”  Cambridge  Dictiorias  Online.
http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/britiglich_1?q=touch (accessed 1 August 2015,
emphasis mine).

0 ¢c. s. Sewell. Review dforbidden ParadiseMoving Picture World71.5 (29 November 1924), p.
448.
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71 or “a

reason for the common labelling of Lubitsch’'s filnas “delightful
delight.”*"2

The aforementioned Menjou touch is one of the fave examples for the
touches noted in the context of Lubitsch films waoé predominately associated
with the director himself. Interestingly, quite @f ‘touches’ also found their way
into the headlines of articles written about Ludfitsfilms. While “Audiences
Quickly Grasp Dramatic Touché$? did not explicitly indicate that a Lubitsch film
was its subject — possibly becalk&es Me Againis not the only film reviewed here
— others certainly do. One such is “Appealing Tasln Film directed by Mr.
Lubitsch” or, two years later, an article in thes Angeles Timeentitled:
“Lubitsch’s Latest is Gay, Sophisticated, Parisia@rce: Director’'s Deft ‘Touches’
Make So This is Paris'Humorous Tale of Domestic Entanglement.” The fatte
review is particularly interesting in that it accpamies by an illustration featuring
the main actors’ faces as well as a famous setpilihrs looking like women'’s legs
(Figure 4)'"* Not only the headlines but also the illustratie@rehsuggest that the
phrase had been growing into a buzzword and, indeedlogan. While the
connection to the ‘product’ is important, it maint an even more significant
guality of catching the reader’s eye.

Still, how does a ‘touch,” or many ‘touches,” be@the singular ‘Lubitsch
touch?’ Language changes gradually and it wouldefbee be impossible to name a
specific moment when the ‘Lubitsch touch’ becameeated linguistic and semantic

convention. However, the beginnings of the ‘toutfave been most frequently

71 See for instance Mordaunt Hall. “The Screen: Musid Wine,” Review oKiss Me AgainNew
York Timeg3 August 1925), p. 10.

172 See for instance C. S. Sewell. ReviewFoibidden ParadiseMoving Picture World71.5 (29
November 1924), p. 448.

73 Mordaunt Hall. “Audiences Quickly Grasp DramatiouEhes.”New York Time$23 November
1924), p. X5.

174 Whitney Williams. “Lubitsch’s Latest is Gay, Sopticated, Parisian Farce: Director’s Deft
‘Touches’ MakesSo This is ParisHumorous Take of Domestic Entanglements,” ReviéB® This
is Paris!. Los Angeles Timg20 June 1926), p. D23.

113



associated with Hal B. Wallis, part of the publjcitepartment at Warner Brothers
when Lubitsch joined the studio. In the cataloghat taccompanied the Wallis
retrospective held at the Museum of Modern Art Y@, it is noted that Wallis is
“said to have coined the famous phraSe vhen he was Head of Studio Publicity at
Warner Brothers. Others do not mention him in daatext; for instance, Lubitsch
biographer Scott Eyman refers to Wallis only onnd & passing, but he does not
propose other names as possible fathers (or motbéithe ‘touch.’ Variety also
attributes the invention of the ‘touch’ to Wallisits 1986 obituary for the producer.
Wallis joined Warner in 1923 and “three monthsdéte was moved up to [Charley]
Kurtzman’s job [Kurtzman until then had been he&gublicity]. At that time, one
of the new directors on the lot was Ernst Lubitsghout whom publicist Wallis
coined the phrase ‘the Lubitsch touch’®

Interestingly, Hal B. Wallis himself painted a faore understated picture in
his autobiography when touching upon Lubitsch’setimt Warner in passing.
Naming him as their “leading director” and “an aritic genius,*”” Wallis devoted
about a page to anecdotes on the director’'s wayooking. Lubitsch would break
for tea on set, telling his crews to enjoy theiemwngs, so that “they would be more
relaxed the next day” or, elsewhere, he made theebanLady Windermere’s Fan
run in the ‘wrong’ direction owing to the fact thtte film was set in England.
Crucially, the pleasure that Wallis derived from riaing with Lubitsch also
apparently stemmed from the latter’s availabiliy fhe promotion of his films. He
wrote, “Cooperative with the press, [Lubitsch] ldvi® talk, and his stories were

always funny. He gave many radio interviews andeapgd at premieres often.”

75 Adrienne Mancia, edHal B. Wallis: Film ProducerNew York: The Museum of Modern Art,
1970. p. 3.

7% Anon. “Hal Wallis, 88, Dies At Home in His SleeQbituary for Hal B. WallisVariety 213.23
(8 October 1986), p. 17.

"7 Hal Wallis and Charles HighanStarmaker: The Autobiography of Hal Wallislew York:
Macmillan, 1980. 15.
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Yet, if Wallis is the inventor of the ‘Lubitsch tol,” he does not take credit for the
full extent of his share in it, or at least doedrsa considerably understated way in
his autobiography: “Lubitsch became a celebrityhia own right, and | [Wallis]
made sure he got lots of publicity/®

One might think that Wallis would have taken slighgreater credit for a
term that, by the time of the publication of higaiography in 1980, had gained
considerable currency. Repeated attribution in rjalistic and increasingly
academic discourses may well have served to perjgetbe myth of his inventing
the ‘touch,” not unlike the ‘touch’ itself. If sat should be noted that Idwal Jones
began to weave this myth as early as 1945, fdieavéry end of a longer portrait of

Wallis, Jones wrote that

When a new German director, famed for his cheromwiking and deftness, came to the
Warner studio some years ago, Wallis, then a pitiplican, gave his style the trademark of
“the Lubitsch touch.” It is a trademark that endyrand hangs in the air even when there is
no Lubitsch film around — like the smile of the Ghie cat.

“1 lifted it from the ‘Nelson touch,” Wallis admét “Nelson said that of himself
just before Trafalgar. That fellow knew he was gdagliess.*”®

If this story is true, it is of course rather irorthat the ‘Lubitsch touch’ is now far
more famous than Nelson’s. The earliest referencthe term that | have so far
located has found its way into Anthony Slide’s adigies of film reviews through
the decades between 1896 and 1940. In October/Nmererh923, Exceptional
Photoplayswrites ofRosita “As for direction, nowhere is the picture stameth

the Lubitsch touch as prominently as usd&i. The chronology of events — Wallis’s

178 Hal Wallis and Charles HighanStarmaker: The Autobiography of Hal Wallislew York:
Macmillan, 1980. 15.

179 |dwal Jones. “Just in Time for Breakfast: Obseprat on a Visit to the Set dfhe Affairs of
Susar’ New York Timegl1l March 1945), p. X3.

180 Anon. Review ofRosita Exceptional Photoplay4.1-2 (October-November 1923), p. 5 reprinted
in Anthony Slide, edSelected Film Criticism, 1921-193Metuchen: The Scarecrow Press, 1982. p.
243.
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move to Warner in 1923, Lubitsch’s signing with \aron 7 August of that ye&t
and the publication of the review in autumn — does necessarily contradict this
version of the genesis of the ‘Lubitsch touch.” si@ing to Eyman, Lubitsch’s first
film for Warner,The Marriage Circle went into production between September and
October'® which would still have given Wallis time to come with the moniker.

All the same, what is remarkable about the reviesstiming and its subject
is that the term is used in connection with a filwt produced by Warner but by
United Artists. Despite the term’s novelty, a sty fundamentally based in
tradition, convention and even myth. Disguising tien’s novelty by ‘selling’ it as
a ‘familiar’ concept, as thRositareview does, would not therefore compromise the
intentions of a marketing executive to establisiisian already well-known concept.
Nonetheless, it is notable how, according to tleission of events, publicity travels
in the early 1920s from a marketing executive oé @tudio — which will only
release the first Lubitsch film in February of thext year — to a journalist reviewing
another film made previously at another studio.

We are unlikely to trace the person responsiblenfving first invented the
‘Lubitsch touch.” Wallis may well have been the emtor of the phrase, which
would also be consistent with the motives for Weshsigning of Lubitsch. While
no one has emerged as a serious alternative camditles striking that the use of
the phrase was largely confined to critical materaher than advertisements
throughout the 1920s. This raises the possibiligt tWallis lifted it not from
Horatio Nelson but from a review, perhaps everotie forRosita Alternatively, he
may not have been involved in its invention at bilf merely rested in agreement

when someone later associated him with the phrase.

181 See EymarErnst Lubitschp. 98.
182 5ee Ibid. p. 102.
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However, the notion that a phrase which has simo®ine established as a
critical term, was actually invented as an adviegisool is a tempting one. What is
almost, although not quite as tempting is that Waltcepted authorship of the term
and that this is yet to be questioned. Be that amy, it would be much later in the
1930s, and patrticularly in the 1940s, when the s#ractually came to be of
significant use of advertisers, as we shall s¢barchapters to follow.

Yet, the question remains: why and how did the itsdi touch’ stick? The
metaphor of a cultural product being ‘touched’ bgeatain air, flavour or hand is
common, but what transformed this flavour withinbitach’s films into a ‘touch?’
Writing on the period slightly before the adventLafbitsch and his ‘touch,” Janet
Staiger notes that reporting upon and promotion pafrticular Hollywood

personalities had started around 1910, and that

Brand nameadvertising and slogans were common US econonactipes by 1900. For
filmmakers, the purpose of brands was to spreadvéihge of each film to all the films,
hoping to entice repeated consumption of the matwfer's offerings. If the manufacturer
could succeed in this, the firm would gain the adage of an apparent monopdf.

Staiger goes on to state that “[ijn general, howetlee use of brand names as a
primary advertising tactic declined in subsequesdiry when multiple-reel films
supplanted the less differentiated one-reel®¥sif Wallis with the advertising use
of the term in the background, is indeed behinditivention of the ‘touch,’ this
would prove an exception to Staiger’s rule. Newadhs, it would still confirm
industry practices in whose context the ‘Lubitsahdh’ would have been invented.
The problem remains of an explanation as to whwyais mainly critics and

reviewers who took up the metaphor in this perrather than studio publicists and

183 Janet Staiger. “The Hollywood Mode of Productiorl®30.” The Classical Hollywood Cinema:
Film Style & Mode of Production to 19608avid Bordwell, Janet Staiger and Kristin Thonmso
London: Routledge, 1988. p. 99 (emphasis in thgirwal).

18 |bid. p. 100.
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marketing men. One exception that otherwise prdtedrule is a large, advert for
Three Womerprinted inVariety and presenting Lubitsch as the main asset of the
film, calling the film an “individual Lubitsch pragttion,” “personally directed by
Ernst Lubitsch” and “[a]nother dramatic gem frone tnaster hand of LUBITSCH.”
However, while all snippets but one from othericsitmentioned Lubitsch, the
‘Lubitsch touch’ only found its way into the advenrough the quotes taken from
New York critics. Hence, th®lorning Telegraphopined that “[a]gain [Lubitsch’s]
masterful direction and subtle touches are evitf&nt.

Several components had come together in the enmrgeithe ‘Lubitsch
touch.” First, in the 1920s, was a perceived nesddownplay and disavow
Lubitsch’s German heritage against the backgroundnti-German sentiments in
the American society of the time. Secondly, theees the rise of the sophisticated
comedy, which allowed for associations with a deeanings that were far more
positive, yet equally elusive. Finally, there waaMérs’ ambition to catch up with
the majors and the desire for prestige. As we Isaes, Warners’ thirst for prestige,
which they found in the signing of Lubitsch, turnaat to be a vital breeding ground
for the establishment of the ‘Lubitsch touch.’

In the context of this approach, Wallis’'s assoomtwith the ‘Lubitsch
touch’ can be viewed as part of an attempt to dbsegap with other studios. While
the nature of the ‘Lubitsch touch’ has remained ps difficult to pin down, the
association with and the distinction for the dicgas clear. The label could be used
for advertising. Yet, the ‘Lubitsch touch,” in tH€20s, mainly proved a useful
mechanism for reviewers and critics to emphasiseptiestige and artistry of this

director, even proclaiming a whole “Lubitsch schobexpression°

185 Advert for Three WomerVariety 76.8 (8 October 1924), p. 31. (emphasis in thgiral).
18 |n an editorial fronFilm Daily attached to an advert fahe Girl Who Wouldn’t WorkMoving
Picture World76.1 (5 September 1925), p. 18.
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1.5 Conclusion

This chapter has tried to trace the meanings oflsvtiat are all familiar and yet
difficult to pin down. Lubitsch’s arrival in earl§920s Hollywood was met with
curiosity and as one of the earliest and most ogmt European émigré directors
coming to the United States, the ‘buzz’ he gendratas complex. Lubitsch was
mainly kept clear of the more belligerent and &wrman talk in post-War
America, not least because he seemed ill-suitedpesent what was understood as
‘German.’ If the reference to Germany remainedcattd to him, it was generally
used by journalists to distinguish Lubitsch or preshim as an exception. Still, this
discourse forms the background against which Labissarrival in and assimilation
into Hollywood must be seen.

An alternative to the ‘German’ label that came te highly favoured
alternative was the comparison to a more ‘Contaléieel, which was evoked in
connection with Lubitsch’s films as he moved intwe tsophisticated comedy.
Associating Lubitsch’s films with this more neuttatm and identifying them as the
centrepiece of a genre newly emerging in Amerigghér facilitated his crossing
over as an American filmmaker.

Finally, considerable interest in Lubitsch as seclor and his methods of
working facilitated not only his move to Hollywodnit also prepared the perception
of him, and the director more generally, as arstar@ritics found a filmmaker agile
and open to both discussion and adoption of Gerarah American techniques.
Kristin Thompson has made an eloquent argumertidar easily Lubitsch could be
absorbed into Hollywood. While he was indeed adabed rather seamlessly and
Thompson’s case is supported by the public disegutrstill cannot account for the

distinguished position that Lubitsch assumed ower ¢ourse of the 1920s. His
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position as a leading American filmmaker would adurse become further
established in the decades to follow.

Over the course of the 1920s then, Lubitsch becasseciated with the
‘Lubitsch touch’ — a term no easier to define th@erman’ or ‘sophistication’ and
yet remaining intrinsically Lubitsch’s. In fact, #hothis strong association of a
‘touch’ with Lubitsch and the term’s flexibility taccommodate a wider range of
meanings may well be its greatest asset and thets@dts longevity. How the term

evolves will be the subject of the following chapgten the 1930s and 1940s.
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2. A Historical Panorama: The 1930s

2.1 Introduction

The following chapter on Lubitsch in the 1930s paty neatly fits into the very
centre of this thesis, it also rehearseaucethe argument that this thesis will make
as a whole. My previous exploration of the 1920shalestrated how Lubitsch was
set at the centre of an assimilation narrative, ionghich he was transformed from
a German émigré filmmaker to a director of Amerisaphisticated comedies with a
Continental flavour. The ‘Lubitsch touch,” while th@t the end of such a
chronological development, fitted into this processassimilation: it offered a term
for the style specific to Lubitsch even beyond ¢isse association with the newly
emerging genre of the sophisticated comedy.

The chapter to follow this one will show how Lulsitsand the ‘Lubitsch
touch’ had become so established by the 1940shikastyle was considered no
longer to warrant an explanation or justificatibmstead, the mention of this famous
‘touch’ was placed increasingly prominently in @dvertising discourse around his
films, serving as a veritable label. Different ‘thes’ then emerged from this
discourse; those that were not necessarily mutealtjusive and yet, as we will see,
decidedly distinct.

The decade at the centre of this chapter actualhessed the culmination of
a number of aspects important to both Lubitsch'd Hiollywood’s histories. This
chapter will therefore break away from the fairlgelar narratives of the other
chapters around it. Instead, | will structure ttligpter in line with several contexts
where Lubitsch and the ‘Lubitsch touch’ were préserthe public discourse of the
decade and have since been analysed by researttigensusical, sexuality, stardom
and the studio. None of these Hollywood elementsoatexts necessarily originated

in the 1930s nor do they conclude by the end df plesiod. It is rather that they
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became crucially important to Lubitsch’s work instildlecade and may be said to be
key to American film history of the period.

The musical is the only context named above thdedeupon the
technological innovation that had become widely profitably, available towards
the end of the 1920s. When Lubitsch adopted sdumdlid so by making musicals
at a crucial time for a genre that was still veoyiyg. When the genre reached crisis
point, public discourse needed to negotiate theeigisat Lubitsch was continuing to
make successful musicals; critics did so by thening to a very specific new
meaning of the ‘touch.’

The section on the negotiation of sexuality in thbitsch discourse will be
staged against a backdrop of tightening censor3tnpre have been various critical
discussions about the significance of this pardicygeriod of censorship, although
censorship has existed as long as cinema itselfieMer, in its combination of an
arguably oppressive censorship system with an tngdtisat had a vested interest in
tight control within the studios, the ProductiondgoAdministration has gained
notoriety, both critically and in popular terms. a\gst this backdrop, Lubitsch’s
tendency to dabble in more suggestive subjectsadvamake him a prime target for
the censors. Nonetheless, an examination of théicpdiscourse will reveal that
both critics and advertisers welcomed his adventispproach and did not view his
artistry as a director to be compromised by ceingors

Lubitsch’s collaborations with stars, most notablg five films starring
Maurice Chevalier, sheds a light on the negotiatibstardom in the period. We can
look at this partnership in the context of the aaves that have sprung up in regard
to other collaborations. Nevertheless, in the cdanté both their careers, | will
discuss this particular narrative for reason ofetsentially symbiotic nature. For it

Is not only this partnership that turned Chevalo a star, but was also responsible
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for further realisation of the ‘Lubitsch touch.’ iEhparticular discussion will then
end with an examination of Lubitsch’s exploratianso his own star image as
director. For following the conclusion of his Cheena collaboration, Lubitsch

explored ways in which he himself could promote filims, including by making

cameo appearances in trailers.

The final section of this chapter will look at thtidio system of the 1930s,
particularly the role of Paramount as the studithwrhich Lubitsch was associated
most prominently. The 1930s has often been takesyrsnymous with the ‘studio
system.’ In such a system, power was organiseim structures within the major
studios, often through the oversight of powerfulnaiging executives. It is worth
exploring how a prominent director such as Lubiteeligated such a system and
yet preserved his artistic independence. What ieeptwowever, Lubitsch also held
the position of Head of Production for roughly tweelmonths halfway through the
1930s. This position of power complicates academoitons of artistic authorship.
Yet, Lubitsch’s example will show that the publionception of authorship of the
time is very different to thosthat have since developed in Film Studies. As such,
Lubitsch maintains his distinguished position ipestive of the role he occupies in
the filmmaking process but on the grounds of hial@shed reputation.

This chapter will demonstrate how, over the cowfsene decade, Lubitsch
and his style are conceptualised differently adogrdo the contexts in which they
are placed. The ‘Lubitsch touch’ can figure in thebsparate contexts precisely
owing to its ambiguous and flexible nature. Acrtisis thesis as a whole | trace,
over the course of Lubitsch’s career, the sets efimmngs that the ‘touch’ took. In
this chapter dedicated to the 1930s, however, tbeseeptualisations develop side

by side. What is more, the contexts discussedeanater stages of this chapter will
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reveal ways in which the significance, reach angeapof the ‘Lubitsch touch’ was

tested.

2.2 Lubitsch the Re-invigorator or: The Musical

The BFI survey oft00 Film Musicalsopens with the statement that “[flor thirty
years from the coming of sound in the late 192@s musical was at the heart of the
Hollywood studio system. One of the most populaglbthe film genres on which
Hollywood production was based,” Jim Hillier and ugas Pye go on to explain
that, “for many people its combination of musicpkisticated production values,
song and dance epitomised the glamour and appedblfiwood.™®” There may
well be truth in these authors’ reference to sdp@son, for Lubitsch is represented
several times in their collection of musicals, withe Love Parad€1929), The
Merry Widow (1935) andOne Hour with You1932). The ‘coming’ of sound to
Hollywood constituted an early craze that then@unded the only genre that had
been made possible only by this technological ackarent.®

Experiments with sound and music, not least del&lp depicted irSingin’
in the Rain(1952), quickly gave way to more confident useshef new technical
possibilities. However, the novelty soon wore afflahe genre was besieged with
crisis only a few years into its existence, patdy during the years in which
Lubitsch made his contributions. Indeed, Lubitschsva crucial force behind the
musical; he convinced Warner Brothers to buy tleysthat eventually became the

basis for the first talkieThe Jazz Singgl927), even making use of a clause in his

187 Jim Hillier and Douglas Pyd.00 Film MusicalsLondon: BFI, 2011. p. 1 (= BFI Screen Guides).
18 Tino Balio. “Production Trends.Grand Design: Hollywood as a Modern Business Enisep
1930-1939Tino Balio, ed. Berkeley: University of CalifomPress, 1995. p. 211.
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contract to this en®#? His innovative techniques were then clearly recsgphin the
1930s and beyond in film history.

In the context of Lubitsch’s work overall, his fivé930s musicalg’
constitute only a fairly small fraction of his outp At the same time they make up
more than half of the films that he directed irstbecade. Although not necessarily
amongst the favourite Lubitsch films of today, thelgyed a crucial role in the
formation of Lubitsch’s style, as the discoursehaf 1930s indeed locates one of the
decade’s key ‘Lubitsch touches’ in this context.

The governing methodology of this section is lesscerned with a close,
direct analysis of Lubitsch’s films nor identifyirigs particular contributions to the
genre. This analysis has taken place elsewherel anlll indeed revisit some of
these critical evaluations towards the end of sieistion. Nonetheless, the question
of what ingredients successfully made a ‘Lubitsalsital’ — especially the curious
case ofLove Me Tonight(1932), which may be considered a Lubitsch musical
although it was not directed by Lubitsch — is aeriesting one, but the meta-critical
approach that | take is not particularly suiteGmnswer it. Instead, | am interested in
how the musical figures in the discourses on Lghits films and his persona. |
want therefore to explore how a genre could be usefbrge the notion of the
director as an artist in general and of Lubitschirfgaa particular kind of ‘touch.’

This section approaches the public discourse omtligcals of the 1930s by
focusing on two aspects: innovation, predictabhyhiley less predictably, re-
invigoration. It is an irony, or even a paradoxtthabitsch mastered the musical

form just as the genre was beginning to wane. Thiscarcely remarked upon in

189 See EymarErnst Lubitschp. 119-120. Although Lubitsch did not get to diréhe film version of
the play, its author Samson Raphaelson became gstiording writer for Lubitsch, writing the
screenplays fofrouble in ParadiseThe Shop Around the CornandHeaven Can Wait.

1% One Hour with YowandThe Merry Widowalso had foreign language versions. Paramountisere
film, Paramount on Parad€1930), to which Lubitsch and Chevalier contrililitiaree episodes
could also be counted among these.
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critical studies. However, as a contradiction itswane resolved by Lubitsch’s
particular persona as a director and his strength aow established brand — the

‘Lubitsch touch.’

My initial discussion will be concerned with how negotiate the coming of sound
and the popularity of the musical in the texts tietato Lubitsch’s films of the
1930s, focusing on how Lubitsch is associated wititovation and technique and
how this is used to distinguish him in relationtihe young genre. The musical was
the one genre that made direct use of the innavaticound. Critics, then, explored
Lubitsch’s original and innovative contributions ttus technical novelty, not least
in recurring references to Lubitsch’s work with tlkamera. This combination
ultimately leads to a position of distinction theso will emerge from the next
sections of my discussion. | have established lthhitsch was distinguished from
what was perceived as a German kind of filmmakmthe 1920s, which eventually
facilitated his assimilation into the American fiimdustry. However, it is crucial to
recognise that, by the 1930s, Lubitsch had becanveedl established in Hollywood
that he was able to hold a distinguished positioa major studio as well as being
sought for high profile productions.

Monte Carlo(1930) is something of an anomaly in the Lubitsahon. As
one of Lubitsch’s Paramount musicals, it is setEurope and features Jeanette
MacDonald, although Maurice Chevalier is missingnirthe line-up. Chevalier’s
omission may partly explain whyonte Carlo had a slightly cooler, mixed
reception than other films in Lubitsch’s musicahoa. Still, Monte Carlois notable
for one musical sequence that stands out even nmothis ‘lesser’ Lubitsch.
“Beyond the Blue Horizon” is sung by Jeannette Maic&ld as her character,

Countess Helene Mara, travels on a train watctegoeasant girls who provide the
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chorus, working in the fields. This sequence wasjdently discussed in virtually
every review of the film. Indeed, praise for thigrocular scene stood in notable
contrast to critical evaluation of the rest of tih@.

For instanceThe New York Timedescribed the scene extensively and how
the “noise of the train,” “the song of the wheefslahe spasmodic shriek of the
whistle” are heard; eventually, “the sound of tbgging and the rush of the train as
it speeds along become blended into a musical gumaoment for a song.”
Summing up, Hall praised the sequence as “a fasegndahought, filmed and
recorded with all the artistry now possible.” Cally, it was “all so admirably
suited to the screen.” Framing his praise in teoh®riginality, Hall wrote that
“Lubitsch’s pictures usually sparkle with originalists and this new offering is no

exception®®*

in reference to the “Beyond the Blue Horizon” seoge. A
subsequent rewriting of the firdtimesreview went as far as to call Lubitsch a
“wizard with sound effects® in reference to the same song. In the absence of
Chevalier and with no star comparable to Lubitsatanding featured in the film,
critical praise was focused almost entirely ondhector.

Even exhibitors contributed positive feedback te tlubitsch musicals. In
relation toThe Love ParadeA. J. Gibbons from lllinois wrote that “[i]f theris any
doubt as to the improvement of the talking pictoiréhe silent one let him view this
work. It was everything worthwhile that distingueshthe stage before the advent of
the screen, grand opera, comic opera, vaudevpksiality stunts and stage acting,
all so appropriately blended as in no part to séere lugged in.” What is most

important is that a Lubitsch musical is again birgugto the context of furthering

the new medium and its technological developmemtfakct, Gibbons’ opening

191 Mordaunt Hall. “Director Blends Camera and Micropk in Forthcoming Film,” Review of
Monte Carlo New York Time§20 July 1930), p. X3.

192 Mordaunt Hall. “Lubitsch’sMonte Carlo Brilliant Direction and Keen Wit in Screen Musica
Comedy.”"New York Timeé7 September 1930), p. X5.
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statement suggests both Lubitsch’s achievementhandwn education, not to say
sophistication (if not of those coming to view thHemhen he praiseShe Love
Parade“the acme of entertainment of the talking pictt&.

In regard to Lubitsch’s 1932 music@&ne Hour with Youa sound remake of
his ownThe Marriage Circlestarring Maurice Chevalier, Hall touched upon tagu
sources of praise for Lubitsch. He cited referentesLubitsch’s “unfaltering
direction,” a “capital cast” and that the film isdwtifully done and “with meticulous
attention to every detail.” Acoustic experiments;ls as having characters speaking
in rhyme, were generally less popular with the eesdr, who qualified that it is,
after all, a “comedy with melody.” Yet, again hexgled out one particular scene
when “M. Chevalier as Dr. André Bertier take[s] tiadience into his confidence
and ask[s] ‘What would you do?™ Hall is not onlgrtvinced of Lubitsch’s use of
sound, but goes further in his praise: “Mr. Lublitsas he has done in other pictorial
works, employs his musical accompaniment most efely” and “[sJometimes so
that it enhances the comedy in a situatibfi.”

This breaking of the ‘fourth wall’ would not havedn entirely impossible in
the silent days. However, the rapport that Lubiteskablishes with the audience
only makes sense when his musicals do not haveeiwome the barrier of silence.
It is notable that, in her study of the musicalpeld&euer does not distinguish
Lubitsch for his contribution to the genre. Insteattat she finds noteworthy about
his musicals are precisely the moments where leddrsa address the camera
directly. She writes that “Chevalier was even péedito break a Hollywood taboo

by looking directly into the lens to address theeana audience. I®ne Hour with

193 Anon. “What the Picture did for meExhibitors Herald and Moving Picture Worl@9.12 (21
June 1930), p. 94.

19 Mordaunt Hall. “Two Sparkling Pictorial Comediedeview ofOne Hour with YouNew York
Times(3 April 1932), p. X4.
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You Chevalier winked and leered into the lens asttfrig the spectator in on a dirty
joke."%°

Here, Feuer makes a particularly conspicuous poiah initial discussion of
Lubitsch’s musicals in the 1930s. Essentially, khies the use of sound and use of
visuals in this observation upon a visual twist wiusical cinema. In the
contemporary debate, Hall, in turn, praised Lulbitdor his originality and
innovation in the context of the new genre. Thé&ifig of Lubitsch’s use of sound
and of the camera, either exemplified in the ree@wilm established earlier, was
already part of the discourse in the 1930s.

These arguments not only centre on the idea abviation in regard to
Lubitsch, but return to the notion of technique ®yed by the director and
therefore warrant their own investigation. One ameavhich Lubitsch receives
particular praise is interestingly his use of camevhen putting together the
musicals — somewhat surprisingly, as the musicdéfsed by its reliance on sound
rather than visuals. However, the early years ahddilm were marked by the fear
that the camera would lose its mobility and dynamisith the coming of sound.
Indeed awkward experiments characterised the dchaRl Barrios explains that
“[m]ore often than not, a discussion of 1929 filfast turns to the issue of camera
mobility — specifically, the lack thereof, and timransigent mike’s unconquerable
stranglehold on film*°

This connection is made especially in reviews leydbtutely observinjew
York TimesAndre Sennwald, for instance, included cameravioré catalogue of
typical Lubitsch elements which, according to Labit himself, came about only

through diligent preparation: “Several years agditach informed me that the

19 Jane FeuefThe Hollywood MusicalLondon: Macmillan, 1993. p. 2.
1% Richard BarriosA Song in the Dark: The Birth of the Music@lxford: Oxford University Press,
2010. p. 113.
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subtle qualities of irony, pathos, bitterness amaghter with which he invests his
pictures, the delicate emotions which he suggedts his camera, are worked out
on paper to the last detail before he ever reattteeset.*®’

References to the camera in the context of sounstitated a theme that ran
through Mordaunt Hall's reviews of virtually all @fubitsch’s musicals. In relation
to Lubitsch’s first musicalThe Love Paradehe praised “this Teutonic genius [for
not being] dismayed by the linking of the microphomwith the camera®®
Elsewhere, Hall wrote oifhe Smiling Lieutenan{l931) that “When a character
walks up a long flight of stairs, his steps areoagganied by musical strains that
afford laughter” or, picking up on both the filmitle and star, he appeared
convinced it is both Chevalier's “smiling and singj, which] are bound to appeal
to all those who see this offerin’® Hall thus brought the visual and the acoustic
together. Most frequently, Hall linked directly tabitsch particular techniques that

combine the camera and the use of sound. He ceutithis theme in his second

write-up of the film,

He virtually writes his picture with the cameradamow that he has the microphone at his
disposal he blends sound and shadows in a fashiainréaches a peak of undeniable
cinematic art. He has an uncanny way of jugglirjatjue, dispensing with it when he wills
and calling for plenty of spoken words when he desithat it is the proper moméfit.

Another of his reviews was fittingly titled “Diremt Blends Camera and

201

Microphone™ " and in the ‘sequel’ to this review he argued tft#tis production is

197 Andre Sennwald. “Hollywood v&-he Good Fairy Regretfully Suggesting That Molnar’s Winged
Fancies Have Been Daubed with the Slapstick Brmghé Film City,” Review ofThe Good Fairy
New York Timegl0 February 1935), p. X5.

19 Mordaunt Hall. “The Screen: Maurice Chevalier AgaiReview ofThe Love ParadeNew York
Times(20 November 1929), p. 38.

199 Mordaunt Hall. “The Screen: A Gay Parisian,” Revief A Smiling LieutenanNew York Times
(23 May 1931), p. 13.

20 Mordaunt Hall. “Chevalier's New FilmSmiling LieutenanRich in Mirth and Melody,” Review
of The Smiling LieutenanThe New York Timg81 May 1931), p. X5.

21 See Mordaunt Hall. “Director Blends Camera andrbfitione in Forthcoming Film,” Review of
Monte Carlo New York Time&20 July 1930), p. X3.
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Mr. Lubitsch at his best after he has had expeeemith the microphone and now
learned to manipulate it as he has done a cameseferal.”? In what was even a
third review of the film, Hall observed that even his second musical, Lubitsch
“reveals an understanding of the microphone whscalinost equal to his sparkling
guidance of the camer®?

Hall’'s judgement that Lubitsch ‘Is now famed, ‘hasw learned to
manipulate,” and is ‘almost equal’ in his use afisth goes beyond resolving fears in
regard to how Hollywood awkwardly incorporates sthuinstead, Hall praises
Lubitsch’s musicals by linking them to areas in ethLubitsch’s achievements are
already considered established. Indeed, early nsrii@ Lubitsch were no strangers
to his use of the camera and Hall's repeated aclkeugment of Lubitsch’s use is
curious on the levels of both the context of the abkthe camera in a Hollywood
with sound and amongst émigré filmmakers from Earop

Notably, Hall is rather generous with the adjeciwkescribing Lubitsch’s
background in Germany, or rather German filmmakigeutonic,” ‘the German’
while elsewhere he uses the German word for Ntterr.”?** There was already
then a clear connection between European émigrégeamnically highly skilled
filmmaking. TheNew York Timedor instance, noted that, “More recently the best
German and American brains have combined to make fitbms which were a
distinct and sincere effort to create a work of’@arhe newspaper went on to note
that “There is apparently little anxiety about @reidities of the mechanism” so
echoing the confidence of these filmmakers thahe*Technical difficulties may

soon be done away with.” However, when referring‘ttee best German and

292 Mordaunt Hall. “The Screen: A Sparkling Comedy&ew of Monte Carlo New York Times
(28 August 1930), p. 26.

293 Mordaunt Hall. “Brilliant Direction and Keen WihiScreen Musical Comedy,” Review Mbnte

Carlo. New York Time§7 September 1930), p. X5.

204 See Mordaunt Hall. “The Screen: A Gay Parisiargview of A Smiling LieutenantNew York
Times(23 May 1931), p. 13.

131



American brains,” the paper may be overly complitagnto those with American
citizenship, as the filmmakers referenced by nathéave their roots in Europe
and, one excepted, in Germany, “Lubitsch, Janni@igplin, Murnau, Conrad,
[sic] Veidt and Pabst® Summarising the problems that the musical had been

facing in previous years, Alexander Bakshy wrotetifi@ New York Times) 1935,

Some continental producers, notably René Clair smahe Germans, and occasionally
Lubitsch, among the Americans, have taken advantagkis escape from the limitations
of realistic plausibility to give their musical fils a freedom of treatment that did no
violence to the natural behavior of their character

Bakshy's convoluted listing of the main playersalwed in such innovation is
telling. In Bakshy’s thinking, Lubitsch was firmtuck in transnationality, distinct
from the Germans and more a part of an Americaledolity at this point. Be that
as it may, although he qualifies the success dfetlas “this solution, clearly, has a
limited scope®®® for American producers, the association techriizadvation with
continental filmmakers is reinforced.

For reasons further elaborated in the previous telnapubitsch was not
necessarily part of such a discussion; he wasakentas representative of German
film, his German films and how ‘German’ they aresifll a less prominent area
within the study of Weimar cinema. Hence, when ¢henera was discussed the
criticism of the 1930s and later, such discussiomse hardly ever linked to
Lubitsch’s status as an émigré. Similarly, Hallsewf these descriptors may well
‘dip’ into such a background, but Hall did not ex@ this line of argument further.
As he was firmly integrated into the American filndustry by this point, there was

no danger of critics alienating Lubitsch. Insteffldy criticism put him in a context

295 Anon. “Still Talking ‘Talkies.” New York Time§19 June 1929), p. 30 (names capitalised in the
original).
206 Alexander Bakshy. “New Paths for the Musical Film Which a Critic Suggests the Split

Screen as the Way Out of the Wilderness for thellrrer.”New York Timeg June 1935), p. X4.
132



of distinction, as émigré cinema was then famedtfoartistic use of the camera.
Accordingly, Hall continued to ‘marry’ Lubitsch’séeman roots with his perceived
artistic excellence in calling him “the brillianteBnan director®’ It was to
exemplify his eminent artistry and, as such, lin& tiscourse on his use on sound
to that on his use of the camera, that critics rdmtied to the ‘marking’ out of his
achievements in this new musical genre. This phemam is even more significant
when considering that in its very early years, ieev genre was plagued with a
lack of camera mobility due to issues with the mptrone and the use of sound as
a whole problems that some even took to be theoénmhema as they knew it.

The argument can therefore be said to return totéchp as an artist with a
style. However, there has been a longer traditfoloaating Lubitsch’s style in his
use of the camera, one that eventually spilled dxen the journalistic to the
academic discourse. One of the first critical stadito single out the
cinematography of Lubitsch films is Lewis Jacobsirlg history*®® Jacobs
completed a study, film-historical but not necebgaacademic, of monumental
dimensionsThe Rise of American Filfirst went into publication before the end of
the 1930s and therefore still during Lubitsch’stifine. Jacobs was not entirely
consistent in his definition of the ‘touch,” in tes of his offering numerous
different kinds of touches from various Lubitscims. More often than not Jacobs’
reference to the ‘Lubitsch touch’ is evoked in tiela to the use of cinematography.
The ‘Lubitsch touch’ is most succinctly defined @anpassage in which Jacobs

argues that

27 Mordaunt Hall. “The Screen: Maurice Chevalier AgaiReview of The Love ParadeNew York
Times(20 November 1929), p. 38.

208 Called a notable exception in work done on filnstdiy until 1970s in Francis G. Couvares.
“Introduction: Hollywood, Censorship, and Americ@nlture.” American Quarterly44.4 (December
1992), p. 511.
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All the American-made Lubitsch films have been idgiished by a personal style and
craftsmanship. His flair for witty imagery givesstpictures a laconic and yet scintillating
quality. His swift, deft plotting is enhanced byethapierlike [sic] ‘comments’ of his

camera, which have been known as “the Lubitschh‘.da%9

Ever since, film critics and historians have comtadrupon Lubitsch’s use of the
camera: Ethan Mordden had Lubitsch “rid[e] his ceang and down halls, out onto
terraces, into the opera house, showing only eséeift'® when he discusses his
musicals. For Gerald Mast, Lubitsch’s “camera posg [showed] either much
more or much less than any character could per¢étvevhile Richard Barrios
interpreted “the camera ifhe Love Parad¢as alluding] to things too naughty for
dialogue, [...] Lubitsch’s governing aesthetf¢® All these observations are taken
from studies on musicals and are thus attuneddthen‘cinematic channel,’ that of
sound. This only underlines the acknowledgementhefinitial technical glitches
that the new technology came with. Richard Bargosis it all up beautifully in a
section of hisA Song in the Darkellingly titled “Paramount: The Director as
Muse.” In focusing on a reading of the first onkenfiof the perceived cyclelThe
Love Parade Barrios observes rather vividly that “Most [filmdperettas were
assigned to faceless hirelings or ill-suited teclams; Paramount had Ernst
Lubitsch.”*3

Hall's singularly insistent discussion of Lubitsshise of the camera across
his reviews of his musicals may say as much ababtitéch’s style as it does about
the critic’s interest when it comes to Lubitschibnk. Critics of any kind never
write objectively, or work in an ideological vacuunmterestingly, the rigid

consistency of Hall's approach may have sparkedt tie very least contributed, to

299 | ewis JacobsThe Rise of the American Film: A Critical Histolyew York: Teachers College,
[1939] 1975. p. 355.

419 Ethan MorddenThe Hollywood MusicalNewton Abbot: David & Charles, 1982. p. 38.

21 Gerald Mast.Can't Help Singin’: The American Musical on StagedaScreen Woodstock:
Overlook, 1987. p. 109.

212 Barrios.A Song in the Darlp. 280.

23 bid. p. 278.
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a line of argument about Lubitsch’s style. In thregard, Jacobs’ hefty volume may
have provided the bridge, thereby establishingna &f argument that goes beyond
not only time but also discourse when it was léden up by academic scholars.
Finally, Lubitsch’s involvement in the musical sked a discussion of his use of
sound, which in turn made Mordaunt Hall pay moterdion to Lubitsch’s use of
the camera.

It would be going too far to suggest Hall's autlingpsof this particular
tradition of Lubitsch studies. However, it is wontloting how, on the one hand,
Lubitsch’s use of sound in the musical shed lightt use of the camera again and
how this usage is, years later, reflected in theerging academic treatment of
Lubitsch’s films. Both the critics of the 1930s atater film historians would
suggest that the relationship between the comirgpohd and the emergence of the
musical genre was a complex one at the turn of1®20s. However, it is the
discussion of the musical in the context of Luthtse@euvrethat allows for insights
into the emerging perception of him as a film &rtis

Discussions of Lubitsch’s contribution to sound aften framed in terms of
discussions of how he uses the camera, takingattex s an established area of his
expertise. Hall's repeated reference to Lubitsébé&man roots can then easily be
taken as a link to his fellow European émigrés, wieoe particularly noted for their
use of the camera. | will return to such an opeatment of Lubitsch’s origins when
setting them in the context of the heritage oflifggest star with whom he worked
in the 1930s, Maurice Chevalier. There, Chevaliérench citizenship seems to
reinforce the ‘Frenchness’ of Lubitsch’s films, sifieally his Chevalier comedies.
Here, a connection with Lubitsch’s use of the cameas already noted, while
references to Germany do not need to connote attbrenfiltration for they convey

an air of cinematographic technique. That Lubitscasters the musical and its

135



needs from its earliest moment on is beyond doabtthe critics, who happily

linked his expertise to that of his émigré peers.

Technique and innovation alone were not sufficeven in the early years of the
musical. In fact, the genre hit a slump only a fg¥ars after its inception. | will
therefore be concerned in the next section with botics dealt with early problems
in accordance with Lubitsch as a master of the calisBesides crediting Lubitsch
with technical innovation, the public discoursetlod time creates a narrative of the
‘old’ musical and its renewal uniquely through th&ervention of Lubitsch. From a
1930s perspective this is surprising, considerhrggtechnical innovations that had
made the musical possible had only been rollechdetv years earlier.

From a historiographical perspective, this is afgeresting as this crisis of
the early years and Lubitsch’s celebrated contidbutiround the same time are
often equally acknowledged but hardly ever placedantrast. Such neglect is grave
because public discourse located one of the ‘Labitsuches’ in its negotiation of
this contradiction in the first half of the 1930% contextualise this argument | will
begin and conclude with an examination of how Lsdits contributions to the
musical have been evaluated by film historians @iiets with regard to the genre’s
history. My aim will be to prepare a discussiontloéir negotiation in the public
discourse that is closer to the genre’s beginnilmgsrestingly, it is there where this
contradiction, so often brought about but hardlereacknowledged in critical
studies, is resolved by taking the ‘Lubitsch touak’a force of innovation that both
created and re-invigorated the new musical genre.

Specific studies of Lubitsch hardly differentiatetlween musicals and non-
musicals when locating the former within his wideeuvre Leland Poague

discusses Lubitsch’s ‘Hollywood Films’ in terms thiemes rather than genres. In
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Ernst Lubitsch’s American ComedyVilliam Paul follows a similar selection
process. Those chronicling Lubitsch’s life and wark a whole acknowledge his
contribution more explicity and Hans Helmut Prizl for instance, credits
Lubitsch with developing his own form of the filmusical?** For his biographer,
Scott Eyman, Lubitsch also “invented a new kind rabvie altogether: the
musical.?*?

Critical studies and histories of the musical gegererally*® place Lubitsch
in an equally prominent position. Richard Barriagues that history keepBhe
Love Paradeon its books for “the director’s decision to presethe conventions of
operetta without taking any of them too seriousbfracting it all through his
chronic inability to see the battle of the sexesaagthing other than a cause for
mockery.”*” Some go into great technical detail to summatiseirinovative aspect
of Lubitsch’s technique from his first musicalhe Love Paradeonwards. “[W]ith
songs that flow directly from the action, it haainis to be the first fully ‘integrated’

218 as Douglas Pye notes. Rick Altman goes into furtbetail in

musical,
summarising Lubitsch’s two-camera technique, whias “successful, though [...]

cumbersome and expensive [...] and provided comfileéelom in the editing room

214 See Prinzler. “Berlin, 29.1.1892—Hollywood, 3011947: Bausteine zu einer Luibtsch-Biografie.”
p. 44. ‘Der Tonfilm erreicht Lubitsch Mitte 1929 bei Parammb. Die Herausforderung wird von ihm
sofort angenommen und als Genre produktiv gemdalthitsch entwickelt eine eigene Form des
Filmmusicals, bei der die Songs als emotionale tpdah&te in die Handlung integriert sind und nicht
als eigenstandige ‘Nummern’ mit Musik und Tanz gimsiner Rahmenhandlung stattfinden.

215 Eyman Ernst Lubitschp. 149.

1% Some studies on the musical focus less on LubitRatk Altman does not include him in the
historical chapter offhe American Film MusicaWwhich is conceived along genre lines rather than
personalities. However, he discusses Lubitsch sktely elsewhere in the section on the ‘fairy tale
musical’ for instance (Rick AltmarnThe American Film MusicalLondon: BFI Publishing, 1989.).
Jane Feuer does not mention Lubitsch in the hestbsummary of the genre and instead mentions
Rouben Mamoulian'd ove Me Tonightas the prime example for musicals that “satiriaecun of
operettas that had preceded [them], all the whi@nd [themselves] MacDonald-Chevalier
operettas.” (Feuefhe Hollywood Musicalp. 93.). Hugh Fordin, while calling his stut@iiie Movies’
Greatest Musicalsfocuses on Arthur Freed and therefore has no teeliscuss Lubitsch. Finally,
Michael Dunne decides to focus on musicals that wih the economic situation realistically in his
chapter on the Great Depression (Michael Durkmerican Film Musical: Themes and Forms
Jefferson: MacFarland, 2004.).

27 Barrios.A Song in the Darkp. 279.

218 Douglas Pye. The Love Parade in 100 Film Musicals Jim Hillier and Douglas Pye, eds.
London: BFI, 2011. p. 133 (= BFI Screen Guides).
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to intercut the two scenes in any way desiféd George Mast echoes the gain for

the director who then

enjoyed considerable freedom to play with visualagery, divorcing its strict
synchronization to vocalized lyrics, which couldrgaon without visual aid. A film could
juxtapose any arresting, ironic, evocative, or etevisual image with the continuity of

prerecorded [sic] music.”
These technical innovations certainly gave the dilthe ‘look’ and freedom to
explore themes in a more independent way that ®tbemment on: the ancestry
“from European operetta, with its sexual and roncaiitrigues of upper-class
characters in grand European settirfgs.These, Rick Altman has identified as a
subgroup of the American musical — ‘the fairy-tateusical,?*> whose first
instalment was Lubitsch’s debut musical picturebiBgton and Evans praise these

musicals for their

brilliance of the ironical, quasi-satirical opeestt[in which b]oth seized on the patterns of
unreality, excess, uncomplicated heroism and sgpotteauty, as inspiration for their own
remarkably similar and unique blend of wit, eleganshimmering beauty and what the

movie trailers used to call ‘Romané&”
In his history of the decade, Tino Balio also sasglout the musicals made by
Lubitsch and Mamoulian, for whos@ve Me Tonightubitsch “clearly [figured] as

224

[the] spiritual father,”™" at Paramount: “Of all the early experiments taveml the

musical, none were as innovative as Paramount'Sreomal fairy tales®?® As the

21%|tman. The American Film Musicap. 151.

220 Mast.Can't Help Singin’.p. 92.

221 pye. ‘The Love Paradép. 133

22 3ee AltmanThe American Film Musicap. 129-199.

23 Bruce Babington and Peter Wiliam EvarBlue Skies and Silver Linings: Aspects of the
Hollywood Musical Manchester: Manchester University Press, 19833p.

224 Mast. Can’t Help Singin’ p. 100. The film bizarrely ticks all the boxes afLubitsch musical
except for the involvement of the director himsaid has been called a “Lubitsch pastiche” of sorts
(Douglas Pye. Llove Me Tonight100 Film Musicals Jim Hillier and Douglas Pye, eds. London:
BFI, 2011. p. 130 (= BFI Screen Guides).).

25 Tino Balio. “Production Trends.” p. 212.
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main reason for their stylistic success, he citesirtinnovative and flexible
integration of story, locale and scoring throughtieg, which resulted in the
elimination of much of the staginess that had stiirked many early offerings of
the genre. Gerald Mast echoes this judgement itingrthat “The most inventive
early thinking about marrying a musical to film koplace at Paramount?®

When Lubitsch turned to sound, he responded toéwe medium of talkies
in an inventive and successful way. Building orhtecal innovations in terms of
separating sound and image, Lubitsch was able pboex with the freedom he
wanted the themes of his operetta source matehial.we have seen, these
techniqgues were widely recognised by contemporantyc for instance, in the
manner in which they discuss the camera as a amamteo the use of sound or
align the two as indicators of Lubitsch’s artistdistorical studies of the genre have
then echoed the centrality of Lubitsch’s positiarthe musical genre’s early years.
He has been described specifically not only as haeally successful in the early
years of often awkward experimentation. Later wsittame him as an innovator at
the beginning of the genre’s history, while the teoamporary discourse sees him at
the end of a development.

Several histories of the genre have also acknowl@@gtemporary crisis of
the musical just a few years after the coming afmsb Rick Altman, for instance,
mentions “the end of 1930, when the bottom fell @uthe musical market, [...] the
slack years of 1931-Z* According to Balio’s history of the decade, the
introduction of sound was followed by experimentdhwthe musical genre and

eventually a period of consolidation. However, adid notes, the novelty soon

226 Mast.Can’t Help Singin’p. 100.
227 Altman. The American Film Musicap.119.
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wore off and, by the summer of 1930, the new gdrae already become “box-

office poison.?*® Richard Barrios is entertainingly poetic when Ipines that

This triumphant first march found the musical quagtall competitors, including radio, live
theatre, and especially vaudeville; then, suddehby sensation was halted nearly overnight.
After less than two years, it had virtually expiredvictim of changing times, an impending
Depression, oversaturation, and various other faftd

This slump would ultimately be followed by a peri@d consolidation when
“suddenly, it returned stronger than ever, a nali@md international morale rouser
nearly as potent and loved as the new presideankkin Roosevelt?*® Musicals
have been part of the movies ever since and insightlLubitsch was central to the
very beginnings of the genre. However, the curiousrlap between the years of
crisis and those in which most of Lubitsch’s mulsicaf the 1930s were made is
never recognised (1929 to 1932, plus one in 1984)these studies state the
centrality of Lubitsch’s role in the early yearsthé genre and, indeed, in precisely
the same years when the genre was seen to expetizege difficulties. However,
few of these histories place these two elements Bydside, probably in order to
avoid confusion.

William Paul is one of the exceptions in placinggl disparate components
into direct conjunction. Writing that “musicals wesomewhat out of fashion in
1931-1932,2! Paul acknowledges that “Lubitsch’s one musical@$2,0ne Hour
with Yoy had been one of his greatest commercial succtS8eBhe musical’s
downturn in popularity may be an explanation far #ibsence of a Lubitsch musical

all through 1933, but Paul implies that this woualat account for the existence of

the musical remake dte Marriage CircleOne Hour with You

228 Balio. “Production Trends.” p. 211.

229 Barrios.A Song in the Darkp. 4.

230 pid.

231 paul.Ernst Lubitsch’s American Comedy. 94.
232 pid. p. 95.
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We need instead to look at the material contempai@rLubitsch in the
1920s and 30s and how early critics resolved thrgradiction between the genre’s
years of crisis and Lubitsch’s years of innovatigv¥hen Lubitsch embarked upon
his ‘musical journey’ in 1929, the writing was ady on the wall for the musical,
for the public discourse had already framed theeyas a weakened one, painting it
somewhat curiously as ‘old hat.’

Paramount’s advertising campaign, for instance,amaterence to this. The
first page of a longer promotional spread paifHie Love Paradewith The
Vagabond King(1930), quotingVarietys handy little snippet that it is “No. 1
among the $2 talkers,” but also that the Lubitsth fvas “[tlhe industry’s biggest
hit to date!” On subsequent pages the campaigovied the theme of ‘old’ and
‘new,’ or in the words of 1930 Paramount: “It's I93Brother! You can’t run your
car with 1929 license plates or your theatre wBR%style pictures!” Accordingly,
“[o]ld-time stars are out,” as “new stars like Chber, Oakie, Helen Kane and
others [are in] scal[ing] b. 0. heights’®

Similarly, The Love Paradevas declared in another advert “king,” while
“[o]ld-fashioned musicals are “pass& Never mind that only three or so years
earlier these kinds of films did not and could eruen yet exist. In film-historical
hindsight,The Love Paradavas indeed one of several ‘firsts’ for both Lubltsand
the musical genre. However, when Paramount annotlngcgenre’s reinvention in
this advert of 1930, the genre was only a few yehts

Thus, in another delicious slice of irony, not odlyes this advertisement
paint a fairly new innovation as ‘old,” but the ded effect is to sell more of the

same by branding previous instalments as old amabfect to be advertised as new.

233 pdvert for ParamoungExhibitors Herald and Moving Picture Worl@B.2 (11 January 1930), no

page.
%4 bid.
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Such marketing principally occurred via the Lublitdarand. TheTimeswrote of
“dozens of clever comedy touch&¥"in the aforementioned review, which turn into
the ‘Lubitsch touch’ in theHerald's review ofMonte Carlo

Indeed, theNew York Timesapitalised on the impact and recognition value
of Lubitsch, publishing not only one but two reviewf the filnf*® as well as a
photo of the director, headed “Hero of the WeeldleTirst of these two reviews
kept with the theme of ‘something different.” Rever Shreck noted that there had
been “much conversation of late on the rapid declm popularity of the screen
musical and its eventual death unless ‘somethiffgrdnt’ were produced®®” The
review credited Paramount and Lubitsch precisely whis quality of ‘difference.’
In fact, it is as a result of this quality, alongtiwthe “Beyond the Blue Horizon”
sequence opening of the film, that “one realizesshte see a screen musical that is
‘different.” Here again is a Lubitsch toucft®

Thus, theHerald's critic was, as was the case of so many befare happy
to concede that this Lubitsch film too has a “sienptory.” In fact he cheerfully
admitted that the story of a count who poses aai@iesser is “[n]ot in itself an
elaborate theme?® However, there was a surplus value that still [iéechMonte
Carlo to be waved through by this critic. What the ‘Ltsbh touch’ actually
constitutes is not discussed; instead Shreck rdferthe notion of ‘something

different’ being visible in the musical sequenceeyBnd the Blue Horizon.” This

2% Mordaunt Hall. “Director Blends Camera and Micropk in Forthcoming Film,” Review of
Monte Carlo New York Time&0 July 1930), p. X3.

2% In a not unique and yet unconventional move theeparints the two reviews side by side,
Shreck’s positive one is paired with a more mutad by Douglas Hodges, possibly to account for
disparate opinions among the paper’s critics. Hedgeite-up too focuses on Lubitsch and even
thoughMonte Carlois said to constitute an “under the average Pauatmpicture,” it still “is filled
with Lubitsch comedy and Lubitsch style.” Douglasdges. Review oMonte Carlo Exhibitors
Herald and Moving Picture World00.10 (6 September 1930), p. 38.

%37 Jay M. Shreck. “Different and Fine!” Review donte Carlo Exhibitors Herald and Moving
Picture World100.10 (6 September 1930), p. 38.

238 |bid.

2% |bid.
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element promises to save and re-invigorate the@yrevaning genre of the musical
comedy. It is this added value that, as impliedthmse critics, only Lubitsch can
bring to a picture and is therefore appropriatelgntified with his name, the
‘Lubitsch touch.’

This is not all that different from casting Lubits@as a pioneer and
innovator. However, the ‘Lubitsch touch’ cruciallgmains in this discourse, not
just being located in Lubitsch’s ability to innogatnd master a genre, but even to
re-invigorate a waning genre such as the musicdhénearly 1930s. Therefore,
contemporary discourse locates Lubitsch’s surplasies precisely in this implied

contradiction and indeed capitalises on it.

Bruce Babington and Peter Evans offer the intergsirgument that “[tlhe kind of
musical that [Lubitsch] was central in developinged its difference largely to the
fact that it is closer to his own non-musical coreedhan to most other kinds of
film prevalent in the developing genre around 19%38.Here they refer to the
backstager, the revue, the exotic operetta or hlogt-ived campus musical. They

go on to explain that

It is possible to imagine his non-musical comedi&she period, sayrouble in Paradise
(1932), working with only a slight transformatios enusicals, because the distinguishing
feature of Lubitsch’s development of the genreissifisistence that musical elements follow

and delineate the complex narrative and psychabgelues of his comedié&?

The difference between Lubitsch’s musicals andnbis-musicals of the decade, in
Babington and Evans’ argument, is not as greatoaallows us to see them as

wholly different films. The analysis in this sectits not meant to support or dismiss

240 Bruce Babington and Peter William EvarBlue Skies and Silver Linings: Aspects of the
Hollywood Musical Manchester: Manchester University Press, 19837p.
241 |1

Ibid.
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such a notion, as | have limited the discussiomelgr to the negotiation of

Lubitsch’s musicals. Yet, it is interesting how ttoeus on Lubitsch has remained
strong in the historical material. This section astigated how Lubitsch’'s

contributions to the genre are framed in terms rofovation and also, more
surprisingly, the re-invigoration of a genre insgsi within only a few years of its

very inception. Although the suggestion here halibat of a discourse specific to
the genre, the strong association with Lubitsch deagextualised them within his
work and as stand-outs and even exceptions todbare.

As for the ‘Lubitsch touch,’ it was framed withihe context of the musical
as a special ingredient to spice up what had alrgade bland and so to expand the
sets of meanings the musical can convey layery®sr.l&Vhile Lubitsch’s use of the
camera may have been noted during the silent t&y/spproach to the microphone
only found expression within his sound films. Tle#ldwing sections in this chapter
focus on the negotiation of sexual content in himd, the possibly competing
discourses of Lubitsch as director and his stadsthe discussion of his authorship
in view of a seemingly oppressive studio systeni.oAlthese points of discussion
will uncover surplus values that are not mutualkclesive, but can only be

accommodated by the ‘Lubitsch touch’ preciselyrason of its unfixed nature.

2.3 Artistic Independence between Permissivenesg Brnoduction

Code or: Lubitsch and Sexuality

The censorship of films in the United States hasted almost as long as cinema
itself there. Numerous scholars have argued thatarship has existed in every age

of film: Gregory Black writes that “[iiln America €hmovies were censored from
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their inception,?? while Tom Pollard, in his study of the “censorshifrs” in
Hollywood, notes that “[m]ovie censorship exists @very age, and major
censorship cases have occurred throughout histtyret there is a period in
Hollywood history that has become particularly assted with censorship: the
1930s through to when the so-called studio systegat to disintegrate in the
1950s and 1960s. The notion of a Production Codechwafter 1934 in particular
exerted considerable influence on the decisionsséiyld of individual flmmakers
fits the narrative of the studios maintaining dtigontrol over production in the so-
called ‘studio era.’

This concept is of particular interest in regandLubitsch as a filmmaker
whose style was arguably more visible than thahos$t others. What is more, there
was a longstanding tradition of connecting the ftsth touch’ to sly innuendos that
conveyed much more explicit events happening aftet. If, in the 1920s, such a
connotation of Lubitschian sophistication was Ipssnounced or acknowledged,
this layer was added in the 1930s, so allowing menaintain that Lubitsch is
doubly interesting for a study into the effectxehsorship on a single director.

The particular Code in question came about “t@ ¢las passage of films into
states which maintained their own idiosyncratic steship boards®** writes
Shindler. In order to reduce costs, films gainezigbal of approval as ‘proposals’ or
projects instead of going through production oolyé rejected by one federal state

or another. Implemented in 1930, it has been ardgoedsome time that the

242 Gregory D. Black. "Censorship: A Historical Integgation.” Journal of Dramatic Theory and
Criticism 6.1 (Fall 1991), p. 168. Historiographically, evtte early period has been well researched
and has generated numerous studies, see for iesta@cGrievesorPolicing Cinema: Movies and
Censorship in Early-Twentieth-Century Ameri@erkeley: University of California Press, 2004eS
also chapter 1 “Progressivism and the New Mediunfribh” in Gerald R. Butters, JBanned in
Kansas: Motion Picture Censorship, 1915-19@®lumbia: University of Missouri Press, 2007. 1-
23.

23 Tom Pollard Sex and Violence: The Hollywood Censorship WBasilder: Paradigm, 2009. p. 5.
244 Colin Shindler. Hollywood in Crisis: Cinema and American Societ$23-1939 London:
Routledge, 1996. p. 98.
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Production Code only gained control after 1934vilegthe years between 1930 and
1934 the ‘pre-Code’ era. This pre-Code label hasnb& popular use in both
popular and academic film cultures. Pollard, fatamce, argues that between 1930
and 1934, “[i]n fact, the Production Code enforcatrieecame so lax that today the
period is known as the official pre-code ef&.”

However, the pre-Code label has also been chalieniygost notably,
Richard Maltby has taken a firm stance against sudivision, arguing it to be myth
that in the years 1930 to 1934 “the Code existegagper but not in practice.” One
of the reasons he suggests for the persistent @agyubf this label is that it “suit[s]
present entertainment need$®"The label proves both catchy and lucrative in
commercial contexts ranging from Turner Classic Mewto, by implication, the
selling of film-historical studies.

While 1934 is often seen as a watershed in Praoludfiode history, Lea
Jacobs notes that changes in censorship after 4@84ctually “rather subtlé®”
here, she echoes some of Maltby's doubts, butviglla different methodological
path. One change that she emphasises is in reogtiiat “After 1934, censors
devote relatively more attention to set designfquerance, and what Breen calls
‘tone.” While certain topics were not ‘forbidderijt became much more difficult
to call attention to such ideas even through thevarbal aspects of the scerfé®”
This, indeed, may have left Lubitsch a more ceritgaire for the censors’ attention,

as he was widely noted for his pictorial style.

245 pollard.Sex and Violence. 31.

246 Richard Maltby. “More Sinned Against than Sinnifihe Fabrications of ‘Pre-Code Cinema.’
Senses of Cinema&9 (December 2003), no page. http://sensesofcimem#2003/feature-
articles/pre_code_cinema/ (accessed 20 August 2015)

247 |ea Jacobs. “Industry Self-Regulation and the Rrobof Textual Determination.The Velvet
Light Trap23 (Spring 1989), p. 12.

248 pid. p. 12-13.
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Lubitsch is represented in a number of studieshef Production Code
Administration. Colin Shindler names Lubitsch a® @i the “major talents [who]
exploited the new sexuality and demonstrated thefully inadequate nature of the
Hays Code as a bulwark of traditional bourgeois atityr”%*° Gregory Black uses
The Merry Widowas one of his case studf@8as does Mark Vieira iSin in Soft
Focus®?* Indeed, the latter film would “encounte[r] Lubités most panic-stricken
sessions with the censors of the Production Coddlennewly energized [Catholic]
Legion of Decency?® Interestingly, the public discourse of the daysgkd over
such problems with considerable ease, as we salbalow.

The Production Code Administration only forms thackground to this
section, though a crucial one. It provides a cépioant of interest for an analysis of
how a sexual subtext implied in Lubitsch’s filmssam@egotiated during this period.
My focus will not be on determining precisely whasvresponsible for which
change or alteration to Lubitsch’s films, eventifvould certainly be interesting to
see if a censor was responsible for one of the daingbitsch touches’ rather than
Lubitsch himself. Instead, | want to explore hovblitidiscourse made sense of the
notion of a director with a particular style andahbubitsch then faced and braved
the practices of censorship and the resulting ‘comgses.’

Maureen Furniss has analysed the production filed ubitsch’s films,
tracing the question of whether Lubitsch was commpsed by the censors.

Complementing her work, | will explore how publiagscdourse negotiated the

249 shindler.Hollywood in Crisisp. 101.

250 Black. "Censorship: A Historical Interpretatiorp” 167-185. A later version was also printed in
Gregory D. Black.Hollywood Censored: Morality Codes, Catholics, ahé Movies Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1994.

»15ee Mark A. VieiraSin in Soft Focus: Pre-Code Hollywaddew York: Harry N. Abrams, 1999.
%2 Eyman . Ernst Lubitschp. 221.
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Lubitsch brand, with a particular view to outwamfluences such as the self-
censorship practiced by Hollywood with the ProdoretCode Administratiof>
According to the public discourse of the day, thebitsch touch’ was
allowed to become outwardly ‘sexy’ over the couo$ahe 1930s. In light of the
Production Code background outlined above, thigi@eavill be closed with a
further analysis starting form the question of vieetLubitsch’s authorship and the
authority of his films were perceived to be compised. The ‘Lubitsch touch’ was
indeed increasingly associated with subject mé#tierwould have been problematic
under the Code. However, Lubitsch’s standing asistinquished Hollywood
filmmaker — and the ‘Lubitsch touch’ itself — remad undamaged, at least publicly.
Again it will turn out that it was the flexible nat of the ‘touch,” even if it was only

defined in blurred lines, that allows it accommedsiich apparent contradictions.

However, before engaging with Furniss’ argumentatamd evidence, the scene
needs to be set for such a discussion: why wouldtéch have had problems with
the censors in the first place? In the previousptdral examined how Lubitsch’s
association with sophistication eventually factbth his integration into American
film industry and culture. Given the history of ttegm, ‘sophistication’ can take on
many meanings, not least those of liberal sexuatemar sexual frankness.
However, my analysis of the public discourse arodndbitsch and perceived
‘Lubitschian sophistication’ indicated that, in th820s, it was more often linked to
a subtle representation of a certain theme tharthbme itself. Critics applauded

Lubitsch for suggesting more than met the eye, esstl the eye of the

%3 gee Lea Jacobs on the crucial difference betwtsta sensorship and civil censorship: “State
censors, who are more or less independent of timecddmpanies with which they deal, are in a
position to prevent exhibition [...]. In contrastgethensors for the MPPDA were rarely in a position
to block exhibition. Further, they exercised mastvpr while films were in the planning stages rather
than in the review of completed features.” (Leaolbac “Industry Self-Regulation and the Problem of
Textual Determination.” p. 6.).
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unsophisticated viewer as a group to which thécsrgcarcely ever belonged. In the
majority of cases, then, Lubitsch was the ‘critidatling.’

In examining the more open discussions of the etrdgé Lubitsch’s 1930s
pictures, the following analysis will confirm thte ‘Lubitsch touch’ was expanded
into more overtly sexual subject matter within besivre It will be interesting to
observe that the critics remained largely in favo@rLubitsch, no matter how
difficult the work became behind the scenes, whileir promotional campaigns
became, crucially, more cheeky and adventurous.

On the surface, many of the reviews of Lubitsch@30ds films rehearsed
tropes established in the previous decade. Indvgw of musicalMonte Carlg

Mordaunt Hall wrote, for instance,

This screen work is filled with the subtleties asatire in which Lubitsch delights. He is
never for a moment at a loss for something diffeeough to call forth admiration, and he
sustains the tone of his composition throughouth ai gentle dig at stage operetta in the
culminating episodé&*
Elsewhere, Hall opined th&ne Hour with You“is a frivolous affair, light and
foamy.”?>® For Motion Picture Heraldthe latter film initially operated similarly to
previous Lubitsch offerings: “All the adjectivesezvapplied to a Lubitsch-made
picture — gay, sparkling, scintillating, smart,.etccan be again used to describe
Maurice Chevalier's latest vehiclé>®
Other reviews deploy a strategy of dividing theiande — a ploy which we

have already identified as an integral part ofdlseourse of ‘sophistication’ in the

1920s. Variety, in its review of The Merry Widow covered all the points then

%4 Mordaunt Hall. Monte Carlo Brilliant Direction and Keen Wit in Screen Musicdomedy,”
Review ofMonte Carlo New York Timeé7 September 1930), p. X5.

%5 Mordaunt Hall. “Two Sparkling Pictorial Comedielst. Chevalier in a New Version ofhe
Marriage Circle and a German Film Based on the Theft of the Moisa,L Review ofOne Hour
with You New York Timeg3 April 1932), p. X4.

56 Anon. Review oOne Hour with YouMotion Picture Heraldl07.1 (2 April 1932), p. 34.
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anticipated of a Lubitsch film, let alone a Lubhlismusical. Lubitsch’s take on the
original Lehéar score was “a more earthy, knowingd aaphisticate [sic] version” of
the text, all “exquisitely expressed in movemenglady, rhythm and humor.” The
film was still pervaded by “the haunting charm loé tearlier and more simple [sic]
sentimental” versions, and as is so often writtén Labitsch films, it was
“Lubitsch’s direction which gives this Metr®Vidow its distinctive flavor.®’
Moving Picture Heraldechoed the sentiment th@nhe Hour with Youmay just not
be for everyone, for the film “may be a bit risdsi] for some of the smaller towns
where live certain men and women whose callingfendppears to lie in keeping
some of the less conventional truths from mankfid.”

‘Subtleties,” ‘(de)light,” ‘gay,” and the binary teeen ‘sophisticated’ and
‘simple,” which is suggested to be strict and yet aften undone immediately
afterwards®® all these attributes frame the 1930s comediesviergsimilar light to
that which the public discourse negotiated for Amaerican films that Lubitsch
made in the 1920s. However, ‘sophistication’ in pinevious decade had often been
connected to Lubitsch’s style of ‘suggesting mdrant meets the eye’ rather than
being definitively narrowed down to only a sexuahiotation.

Now, the critics were willing to suggest more, andeed often go further
than mere suggestion. ‘Risqué’ became a partigutammmon way to describe the
Lubitsch films of this decade. Indeed, even somthefreviews quoted above went
on to discuss the films more explicitly than if yiead watched and discussed them
in the 1920s. For instance, in suggesting a dimidietween the educated and the

uneducated, the review Moving Picture Heraldmentioned above does not only

257 Anon. Review offhe Merry WidowDaily Variety4.75 (1 September 1934), p. 3.

58 Anon. Review oOne Hour with YouMotion Picture Heraldl07.1 (2 April 1932), p. 34.

9 The Motion Picture Herald too, follows its seemingly exclusionary statemanticipating that
“Even these will revel in this fast moving farc@ptigh it will be out of the question for them to
admit enjoyment. But the big towns will fall forlike several tons of bricks.” Anon. Review ©Ohe
Hour with YouMotion Picture Heraldl07.1 (2 April 1932), p. 34.
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warn thatOne Hour with Youmay be too risqué for small town folk. It also
suggests, using a more sexual connotation, tietriot a picture for kids?®°

Mordaunt Hall also acknowledged that, while “settdowith gleaming
charm,”Monte Carlo“has its risqué period$® His review ofOne Hour with You
was framed along similar lines, calling the film fiaost enjoyable offering” and
emphasising that “the imaginative German directolulges his characteristic flair
for risqué incidents and smart patté¥*’Hall then returned to the question of the
film being ‘risqué,” arguing that “no matter howritey [the film] is at times in its
lines and situations, it cannot be denied its vealt wit.”?®®> He added another
qualification to this risqué element — that whiddm& members of the audience
might find objectionable: “Furthermore, no mattenat happens here, it is always
done with pleasing sophisticatiof?* Ironically, Hall's seemingly equivocal turn of
phrase ‘whatever happens here’ is actually unegaivas to what happens here,
alluding as it does in its inconspicuous lookinggse to some kind of sexual
content. What is more, Hall remains wholly positaleout the sophistication that is
operating here, calling it ‘always’ ‘pleasing.’

This unambiguous praise held true for the majooityeviews that allude
more explicitly to sexual content. In these exammplaibitsch’s sophistication was
framed in terms of the older tropes established¢annection to his films of the

1920s. Although these conceptions still applieckytiwere now expanded to

encompass the overt and acknowledged sexual sudftei films. It is notable that

260 |pid. That said, theHerald compromises this statement immediately afterwamgisin — maybe

surprisingly so for its connection to Martin Quiglét reassures potentially worried parents that th
film “would [not] do [the kids] any harm, but jubecause they wouldn’t know what it's all about.”
261 Mordaunt Hall. Monte Carlo Brilliant Direction and Keen Wit in Screen Music@omedy,”
Review ofMonte Carlo New York Timeé7 September 1930), p. X5.

%2 Mordaunt Hall. “Two Sparkling Pictorial Comedielt. Chevalier in a New Version ofhe
Marriage Circle and a German Film Based on the Theft of the Moisa,L Review ofOne Hour
with You New York Timeg3 April 1932), p. X4.

283 |bid.
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all these critics welcomed the addition and criéiduhe films in good spirit, even
the Motion Picture Herald In such discussions, the contributions of Hezald may
often be taken with a grain of salt, given thatattor Martin J. Quigley wrote a
draft of the Production Cod&® Nonetheless, the conception of Lubitsch’s stylé ha
been expanded by the notion of a sexual subtexhisnfilms that is, rather
surprisingly, addressed quite openly.

In addition to the critical discourse, the promotgeemed to explore similar
avenues at least for a time. Here, French cultargimued to be a strong point of
reference. Faye Hammill makes an interesting palmut ‘sophistication,” here
concerning French loanwords. She notes that thewerd ‘sophistication’ cannot
be adequately translated into English and is tbezdfequently circumscribed with
French loan word€® which may well strengthen this connection further.

This linguistic reality finds an interesting mirramage in the 1930s
advertising discourse around Lubitsch’s films; ibtahe use of the word and idea
of the ‘boudoir’ or lady's bedroom. These adverergvmainly printed iMThe New
York Times although on at least one occasidotion Picture Herald also
mentioned boudoirs in connection to 193@e Hour with Yowand the association
continued to be evoked occasionally in the 1F40&Vhat is more, the studio’s
endorsement of the boudoir was documented in Panatsopress sheet faDne
Hour with You A note at the bottom of the front page declaredndette
MacDonald “The Lady of the Boudoir” on the grourafsher not having “missed a

single picture without being photographed eithetirirg or arising from her

285 See ShindletHollywood in Crisis p. 98.

266 5ee HammillSophisticationp. 3.

%7 The text most closely associating Lubitsch withudbairs in the following decade is a review for
That Uncertain Feelingalthough the mention here is rather ironic asBhetimore Sunis not too
impressed with the film: “Perhaps the old mastemofified boudoir mirth couldn’t get steamed up
over a remake job.” (Anon. Review dhat Uncertain FeelingBaltimore Sun(26 April 1941), p.
10.).
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slumbers.®®® To the delight of the press officer, MacDonaldazard remained
intact in her latest film and is indeed shared byewalier and his “boudoir
songs.*®°

Many a Lubitsch film features the lady protagomdbedroom or dressing
room as a setting but Monte Carlothe male protagonist poses as a hairdresser and
thereby reaches the Countess’s most private apatsmehe film therefore seemed
predestined for an advertising campaign featutregltoudoir. One of the earliest of
these adverts praisddonte Carloas “Paramount’s gay adventure with boudoirs,
beauties and baron$f® It would not be too far-fetched here to assume tita use
of ‘boudoir’ is to be attributed to its alliteratiowith ‘beauties and barons.’
However, the tagline above the top billed directead even more explicitly-
implicitly, “As intimate as a boudoir!” while Lulsth’s film was praised as a whole
as being “exciting, intriguing romancé’*

Another advert proclaimed the film “Paramount’s rigiing Riviera
romance, bold barons and seductive bouddifsPreceded by the alliterations of
‘Riviera romance’ and ‘bold barons,” the ‘seductilseudoirs’ stood out rather
starkly as the non-alliterative couple. ‘Boudoiegjain suggested the most private
parts of a lady, or at least of her private apantm®n its own, ‘seductive’ already
has its fair share of suggestive meanings, butiit ip as it is in this tagline, one
would expect yet another alliteration, this timethwithe letter ‘s.” Coupling
‘seductive’ with the word ‘sex’ may be a naturabdight by more than one reader of
this advert. If Lubitsch’s films and style wereegfd to time and again as subtle

and clever, the advertising for them did not neaelyslag far behind. Indeed,

%8 press Sheet fabne Hour with You1932), p. 5. Held at Margaret Herrick Library,d.8ngeles
(accessed on 14 July 2013).
59 pid.
270 advert forMonte Carlo New York Timeg31 August 1930), p. X4.
271 i
Ibid.
272 pdvert forMonte Carlo New York Time& September 1930), p. 19.
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Paramount in its boudoir adverts dared to call adepa spade, or a boudoir a
boudoir for that matter. In light of the previougaeple which also relied on
alliteration, the use of the figure of speech wdoksh ways. In this example, the
alliteration was set up clearly, but the word expddo beginning with the letter ‘s’
was replaced by a less explicit, but no less loadadl.

Over the course of the decade such subtlety gayetava more liberal and
explicit discourse addressing this additional lagérLubitsch’s films. It did so
directly and without any subtleties of phrase; fiestance, in a review held at
Margaret Herrick Library and otherwise without mefece, Lubitsch was described
as “that expert at sex, satire and scene-buildiffyThe bluntness of such a
statement may surprise, referencing sex as it do#s directly and nonchalantly.

What is more, Lubitsch’s expertise at depicting sends side by side with
his talent for satire and scene-building. If satem be taken as his way of setting
the tone of his films and scene-building is gengraidicative of filmmaking
craftsmanship, sex is subject matter itself andswad, it is just as integral as the
two other qualities. Indeed, the examples shedt lgh what had come to be
expected of Lubitsch and were expressed as sushu®iand daring content were
perceived to be a crucial, integral part of Lubiitsovork and in no way constituted
the objects of criticism.

The Heralds opinion of Desire (1936) may sound grating, with its
recommendations that viewers will find “torrid” afsuper-heated sex” along with
plenty of comedy and “sentimental romance dranredééd Desireis “All right for
the sophisticated, probably, but a feature thatiaff and unofficial guardians of

public morals are quite likely to leap on, requiyithe application of much pretty

273 Anon. Review ofThe Smiling LieutenanMs. Collection Chamberlin Scrapbooks no. 30. (. 1
Production file held at Margaret Herrick Librarygd. Angeles (accessed 12 July 2013).
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astute showmanship and no little diplomaty.'However, even in this Catholic-
backed trade paper, the damnation was not quitepleden Serious attempts at
dissuading its readership from attending screenimgsld look quite differently,
especially given that the audience in attendandbeafpremiere appeared to have
been greatly entertained, as tHerald did not fail to mention, if in the small or
rather italic print towards the end of the pieCéhé audience roared at its comedy
and did quite a bit of ooh-ing and ah-ing at its.’5€° They seemed to have enjoyed
themselves.

Surely, as McCarthy suggested rather bluntlpesire contained
objectionable content that some parts of the agdienay have found off-putting.
Even here, however, open enjoyment by other pdrtheoaudience still finds its
way into the review. Thélerald, too, somewhat surprisingly fails to condemn the
film outright. While the explicit inclusion of semay be surprising to the trade
paper, it seems to rehearse the already establmsitenh of a ‘touch’ being versatile
and flexible enough to accommodate various resporiseéhis way théderald only
confirms that the explicit inclusion of sex has nfound its way into the Lubitsch
discourse.

If, for Maureen Furniss, the “subject of sex isefgmounded inThe Merry
Widow perhaps more than in other Lubitsch filri& Daily Variety had felt itself
free to express just as much when writing that fihe “is strictly adult
entertainment, but as such rates high and shogjditatself handsomely at the box
office.”?’” Again, real moral concern was easily discardedhieypaper and instead

outweighed by enjoyment and even the assurancethieafilm would do well

27 McCarthy. Review oDesire Motion Picture Herald122.6 (8 February 1935), p. 55.
275 (i

Ibid.
2’® Maureen Furniss. “Handslapping in Hollywood: Theduction Code’s Influence on the Lubitsch
Touch.” Spectator: The University of Southern Californiaudwal of Film & Television11.1 (Fall
1990), p. 56.
2’7 Anon. Review ofThe Merry WidowDaily Variety4.75 (1 September 1934), p. 3.
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financially. As with the majority of the other rews,Daily Variety here was full of
praise for Lubitsch’s musical, beyond the slightrvirags of adult content. This
review was particularly complimentary towards the's director: “It is Lubitsch’s
direction which gives this Metr@Vidow its distinctive flavor, however, and he is
more nearly the old Lubitsch of sly innuendo anmtke$ised sex implications than in
any picture he has done for yeat&”

The Variety review sums up what the other examples have baeggesting.

In the debates of the 1930s, discussion of theitkab touch’ was extended to refer
more explicitly to sexual matters than the critwesre willing to allude to in the
discussions of sophistication of the previous decadowever, even though the
1930s critics feel more comfortable discussing tladure of such content, the
Lubitsch style is still framed within older trope$ deftness, allusion and subtlety.
Hence, it did not make a great difference whetherHerald would condemn or
criticise such subject matter, as its approvalepeation are two sides of the same
coin.

What unites approval and rejection, is the degfempenness with which the
critics allow such a subject to be addressed, qaatily in view of the fact that
censorship was arguably closing in on Lubitsch.nBe professed ‘expert at sex’
would not have helped his reputation or may, assalt, have threatened his the
obtaining the PCA seals for future projects. Hertbe, flexible, almost slippery
nature of the ‘Lubitsch touch’ did not function goely as a euphemism for sex for
those who chose to read it this way. In allowing &uch a wide range of
conceptions and responses, it also enabled Lulstseputation to remain largely
intact. What all these examples of various kindsisls the discourse that associates

the common Lubitsch films more openly with risquéntent. The sexiness of

"8 |bid.
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Lubitsch’s films is not hidden but is in fact ackviedged and even foregrounded in

the discourse of the 1930s.

Maureen Furniss has focused on the relationshipdset Lubitsch and the Board in
her article “Handslapping in Hollywood.” Analysirtge production code files held
at Margaret Herrick Library in Los Angeles, she umg that Lubitsch was
increasingly compromised by the Bureau in his tctimdependence. If Lubitsch
did not face much interference in the early 1930s,tide had arguably turned by
the time of the release design for Living(1933) and, especiallyThe Merry
Widow She argues that “[a]lthough many sources havgesigd that Lubitsch and
the ‘Lubitsch touch’ were unscathed by industrysoes, PCA files indicate that
both the filmmaker and his style were definiteljeated by censorship, especially
after 1934.%"°

The ‘Lubitsch touch’ is one of the foundations afrikiss’ argument and she
conceptualises it in terms of Lubitsch’s “doubldesres and ‘risque’ [sic] plot
situations [which] suggested — in most cases, uakably so — a dalliance that was
associated with things Europegfi>While many would certainly agree with such a
definition, my argument has so far shown that thebitsch touch’ is far more
complex and can take on far more meanings tharmrleeFurniss suggests. These
meanings are hardly ever mutually exclusive; irtstethey focus on different
aspects and often provide very different argumehake for instance the previous
section on the musical, in which sexual connotatida not form an element of the
‘Lubitsch touch’ at all. Although, as we will sea the next section, the films
starring Maurice Chevalier, all of which were magsc may very well have been

amongst the most obviously sexual that Lubitschr evade, not least owing to their

2" Furniss. “Handslapping in Hollywood.” p. 53.
280 | pid.
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main star. As such, it also fits Furniss’s argume&héen she writes, referring to the
early 1930s, that “This was, of course, the penmodhich the ‘Lubitsch touch’ was
developed®! However, the ‘Lubitsch touch’ had already beeruatbfor at least a
decade.

Indeed, Furniss leaves an essential gap in heathar In terms of films
from the early 1930s she refers, in a particuladly passage, to extensive evidence
that the involvement of Lubitsch, Chevalier andeed the ‘Lubitsch touch’ were
not a disadvantage to a productf6hin particular, a letter of 17 November 1931
written by Jason Joy, a member of the Studio RelatiCommittee, contains an
insightful passage. It informed B. P. Schulberg theere there any combination
involved other than the particular director andtaafsthis picture we would be
inclined to believe the story could not be handdedthe screen?®® Furniss quotes
Joy’s continued concerns about the depiction oftadubetween Mitzi (Genevieve
Tobin) and the Chevalier character, although Joymately reaffirmed that
“Because the director and cast can handle risgeigesowith tact and good taste, we
feel that, with this warning of possible danger [.wge should reserve opinion until
we have had an opportunity to see the finished ymod®* In other words, it was
because of Lubitsch’s involvement in the production thabtet scenes were
considered more permissible. If Lubitsch had hadpatation for dubious subtexts,
the opposite would surely have been true. Thegypation of Lubitsch alone would
then have suggested an inappropriate subtext, ritemfeow innocent the picture

looked on the surface.

81 pid. p. 53.

282 pid. p. 54.

83 Jason S. Joy. Letter to B. P. Schulberg, 17 NoezrtiB31.0ne Hour with YouProduction file,
held at Margaret Herrick Library, Los Angeles (axzmd 2 July 2013) and quoted in Furniss.
“Handslapping in Hollywood.” p. 54.

2 |bid.
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James Fisher, another official, adopted a more ajlapproach when
assessingrhe Love Paradesuggesting it would be rather unpopular in “some
countries” and also that it featured a few lineshwa “rather explosively
sophisticated meaning® Yet, the film was “light, sophisticated, frivilousic],
[and] never vulgar®*® ‘McKenzie,” Will Hays’ assistant®’ in the attached note to
‘Jason,” expresses a slightly qualified opiniont Istill agrees®® However, by
November, F. L. Herron, foreign manager at the ¢@ffihad become concerned
about this first musical in the context of a stéuilf of risqué situations, language
and costumes as well as numerous bedroom scenedudiog with the question
“How they expect this film to get by the censorsthwsuch material, | don’t
understand?®*® In summary, the reception of Lubitsch within Protion Code
Administration could be said to be then more thamgmally divided.

For 1934, two years later after this correspondeRamiss comes to such an
opposite conclusion in the negotiationsTole Merry WidowShe writes: “Precisely
because the film starred Chevalier — who, like \Wleatl a sexual persona that was
unacceptable under the PCA Code — and becausel ithea‘'Lubitsch Touch’ all
over it, The Merry Widovwas a natural target for controver$y”Furniss notes that
Design for Livingwas met with stiff opposition when Paramount afited to re-
release the film three times over the next decddsle this may explain what was,

ultimately, the averse reception of the ‘Lubitsohdh’ arguably found iThe Merry

Widow it cannot account for a reversal in the perceptb Chevalier; he is not a

8 James B. M. Fisher. Note, 19 October 199 Love ParadeProduction file, held at Margaret
I2-|86errick Library, Los Angeles (accessed 2 July 2013)

Ibid.
%87 See Thomas DohertyHollywood’s Censor: Joseph |. Breen and the ProiuctCode
Administration New York: Columbia University Press, 2007. p. 206
88 McKenzie. Note addressed to Jason (Joy?), 19 @ctb®29.The Love ParadeProduction file,
held at Margaret Herrick Library, Los Angeles (assmd 2 July 2013).
29 F_ L. Herron. Letter to JSJ (Jason S. Joy), 20exther 1929The Love ParadeProduction file,
held at Margaret Herrick Library, Los Angeles (assmd 2 July 2013).
29 Fyrniss. “Handslapping in Hollywood.” p. 55-56.
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part of the star trio iDesign for Living Considering that the reputations of Lubitsch
and Chevalier are continuously tied together innlR#'s argument, this raises
doubts about her critical line with regards to ltabin.

The only explanation Furniss gives for the diffiguflaced by MGM’sMerry
Widowis that, “While the film contains the subtextuighness for which Lubitsch is
famous, the subject matter is — for its time — dyesexual.?®* Her only evidence is
a dramatic telegram sent by Irving Thalberg, stptimat there is “a war waged”
againstThe Merry Widowand confirming his willingness to cooperate witte t
Production Code Administratiétf and a letter authored by one Kathleen Greeley of
the Catholic Lending Library. There Greeley firatotes an unreferenced film

review

Paramount this week unveilddesire — it reintroduces sex and the ‘Lubitsch touch’tbot
absent for some time — As to sex and the ‘Lubitsmich’ the studios have been so
concerned for almost two years in avoiding anytlabgvhich a finger might be levelled that
they have not dared the nuances that delight sdrie enature and are generally missed by
those of the audience whose morals and lives theocmg gentlemen have been so eager to
protect.

Greeley then gave her opinion directly: “All deceebple, in particular we Catholic
people, are looking to you to continue to elimintite ‘nuances’ and the Lubitsch
touch.”®® Greeley’s take on the ‘Lubitsch touch’ is inteiegtbecause it suggests
that the ‘Lubitsch touch’ stood more for a certaubject or its presentation than
being directly related to Lubitsch himself. It &ther likely that Greeley would have

expressed similar feelings back in 1932, when theali§s Relations Committee

2L |pidl.

292 |rving G. Thalberg. Telegram to Will Hays (26 Oloés 1934) quoted in Furniss. “Handslapping
in Hollywood.” p. 58.

293 Kathleen Greeley. Letter to Joseph Breen (Febru®36). Desire Production file, held at
Margaret Herrick Library, Los Angeles. Quoted irriss. “Handslapping in Hollywood.” p. 59. It is
unclear which review Greeley refers to. She maguging the review printed in thdotion Picture
Herald, edited by Quigley. Yet, while that review borders sniding, it is not as outright dismissive
as Greeley suggests. See McCarthy. Revieweadire Motion Picture Herald122.6 (8 February
1935), p. 55. as well as below.
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(SRC) was still impressed by and in favour of thebitsch touch.” Lea Jacobs
argues that while the “MPPDA [Motion Picture Prodisc and Distributors of
America] was particularly moved to respond to tbgidn [...], regulation did not
entail the simple assimilation of the demands isf ¢ any other pressure grouf3™
One aspect of Furniss’ argument is particularlyigming because it points
towards the uncharacteristic move of appointingitseh to Head of Production at
Paramount in February 1935: if Lubitsch was appéremt directly involved in the
production of films, then the needed seals couldlitained more easily. Behind the
scenes, however, he could still exert influencepeting to Furniss’ hypothesis>

2% in relation to the

Here, Furniss highlights the issue of Lubitsch’satketability
fact that Paramount found it increasingly difficuti gain the approval of the
Production Code Administration for Lubitsch’'s prcg It is thus tempting to
believe that censorship-related issues were an riaamo factor in Lubitsch’s
decision to take on the role of head of productiom year after completinghe
Merry Widow

Following Lubitsch’s return to the director's chalthe material held at the
Margaret Herrick Library suggests that Lubitschj@cts struggled to obtain the
favour of the censors. Yet, they ultimately obtdirepproval. In late 1936, for
instance, Joseph Breen still found a lot of prolslenth the proposedngel (1937).
However, he also noted that “We feel that, withefalr handling, the use of
objectionable material may be avoidéd’”In other words, while there was less

assurance of approval with Lubitsch at helm of pheject, the Bureau remained

cautiously optimistic. By way of confirmation, Breevrote several weeks later in

2Jacobs. “Industry Self-Regulation and the Probléfiextual Determination.” p. 8.

2% Eurniss. “Handslapping in Hollywood.” p. 61.

2% |pid. p. 59.

297 Joseph I. Breen. Letter to John Hammel regardingel (28 December 1936). Production file
held at Margaret Herrick Library (accessed 10 20¥3), no page.
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regard to the production code that “We note thengha which have been made and
are pleased to say it is our opinion that the st®ryasically satisfactory from the
point of view of’ the Production Codé® Although the censors may not have
marked out Lubitsch as an asset in handling a fdotfully, his involvement in
projects was not an issue for the censors. In & material, there is hence some
evidence to indicate a shift in favour of LubitssHilms over the course of the
decade. However, neither Furniss’ line of argumeot my tracing of her
examination of the material held at Margaret Hértitbrary appear yet to provide a
conclusion as to how Lubitsch felt compromisedhsy ¢ensors.

Lubitsch is an obvious example in terms of exangnine effect that the
Production Code Administration may have had on sh@e of an individual
filmmaker working at a major studio during the studra. . Not only has it come to
be accepted that Lubitsch had an individual stylenks to the notion of the
‘Lubitsch touch.” What is more, said ‘touch’ hagenf, though not exclusively, been
associated with representation of affairs and deselationships®® which would
have been at least problematic under the Code.

Furniss’ evidence suggests that there was a stift the pre-Code era to the
years after 1934; however, the quotes that we hast examined show her
argument standing on shaky ground. The first, pbssurprising quote from the
SRC files indicates that Lubitsch and Chevalield@et away with certain subjects
becauseof their reputations of handling such materialhatéct. As for the second,

the author of the letter was shown to be a far frothiased observer, thanks to her

2% |pid.

299 See for instance Sumiko Higashi, who makes sucargmment in a chapter on Cecil B. DeMille
and Erich von Stroheim, alongside Lubitsch, statimat for the 1920s: “In the late teens and early
twenties, [they] began to portray romance afteéneathan as a prologue to the wedding. Critics and
moviegoers alike responded to this focus upon aldifé, undoubtedly because these directors made
films that dealt with the sexual aspect of marriag@umiko HigashiVirgins, Vamps, and Flappers:
The American Silent Movie Heroin®ontreal: Eden, 1978. p. 132 (= Monographs in \&oi®
Studies)). Although the public discourse negotiditese subjects in more complex ways, as we have
seen in the previous chapter, such content haspménf the critical discourse on Lubitsch.
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background as a member of the Catholic Lendingdriprin the light of extensive
research into the influence of the League of Degebea Jacobs reminds us to be
wary of the influence of a single pressure group tbe Production Code
Administration. By extension, an exaggerated desaiion of the League of
Decency, the Production Code Administration and@bde era itself may result in a
dramatization of the historical narrative, whiclgt east, furthers labels such as
‘pre-Code’ in popular culture.

Furniss’s study is a highly useful and illuminatioge, making these files
more widely known and available. She succeeds owsly that the censors’ tastes
both evolved and narrowed over the course of tf8949even if the effects of the
‘Lubitsch touch’ remained implied rather than egpli Furniss offers the thought-
provoking suggestion that Lubitsch took a breakmfrdirecting to forego further
skirmishes with the censors. It is easy to seeshah a break would have had an
effect on his productions internally. Yet the metleavailable on the films he made
after his return may suggest a cooler attitudeitodbes not constitute a concrete
rejection. What is more, the investigation into gublic discourse of this period of
the 1930s will have to show whether Lubitsch’s nesakility was genuinely
affected after he returned to directing.

The main focus of my project is not well suitedato enquiry into whether
Lubitsch was hampered by the Production Code Adstration behind the scenes.
Instead, it looks at the public discourse duringitsch’s years as a Hollywood
filmmaker and addresses the question of how autipend style were created and
negotiated there. In contrast, Furniss’ approadlesemore extensively on the
production files material, but even here, her evé#geis inconclusive, for any
consideration of the public discourse would congikcher argument still further.

We have already seen that the writers and revies@nsidered quite openly and
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still favourably Lubitsch’s shift in subject mattdteeping with “the premise that
Lubitsch could handle such things in a way that im&ed humor and minimized
offense.®®® Hence, to follow this background that | have siggplon Lubitsch’s
encounters with the Production Code Administratite following section will

investigate further whether Lubitsch’s artisticeépgéndence was compromised.

The open discussion on the existence of sexuaknbim Lubitsch’s 1930s cinema
in the light of tightening censorship raises theegjion of how his artistic
independence was negotiated. | have already swghédsat, for the most part, the
critics did not object to the subject matter; quite contrary, they often took delight
in it. Therefore, it is still worth investigatingotv Lubitsch was perceived: was he
still considered the director of his own films oasvhe perceived as having his
authority compromised by the censors? This analydicomplement the previous
investigation into how openly the public discoursegotiated the risqué subject
matter of Lubitsch’s films. The approach of theldaling section will thus be
necessary for the question whether the ‘Lubitseaithib was still an expression of
individual artistry.

Lubitsch himself made the strongest suggestion lisafilms and his style
were compromised by the censors in an interview WieNew York Timesn the
occasion of the world premiere ©he Merry WidowAs was so often the case when
Lubitsch visited the east coast of the United Stattee conversation was framed in
terms of the cultural hierarchy between theatre fdnd However, it was the issue
of censorship that took up the bulk of the conv#rsalnterviewer Andre Sennwald
proposed various buzzwords related to charges dratyulaid at Lubitsch’s door:

“the recent drive for clean pictures,” “the chatbat certain types of films are bad

3% urniss. “Handslapping in Hollywood.” p. 54.
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for children” or generally the “decency campaigmtlavhether, as Sennwald asked
Lubitsch, it influenced his work. Lubitsch complath bitterly about the current
situation: “I am on the side of everybody who fighulgarity in the cinema®* he
answered about the first. However, his worry was this campaign, which might
be taken to fight “cheap hokum,” would also “forite higher cinema expression
into hokum of a different, but equally lamentabégure.®*? He remarked in relation
to the second charge that, “it is not the functiérthe film producer to educate the
child. [...] To ask that films be produced for thelwsweament of children is to work a
terrible injustice upon adults® Finally, in answer to the third charge, he addrdss
the issue of censorship: “If I, at the present tisteould be asked to make a great
and sincere picture on a serious subject, | shbeltbrced to reply that it would be
impossible for me to do so.” And when setting filmsby-gone eras to exploit a
popular loophole to the Code, Lubitsch admitted tBaen the greatest of biblical
characters would fall under the scissors of thesaen®®*

In the light of censorship history and how Lubitsaid The Merry Widow
were caught up in it, such a statement seems umsingp However, Lubitsch
continued that, “As matters stand, | can work watihost complete freedom on
light, flimsy stories likeThe Merry Widow but it would be impossible for me to
produce a film which pretended at any profunditgtory and charactef® In fact,
the only other film of his that Lubitsch mentionadd that he said he would not be
able to make as “true to life as | see it” is “imy picture, The Patriot of 1928, a

historical drama set in fi’&:entury Russia starring Emil Jannings.

301 Andre Sennwald. “A Word with Ernst Lubitsch: Und@ross-Examination, the Director &he
Merry Widow Discusses Some of the Cinema Topics of the Dblgv York Timeg14 October
1934), p. X5.

302 1pid.
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Lubitsch’s stance against censorship is easy t@mstghd, both in light of
the back and forth surroundiidne Merry Widowand of his status as a director with
an active interest in the implications of his mediand his art. Here, the issue of
censorship is separated from the suggestivenelswhiich Lubitsch would present
the implicitly sexual charge of many of his comeadod the time. Instead, he frames
the debate as one between the artist and the camge® he has to make for his art
due to outward influences such as ‘the censors.’

With this film possibly more than with others, Ltdmh had made
considerable compromises to get it past the censtowever, in the Sennwald
interview he chose to portray the production ofsthdight, gay and delightful
comedies as relatively problem-free — or at leastamparison to others. Certainly,
he may have pretended tiidte Merry Widowjust about to take the plunge into the
box office, had gone through a carefree productimtess. Ruth Vasey makes an
intriguing point about the marketability of the semship board, arguing that the
declaration of the Production Code was “Part of Bi@PDA’s public relations
strategy.” She elaborates on this point in statireg, “While the movies were still
marketed as ‘sensational,” they had to reassuie ¢hics that they would not use
their position of cultural centrality to undermirexisting social structures°®
Hence, the seal of approval did not only servensuee that state censorship boards
would eventually allow a film to be shown in a e@mtstate, it also sent a signal of
considerable publicity. In this light, Lubitsch’sownplaying of the internal
problems ofThe Merry Widowmay have been similar for his other works facing
censorship.

It is easy to see how quarrels with the censorsldvbave made for bad

press. What is more, the interview reads like &operance in print. Interviews with

3% Ruth Vasey.The World According to Hollywood, 1918-193dadison: The University of
Wisconsin Press, 1997. p. 101 (= Wisconsin Studi€sim).
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Lubitsch were often prefaced by the set-up of theversation, but Sennwald was
particularly hagiographic, not only in describirfgetcircumstances of the meeting
and Lubitsch’s appearance, but also claiming thertet is “no evidence to support a
theory that he had contracted egomania since fsis visit to New York.3%’
Sennwald let Lubitsch off rather lightly, lettingnh answer according to hiagon
without pressing him too hard on any one point.rEtf®ugh, to some extent, it is
Lubitsch portraying himself as the artist that heh&s to be portrayed as, it is also
the reporter of th&lew York Timewsho offers him the canvas to do so. Be that as it
may, Lubitsch himself portrayed himself as largelghampered by censorship
compromises, even citing at one point his ‘almasnplete freedom.’ It was in
regard to the heavier subjects that he expectemh¢ounter problems; fortunately,
these were hardly ever associated with ffifrLubitsch managed to make out that
the issue of censorship was about something elSeelgna discussion about art
more generally quite separate from themes ususdig@ated with him.

Critics, on the other hand, did not hide Lubitsatosnection to the films. As
we have already seen in the previous section, $rdped already been firmly
established to connote the Lubitschian style. Athwesiastic McCarthy wrote that
Trouble in Paradisé¢has drama, romance, comedy, suspense, surpaliexpertly
welded by Lubitsch’s touches” and that his diractiust about tops anything that
Ernst Lubitsch ever has done before.” After comnmgnton the plot of this

particular love-triangle, in which one of a couplethieves falls in love with his

%97 Andre Sennwald. “A Word with Ernst Lubitsch: Und@ross-Examination, the Director ®he
Merry Widow Discusses Some of the Cinema Topics of the Dblgv York Timeg14 October
1934), p. X5.

%8 Films like The Man | KilledBroken Lullaby(1932) may be taken as an attempt at similarlyyea
and more dramatic subjectBhe Man | Killedwas not popular with critics and audiences. On the
other hand Lubitsch’'The Patriotfound itself well received and even nominated dar Academy
Award for Best Picture. Its diminished impact oe ttubitsch brand today may be explained by the
fact that it is considered lost. What we do knowewhit does not fit with what we expect from
Lubitsch today and we cannot incorporate it into wotion of a Lubitsch film as it is not available
for viewing.
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latest victim, McCarthy reaffirmed that, “it's thaubitsch finesse that really makes
the picture so good® In regard to the same film, Mordaunt Hall claintidt the
film “points no moral,” and yet “In virtually evergcene the lively imagination of
the German producer shines forth and it seemsoagjthhe were the only person in
Hollywood who could have turned out such an effecentertainment from such a
feathery story*°

Furthermore, Thronton Delehanty of tBgening Postargued that “Nothing
but the touch of Lubitsch could transmute the lpuésations of Count Danilo and
the beauteous Sonia into the wickedly irreveremissps which pour forth. It is a
Merry Widowcontinuously stimulating®* Finally, Andre Sennwald even allowed
himself a little dig at the censors. Basing muchhisfreview ofThe Merry Widow
on the concept of the “excellent Lubitsch mannég”wrote that, the “new Ernst
Lubitsch confection” is “heady as the foam on chagne, fragile as mist and as
delicately gay as a good-natured censor will petiift For McCarthy of the
Herald, “the Ernst Lubitsch reputation for class and gness should not be
overlooked,” while the only little criticism he fils of the film is “several slow spots
in the picture, but these will be eliminated®

BesidesThe Merry Widow Lubitsch’s adaptation dDesign for Livingis a
prime point of interest when it comes to the croads between censorship and
authorship. As a story about a woman caught betweemen, not only does it fall

into Lubitsch territory, but it would fall foul ahe Production Code Administration

399 McCarthy. Review offrouble in ParadiseMotion Picture Herald109.5 (29 October 1932), p.
31.

310 Mordaunt Hall. “Ernst Lubitsch’s Shimmering PigurAbout Well-Dressed Thieves and
Pickpockets,” Review afrouble in ParadiseNew York Timeg November 1932), p. 28.

311 Thronton Delehanty quoted in Advert f6he Merry WidowNew York Time§l5 October 1934),
p. 20.

%12 Andre Sennwald. “A Lubitsch Production ®he Merry Widowwith Jeanette MacDonald and
Maurice Chevalier,” Review ofhe Merry WidowNew York Timegl2 October 1934), p. 33.

313 McCarthy. Review offhe Merry WidowMotion Picture Herald116.11 (8 September 1934), p.
34.
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time and again. What is more, it was originallytage play written by British writer
Noel Coward and Lubitsch’s take upon it again ihidee issue of authorship in its
own way. In his review of the Lubitsch film, MordauHall offered a very balanced
and, for Lubitsch, generous opinion. With the soptay, adapted by Ben Hecht,
famously retaining only one rather negligible linem the play, the original writer
led a mainly furious to lukewarm reception of thlenf However, Hall compared
Coward and Lubitsch, arguing that both “have mutltommon, both possessing
very nimble minds 3 Appreciating them both in their respective metimwent on
to state that those who know the play will “undaddy conclude that it is better
than the picture®® He then argued somewhat paradoxically that, “atstme time,
they [too] may agree[,] that Mr. Lubitsch did wigein his drastic action in
producing the shadow versiot® Even more, for Hall, “The narrative is
unimportant,” as usual, “but the various incidesmts set forth most engagingly” and

what was crucial, “they are often more appealirantin the play*’ However, in

light of censorship, Hall assumed that

After witnessing the play Mr. Lubitsch was eagemntake the picture, but he was naturally
well aware of the screen censorship aspects, aldatoccurred to him that the scintillating
dialogue might be a trifle too effervescent to \pimpular favour. Therefore he called Mr.
Hecht, and it was decided to rewrite the play wpileserving as far as possible the gayety
and general tone of the stage productién.

Hall's write-up published in th&imesreview section two days earlier contained a
similar line of argument, but the phrasing is sylifferent. Here, the sense of
Lubitsch’s authorship and agency in adapting thev&d material was even more

pronounced in the light of possible censorship eame. The film

314 Mordaunt Hall. “Mr. Lubitsch’Design for Living Pictorial Edition of Coward Play is Alert and
Imaginative,” Review oDesign for LivingNew York Time&3 December 1933), p. X9.
315 ||a;
Ibid.
318 | pid.
317 bid.
318 | bid.
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may only be a skeleton of the parent work, butais the same familiar rattle. In attacking
the problem of translating the play to the screem IMibitsch was aware of the probability

of censorial scowls and the chance that the Englighor’s brilliant dialogue might be a

little too lofty for some cinema audiences. Therefbe decided that something unusually
drastic would have to be done in making the filrhug all which remains of Mr. Coward’s

manuscript are the title and the thethe.

We may read into the above the implication thatsoeship forced Lubitsch to

change his source material. However, this is hatystory that Hall was telling in

these reviews for, by being in charge of the changas’ Lubitsch retains his

agency and authorship of the film. What transpiieen both reviews is how

Lubitsch has managed to claim authorship of his 6h not only one but two levels.
Hall dismisses the notion that Lubitsch’s film amd artistry may be compromised
by censorship on the one hand and adaptation orotther, being that a film

adaptation could easily be taken as an inferiorkwofr art. It is obvious that

censorship through the Production Code Adminisimativould compromise a

director’s artistic independence. However, by pgttcensorship on the same level
as adaptation, Hall manages to qualify and refraime severity of such a

compromise, while strengthening the portrait of itsth as a director-artist.

Finally, Maureen Furniss has intriguingly suggedtest Lubitsch may have
been promoted to head of production in order te taikn out of the censors’ line of
fire. After he was restored behind the camera, d¢kiernderald reviewsAngelin a
guarded, but not a damning way, focusing closelyttenfilm’s director: “It goes
without saying the return of Ernst Lubitsch to aetproduction after two years is a
circumstance to be mentioned by showmen who ebeptdffer this picture to their
patrons, for the Lubitsch name has definite and elyid comprehended

connotations*° and that

319 ||
Ibid.
320\W.R.W. Review ofAngel Motion Picture World128.13 (25 September 1937), p. 44.
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Herr Lubitsch has produced this picture in his atmmed ornate manner and equipped it
with his usual incidental whimsies, some of thenryvéaughable, concentrating his
consummate artistry upon the sly insinuation, thmning suggestion, the unfinished
utterance, the off-center emphasis and the adrdithed joining of dialogue with
contradictory action, which are his stock in trdtle.

The tone of the review is quite pointed and irofaic the film is “angelic in title
only.”®?? At the same time, reviewer ‘W.R.W.’ foregoes afgac rejection of the
film and instead focuses on the general ingrediefta Lubitsch film. Hence,
compromising on censorship or serving a stint asudio official at least did not
hamper the critics’ excitement for Lubitsch’s retuas muted as it may have been
occasionally.

One tradition of defining the ‘Lubitsch touch’ hbsen to associate it with
innuendo, insinuation and omission. After the Pabidun Code gained influence,
these double-entendres are not only understoodaakng between the lines but as
indeed reading them as references to sexualityg€heral idea would obviously be
that Lubitsch shot ‘around’ the Code, in order teak sexual content past the
censors. Indeed, the critical emphasis on his Vigitavas strong for the entirety of
his career. In fact, some of the most curious exesnpalled up are not from the
Code area at all: the reversing of the ink glassédadame Dubarrythe eggs on
the morning tables iThe Marriage Circleor the passing of time ifirouble in
Paradise Made in 1932, two years before the enforcemenh®fCode Trouble in
Paradisealso contains highly charged images, such as isapesition of Trouble
in” over a bed with the delayed addition &faradise or the silhouettes of George
Monescu (Herbert Marshall) and Mariette Colet (Kenancis) kissing projected

onto the bed.

321 pid. p. 49.
322 pid. p. 44.
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Lubitsch and the Code is then an intriguing pairiagrth investigating.
Lubitsch’s affinity for visual wit and seductive g should make him a prime
example of how the Code affected one of the genmiwdethe system to an even
greater degree than others. However, | have besniméerested in how the Code
may have affected Lubitsch’s style than how, i&lit the Code waperceivedto

have an influence on the formation of Lubitschigdest

Maureen Furniss’ valuable investigation into Lubiits treatment by the Production
Code Administration suggests that Lubitsch wadiallly, particularly favoured by
the censors as an expert in the tactful treatmérgrablematic material. While
Lubitsch’s films generated scores of suggestiontherpart of the censors, Lubitsch
also quickly gained a reputation for handling edeficate subjects matters with tact
and taste. Furniss argues that this opinion ldtétssn the watershed between pre-
Code and Code, which occurred in the same yearud#tsch’'s arguably most
difficult case with the censorsThe Merry Widow Nonetheless, there is not
sufficient evidence to suggest that censorshipee#ffected or especially hampered
the perception of Lubitsch as an artist as welhiasstyle. The risqué tone of his
films is openly acknowledged, if slightly more ihet early years of the 1930s.
Hence, we should conclude that the material heMaxgaret Herrick Library is rich
and yet not substantial enough to make such aetthss way.

In the end, what the material does suggest is liyathhe 1930s, Lubitsch had
obtained a distinguished position. His reputati@d meached the censors who, at
least early on, emphasised more his ability tot tpeablematic material with taste
and tact, even if they later cooled towards himisTiay well have changed, as
suggested by Maureen Furniss in her article. Tine ¢f argument that Lubitsch, in

response to his difficulties with censorship, wagg a more inward-facing position

172



as Head of Production is an inviting one and ort@ which | am inclined to agree.
However, neither the PCA files, nor the public mialeoffer a conclusive answer to
this. While, after 1934, th®lotion Picture Heraldmay have been more explicit in
its criticism of Lubitsch, other reviews of fiimsade after his stint as Head of
Production suggests that he was welcomed back.

My investigation into the public discourse surromgda ‘sexier’ ‘Lubitsch
touch’ has shown that this became a definite ingredf the Lubitsch brand in the
1930s. Throughout the decade, public discourseutntdch and his films picked up
and acknowledged the playful tone of his films, i@hieferences to censors often
remained tongue-in-cheek. The following sectionl whken look at how this shift
may be located in the most significant directoeacbllaboration Lubitsch fostered

while in America — his films with Maurice Chevalier

2.4 One More Star than there is in Heaven or: Lubth and

Stardom

In 1932, Variety published a remarkable piece called “Lubitsch’salisis of
Pictures Minimizes Director’s Importance.” The elgi did not resemble a clearly
framed portrait or interview — its tone tended mimre&cho an opinion piece or even
op-ed — for it expressed the views of a named iddad, Lubitsch, who is not
affiliated with the publication, and indeed thettegnsistently uses the pronoun ‘he’
rather than ‘I" when referring to Lubitsch. All tleame, the article was striking in
centring on two principal facets of the industrite tbusiness-side, where “Mr.
Lubitsch approves” the payment of directors on @etage, as well as recent
stylistic fashions — ironically, in view of the $@mn on the musical here the article

noted that “Lubitsch abhors the current overdoihthe moving camera.”
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However, in the early sections of the article, itsth expresses his
frustration about the paucity of methods for engggvith the public. Therefore, he
welcomes interviews with the press as “the onlymseadirector has for identifying
himself to the public¥*® He continued with the question, “Since a directoes not
appear in person in his pictures, how can the agdide aware of his existence”
and then elaborated on the argument that he “es thiat his name as the director of
a picture means nothing in itself at the gate,”Vitren audiences have enjoyed his
picture, “they don’t remember his nanié®

With the director seated behind the camera sucterstnts are easily
comprehensible, but for a director who has alresstablished his own style, they
are remarkable and come across as even more lse gettion to come. Here, | will
look at one of the most visible facets of the filmdustry, the negotiation with stars.
After analysing one of most significant collabooats of all of Lubitsch’s career, |
will show how Lubitsch went beyond interviews inpéring ways of making
himself visible to the public and to promote higs.

This interview is a small glimpse into both Lubli& and the studio’s
frustration in having to make the director useabte the public discourse.
Interestingly, Lubitsch went well beyond ‘identify himself’ to the public in
looking for ways to make the director's image padfie in its own right; just as
stars were established to guarantee returns instingio era, the institution of
Lubitsch’s style as the ‘Lubitsch touch’ was viewedwork in similar and equally
profitable ways. The ‘touch’ with its increased w&l of recognition therefore
provides a necessary and valuable asset, one whgse nature allows it to appeal

to as many people as possible.

323 Anon. “Lubitsch’s Analysis of Pictures MinimizesirBctor's Importance."Weekly Variety(1
March 1932), p. 2.
324 1bid.
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In his seminal study on stars, Richard Dyer may airthe same issue when
he states that “it is assumed that we are dealitiy the stars in terms of their
signification, not with them as real people. Thet fihat they are also real people is
an important aspect of how they signify, but we exeknow them directly as real
people, only as they are to be found in media t&%tsAccordingly Dyer limits
himself to stars of cinema “rather than televis{on sport, theatre, fashion, etc.),”
while he still emphasises that “at the level ofatigation and methodology [...]
what is elaborated here in relation to Hollywoddhfistars is broadly applicable to
these other kinds of stdf® as well. In fact, Lubitsch himself did work asaxator in
his very early years in Germany, but had long givpracting by the 1930s, at least
in front of a rolling camer&’ Instead, | will examine how Lubitsch’s prominence
as a director and producer figures in the publscalirses on his films and how they
are marketed or critically reviewed on the basigha&fir connection to him as the
man behind the camera.

For Barry King, it is important to define stardortoragside “economies —
systems of control that mobilise discursive resesiric order to achieve specifiable
effects. These are: the cultural economy of thednubvody as a sign; the economy
of signification in film; and the economy of thebtaur market for actors*® Cathy
Klaprat notes that “[p]ublicity campaigns revolvedmost exclusively around

stars.®?°

Writing on the star system, Richard Maltby exptathat, “As well as
being the visible part of the industry, the starstegn was central to the

standardization of movie product, and to its irgktions with other consumption

%5 Richard DyerStars London: British Film Institute, 2009. p. 2.

2% |bid. p. 3.

%27 There are many accounts of Lubitsch acting owsrédr his actors on the set of his films.

328 Barry King. “Articulating Stardom.’Star Texts: Image and Performance in Film and Wisan
Jeremy G. Butler, ed. Detroit: Wayne State UniwgBress, 1991. p. 127.

329 Cathy Klaprat. “The Star as Market Strategy: B&#wis in another Light. The American Film
Industry. Tino Balio, ed. Madison: The University of Wissim Press, 1985. p. 355. See also
Richard CavesAmerican Industry: Structure, Conduct, Performan&mglewood: Prentice-Hall,
1964. p. 19-21.
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industries and advertising® Strong positioning in the star system hence
constituted a considerable asset for a film’'s ss&cer failure, because actors,
effectively employees contracted with a studio,uldoexert some influence over
their characterization, and hence over the whalgciire of the movies in which
they appeared®®! However, the considerable power of stars to exethgir parts
and particularly to attract audiences did not extenthe sphere of producticff
Crucially, their real power, Maltby elaboratessligith the paying public rather than
the producing studio. It is the stars, in his asiglywho “were the commaodities that
more consistently drew audiences to the movigs.As a result, films were
produced as so-called ‘star vehicles.” As Maltbysgty movies “constructed around
the appeal of one or more particular stars and @olthat basis, are bound to have a
set of conventional ingredient$®® For Maltby, such ‘vehicles’ are “much like a
genre,®* by which he means that the “repetition of thesmdard ingredients has
created audience expectation of these elemé&fft#Although he observes that a
certain difference may be made between the filnegngelves and the “deliberate

manufacture of stars as a mechanism for sellingiertinkets’®®’

a similar argument
can be made for the director and his role in suoldytrctions.

With the advent of auteurism that transformedagertlirectors into artists
and also “a commodified version” of their statusash, directors were used for the

same promotional purposes as stars. Barbara Kliaggues that it is crucially

“[d]irectors and stars [who] present one of the masible examples of the relation

330 Richard MaltbyHollywood Cinema: An IntroductiorOxford: Blackwell, 2003. p. 141.
%1 bid. p. 142.

332 |pid.

333 |bid.

334 bid.

335 |bid.

33 |pid.

37 bid.
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between commodity fetishism and promotidrf Timothy Corrigan notes a similar
“Commerce of Auteurism” in his study on Americamaina after Vietnant®
Crucially, both authors note that such a shift oolgcurred from the New
Hollywood era onwards. However, auteurism andaterlcommercialisation do not
appear out of nowhere and while the commodificatibstars dominates the public
discourse in earlier decades, Lubitsch seems ttoexmow he as a director can
capitalise on his prominence.

Lubitsch, throughout his long career, forged mangngtstanding
collaborations, especially with writers and act@eme collaborations were formed
in the United States, while many other colleaguas &lready been brought across
the ocean following Lubitsch or even slightly préiceg him. Lubitsch had made a
number of films with Pola Negri, that were signéint both in their number and in
the importance to their careers. As discussed iap@n One their collaborations
paved the way to Hollywood for each even more thahitsch’s other German
films; notable here were the ones he still stairechimself or centring on the
youthful Backfischcharacter so often enthusiastically portrayed byi @swalda.

While still in Germany, Lubitsch had already demashdconsiderable
prominence as the director of his films, althoulgis had to be negotiated with the
star power of the respective leads of his filmstalty, in terms of advertising and
critical reception, the films that did not featurajor, and specifically female stars
such as Negri or Oswalda would emphasise their exiron with Lubitsch as the
film’'s director and advertising and criticism a Ilmtore. Das Weib des Pharao

(1921) offers a good example. It features actorsooiiderable prominence such as

338 Barbara Klinger. “Digressions at the Cinema: Réioepand Mass Culture Cinema JournaR8.4
(Summer 1989), p. 12.

%9 gee Timothy CorriganA Cinema Without Walls: Movies and Culture Afteetdam New
Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1991. p. 186;lalso reprinted ifFilm and Authorship
Virginia Wright Wexman, ed. New Brunswick: Rutgéisiversity Press, 2003. p. 96-111.
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Emil Jannings and Paul Wegener, actor, directorwantr in his own right; and
even the German cinema-goers’ public darling, Haiedtke. However, the film
featured no star of the Lubitsch ladies’ standiagcompete with Lubitsch’s star
power. Considering the enormous stardom that Cleevebmmanded in the early
1930s, a similar hierarchy or ‘priority’ could bepected. However, as it turned out,

this collaboration evolved along more symbiotiein

In terms of Lubitsch’s American years, the mostnsigant collaboration is
undoubtedly that with French actor Maurice Chevallaubitsch and Chevalier
made five films together. Their collaboration begath Lubitsch’s first sound film
proper, musical comedyhe Love Paradewhich in turn earned Chevalier a
nomination for Best Actor at the Academy Awardsl880. Generally, their work
comprised films of similar pattern: musical comadiet in ‘real’ Europe or a
fantasy version of it, as well as the revue fllaramount on Paradeo which the
duo contributed three episodes including the gfammle. Royalty or fun poked at
royalty tended to be included, except @ne Hour with Youwhich was a remake
of Lubitsch’s urban-set sophisticated comellye Marriage Circle

During this period, Chevalier also starred liove Me Tonight which
strongly resembles the Lubitsch musicals, but atlycwas not directed by Lubitsch
“Iflor reasons which no one was able to explairhaitat the time or sincé*
Similarly, Lubitsch directedvionte Carlqg again a musical comedy, but featuring
James Buchanan in the role of the male lead. Adksehfiims were made for

Paramount, except for the ultimate collaboratidie Merry Widowof 1934.

340 Michael FreedlandMaurice Chevalier New York: William Morrow, 1981. p. 120. Lubitsch’
biographer Eyman mentions the matter in passingedls While not directly raising the question of
Love Me TonightEyman suggests that Lubitsch’s involvementie Man | KilledandOne Hour
with Yoy which was first to be directed by Lubitsch, thggven to George Cukor and later reclaimed
by Lubitsch again, prevented him from makiogve Me Tonighhimself, but it was to be based “on
the Lubitsch model.” Eymarrnst Lubitschp. 185 and 203.
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Jeanette MacDonald completed the trio in all nomeefilms, exceptingThe
Smiling Lieutenantwhich placed Chevalier between Claudette Colaed Miriam
Hopkins in the role of the fair princess, which wesially played by MacDonald.
As confusing as are the exceptions that prove uhe Lubitsch and Chevalier hit
success withThe Love Paradend stuck to the formula until the mid-1930s, when
they parted ways for good and Chevalier left Ameesgoon afterwards.

— The public negotiation of

“ & VARIETY Wedacaday, May 21, 1931

their collaboration is complex. As
an up-and-coming star, Chevalier
unsurprisingly overshadowed his

director as well as his co-star to

some degree, especially in the
S.R.0. BAYS HERE AGAIN!
$10:000 ADVANCE SALE AT $2 inspection, however, Chevalier's
FOR CHEVALIER-LUBITSCH
*SMILING LIEUTENANT>

advertising discourse. On closer

star power and the ‘Lubitsch touch’

formed a symbiotic relationship

Mobs Turned Away Every Performance
as PARAMOUNT Big Ace Starts Two-

Al Ran & Criborion ikl cross-fertilising  their respective

discourses, in their aspects of
Figure 5: Advert using Chevalier’s image,

The Smiling Lieutentar{1931). French sophistication and the

negotiation of sex.

Fresh from his success withnocents of Parig1929), Chevalier was built
up to become a major star in America over the @wfsthe collaboration with
Lubitsch. Unsurprisingly, the Frenchman dominatéw® tpublic discourse on
Lubitsch musicals and, amusingly, several critiesnbaned Chevalier's absence

from Monte Carlg for which he had been replaced by Jack Buchawao, was
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widely considered inadequat®. It was however the visual aspects of the discourse
and the promotional campaigns that Chevalier dotathan particular. There is an
endless number of examples available; one instaae relatively tame advert,
printed inVariety, which has Chevalier's head at least twice asasigeverybody
else’'s and Chevalier positioned as the only aatoadknowledge the spectator

(Figure 5)3*

%1 gee, for instance, Douglas Hodges' review, in whie framed Buchanan’s shortcomings in
comparison to Chevalier: “His voice is well suitiedthe talking screen and to the character. But his
personality and pantomime fall short. He bearsesemblance to Chevalier; and carries neither love
interest nor comedy.” Douglas Hodges. ReviewMinte Carlo Exhibitors Herald and Moving
Picture World100.10 (6 September 1930), p. 38 or this clipgielf at Margaret Herrick Library:
Monte Carlois “almost as good afhe Love Paradebut not quite becausehe Love Paraddad
Chevalier.” Anon. Review oMonte Carlo Clippings inMs. Collection #123, Adurey Chamberlin
Scrapbooks #13eld at Margaret Herrick Library, Los Angelesdassed 11 July 2013). p. ?132.

342 Advert for The Smiling LieutenaniWeekly Varietyl02.11 (27 May 1931), p. 64. The critical
snippets on the next page at least allow for thwentions of Lubitsch.
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MAURICE 1 ERNST

CHEVALIER LUBITSCH

JEANETTE
MacDONALD

PARAMOUNTS
SONG ROMARCE
SENSATION!

o

| The GIREATENT 52 SELL-00T
Erosnway Has Even SEEXT

Tos sy s Lovie Parads™ ju sasashing oll reds

at thie Crine
i Bt endy B ilidsgrea |

T,

up cvery porlormssces e

thenn has aver b
=Tl Carenal Wagna!™ T LOVE PARADE
15 THE dHITSTAXIMNG N0% GFFICE LLEAN-
L F IR AGE

 ITS FAME
isSWEEPING e WORLD! <THE LOVE PARADE”

PRIDE OF PARAMOUNT'S NEW SHOW WORLD

Figure 6: Advert for The Love Parad€1930).

There was also a four-page advert T¢re Love Paradewhich balanced a

shot of Lubitsch on a double-page with Chevaliart btherwise predominately
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focuses on the Frenchman in various uniforms asdubual suit with boater hat
(Figure 6)**3

In addition, the exploitation angles presentedhim Paramount press books,
exploring Chevalier’s star image more than thaamf of his co-stars or indeed his
director. These are ads in which Chevalier is asmayg focal point, paired with the
heads of four ladies, in between two women who lotdim him for themselves. If
Jeanette MacDonald was distinguishable in thesejrhage did little more than

show her worried

“Oxr Hour WITH YO

Yours for REY

Paramount Ads
to Remake into Ne:

or draped on a

sofa in a full shot

paired with a
photographically

more detailed and

realistic close up

of Chevalier’s

WRCE CHEVAL e,
;;’;o“"  7out face (Figure
i | =0 7)3%
Another

promotional idea
. _ . . . included a cut out
Figure 7: Suggestions for ad campaign fone Hour with Y0{1932).
in which *“girls
[can] imagine [themselves] in her place with Maerichevalier®* (Figure 8). The

visual ideas for how to use Chevalier appear esdlgkile his image widely

%3 Advert for The Love ParadeExhibitors Herald and Moving Picture Wor28.1 (4 January 1930),
no page.

%44 paramount Press Book f@me Hour with YouHeld at Margaret Herrick Library, Los Angeles
(accessed 15 July 2013), p. 13.

5 |bid. p. 4.
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overshadows that of his co-star, newcomers likaetsa MacDonald or established

stars such as Claudette Colbert.

l_mmmmﬁnnt 3y

ris I—Imagine %
yaursell-' inher place with

Mauwice CHEVALIER

MAUBI BROADSIDE
C (HEVAUEP, BROADSIDE
B (g THATSELS

Figure 8: Exploitation angles foBne Hour with Yo{1932)

Chevalier was undeniably and indisputedly the efdrubitsch’s films and
the material produced in connection with his Lutiitélms centres to a large extent
on him. None of the other stars, not even his toues screen partner, Jeanette
MacDonald, could compete with Chevalier's promirentnterestingly, Jeanette
MacDonald did not assume a position of comparablemmence to that of
Chevalier in the material for the Lubitsch fillMonte Carlg nor could the
Chevalier replacement, Jack Buchanan.

It is hardly surprising that the star power of arstone eventually as

significant as that of Chevalier, was exploited feaximum impact. However, there
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are instances where the collaboration of Lubitscth €hevalier became one of a
symbiosis of two considerable star powers bengfiboth. The following section
will explore how the two discourses on Chevalied &bitsch both feed into and
feed off each other. Most notably, the establishsdociation of Lubitsch with
Continental sophistication, which was discussetthénprevious chapter, boosted the
collaboration as much as the construction of Chewvahs a star. How this
construction of Lubitsch and Chevalier was achievatl be the focus of the
following section of my analysis, which looks atotvaspects of the collaboration:
firstly, how sex was negotiated in the public diss® using Chevalier and his
Frenchness specifically, which comprised his actumaltionality but, more
importantly, also included his culturally heightdrferenchness.

The Chevalier biographies remain vague on how #igng with Lubitsch
came about?® Lubitsch biographer Scott Eyman also does notlatémy particular
significance to the match, although he does refapr@ecdote that might hint at it
having really been Lubitsch’s choice, rather thazat bf another more highly ranked
studio official, producer or mogul. Sometime atie® success dhnocents of Paris
had become apparent, Chevalier met Lubitsch in lavéna The latter noted
cryptically, “I am walking around with a film musitin my head, Maurice. Now |
will put it on paper. | have found my her'” Be that as it may, the collaboration
found them so well matched that the origins ofrtiech-up appear to be more than
mere coincidence. For the two brands of Chevalngr laubitsch seemed to share
two particular discourses in their reliance on &usé subtext and upon French

culture.

%1% See Freedlandvaurice Chevalierp. 111 or Edward Behithe Good Frenchman: The True Story
of the Life and Times of Maurice Chevalibiew York: Village Books, 1993. p. 150.
347 See EymarErnst Lubitschp. 154.
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The first of these discourses was closely relatedhe discussion of the

sexual subtext that occurred more widely in theOE93 a point that already touched

upon earlier in this chapter. Not insignificantipubitsch had frequently placed

""She Was A Nice
Quiet  Girl — Unti]
He Winked At Her!

MAURICE

CHEVALIER

“The SMILING
LIEUTENANT"

A Paramount Piciure 1oith

Claudette Colbert
Miriam Hopkins
Charlic  Ruggles

Directed by

LUBITSCH

£:45 — Twice Daliy — 8:00

CRITERION

B'way at 44th

Figure 9: Advert for
The Smiling Lieutenar{iL931)

female characters at the centre of his films.
Chevalier gladly accepted such a challenge
with his mischievous, only partially concealed
Continental sexuality, whose wink with the eye
no woman, it seemed, could long resist or in
the face of which no woman could remain
angry. Chevalier therefore offered a site for
more explicit projections than had been
possible in the 1920s.

As such, the suggestive subtext was
often related to Chevalier himself, even more
so in the related advertising. Here the risqué
subtext of the reviews was often related to the
story and therefore to writer and director. One

advert callsThe Love Paradea “charmingly

roughish romancé®® flanked by not one, but two heads of Chevalierother

announced, rather breathlessly, capitalising tst fetter of every word: “She Was

A Nice Quiet Girl — Until He Winked At Her¥® (Figure 9). Linguistically, the

focus may be on her as ‘she’ is the subject of Hf@n clause. However, the

accompanying image here focused on Chevalier Igpkirguably puzzled and

surprised by the enthusiastic reaction from ‘hetyo can be identified as Miriam

Hopkins only by her blonde locks.

38 advert forThe Love ParadéNew York Timegs April 1930), p. 125.
39 Advert forThe Smiling LieutenanNew York Time& June 1931), p. 39.
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Chevalier biographer, Edward Behr, looks more dlose the effect that
Lubitsch’s films had on the Chevalier star persoamuing that “One of the
surprises of early Lubitsch musical films is theatent if oblique sexual content and
their constant ‘double entendres’ — contributingnto small extent to Chevalier’s
extraordinary reputation as a sex symbol, but ettrg mature women, and men as
well as teenagers™® As much as Lubitsch’s films provided a platfornT fe
‘entertainer’ Chevalier, the Lubitsch brand rublméfion him with its wide appeal,
producing a number of flexible responses. At theeséime, Chevalier appeared the
embodiment of what had been covered up in earlidnitsch films. Although the
Production Code material suggests that LubitschGimelvalier were regarded in the
same way — particularly at an earlier moment whezy twere both considered to
have addressed suggestive material with tact — &ieevmay well have helped to
deflate some of the criticism otherwise addreseddibitsch directly.

The second context in which these discourses ontdalband Chevalier
converge, may be deemed ‘the French connectionwaEdl Behr introduces
Lubitsch as *“a tough, aggressively European indi@idgt and quintessential
Berliner, who has remained nostalgically attachedlis pre-Nazi German cultural
past.®®! Here, Behr may be going overboard with his adjesti Although
Lubitsch’s films continued to be set in Europe aher a mythical and at times even
a nostalgic Europe, Lubitsch’s negotiation in tf820s demonstrated how neatly,
seamlessly and comparatively easily he was intedratto his new country of
residence. In the 1920s, Lubitsch’s associatiorh viontinental sophistication
allowed him to be dissociated from the terms tlaly a few years before, had
identified him more problematically with German tcwé and the enemy. This

facilitated his integration into the American filmdustry and was strengthened

30 Behr. The Good Frenchmarl52.
351 |pid.
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when he began to specialise in, and indeed chammomew genre of the
sophisticated comedy. Hence, although Lubitsch nead=rench, it was possible for
critics to perceive him as such and to take himeasingly, if you will, as culturally
French.

In the following analysis, | will look at how Frelm@ssociations continue to
crop up in the discussion of Lubitsch films thatdhsdeed taken an actual
Frenchman for their star. Not only did Chevalidfi®nchness prove a spectacular
success with audiences, but, the associations Wwéimg ‘Continental,” and
specifically ‘French,’ that already existed withhitsch’s work provided the ideal
context for Chevalier's heightened Frenchnessadn, footh Lubitsch and Chevalier
benefited tremendously from this mutual association

In terms of Chevalier’s star persona, Babingtat Bvans write that he

was enormously popular in the early ‘30s, repraesgrin the popular consciousness a kind
of quintessence of Frenchness. Though the expres§ithis in advertising, interviews and

reviews was often rather banal, with an almostgalbtiry imitation of his accent seeming
necessary [...], such shorthand should not [...] beakén for mere emptiness, since it was
crucially related to the complex image of the E@amp™

%2 Babington and Evan&lue Skies and Silver Linings.80-81.
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Hence, by ‘heightened Frenchness,” | am referrmd@hevalier’'s performance of
Frenchness and the look that Chevalier sports lieybe frequent evocation of

France for instance, in film titles such Bmocents of Parisor his pronounced

%%ﬁtﬁﬁ EVIDENCE!

A charming feast for ear, eye and mind. You will like it."—N.Y. Sun.

a “Lubitsch has done it again! Delightful diversion!“"—N. Y. Journal.

"Take it from this reviewer, it is worth @ once-over!”—N.Y. Graphic.

e told you so in no

“Altogether different form of picture-making—expert playing by

uncertain terms. We entire castl”— N. Y. World-Telegrom. “Cute as can be, clever,
I :!Iaughh( in a nice way. A delicious cinematic hour.”—N.Y. American.
You will adore every moment . . . a tonic for whatever ails you!
WITH YOU” was his Don't miss it.“—N. Y. News. “Chevalier's best American perform-
best plciurs—end we ance. .. Delightful ph lay!“—N.Y. Herold-Tribune. “Scintillati

comedy ... magnificently mounted. . . Lubitsch and Chevalier at the

meant it! But the top of their form!”"—N. Y. Times.

critics and the mobs

\ now storming the - "It happens to be real

box office. Thats the
pay-off on ‘One Hour
With You'l"—"Red” Kann,
M. P. Daily

RIVOLI and RIALTO
theatres, New York
City, make us sound

like pessimists...

Figure 10: Chevalier’s ‘performed’ Frenchness, advert@re Hour with Yoi{1932)
French accent heard in films and often singledimueviews>>® If Chevalier did not

wear military uniforms, he was most frequently seeauits, complete with bow-tie
and necktie and a boater hat or at times a beaekoek not only used in films but
also frequently exploited in advertising. The adverfigure 16°* not only included
photographs of Chevalier, but also an illustratidnch reduces the Chevalier brand
to its essential ingredients focusing on the hddiray sparkle to the bowtie and
emphasising his facial features, lips, high cheel¢s,lashes and a strong chin. This

evoked both a stylish and stylised French soplaistin, but also played out the

53 For instance by Mordaunt Hall who notes “M. Chéas pleasing way of pronouncing English
words.” Mordaunt Hall. “Chevalier's New FilnSmiling LieutenanRich in Mirth and Melody,”
Review ofThe Smiling LieutenanThe New York Timg81 May 1931), p. X5.

%4 Advert for One Hour with You“We plead guilty.”Motion Picture Herald107.1 (2 April 1932),
21-24 (detail).
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Continental sophistication with which Lubitsch hésng since come to be
associated.

Unlike Chevalier's co-stars, Lubitsch achieved aaie equality with his
star which was frequently framed in geographic gerfkor instance, Hall first has
“the German, Lubitsch, vi[e] with the Frenchman,e@lier, in the matter of
honors®>° but elsewhere, the relationship is often descriagdsymbiotic. In his
review of The Love ParadeHall indeed wrote that “Ernst Lubitsch, the haitit
German director, has served well Maurice ChevdherFrench entertainer, in his

836 Elsewhere Hall noted that the

talking and singing picturdhe Love Parad
relationship was reversed when “[t]his latest Lsdlit production, aided by M.
Chevalier and his supporting cast, is filled wittingllating wit of the Parisian
variety.”>’ In 1931, he congratulated “that Franco-German tddaurice Chevalier
and Ernst Lubitsch, [...] on delivering another exeamlly clever contribution to
the screen®® A snippet in an advert, which included a New Ygress review,
hailed the same film as “another triumph for Lutits&nd Chevalier: Fresh, vibrant,

1859

sparkling,>” terms commonly found in the Lubitsch discourse.
However, these reviews tended to go further thay tiad previously done,

in terms of ascribing authorship and authorial agea Lubitsch. Lubitsch

keeps control of his picture throughout, and altfolErnst Vajda and Guy Bolton are
credited with the book — an adaptation of a plajeda“The Prince Consort” — in hands

%5 Mordaunt Hall. “M. Chevalier's Brilliant Work: Paian Entertainer's Current FilnThe Love
Parade is Deftly Directed by Ernst Lubitsch,” Review ®he Love ParadeNew York Time¢24
November 1929), p. X6.

%% Mordaunt Hall, “The Screen,” Review dmhe Love ParadeNew York Timeg20 November
1929), p. 38.

%7 Mordaunt Hall, “M. Chevalier Again,” Review @ne Hour with YouNew York Time&4 March
1932), p. 17.

%8 Mordaunt Hall. “Chevalier's New FilmSmiling LieutenanRich in Mirth and Melody,” Review
of The Smiling LieutenanThe New York Timg81 May 1931), p. X5.

9 Advert for The Smiling LieutenanMotion Picture Herald103.9 (30 May 1931), no page. Quote
from theN.Y. American
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other than those of Mr. Lubitsch it might easilwéaeen a tame affair. Mr. Lubitsch and
the adapters have given to this production a Reriair [...].>*

Elsewhere, with reference @ne Hour with YouHall noted, “[i]t is quite obvious
throughout this film that Mr. Lubitsch’s nimble ndrhas been busy not only in the
direction of the subject but also in the handlifighe script,®* before describing
such a handling in greater detail. In regard’ihe Smiling Lieutenanset in Vienna
and the fictitious Flausenthurm, Hall wrote thatefi Lubitsch’s flair for the
Parisian type of comedy is constantly in evideriée.”

What stands out from these quotes is the numeretexences to the
nationalities of the two figures. Unlike in the pi@us decade (and chapter), there is
little doubt about whether Lubitsch and Chevalier @rawn as foreigners. Instead, it
is the deliberate invocation of Continental, anevreven more specifically French,
culture to describe a certain flavour of these dilnvhich is established both through
Lubitsch and “the French entertainé?>Although Lubitsch’s previous association
with French culture showed that a real passport uvasecessary to ascribe him a
‘virtual’ passport, Chevalier's background madehsacconnection even easier. Not
only was Chevalier actually French, but he empledsiand heightened his
Frenchness with his appearance, from the hat tauléble accent, as well as the

settings of his films and their subject matter.

%0 Mordaunt Hall. “M. Chevalier's Brilliant Work: Paian Entertainer's Current FilnThe Love
Parade is Deftly Directed by Ernst Lubitsch,” Review ®he Love ParadeNew York Time$24
November 1929), p. X6.

%1 Mordaunt Hall, “M. Chevalier Again,” Review @ne Hour with YouNew York Time&4 March
1932), p. 17.

2 Mordaunt Hall. “Chevalier's New FilmSmiling LieutenanRich in Mirth and Melody,” Review
of The Smiling LieutenanThe New York Timg81 May 1931), p. X5.

33 Mordaunt Hall, “M. Chevalier Again,” Review @ne Hour with YouNew York Time&4 March
1932), p. 17.
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In the 1930s, Lubitsch’s association with a ‘re&fenchman, or one
emphasising his Frenchness, relied on Lubitsch’svipus connotations of
Continental Frenchnness. In turn, it also reinfdrsach a set of connotations of the
Lubitsch brand. A review by Edwin Schallert, presioly for the Los Angeles
Times of One Hour with Youput the matter into a nutshell: “Vive la France!
Also... vive M. le Chevalier, and Ernst Lubitsch! Amgy, the Lubitsch ‘touch,’
which has become more than a legend, is omnipreésehis production which is
showing at the Paramount Theat&."Schallert also expressed “no doubt that
collaboration was not altogether amid%"Collaboration is the key, and while
Chevalier’s stronger visibility tends to overshadbubitsch in terms of publicity,
the relationship between the two discourses waatély symbiotic and therefore
marks a difference in how the Lubitsch’s collabmras with other actresses were
perceived.

Chevalier therefore provided a face and site fer aélssociations that had
already become established for the Lubitsch br&tehce, the extension of the
‘Lubitsch touch’ to more risqué topics was made sfle by the casting of
Chevalier. In return, the flexible nature of theutitsch touch’ accommodated the
layer of meaning added to Chevalier's performanoe alowed him to get away
with it. This may have initially imbalanced the leddoration in terms of being an
exploration of the public discourse, but in thisyw# actually benefited both
participants in strengthening their respective dsaidence, while Chevalier was the

greatest selling point for advertisers, his levietexognition was also a sign of the

impact and elevated status that Lubitsch commaadede director of these films.

%4 Edwin Schallert. Review dbne Hour with YouChamberlin Scrapbooks #33, no page. Held at
Margaret Herrick Library, Los Angeles (accesseddly 2013).
353 | bid.
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Lubitsch held his own as a star director even whlaned in a collaboration
with a rising star such as Chevalier. Although publiscourse suggested a fairly
balanced and especially symbiotic relationship keetwthe two, it can be argued
that this was a collaboration on Lubitsch’s ter@evalier fitted the established
Lubitsch brand perfectly with his heightened Frareds and rougish sexuality. His
American career faded once his collaboration wititbitsch came to an end, while
his only noteworthy non-Lubitsch film,ove Me Tonightis clearly in the Lubitsch
line. While Chevalier had had an American hit befdhe collaboration with
Lubitsch, their partnership outweighed even thesss ofinnocents of ParisBehr
judges the press reception lohocents of Parigo be wholly negative. Crucially,
only Variety extended its criticism to Chevalier as well: “Neit Maurice Chevalier
nor his songs will last very long over heré*Other reviewers praised Chevalier as
the one asset of a film whose “other virtues wenelho find.”®®’ Chevalier's career
did not begin with Lubitsch, not even its Ameriaamapter, but their collaboration
cemented his career with the “succes3tod Love Paradeaurn[ing] Chevalier into a
star phenomenon surpassed only by Gary Cooperk @Qable and a handful of
others.®®®

Interestingly, both contemporary and later sourcesfirm the worth and
importance of this erstwhile partnership. Gerald sMafor one, writes that
“Paramount had scored a terrific casticmup when they imported the exuberant
Maurice Chevalier from the Paris music hall to sahgngside the lovely but spunky
Philadelphia soprano, Jeanette MacDonald Similarly, Hedda Hopper captions a

picture accompanying a large article on Lubitsdt tit was Lubitsch who brought

356 Quoted in BehrThe Good Frenchmanp. 149.
357 | bid.

38 pid. p. 161.

39 Mast.Can’t Help Singin’ 104.
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Maurice Chevalier to America® As a gossip columnist her attitude towards facts
and truth may well be lenient. However, as one he##f most influential gossip
columnists, Hopper’s voice should not be underestich because she reflected the
significance that the collaboration had for bothe@lier and Lubitsch and, not

least, its public perception.

It is therefore not unreasonable to reflect upow time public negotiation focused
on Lubitsch himself and his style. Having estalddlthe complex influence that a
star’s discourse may have had on a film's negotiaéind perception | will now take
a closer look at the ways in which Lubitsch’s proernice was mediated in the
public discourses on him and his films. | will thiatus in this section on the new
methods advertisers debated and then deployedein tise of Lubitsch. These
approaches barely occurred in the 1920s, when aheagl or there would use
Lubitsch’s headshot, although they did resurfacthe1940s. However, the 1930s
were special because advertisers began to makégmese of Lubitsch in print
media; they also employed him in their use of awsnial material, such as trailers.
All these para-texts provided Lubitsch with a path to transform his absence from
the film into a presence central to the discounsenis films. However, such uses
also vouchsafed for Lubitsch’s distinguished stagdit this moment in time — if the
‘Lubitsch touch’ had not already become a brandntthere would not have been a

need or incentive to project it as these adveds di

370 Hedda Hopper. “That Lubitsch Touch! Looking at kabod With Hedda Hopper.Chicago
Daily Tribune(25 July 1943), p. C3.
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Even for the
flms of such a

prominent director

Qe Qe qgqg

such as Lubitsch, the

advertising context

was still dominated by

the negotiation of the
attached actors.

However, there are

LI L B B N R R B B

notable differences in
emphasis. The ill-fated
Jack Buchanan could

never command the

Figure 11: Detail from press book for

Carlo the way that Chevalier managed for his films. Aecan point were the poster
suggestions offered by Paramount in the press sheame of which did not even
feature Buchanaf(!

Over the course of the 1930s, the advertisers bégasxperiment with
Lubitsch as a source of advertisinBluebeard’s Eighth Wif§1938) is a good
example of this. The press book featured a pageenugdof four photographs
showing Cooper in character spanking “his wife'g{ifie 11)3"2

Arguably unsatisfied with the attempt in the fipftotograph, the couple then looks

up, only for Lubitsch to give directions in therthipicture. The final picture then

371 One features a photograph only of Jeanette MadBpraother a flattering and racy illustration
of her full body. Most of the others show the cauipl various embraces, often with Buchanan'’s face
only in profile or even more fully obscured. Seed3r Sheets fdvlonte Carlo Paramount Pictures
Press Sheets. p. 7-8. Held at Margaret Herrickdriios Angeles (accessed 8 July 2013).

372 press Book foBluebeard’s Eighth Wifeno page. Held at Margaret Herrick Library, Losgates
(accessed 14 July 2013).
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shows Cooper spanking his on-screen wife againgasg not dissimilar to the first
and yet with more deliberation and energy — a ty@y essential difference.
Underscoring this presentation is the four-picttifg-book “How to spank your
wife... In four lessons... Given by Professor LubitschWith Gary and Claudette
as pupils.?”

Lubitsch is then cast as the teacher of his st in the text and in visual
terms. When he comes into the third picture, wey @@le the back of his head.
However, the three heads are arranged on a diadgoealith Lubitsch’s at the
highest and most senior, point. His gesturing hahtiost entirely obscures
Cooper’s head, reinforcing the essential impact lthitsch’s scene direction will
have. Although the text-based explanation doeswake it any more explicit, that
special something Lubitsch brings to the productmmake the difference may be
called, of course, the ‘Lubitsch touch.’

This page is part of the press book, in which thiectbr always features
prominently in his own section. This may well haween the precursor for using

Lubitsch’s image more publicly in actual advertiggns for his films. One such

example printed iVariety, covers two pages (Figure 12).

373 press Book foBluebeard’s Eighth Wifeno page. Held at Margaret Herrick Library, Losgates
(accessed 14 July 2013).
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Ah! The Old

WHAT'S WRONG WITH THIS SITUATION?

Claudette in Gary’s arms and yet so sad ... that’ll never do...
Hey! Mr. Lubitsch.

CLAUDETTE COLBERT - GARY COOPER
“ BLUEBEARD’S EIGHTH WIF

Figure 12: Advert for Bluebeard’s Eighth Wif€1938)

The first page is almost entirely covered by a&lop of Claudette Colbert looking
rather weary as she rests her head on Cooper'sdenpwho has turned his back to
us. The advert asks “What's wrong with this sitoa#” and answers its own
rhetorical question: “Claudette in Gary's arms amd so sad...that’ll ever do...
Hey! Mr. Lubitsch.®’* The next page shows two photographs of the couple
embracing, similar to their pose in the first pretyalthough flipped here). In the
first photo, we see Lubitsch standing in the seat tfte scene, possibly giving
directions and smiling at Colbert, whose face iw ramly visible in profile. In the
second, shown below, the couple has turned aroanglescan see her face again,
now with a broad and enchanted smile. The ad cdeplés answer to its initial
question: “That's the idea... never a dull moment...dlion laughs... in this

comedy hit of 19383°

2;‘5‘ Advert forBluebeard’s Eighth WifeDaily Variety19.15 (23 March 1938), p. 5.
Ibid. p. 6.
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The idea of this advert is similar to the one digpt in the press book ad in
which Lubitsch is the master, the instructor anel sipervisor heading the whole
production. Again, the idea of the master diredtere called “The Old Maestro,” is
summoned up and it is crucially this old master whmes “to the rescue” bringing
along “that Lubitsch touch®*® He creates smiles and happiness, in Claudette
Colbert, women in the audience and exhibitors Withauditoriums. Whatever it is,
it only requires a short appearance, a small gestua gentle touch from the master
to make a difference. Surely, Colbert and Cooperaie the stars leads and have an
greater visibility in this advert, even if it is lgnreally Colbert who is the star.
However, it only requires one short instance oreapance of Lubitsch to leave a
lasting and decisive impact. Whatever the ‘Lubitsminch’ is, within the context of
this advert it is understood to encompass thiscigpeomething.’

Hence, the advertising campaign, suggested in thsespbook and later
printed for instance ivariety, makes a ‘master director’ of Lubitsch’s persdmexe
called the “Old Maestro®’ Calling Lubitsch a master of his art and puttihést
moniker in the context of older, more prestigiousl a&stablished arts is a key
strategy at the very centre of the Lubitsch persane also one that, crucially,
makes use of Lubitsch visually. This approach dmtyuprovides the necessary step
to what will follow in the second half of the 193Gkat is, a string of Lubitsch
cameos in the trailers for his own films.

By the 1930s, trailers had become an establisledoivadvertising coming
attractions. Film trailers date back to the ea@§ds — 1913 to be exact — and by the
1930s the National Screen Service was largely resple for the creation and

distribution of film trailers, and it was for a @gtepart independent from the studios.

7% |bid. p. 6.
377 press Book forBluebeard’s Eighth Wifeno page. Margaret Herrick Library, Los Angeles
(accessed 14 July 2013).

197



These trailers consisted of a collection of cerdanes from the film in question.
However, Lubitsch seemed to have had other idesag, rmumber of trailers for his
films proved.

Trailers stand out alongside the advertising thiaave previously analysed
because as they are, thanks to their audio-visatare® more closely aligned to the
actual film product, as Vinzenz Hediger observeshia study of trailerd’®
Nevertheless, this close kinship could also leagrttlems; the trailer can offer the
most accurate information about the quality of pheduct, but it must not give too
much away'’® Thus stars, locations or tone are particularlydyasales angles since,
technically, they are only parts of the product bat the entire product® Brand
names, even studio labels, arguably help littliéessit is the Disney log®”

With his ‘touch’ Lubitsch may form an exceptionthos rule and his work on
trailers offers yet another example. As the directaibitsch added himself to
Hediger’s list of possible sales angles for thesilzal film trailer, made possible by
his established position as, crucially, both ainigtished and, by this point,
distinguishable film director. Through his ‘touclyubitsch had been able to build

up a brand identity, one that he cleverly usedrtonote his films.

378 Vinzenz HedigerVerfihrung zum Film: Der amerikanische Kinotrailseit 1912 Marburg:
Schiren, 2001. p. 17.

379 bid. p. 23-24.

30 pid. p. 24.

%1 bid. p. 23.
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As unconventional as Lubitsch’s inclusion in pralvertising may seem, the
director’'s appearance in front of the camera willag's produce a greater impact as
it consistently breaks the line into the narratedlav (although it took at least three
trailers until Lubitsch actually accomplished thi$he following section then will
look at how Lubitsch used his
own image and brand in three
. trailers from the mid-1930s
| (7/; 1 onwards — forThe Merry Widow
((,J,t”qgf /élé f'fﬁg / and Ninotchka the trailer of

Froduction which included Lubitsch in a
rolicall. To these, | will add

finally the trailer for The Shop

Around the Corner (1940), a

promotion that in itself set up an
intriguing narrative, even before
Lubitsch as himself visits
Matuschek & Co.

The trailer forThe Merry
Widow (stills Figure 132 has the
romantic couple dance on a globe
before the various sales assets that

the film has to offer, thus

implying global success. This

Figure 13: Form trailer for
The Merry Widow(1934)

approach is clear in the lines, “A

widow smiled, the world surrendered!” and “the cegting melodies of Franz

%2 The Merry Widow Trailer. Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer (MGM), USA, 1934,
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gL8BRH2NOMc (acees26 January 2015).
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Lehar’'s,” while the stars complete this promotiomglproach with a sample of
“You'll Find Me at Maxim’s” sung with a decidedlyrénch accent. Key scenes and
sound bites are then rounded off with taglinesaovince the viewer: “Majestic in
production magnificence,” “Dazzling in its spec&tl“A romantic gem of musical
delight.” Halfway through the trailer, a slide thannouncedhe Merry Widowas
“The Ernst Lubitsch Production.”

This lettering is complemented by a short scen&sipLubitsch leaning on
his chair attentively as he closely observes soimgtim the distance, before raising
one of his ubiquitous cigars to his mouth. The iogilon is clear: Lubitsch keeps a
close eye on the filmmaking process and, more gdigemaintains tight control
over his production. Indeed, the scene is immelgidtdlowed by close up of an
ostentatious crown before the title appean®ri soit qui‘coincidence’y pense

A trailer for Ninotchk&®® towards the end of the decade uses a similarifrick
with slightly less subtlety. The advertising cangpaaccompanyingNinotchkawas
largely based on Greta Garbo’s star power. Ind#aday be more appropriate to
say it was based especially on her star personahasising that the film constituted
her first comedy and that “Garbo laughs!” as disedsabove. She had done so
before, but this was of little importance. The sem which the title character
laughs hysterically after having kept her cool #hlis time, is memorable and,
needless to say, it introduces the trailer. A @biée of short vignettes and a short
sequence of dialogue follow as usual. Towards tlteteen the image track over a
scene from the film announces, “ONL&arbo COULD HAVE PLAYED IT!

while, after the edit, “ONLYLubitschCOULD HAVE MADE IT!"3® (Figure 14).

383 Ninotchka Trailer. Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer (MGM), 1939.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mP3GmdopSiM (aceg 5 January 2015).

34 The setting imitates the setting in the trailéth@ugh said trailer uses different fonts from Téme
New Roman, in which this thesis has been printed.
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Again Lubitsch leans on his chair looking at sormgghin the distance rather than

directly into the camera. The phrases quite explibint at the film’s assets.

COUR me
Py s mADe T !

S e

Figure 14: From the trailer foNinotchka(1939)

Still, this trailer cleverly blurs the distinctidretween director and star. If the
cigar fromThe Merry Widowtrailer had been a Lubitsch trademark, it is migsi
from this trailer. Indeed, nothing here suggess tlubitsch is Lubitsch or, in fact, a
director at all. He can be seen wearing a sligtigyhevelled shirt and tie. Again, he
Is sitting down and observing something in theatise, but without the cigar this
time, or any other item that would designate him aaglirector. In fact, the
background too does not belie the busy set of dymtion unit. Instead, he is shown
in front of the much quieter background of a curtai

This backdrop is crucial. Instead of a busy sehing Lubitsch as a director,
a member of productiomehindthe scenes, the curtain associates Lubitsch whit w
is going onin front of the same. In comparison to the trailer Tovre Merry Widow
the one forNinotchkamay not too subtly emphasise Lubitsch’s origiyakind
artistry, announcing, ‘Only Lubitsch could have datl’ The visual representation
of Lubitsch behind the written overlay, putting himthe context of the stage, rather
than a busy behind-the-camera background subthyeplaim closer to acting stars

than behind-the-scenes production crew such adeast, the director. The trailer,
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then, hints cleverly at Lubitsch’s marketabilityddns status as publicity asset to the
production in his own right.

From this premise, it is only a small step to ttalér to The Shop Around
the Corner® At just over four minutes, this trailer is congialely longer than the
two discussed above. After the initial title annoes, with a dramatic bang on the
soundtrack, “COMING EVENTS CAST THEIR SHADOWS,” therailer
immediately parts ways with the narrative that sually anticipated. For, Frank
Morgan, who plays th@ater familiasof the small community in the eponymous
shop, steps out and directly addresses the audianciearacter. After advertising
some of the products in his shopping window, “MiatiMschek of Matuschek & Co”
introduces his employees, played by the likes ofekaStewart, Margaret Sullavan,
Felix Bressart, Joseph Schildkraut and William Vrakhis sequence thus serves to
give glimpse of the characters and plot hints t@not spoil the film, at least too

much, and even fill gaps cleverly left in the ndue>®°

%5 The Shop Around the CornerTrailer. Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer (MGM), 1940.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xr3nsHRKZJA (ace€ls&6 January 2015).

3% When Mr. Matuschek introduces Vadas, the chargol@yed by Joseph Schildkraut, he says
“Everybody wonders where he gets the money to dsesslegantly. He certainly can't do it on the
salary he gets from me.” While these lines are gsjpoken, we watch a short excerpt from the film
showing an exquisitely but ostentatiously dressadas paying the taxi driver who had brought him
to work that morning, probably also leaving himwé generous tip. Vadas is actually never visibly
given any money in the film. The reason why he deess so expensively is only ever implied as the
answer to this mystery lies within the diegesig tlarrated world, but is crucially kept entirely-of
screen. When Mrs. Matuschek, a character who nepeears on-screen, continues to ask her
husband for large sums of money, Mr. Matuschelgist to suspect her of an affair. He is also right
to assume it is with one of his employees, butakit the James Stewart character for the culprit.
Instead, Mrs. Matuschek cheats on her husbandWetlas and this is how Vadas is assumed to pay
for his expensive tastes. Ironically, while Vadagsl not finance his spending using (only) the galar
he gets from Mr. Matuschek, it is Mr. Matuschek wiiods up paying for it all. However, the
audience can only draw such a conclusion by infgrthis fact as Samson Raphaelson’s script and
Lubitsch’s direction cleverly leave this gap in htdve story is told. Interestingly, the biggest chse

to this connection lies in the trailer, which i thnly time that this is hinted at so explicitlyo $ome
extent, watching the trailer, albeit after the filenhances the audience’s understanding of the
narrative. Thus, the trailer not only works as dmeatising tool, but also serves as interpretatibn
the product it exists to promote. Vinzenz Hedigaggests that trailers in the classical period
withhold information concerning the plot. Howevdis argument does not seem to apply to this
particular trailer. At the same time, it may beeatbthat Hediger sets these earlier trailers inrasht

to more recent ones, which are constructed arolmtdspmmaries (16). While the trailer fdihe
Shop Around the Cornerapitalises on stars and scenes and may everkédre da loosely presenting

a mystery plot (36), it does in fact do somethingtey different altogether; suggesting a gap in the
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The trailer is allowed to run on quite extensivaltil an extract from the
romantic climax between the two leads, followingieththe camera cuts back to
Mr. Matuschek in the meta-narrative. A man in a sund with cigar enters the

frame from the right, tapping Mr. Matuschek on ¢ (Figure 15).

Figure 15: From the trailer forhe Shop Around the Corngr939-40)

The man points to his watch, indicating that Mr. ttdzhek should hurry. The
power relations are clear; Mr. Matuschek statestiea'had thought [the man was]
a customer,” but it is the man who is in contrahneding Mr. Matuschek of the
time. Instead, Mr. Matuschek introduces the man as

“Ernst Lubitsch, our director. The man who gaveal®, inNinotchka who made
you laugh, and now gives you a Morgan, who makeslgagh...” He trails off as

Lubitsch interrupts him “I hope!” before finishingf “yes, | hope so too... ifThe

film's narrative more strongly than the film itsedfer does (HedigeWerfuhrung zum Filmp. 16,
22, 36.).
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Shop Around the CorngrOnly then do the usual clips of the stars’ faaad names
resume for the finale of the trailer. The finaletitonfirms once again th&he Shop
Around the Cornelis “another romantic hit from the director Ninotchka Ernst
Lubitsch” finishing with the familiar method of $ielg apart Lubitsch’s name with a
more cursive typeface not unlike a signature.

Lubitsch’s appearance in the meta-narrative withen trailer completes the
shrewd use of his own star persona in the trafterhis film.3*” Two aspects of the
trailer then heighten the impact of his sudi&mppearance. The meta-level is
established early on thanks to Frank Morgan’s @misteappearances and his direct
address to the audience. Crucially, Lubitsch isssttagainst the romantic lead and
the bigger star of the film, James Stewart. Frankrddn can be assumed to be
familiar to the audience not least for his appecgaas the eponymoWgizard of Oz
(1939) only a few months earlier. In both casesrddo plays a crucial supporting
character and in both films, especialljne Shop Around the Cornevithin the
context of a genre arguably focused on the romaatiple. Lubitsch then manages
to integrate an array of supporting characterstimamain narrative.

As we have seen above, Lubitsch’s prominence cbaldompromised in
advertising discourses in relation to a big starthsas Chevalier. Set against Frank

Morgan, however, he remains easily distinguishaBlecond, when it comes to

37 The series of trailers seems to include at leastroore trailer foThat Uncertain Feeling1941)
which however could not be viewed for this projeltdging fromVarietys comment, it may well
have been on par with its predecessors: “A BIGabraink illustrates the ‘Lubitsch touch’ in a
trailer for That Uncertain Feeling The trailer ends with a dolly shot showing Ermsthitsch
directing his crew in a scene from the picture. €amera comes up over the director’s shoulder. He
turns, smiles and gives the big wink, indicatingtbg gesture the saucy and provocative content of
the film.” Anon. “Hollywood Inside.”Daily Variety 20.60 (3 March 1941), p. 2 (emphasis in the
original). See alsdNeekley Varietyobserving a “Somewhat double-entendre motif” ie #ame
context in Anon. “Lubitsch, Have You Gdthat Uncertain Feeling’ Weekly Varietyl41.12 (26
February 1941), p. 8.

38 variety reported on the production of this trailer. Intiegly, it reported only that Lubitsch “has
written and will produce and direct a special feelexploitation” of the film. With Lubitsch “turmig
trailer maker,” the trade paper notes only thaaffle Morgan will ‘star’ in the single-spooler.” I$ i
likely that Variety was unaware of Lubitsch’s cameo. Still, it is is&ing to note that Lubitsch’s
appearance remains unspoilt and its impact therefidact (Anon. “Ernst Lubitsch Does Trailer for
Shop” Daily Variety26.13 (20 December 1939), p. 1.).
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Morgan there is a tension between his on-screeractes, “Mr. Matuschek,” and
his off-screen persona, “Frank Morgan,” that doesaxists when Lubitsch appears
on screen. Mr. Matuschek (or indeed Frank Morgaay mitially have confused the
intruder for a customer but clarifies this misursd@nding quickly; for it is Ernst
Lubitsch, the director and, indeed, star, if thee ehind the camera.

Trailers in which the director appears are not umoon, although arguably
the most memorable one of these, Alfred Hitchcoakhe famously led a tour of
the crime scene and the diegesisPslicho(1960) and gave a lecture on birds to
promote The Birds(1963) — only materialised two decades later. hdibck can
certainly be credited with taking this concept tgher levels in ultimately creating
“Alfred Hitchcock presents...,” the title of an antbgy series that Hitchcock hosted
and produced. Nonetheless, it is also a fittingtslamd for how Hitchcock managed
to mould his persona into an advertising asset.

It should be noted that
in the context of Lubitsch,
this promotional approach is
not without precedent. In fact,
looking at Lubitsch’s
filmography, this use of the

director and his persona

stepping in front of the

Figure 16: Lubitsch in the prologue ddie Puppe(1919)

camera is almost a natural
progression. All these examples formed a red threddubitsch’s career from his
early years of acting in Germany, when he not appeared in films, but also
appeared as ‘himself’ or ‘metteur-en-scéne’ in pinelogue toDie Puppe(Figure

16). Lubitsch, of course, started out as an adtofact, he never seemed to have
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fully abandoned acting, reportedly acting out evemle for his actors on set.
Crucially, no actor ever won an Academy Award fotubitsch film3®° While,
earlier in the 1930s, Lubitsch had bemoaned theatssgnificance which the
audience accorded to the director, by the endefddtade he had found a way not
only to identify himself to the audience, but aleaapitalise on his public image to
promote his films. One could even say that the enmd had become not only the
audience of his films, but also the audience ofeiormance.

Lubitsch was not only significantly aware of thegrsficance of the
director’s role to the process of making a film. &lso explored the possibilities of
using the director’s artistic persona in the prdoral context of his films. To this
end, he blurred the lines between the directorreethe camera and star in front of
it. Crucially, by the 1930s the term ‘star’ had loager come necessarily to mean
‘actor,” at least in Lubitsch’s specific case. Lisibh had recognised the implications
of his prominence and the persona he had managéatge and shape over the

years through interviews, portraits and debatesoheucted via newspaper articles.

This third section on the faring of both Lubitsamdahis ‘touch’ in the 1930s has
explored how the director and his emerging bramdregotiated in the context of
the star discourse. Actors and actresses are athemgost visible aspect of the film
product, thus lending themselves greatly to proomati exploitation in the

corresponding advertising campaigns. To maximigé thromotional effect, some
of these actors were built up as stars with thein gtar identity across films and

crossing the line between public and private. Hgueen present in America for

39 |nterestingly, Hitchcock holds the same dubioustidition, with the sole exception of Joan
Fontaine winning the Academy Award for Best ActrissSuspicion(1941) at the ceremony held in

1942. A case could be made for these two ‘direttlirectors’ having been perceived to be in such
tight control of production that the individual ahement of an actor could not convince by the
voting body of the Academy, which consisted of merstof the industry.
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more than a decade, Lubitsch also commanded tsenqeenf an established director
with its own recognition value. This raises the gjimn of how the competing
discourses of the star and the director are brotggigther and into harmony in the
public discourse on their films.

Lubitsch paired with several stars over the yehis;arguably most central
collaboration in the United States was with Freeatertainer Maurice Chevalier,
running its course over five films. This partnepsiproved interesting, as the two
discourses on Chevalier and Lubitsch fed off eattieroand furthered each other
symbiotically. Lubitsch’s previous association wiflontinental sophistication found
a site in Chevalier's Frenchman persona. In fabge tmore overtly sexual
connotations that the ‘Lubitsch touch’ assumed dlier course of the 1930s may
well have become possible but also acceptableeiCtievalier persona. Chevalier's
waning American career following the collaboratgmggests that the actor relied on
the director’'s discourse just as much as Lubitsebded Chevalier’'s star appeal,
although the status of the star tends to overwhéknpresentation of their film,
particularly in advertising discourse.

Following the split from Chevalier, Lubitsch expdor more fully how his
own image could help to promote his films. As aecas point, the first trailer in
which Lubitsch himself appears behind a title daagpened to be the final film he
made with Chevalier. Lubitsch and the Lubitsch Oramere now established,
distinguished and recognisable enough to supperptbmotion of his films in both
critical and advertising contexts — even at a twhen brand names were considered
of little help to this end. Rather than adding getther layer to the ‘Lubitsch
touch,” the star discourse and Lubitsch’s pairinthwtars show just how powerful

and effective the Lubitsch brand had become.

207



2.5 The Lubitsch Touch and Studio Style or: Lubitscand

Paramount

An overview of 1930s Hollywood history would not bemplete without a word or
two on Paramount in the context of the studio sys&nd an exploration of
Lubitsch’s career in the same period. The mainyabd studios were founded in
the 1910s and grew over the subsequent decade® hbéosystem became porous
over the 1940s and 1950s. Still, the associatiothisf particular decade with the
notion of a system is not accidental or randomthie 1930s, Hollywood was a
“mature oligopoly” with “five companies dominat[ihghe screen in the United
States.**° Vertically integrated, they controlled “stablesstérs, writers, directors,
producers, cameramen, and other artists and téahsi* as well as the rest of the
life cycles of a film down to its exhibition in tme@wn theatre chains?

Richard Maltby describes the role of the directorthe studio system as
“more circumscribed [...] than critical concepts dfedtorial authorship would

imply.” Instead, the

justification for claims of directorial authorship Hollywood stem from the director’s
supervisory control of the movie's visual appeaearand its performances. Many of
Hollywood’s industrial practices qualified the exteo which this control was exercised,
however: producer-director and even producer-direeatiter teams were quite common
features of Hollywood's collaborative proces&s.

Balio echoes such an analysis, singling out “th@mymtg domination of producers

over the production process” and the related “dishied status of the director and

%0 Tino Balio. “Part IIl: A Mature Oligopoly, 1930-#8.” The American Film IndustryTino Balio,
3eg(z. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1983258.

Ibid..
392 See |bid. p. 254-255. Balio acknowledges that éxisaordinarily powerful position had already
been challenged in the late 1930s. However, the dabnot reach the Supreme Court before 1948
and only then brought this era to an end. See Badm. “Part 1ll: A Mature Oligopoly, 1930-1948.”
The American Film Industryfino Balio, ed. Madison: University of Wiscons$tness, 1985. p. 255.
393 Maltby. Hollywood Cinemap. 139.
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the screenwriter in the systeffi” in the context of film authorship during this
period. While “Working conditions for [directors,ctars and screenwriters]
somewhat improved as a result [of them forming nsjpthe control of production
remained firmly in the grip of producers®

The studio system has therefore also been caléeteth of the moguls.” The
term moguls has been used variously to identifydistufounders, production
executives and studio producers, categories thad wet distinct in the system’s
early years® For my purposes this somewhat blurred differeitiatvill suffice,
not least because these categories not only vémoed studio to studio but even
from personality to personalify/ What is important is that the director, who
arguably has since been given a status resembtimgatithor in literature, was
integrated into a system of production and tha system, at least potentially, if not
actually, put him below others in the studio hiehsgt

It could be argued that film history has also cdogied the issue. Although
the studio system did not originate in the 193Bstight organisation of rosters of
personnel, who had to be ‘loaned out’ rather thest freely accept work at the next
studio, as well as tightening self-censorship, esspged the perception of it being
an almost ironclad system by this decade. The mewmértowards auteurism has
suggested in particular that if individual authapsHocated in the director, could

flourish within such a tightly organised systemerththis would indeed be a

394 Tino Balio. “Feeding the Maw of ExhibitionGrand Design: Hollywood as a Modern Business
Enterprise, 1930-1939Tino Balio, ed. Berkeley: University of CalifomiPress, 1995. p. 73. (=
History of the American Cinema 5).

3% Balio. “Feeding the Maw of Exhibition.” p. 77.

3% See Matthew Bernstein. “Era of the Moguls: Thed&tuSystem.” American Film History:
Selected Readings, Origins to 19&Yynthia Lucia et al., eds. Malden: John Wiley &nS, 2015. p.
154,

397 For an entertaining illustration of this see Etidardden sketching out of the personalities of
Paramount’s Adolph Zukor and MGM'’s Louis B. May&ukor was the deal maker, out of reach in
the Eastern boardrooms. He didn’t produce: he ptedén name only. Zukor hired junior executives
to turn out the films while he conceived the mesgéne bond issues, the certificates with the bank.
Mayer, on the contrary, was the honcho in situliggt MorddenThe Hollywood Studios: House
Style in the Golden Age of the Movillew York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1988. p. 89.
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considerable achievement. Andrew Sarris, for irgaargues that “Ideally the
strongest personality should be the director, and when the director dominates
the film that the cinema comes closest to reflgctire personality of a single artist.
A film history could reasonably limit itself to ashory of film directors.?*® The
auteurists found authorship in a system that adgudil not allow for creativity to
flourish and which “connotes conformity rather thdiversity, repetition rather than
variation.®®® In this way, the auteurists provided Film Studigi¢h artists and a
worthy object of study, but at the expense of athieeing involved in what is
necessarily a collaborative medidffi.

More recently, Thomas Schatz, Douglas Gomery, EMardden and others
have reframed the discussion of the Hollywood syste place the focus on
industrial practice. In a rather emotional respaiasthe popularity of the auteurist
approach, Schatz expresses his “strong convictithat producers and studio
executives are “the most misunderstood and undegddiigures in American film
history.”®* Such an approach is intended to focus not onlyiipdustry and trade
practices, but also on executive personnel andattythe studios as collaborative
organisations. In fact, many of these studies @etsired according to the studios.
Hence, the impression that emerges is two-foldstfFithese studies attempt to
correct the picture of Hollywood film production gamised in the studios by
focusing on personnel who have otherwise beenlsidd: Second, this approach

reinforces the notion of a studio style.

%% sarris.The American Cinema. 24.

39 |bid. p. 20.

%0 For all its shortcomings the auteurist approaclstnne seen in its historical context. This was
when there was not yet such an established diseipbarris seems to perceive this point clearly,
suggesting that a history of film directors “wouddrtainly be a good start toward a comprehensive
film history, but it would hardly explain everytlgrio be found in thousands of movies.” (Saffise
American Cinemap. 24). Yet the approach proved too influentiaboth negative and positive terms
for this qualification to be more widely acknowlexdly

401 SchatzThe Genius of the System.8.
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Indeed, Balio notes a veritable “authorship’ otifictive house style*in
this period. Production was so standardised —dheesstars, sets, and subjects — that
studios became associated with a certain look. Kewevhile the same faces and
the same stories could account for a certain ctamlyg, it was the set designer in
particular who was identified with the ‘look’ oféhfilms. Balio argues that “Studio
art departments potentially had the greatest impadhe look of a picturé®® and
mentions the most powerful supervising art directoy name: Cedric Gibbons at
MGM, Van Nest Polglase at RKO and Hans Dreier aafaunt. Similarly, Ethan
Mordden counts the set designers amongst the nigsificant of Hollywood’s
technicians, since they are “charged with creatimegg ‘look’ of each film, and, by
synecdoche, the visual style of a studio’s entirguot.”**

Where does this leave Lubitsch and his style, hathng been established in
this thesis as highly distinctive? For several e@as_ubitsch is an intriguing figure
in this context. Firstly, Lubitsch is an acceptedkar; in fact so accepted that this is
often stated nonchalantly or indeed not at all. Wétstyle named after him, such a
classification almost seems superfluous — of coungewas an auteur! Lubitsch
spent the majority of his career in the studioaystbut his career differs from that
of some of his fellow auteurs. Unlike a significanimber of others, Lubitsch never
managed to go independent. He tried several timgsspent the vast majority of his
career under the roof of some of the grandest apst established studios. All of
these are today included in the so-called ‘Big FiVéarner before it was upgraded
to a major studio in the 1920s; MGM intermitterttigtween the late 1920s and early
1940s Fox; towards the end of his career; and roastially, Paramount in the

1930s.

402 Balio. “Feeding the Maw of Exhibition.” p. 73.
“%3 |pid. p. 85.
404 Mordden.The Hollywood Studiog. 12.
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Lubitsch’s time at Paramount will provide the mémcus of this section. It
comprised ten years, twelve films and his singu@pointment as Head of
Production between 1935 and 1936. Paramount hawh@ dtring of production
heads in what was a rather tumultuous decade éon tnd Lubitsch’s appointment
ended abruptly after only twelve months. Still, Gagnis correct in writing that
“This was certainly the only time in Hollywood stadhistory that such a noted
director was given full creative control of a magoudio’s product**°

After leaving Warner Brothers, whose studio histbas largely forgotten
about his contribution®? Lubitsch signed with Paramount, where he seemsie
found an artistic home. Paramount’s history isrfeare complex than those of the
other studios. The studio went through many mergslsfts and personnel
reshuffles, with the archives being dispersed. Agssalt, no authoritative critical
history has yet emerged. Instead, more populameties in addition to chapters in
critical studies of the individual studios and thgstem as a whole provide the
historical background for this section.

To capture the essence of Paramount, Leslie Hallives summarises the
famed Paramount glow as a “penchant for smartnessyorld “generally slightly
naughty,” “not at home with gangsters” or horroardmount “seemed to enjoy an

element of harmless suggestiveness” and a cleaféeignce for night scenes

4% Douglas GomeryThe Hollywood Studio SysteBasingstoke: Macmillan, 1986. p. 39.

408 Charles Higham’s summary of the Warner profilat i “rejected schmaltz so beloved of other
studios, particularly M-G-M [and that its films vedrcynical, alert, committed, sharp-witted,” may
well be taken as an appropriate summary of the isbpdted comedies that Lubitsch made for
Warner. However, when he writes that “Most Hollywlostudios ha[d] been content simply to
entertain, [while] Warner Brothers also sought nietiiuct,” this could hardly be further from the
notion of a Lubitsch film (Charles Highar#/arner Brothers New York: Charles Scribner's Sons,
1975. p. 1.). Generally, Lubitsch is hardly evereithan a footnote in Warner histories. Indeedr the
studio style may be best summarised in the sulgitien William Meyer's study ofThe Warner
Brothers Directors The Hard-Boiled, the Comic, and the Weef&ese MeyerThe Warner Brothers
Directors). This may be a more fitting characterisationtlu# films that the studio produced after
Lubitsch had already moved on. However, even ig, thiis indicative in that a noteworthy studio
identity of Warner Brothers focuses on their 1980tput rather than the decade before.
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wherever possible’®” With specific regard to Lubitsch, another histd®gramount
Pictures and the People Who Made Theam only mildly impressed with his
contributions to the studio. Most of his films dfet early 1930s only feature in
passing and, if at all, as a mere foil to Mae Wast,The public was ready for
something a little rougher than Lubitsch’s sophed digs at sex,” no matter “the
sexy naughtiness that Lubitsch touched [the audjemith.”**®

By contrast, it comes as little surprise that Lsdiifs biographer Scott
Eyman takes a more positive view, suggesting thathe time Hollywood entered
1934, “Lubitsch’s influence was pandemic in Hollywdy and especially at
Paramount, where his elegant, allusive manner lemrbe the house styl&”®
Similarly, Ethan Mordden, in his portraits of theidios, names Lubitsch&rouble
in Paradiseas “what may be the definitive Paramount movie, itocontains,
among others, Lubitsch “who, like his contempordogef von Sternberg typified
the Paramount director as maximum leader of un@jjuema,” the European setting
and what was “Most Paramount of all Tmouble in Paradisg] the droll nature of
its sexuality.*1°

From the previous discussions of Lubitsch’s styleshould be easy to
recognise how Lubitsch’s ‘touch’ fitted Paramounstyle. Thus, while Lubitsch
easily qualifies for auteur status with his ‘touche complicates the categories
through which the studio system was organised. Waw Lubitsch’s style perceived

to be influenced or even compromised by the stimiovas working for and its

executives and producers? How was Lubitsch’s aSrntead of production reported

407 Leslie Halliwell. Mountain of Dreams: Golden Years of Paramount ReguNew York:
Stonehill, 1976. p. X. Interestingly, he also notbat “fewer Paramount movies have become
classics than can be counted from other Hollywoaons, but the studio’s product admirably
maintains its aura,” an “unmistakable impressiothefHollywood dream of life.”

408 | G. Edmonds and Reiko Mimur®aramount Pictures and the People Who Made THaam
Diego: A. S. Barnes & Company, 1980. p. 191.

%% Eyman.Ernst Lubitschp. 202.

41 Mordden.The Hollywood Studiog. 20-21.
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in the press, when he took a break from directimd) @ssentially crossed over to the
supervisory side at Paramount? How is personalesspmn negotiated when film is
a necessarily collaborative medium and how is su@ersonal style negotiated in
view of that of a major studio such as Paramount?

The following section approaches these questiam® fiwo angles. It looks
at how Paramount functioned as a studio, but atemn@es how the role of others
in the filmmaking process, such as studio officiasa more senior executive level
or set designer Hans Dreier, is discussed in thigodebates on Lubitsch and his
films. Second, | will move on to how Lubitsch’s luénce on the studio was
considered at that time, most crucially but noyyamhen he was head of production.
I will then seek to show that the studio hardlyufigs in the critical debates on
Lubitsch’s films, although there is a slight sugges of a uniform style at the level
of advertising. However, | will conclude that ncstilnctive brand identity emerges
and none that would compromise that of the ‘Lulbitsauch.’

In the 1930s then, house style was not a criticedlgognised category.
Instead, it is a category more likely to have eradrgetrospectively when
similarities began to stand out from the outputdftudio. The second part of this
section will therefore centre on Lubitsch’s attertgpresolve worries that his work
as executive would influence the style of the does working under him. While
Douglas Gomery suggests that this may well haven like reality of Lubitsch’s
tenure, it can be taken as an attempt to restotleomhip at directorial level.
Ultimately, however, Lubitsch’s tenure is itselfethstrongest indicator of the
authorship that was manifested at an executivd,lédvexecuted by someone from
the creative arm of film production. In terms oftibdhe studio’s influence on

Lubitsch’s work — considered only minimal by thelgaritics — and Lubitsch’s
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overriding influence on projects he was attachedntdonly’ a supervisory or

producing capacity, both of these were due to lsghit established prominence.

In being independent from the actual influence thahajor studio like Paramount
will have executed on one of its most prominenéctors, the public discourse may
well have perceived and negotiated Lubitsch’s erfice in a different way. This
difference is crucial for the reputation of the rmalubitsch and Lubitsch’s
individual style. Hence, what follows is less ofiamestigation into what was going
on behind the scenes of Paramount production, lowt buch influence was
perceived beyond the studio. Did the public disseualready perceive the studios
as limiting individual creativity and if so, how dliit negotiate the artistic
expressions of individual artists, if that is whlaey were still perceived as? How
did studio executives and others, such as set mEsigfigure in the discourse on
Lubitsch’s films and in relation to the director?

By looking at examples from both the critical ahd promotional discourse,
it will emerge that a studio influence is noticea reports on production and in
the promotion aimed at those involved in the trafte, instance exhibitors.
However, this material was aimed less at the gémmrialic where the Lubitsch
brand remained unchallenged and intact. Paramouanis Lubitsch’s styles may
have overlapped greatly, but even from this arfgestyle continued to be attributed
to the director rather than the studio.

Interestingly, the notion of Hollywood as a tightlyganised system and an
environment potentially detrimental to artistic eegsion did not just enter the
discourse with the emergence of film history, butsome decades before. Andre
Sennwald, for instance, raised the issue as earlg3385. In an article entitled

“Hollywood vs. The Good Fairy describing “the best screen comedy of the infant
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year [but only due to] the low estate of humor le 1935 cinema,” Sennwald
strongly criticised “commercial cinema” and “Hollped, [which,] with its vast
production schedules and its time-clock system ahufacture, has little time for
the invention of difficult visual device$* He summarised the effects of such a

system

We will never produce great directors so long asfevee them to rush pictures through
production without adequate preparation, requithgm to shoot from uncompleted scripts
while the writers feverishly prepare the next s¢eswethat production schedules can be met
and pictures delivered to the exhibitor like scatomobiles and dated coffé&8.

The New York Timeswriter mercilessly attacks the studio system with tight
schedules set from above, claiming that this syswih never produce great
directors or films. It is notable that the system which studio officials and
managers were given considerable influence on tleatice aspects of film
production is thus negotiated and criticised in piblic discourse of the time. In
fact, Lubitsch was among the exceptions to Senrizvaltiack on the studio system,
although he mainly focuses on René Clair, whds®us la libert§1931) had been
only recently been revived. More generally, howevieris notable how aware
journalists and critics already were of the tightdso organisation existing at this
time.

There were also indicators, albeit rather on tlde-tines of the discourse,
that even a director as prominent as Lubitsch wiligied to a contract and studio
obligations. These hints appeared most frequentlyhe industry papeYariety,

which was closest to industry matters, rather tthan exhibitors’ interests, as in

“1 Andre Sennwald. “Hollywood v&.he Good Fairy Regretfully Suggesting That Molnar’'s Winged
Fancies Have Been Daubed with the Slapstick Bmghe Film City,” Review ofThe Good Fairy
New York Time§l0 February 1935), p. X5.

“12 |bid.
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Moving Picture Worldand laterMotion PictureHerald, the fans in fan magazines
such asPhotoplayand the general readership of thew York TimesCloser to the
industry-side of film production and distributioWariety arguably offered a more
practical and less exalted view of the relationdbgpveen a studio and a director,
no matter how prominent they were.

The trade paper reported in 1933 that “Lubitsch Nbaect Merry Widow
for MG.”**3 At this time, Lubitsch was still firmly contracted Paramount and the
note, comparably short and towards the bottom ofepd&, touched upon
Paramount’s consent: “Paramount has told Lubitsshokay for one film, if made
right away.” This is significant as “Par,” in notous Variety speak, still had “two
more films from Lubitsch, but would just as sooritw&** The note did not give any
details about these future projects, in terms olv lsmurce material was to be
selected or actors cast and the extent to whiclit¢atbwould have freedom in these
guestions. However, the phrasing of the note ashalevemphasised Lubitsch’s
contractual obligation to his main studio rathearthis autonomy in choosing his
own projects, at least without intervention fromregenior studio executives. For
as long as he was still under contract with Paramaihe studio had to give its
permission to Lubitsch to maKée Merry Widowor MGM.

Varietys offshoot based in Hollywood reported similarky a new Lubitsch
project. The headline iaily Variety read Carmen Is Listed As Next For
Lubitsch.” However, the text itself was slightly rrcambiguous on the question of
who had the last word in the selection process.|&Vhi is understood that the
director has okayed the assignment,” it is “Paramdwhich] has selecte@armen

as next production which Ernst Lubitsch will diragbon his return from Metro

413 Anon. “Lubitsch May DirecMerry Widowfor MG.” Weekly Varietyi12.11 (21 November 1933),
p. 3.
414 bid.
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where he finisheMerry Widowshortly.**> While the first example emphasised the
contractual obligation that Lubitsch still had tolfi to the studio, the second
seemed to imply that it is the studio that hasctetka project for the director, to
which the director in turn has to agree. Eviderttlys does not quite paint a portrait
of the artist who selects projects according tookng vision.

Thus, in being independent from the directorialeffem that Lubitsch
actually enjoyed as one of the prestigious and seasonedtalis of the studio, his
directorial authority, as represented in the Marieties still rests considerably on
Paramount’s approvaWVariety made this point rather playfully in a report ore th
“Doghouse for Baddies,” “wherein picture names\aomt to rest during periods in

which their particular studios feel they need deastent [sic].** «

Gary Cooper,”
for instance, a¥/ariety noted, “has been in and out of Paramount’'s dogh@as
often he needs a new collar.” Hence, Cooper’s ime-tdirector found himself in
both doghouse and disgrace: “Ernst Lubitsch, wreefiret turned dowresign for
Living, received the silent treatment for [sic?] the &itidThe paper explained the
issue further: “Everybody thought he was a bad fooyurning down the nice Noél
Coward story.” Finally, “Lubitsch didn’t come out the doghouse until he decided
to do the picture, but he had it changed considerabm the play before he
started.*'” The headline of the article ‘Doghouse for Baddiegis written in
enormous letters, while its subtitle ‘But the SaglAlways Relent’ was written in
considerably smaller print. However, the conflietyween Paramount and Lubitsch
was only resolved when Lubitsch relented and agreedake the film stipulated by

the studio. Biographer Scott Eyman, for instanceesd not mention any

extraordinary events leading to the project of ksdh’'s adaptation of Coward,

41> Anon. “Carmenis Listed as Next for LubitschDaily Variety4.28 (9 July 1934), p. 2.

41 Anon. “Doghouse for Baddies: But Studios Alwaydere” Weekly Variety3.13 (5 September
1933), p. 3.

7 bid.
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while the trade paper is more concerned with teadsIn thes&ariety examples,
the power relationship between studio and diret#ant towards the former. As
funny and playful as the metaphor of the doghousy seem, Lubitsch’s artistic
freedom in selecting material appeared compromisedtudio authority. Hence,
there was the suggestion in a trade paper sudViagsty that even a prominent
director like Lubitsch had to negotiate with hisidib for artistic freedom. This
reality subtly qualifies the great authority heussually afforded elsewhere in the
critical discourse.

This level of interference was limited to the dission of Lubitsch’s films
while they were being prepared or were in productiBy the time it got to the
review stage of the finished product, studio anddist officials played a
subordinated, almost non-existent role. There, rsodwardly ever made an
appearance and if they did (Adolph Zukor, for insg), their names were dropped
right at the beginning of a review. Mordaunt Hajpeoed a review with the
statement “Through the connivance of Adolphe [¢akor and Ernst Lubitsch,
Maurice Chevalier's prepossessing shadow was piebéast night in a picturé'®®
the picture beingone Hour with YouHowever, the remainder of the review centred
on Lubitsch, his actors, and other personnel moamnmently the writers and, of
course, the plot.

Another example was the considerable buzz surrognttie production of
The Merry WidowThe film had been in one of the circles of depeient hell for
most of the 1930s before it was finally made in4.9%t one stagevariety reported

that Irving Thalberg was trying to win Lubitsch ¢lrect the film on loan from

“18 Mordaunt Hall. “M. Chevalier Again,” Review @ne Hour with YouNew York Time§&4 March
1932), p. 17.
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Paramount®® Although iconic then as now, MGMiwunderkindProduction Head
was later, credits aside, absent from the revidviseofilm.**° Indeed, the focus was
wholly on Lubitsch whose direction was singled ¢mthave “give[n] the Metro
Widowits distinctive flavor.#?*

On The Love ParadeHall wrote that Lubitsch “keeps control of hi<tire
throughout, and although Ernst Vajda and Guy Bolt@ne credited with the book
[...] in hands other than those of Mr. Lubitsch itgmi easily have been a tame
affair.”*?* Hall here acknowledges the writers’ input, butl stivests all authorial
responsibility and the corresponding praise indhmector. Writers were commonly
mentioned in reviews of Lubitsch’s films and sopitoved an equally popular
narrative to acknowledge them while still givingetimain praise to Lubitsch’s
direction. It was then then only a small step ting cinematic authorship away
from the authors of the screenplay and handingtité¢ directors.

Critical Hollywood histories have considered otherchnicians, most
crucially the set designer, to be responsible lier lbok of a film. Film reviews of
the time often acknowledged the involvement of egtariters and other personnel,
particularly as Lubitsch had created a tight cingiéh a trusted crew around him.
Yet, such musings beyond the mere mention of tteeveere nonetheless rare.

Mordaunt Hall, so often sourced for more in-depftdssion of Lubitsch’s
films, went out of his way in his review @ftouble in Paradis@o discuss the stylish

look of the film. He pointed out that “Mr. Lubitschas drawn heavily upon

419 gee, for instance, Anon. “Paramount Plans 65 Fitm¥ear.”New York Time$l July 1933), p.
16 or anon. “Activities in Hollywood’'s StudiosNew York Time¢17 December 1933), p. X7, in
which The Merry Widowis referred to as “Thalberg’s production.”

420 see, for instance, Anon. ReviewHiie Merry WidowDaily Variety4.75 (1 September 1934), p.
3 or Andre Sennwald. “A Lubitsch Production Tfe Merry Widowwith Jeanette MacDonald and
Maurice Chevalier,” Review ofhe Merry WidowNew York Timegl2 October 1934), p. 33.

421 McCarthy. Review oThe Merry WidowMotion Picture Heraldl16.11 (8 September), p. 34.

22 Mordaunt Hall. “M. Chevalier's Brilliant Work: Paian Entertainer's Current FilnThe Love
Paradeis Deftly Directed by Ernst Lubitsch,” Review &he Love ParadeNew York Timeg24
November 1929), p. X6.
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Paramount’s resources for his scenic designs, wdrelan important adjunct to this
flippant film.”*?® One such resource may certainly be set designes Beeier who,
although mostly uncredited, was listed in numerbubitsch films*** Dreier had
been another European import of ParamBdrand remained there as chief art
director even after Lubitsch’s departure.

In historical appraisals of Paramount, Dreier dear candidate for a leading
position in shaping the studio’s ‘look.” Baxter aeg that under Dreier, Paramount’s
films “achieved an opulence of surface never eqdally others, while its directors
and stars brought to the American film sophistaratand fantasy, which it would
not have achieved alon&® Eames agrees: Hans Dreier “was mainly responfible
the celebrated ‘Paramount look’ of elegant@.”

However, for Hall it was the director who desenadicthe praise for his use

of design:

Here the director has a flair for beautiful clocksvarious types and in one sequence, while
the voices of two players are heard carrying oir thentering, all one sees is a clock on the
table. When the characters pass into another rtwarg is still another clock. Upstairs there
is a modernistic grandfather clock and outside adwoiv there is the tower from which
chimes tell the hour. The settings are lovely apdc®us with meticulous attention to
furnishings. No more inviting example of 1932 detimms has been offered on the
screerf?®

In fact, “In virtually every scene [it is] the lilye imagination of the German

producer [that] shines through and it seems asgthdie were the only person in

422 Mordaunt Hall. “Ernst Lubitsch’s Shimmering PicturAbout Well-Dressed Thieves and
Pickpockets,” Review afrouble in ParadiseNew York Time& November 1932), p. 28.

44 See  Anon. Entry on Hans  Dreier. Internet  Movie  Database
http://www.imdb.com/name/nm0237417/?ref_=fn_al_nrfadcessed 14 September 2015).

% For research on set design with a European foeeid scy FischerDesigning Women: Cinema,
Art Deco, and the Female Forlew York: Columbia University Press, 2003, Timrgfelder, Sue
Harris, Sarah Streefilm Architecture and the Transitional Imaginatioiset Design in 1930s
European CinemaAmsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2007 (mRCulture in Transition)
and Alastair PhillipsCity of Darkness, City of Lights: Emigré FilmmakensParis 1929-1939
Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2004 (= KEiaiture in Transition).

426 3ohn BaxterHollywood in the ThirtiesLondon: A. Zwemmer, 1968. p. 33.

27 John Douglas EameShe Paramount Story.ondon: Octopus, 1985. p. 31.

428 Mordaunt Hall. “Ernst Lubitsch’s Shimmering PicturAbout Well-Dressed Thieves and
Pickpockets,” Review afrouble in ParadiseNew York Timeg November 1932), p. 28.
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Hollywood who could have turned out such a feathsmry.?® As usual, the
review discussed plot, mentioning the source naltas well as those who adapted
it. However, Dreier and his team remained wholoramimous and while their
assistance is acknowledged in a nod to “Paramouateurces,” the praise and
vision as an entirety were invested in the direcéa a result, the set design could
indeed be taken as a part of the Paramount loalciélly, Lubitsch’s authorship of
the film dominates all other possible influené&s.

Although the strong focus on Lubitsch as a cenfigalre of the critical
discourse will be familiar, it was crucial that benerged as such in view of his
collaboration with other members of the studio,cexiees or technicians. Studios
and executive managers did not figure greatly actitical level of reviews, even if
their roles were slightly more acknowledged in tiees on pre-production and
production. In fact, the notion of a studio styld dot enter the Lubitsch discourse
at all, for which there are two possible reasorasheequally possible and not
mutually exclusive. First, studio style was a catggleveloped only by later critics
when they had access to studio output as a wholehwtould be analysed for
common patterns. In other words, studio style watohcally mainly implied in the
industry practice of using and re-using the sanwpgrsets and actors. Only in
hindsight and in film history has it emerged astgdistic category. Second, the
notion of a Lubitsch style was overriding in thebitsch discourse that judged

studio style simply not to figure at all, and evént had existed in the critical

29 bid.

430 cecilia Ager, briefly referred to in the previodsapter, writes extensively about the lookofe
Hour with Youin what is a general piece rather than a revietheffilm itself. In fact, she focuses
more on the costumes of the characters, the “sat@igets, furs and laces [which] must not be
decried.” Ultimately, this “obvious richness of fas and exuberant detail” is deemed “Lubitsch
luxury.” This particular look is thus related batk the director rather than any of the design
departments. (Cecilia Ager. “Going Places: Insimgat.ubitsch.” Weekly Varietyl06.3 (29 March
1932), p. 71.).
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discourse of the 1930s, the Lubitsch and Paransiyi@s overlapped so greatly that
it was not necessary, let alone possible, to djstsh between the two.

To test this hypothesis, | will turn in the resttbfs section to promotional
discourse, in which large advertising spreads disga a strong sense of uniform
studio style. The previous section on stardom sklola@v Lubitsch emerged only
slowly in the advertising context of his films, amwth particular force in the trailers
employed of the second half of the 1930s. Hencg,ldtk of prominence in this
context may compromise the notion of his authorsimig the following analysis will
show that, here, studio brand identity was notngfrand that, in some instances,
even served to showcase subtly the Lubitsch brand.

The studios were frequently mentioned in smallevead for individual
films*** or a small number of film&? These may or may not have included the
mountain-top logo for Paramount or, as a pointahparison, the lion for MGM.
Much more spectacular, however, were the longeeriding spreads in which the
studios presented their entire catalogue for theenti or forthcoming seasons.
Paramount’'s spreads were particularly colourful &ocused upon the studios’
assets in terms of film titles, and rosters of sstdnut also directors and writers.
These also included the studios’ logo or other enag@rks such as various
illustrations of the MGM lion with correspondinggtanes such as “THAT LION IS
ON THE LOOSE AGAIN!"*® Brand identity could then be detected in the lpgos
although the pages promoting the individual filmghe Paramount spread did not

feature any label reiterating the studio’s invohesn

431 Advert for The Smiling LieutenanMotion Picture Herald103.9 (30 May 1931), no page. for a
Paramount film or Advert fofhe Merry WidowNew York Time§l5 October 1934), p. 20 for a film
Lubitsch made for MGM.

432 Advert forMonte Carlo New York Time§31 August 1930), p. X4 or Advert for Paramourhtjt§
before they leave the StudidExhibitors Herald and Moving Picture Worlt00.13 (27 September
1930), p. 3-4.

433 Advert for MGM. Daily Variety4.40 (23 July 1934), no page. (capitalisatiorhim driginal).
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Aside from the studio logo, Paramount tried toeatintiate itself from other
studio with notes signed by Adolph Zukror accompanied by his photografih.
In addition to the rosters of stars, directors anmders, Paramount also included
producers and tried to carve a studio identityajuexts on the studio’s history and
photographs or illustrations of the studio grourise overarching design of these
adverts was strong and gave the spreads as a aisaese of consistency that tied
the films together as being produced by the samdicstalthough what particular
flavour the studio actually stood for remained édygunaddressed. In pages
dedicated to the individual Paramount films, theuwas on stars or illustrations.

In line with this approach, an advance announcetioenwhat would later be
released a®esign for Living(then still titled “Morals and Marriage*3® featured
Lubitsch’s name in large lettering, but only a dnséill from already-attached star
Fredric March. On the other hand, an advance argasnent of the first Lubitsch-
Chevalier collaboration, then still untitled buttda to be The Love Parad&’
presented the smiling heads of both Chevalier amaitéch holding up respective
title cards (Figure 17). What is more, a captioaralterises the film as “Produced
with all the lavish glamour, clever touches andeskpolish for which Lubitsch is

famous.*3®

434 Advert for ParamountExhibitors Herald and Moving Picture Worl@.11 (15 June 1929), no
page.
43> Advert for Paramount 1931-2 Seasbtation Picture HeraldL03.5 (2 May 1931), no page.
436
Ibid.
437 Advert for ParamountExhibitors Herald and Moving Picture Worl@9.9 (31 May 1930), no
page.
“38 | bid.
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The inclusion of Lubitsch, outside the directorster and inside one of the

film adverts, was not particularly emphasised aetl ity was still an out-of-the-

SPECIAL EXTRA
ATTRACTION . .

star and director
of ““The Love
Parade® will join tal-
% ents againin a de luxe
& special for Paramount
| in 1930-31. Thesubject
" will be of an ultra
modern type. R
Sparkling with the
and only Chevalier
personality — his re- |
freshing fun, warm
Jove - making, catchy
songs. Produced with
all the lavish glamor,
clever touches and ex-
pert polish for which |
Lubitsch is famous. |
: No two names in film.
‘dom arebetter guaran.
W ; of S. B£ tha
7irt :

Figure 17: Lubitsch appears in the Paramount spread (1930).

ordinary occurrence in these spreads. The duopkaged by illustrations of much
smaller ladies in cocktail dresses. Otherwise, ghoarucially, the scene includes
only an illustration ofe tour Eiffel. The advert therefore subtly plays into the brand
that Lubitsch had already established over theseoaf the 1920s and that was to be
developed even further during the Chevalier co-ajp@ns to come. This fairly
sparse advert therefore managed to retain thendidtavour so often mentioned in
the context of the Lubitsch brand. However, it doest compete with the
homogenous look that the spread aims for overalbitech’s authority is subtly

preserved, while the consistent brand of the stisdadso kept intact.
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These large spreads predominantly appeared in fagers focusing on
industry matters and not least targeting exhibitargarticular; the effect on the
general readership is therefore debatable. Whamase, while these adverts
displayed a considerable uniformity in design asrtdse whole spread, no clear
brand identity emerged. If anything, the Paramosppteads made the films in
guestion appear colourful. Various illustrationdiohs marched through the spreads
for MGM while, in the following decade, the slog&viore stars than there are in
heaven” would become famous. However, Paramoumwdsed its roosters just as
prominently. Clear brand identities cannot be deticwhich is in line with what
Vinzenz Hediger has observét.

The example of large advertising spreads is thenotke instance in which
the studios figure more prominently in the disceuos Lubitsch’s films, although
this was not emphasised to the extent it could heen. One of the reasons for this
is that these spreads may well have been assocmthdthe practice of block
booking. Through this practice, exhibitors had ¢oegt the bulk of a studio’s output
in order to secure its premier quality materialt Norprisingly, this deal often left
exhibitors increasingly frustrated and dissatisfi€dThus, although these spreads
sought to present the whole output in the best lpgssible, the sheer length of
these spreads, especially Paramount’'s, may just backfired and produced the
opposite effect.

In summary, studio and executives did not featuoenently in the public

discourse on Lubitsch, be it critical or promotibnladeed, the large advertising

439 See HedigeNVerfiihrung zum Filmp. 23.

440 See for instance Yannis Tzioumakdsnerican Independent Cinema: An Introductigdinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2006. p. 26. Tzioumaldsnects these oppressive trading practices,
especially on Paramount’s part, to the rise ofstasce and movement towards independence. See
also Balio. “Part Ill: A Mature Oligopoly, 1930-184. p. 258. He calls the practice “without a
doubt the most contested [...] in the business.” pheblem was not the quantity of pictures as
theatre owners needed a large number of filmslitthir playing time, but the range of quality the
films came in.
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spread announcing the catalogue for the next selasmnthe strongest marker of
studio dominance in negotiation with the directors interesting to note that in the
critical discourse the studio hardly figured at atld that this was a promotional
category, although its significance should not berstated. Instead the Lubitsch
brand and the corresponding presentation of Lubitas a director with an
individual style remained intact and were mainhampered by studio obligations.
While the trade papers suggest that the studiaenfies Lubitsch’s decisions
early into the production, this influence disapgeahen they report on a project at
later stages. Other areas of the film process -ehamriting but also set design, the
latter of which today is often credited for a stigidistinctive ‘look’ — figured little
or barely at all in critical response to the filnfflsanything, they were subordinated
to the direction and was seen as assisting thetdiren the expression of his vision.
It should be reiterated that this is not necessarifealistic depiction of how the
production actually played out. Instead, it sought address how Lubitsch’s
authorship is represented in the public discourdbe light of the dominance of the
studio for which he worked. The following sectiorlwurn this perspective around

and investigate how a director may have placedkisidual stamp on Paramount.

The previous section examined how the studio, semiecutives and studio

technicians exerted influence on Lubitsch’s filnMy analysis of examples as
varied as reviews and large promotional spreadsshggested that the influence
they held was not very strong, at least not upam fihished product. Large

promotional spreads displayed the larger unityhefwhole seasonal product of the
studio, but a strong brand identity or differentiat from other studios was not
discernible. Ultimately, the influence that thedtis were seen to have on Lubitsch
can be considered negligible.
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In the reverse sense, Lubitsch was always a promisset to his studios.
Previous discussion has already established justgrominently Lubitsch figured
as a director not only in the reviews of his filnigjt also in his interviews or
portraits. Surprisingly, halfway through his timeRaramount, the studio appointed
Lubitsch to Head of Production, the most promirdirgctor to have ever held such
a position. In hindsight the move was not whollyexpected. Lubitsch had always
shown interest in wider industry matters beyonddieative input of his own films.
Moreover, he had always been a director interastgding beyond the creative side
of his profession. The division between artistiaediion and the practical
management of film as an industry poses the quebktov of Lubitsch trod this fine
line and how the press negotiated his crossing mvarmanagerial post, particularly
given that his status as a creative had been cenhéxgtthe existence of his ‘touch.’

Lubitsch’s move, then, raises the question of wéretuthorship could then
also be considered at the executive level of a mstjedio, although it had been
previously located in the role of the director. &ftollowing Lubitsch’s road to his
post and the reception of his appointment, thisicgeavill chart how the ‘touch,” as
the expression of his artistry, figured within tbentext of Lubitsch’s managerial
post. We will see that while this experiment of @ipping of a creative director to
the post of a studio executive was welcomed, tbect’ made an unexpected
appearance in discussions of its relation to theksvof other Paramount directors.
Ultimately, Lubitsch’s stint as Head of Producti@omplicates our notion of
directorial film authorship and suggests thatha 1930s, it could also be located at
more senior managerial levels. The tension betwhese public assurances and
what can be assumed was the reality behind thees@rggests that film authorship
was not only much more flexible, but it was alsoctally tied to the Lubitsch brand

rather than the position he occupied at a givee.tim
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The portraits mentioned in earlier sections of nmscussion provide ample
proof of Lubitsch’s interest in the wider aspedtsillm beyond his own filmmaking.
With Andre Sennwald, Lubitsch had chatted widelgwhissues of censorship and
the status of cinema in relation to more establishes such as theaft®. We
should also not overlook the remarkable articlecused early into the stardom
section, in which Lubitsch himself made the digiimt between “directors [who]
are supposed to be the artistic chaps [and aresmmposed to have a head for
business®? Lubitsch had always been interested in his arwvels as the wider
context of its industry, and he had been happyiscuds these questions with

journalists**®

Hence, Lubitsch had proven for some time that las wne of the
directors who were deeply invested in their art,wadl as having ‘an eye for
business™*
Moreover, Lubitsch had been assigned productioreslats early as 192¢°

Thus, in autumn 1930, he was appointed to headnf®anat’s Astoria studios in
New York. In spite of a relatively positive respento the personnel matter —
Mordaunt Hall, for instance, wrote that “one mayi@pate that [Lubitsch’s] fine
handiwork will not only shine in special productsowhich he is to direct himself

446

but also in others of twenty films to be made ie tast™™ —, the papers hardly

441 Andre Sennwald. “A Word with Ernst Lubitsch: Und@ross-Examination, the Director @he
Merry Widow Discusses Some of the Cinema Topics of the Dbilgv York Timeg14 October
1934), p. X5.

442 Anon. “Lubitsch’s Analysis of Pictures MinimizesirBctor's Importance."Weekly Variety(1
March 1932), p. 2.

443 See, for instance, Anon. “Lubitsch on Directintléw York Time$16 December 1923), p. X5,
Sumner Smith. “Ernst Lubitsch Describes Novel Methaf Preparing a Picture for Production.”
Moving Picture Worldb4.1 (7 January 1922), p. 53-54 or Anon. “Diredtabitsch Also Has an Eye
for Business.’Moving Picture World4.3 (15 September 1923), p. 276.

4441t should be noted, however, that Lubitsch wasoagpipd to supervise the creative aspects of
production, while Henry Herzbrun was to deal witrahcial matters.

44> See EymarErnst Lubitschp. 225-226.

44® Mordaunt Hall. “Brilliant Direction and Keen WiniScreen Musical Comedy,” Review Mbnte
Carlo. New York Time§7 September 1930), p. X5.
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went overboard in reporting on his Eastern acésftt’ In hindsight, however, the
move may have commended Lubitsch for greater t&sksome in spring 1935.
When Paramount re-emerged from bankruptcy in 1@8bjtsch was among the
studio executive$*® having been appointed on 4 February 1833 ubitsch had
been Paramount’s most acclaimed director since ,18288John Douglas Eames
points out in hisParamount Story So while the move was unprecedented, in
retrospect it does not come entirely out of theebHis dismissal in February 1936
was met with much less of a media response thamagpsintment a mere twelve
months earlier.

Lubitsch’s profile did not change significantly whehe turned studio
official. During his time ‘at the helm,” he madepgarances as production head in
theHeralds “The Camera Reports.” This feature tended ta$oon studio officials
and others involved with production, but hardly refeatured Lubitsch as ‘mere’
director®® On occasion, the papers went into detail on aquéar issue that fell
under Lubitsch’s responsibility as production heddy instance, Lubitsch’s
451

bickering with Josef von Sternberg ovine Devil is a Woma(i1935).”" Douglas

Churchill, in his write-up of the situation, ackniegged that Lubitsch himself is “a

47 The appointment is reported on for instance inAr{&uN in Various Forms: Firm of Past Week
Range from Slapstick to Retrained Comedy-Germarnré®ae” New York Time$§19 October 1930),
p. 117 or Anon. “Lubitsch Now Heads Eastern Producbf Paramount Film.Exhibitors Herald
and Moving Picture WorldL00.10 (6 September 1930), p. 41. Several momttes, |positive and
complimentary reports appear on the Eastern plantising under full steam for the first time”
Anon. “Eastern ProducingNew York Time&38 March 1931), p. 112. See also Anon. “What Ladjit
Told Zukor About Coast Studio’s Pomp Makes Easr-Faired.” Weekly Varietyl02.3 (1 April
1931), p. 7. The former mentions Lubitsch amongeotbersonnel shifted East, while the latter
assigns Lubitsch some agency with the “ParamoubtiPhead [Zukor] cit[ing] Lubitsch’s highly
complimentary opinions on eastern team-work asratjav.e.[?] fol-de-rol and pomp.” Yet, this
hardly places him centre stage.

448 EamesThe Paramount Storyp. 37.

449 Eyman.Ernst Lubitschp. 225.

450 See for instance Photograph in “The Camera Repdistion Picture Herald118.7 (23 February
1935), p. 46, Photograph in “The Camera Repoktion Picture Herald119.4 (27 April 1935), p.
15, whose captions however reads that Lubitsch*edllt” a certain piece of film, or Photograph in
“The Camera ReportsRotion Picture Herald119.12 (29 June 1935), p. 10, which explicitlyersf
to Lubitsch “heading Paramount production.”

! Douglas W. Churchill. “Intimations of Spring inghWest.”"New York Time§10 March 1935), p.
X3.
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product of the megaphone [and as such] believes thea director is the most
important person on a studio lot.” However, whenufhill wrote that “Mr.
Lubitsch is not having an easy time with Josef &tarnber[g],**? Lubitsch was
clearly cast as a studio executive who has to vesoleative differences with a
director rather than as a director bickering witfeldlow director (which those two
however also certainly did§>

Lubitsch’s appointment is not only noteworthy irnte of his previous
occupation as a director and film creative. Evewrgst this group of professionals,
Lubitsch stood out not only as having a creativadnbut even more as having an
identifiable style — the ‘touch.” My discussion thie ‘Lubitsch touch’ can therefore
reveal the most interesting negotiation of Lubitacdldl his authorship in the light of
his promotion to Head of Production. One issue guickip by at least two of
Lubitsch’s biographers is the concern of the tinmatt following Lubitsch’s
appointment, the ‘Lubitsch touch’ would wash ovie twhole Paramount output
and, crucially, over the work of other directors.

Hans Helmut Prinzler characterises Lubitsch’s waskproduction head as
flexible, arguing that he did not impose his stytethe films in production and co-
operated well with the directors under his supémi&®* Scott Eyman echoes this

depiction of Lubitsch, although he words his analysore strongly: “As far as the

2 bid.

453 See EymanErnst Lubitsch p. 228. After von Sternberg had called Lubitschilse Patriot
‘scheif3é (shit) to Emil Jannings’ face, the relationshiptiween the directors had been “quietly
antagonistic.Variety, a few years after this incident must have talane reports that Lubitsch and
von Sternberg were friends “again” after a feud@unding von SternbergBlonde Venug1932).
Anon. “Von Sternberg and Lubitsch Again Pals AftégnusFeud.” Weekly Varietyl11.4 (4 July
1933), p. 2.

4% See Hans Helmut Prinzler. “Berlin, 29.1.1892—Hathpd, 30.11.1947: Bausteine zu einer
Luibtsch-Biografie.” p. 50. “{Lubitsch] verhalt sich flexibel, zwingt dem Proklionsprogramm
nicht seinen Stil auf und kooperiert gut mit dem invertrauten RegisseurénPrinzler’s evaluation
of Lubitsch’s stint is ultimately positive, althdudpe singles out Mae West as his one big oppoaent,
conflict that does not figure in the public discaiat all.
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other directors on the Paramount lot were concertieeir biggest immediate
problem was their fear that Lubitsch would attetopmpose his style on therfi>®

It is important then to consider that this concewheed spread to the public
discourse responding to the appointment at the.tihation Picture Heralts
Hollywood correspondent Victor Shapiro considerieel &appointment as a moment
of great opportunity. He quoted Lubitsch in a speerected at Paramount’s
directors, “This is the first time [...] that a stiedhead has been appointed who
knows your problems and is sympathetic to thefif”Indeed, if anything, as
Lubitsch continued, he himself “want[s] to learrorfr you boys what | don't
know.”™*’ This promise of a “freer rein” was significant, bsbitsch himself, as
Shapiro points out, was known for “his own inclioat toward subtlety and

sophistication in pictures.®

In this speech then, Lubitsch passed beyond simply
hailing the ‘great opportunity’ of a creative ditec reaching executive level, in
order to respond better and more accurately tontexls of his fellow directors.
Therefore, Lubitsch did his best to underplay #sa€ and dissipate any concerns of
this kind. This approach on his part is also ecHoettiwal Jones, who reported that
Paramount “intends to make sixty-four films in t@ming year [but that] doesn’t
mean they will all be ‘Lubitsch films.**°

However, theNew YorkTimeshad already addressed this issue in a lengthy
article published within weeks of Lubitsch’s apgaient. For this piece, Lubitsch

confirmed that “each [type of director, be it thengis-directors, which Lubitsch

calls ‘phonies’ possibly in a dig aimed at von 8berg, and the ‘script-shooters’

455 Eyman.Ernst Lubitschp. 226.

458 | ubitsch quoted in Victor M. Shapiro. “The Hollyad Scene.Motion Picture Herald118.6 (16
February 1935), p. 53.

47 bid.

458 \fictor M. Shapiro. “The Hollywood SceneMotion Picture Herald118.6 (16 February 1935), p.
53.
49 |dwal Jones. “And an Incidental Excursion Throufje Paramount Film FactoryNew York

Times(22 September 1935), p. X4.
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“who must follow the written word literally,” butespite the apparently derogatory
term are “of great value”] has his place and wdldlowed to work in it.” What is
more, Lubitsch promised that “There will be no imgion of the ‘Lubitsch touch’
formula on any one [sic?*

This reference to the famous phrase may be justhemal as, by this point,
the ‘touch’ had been firmly established. Still,sthooint is interesting, as it implies
that the multiplication of ‘Lubitsch touches’ acso$?aramount films is not
something that was desired once Lubitsch had beeoired into this general
supervisory position. In fact, Lubitsch worked hatdallaying any concerns of this
kind. If the ‘Lubitsch touch’ had become establ$las a mark of distinction and
has been considered as such ever since, thendkis nare occasion when Lubitsch
used the term against itself to address conceatshth might abuse his new power.
Even in this disowning of his style in having at&dl such a supervisory position,
the suggestion is that Lubitsch could have, andneway have, executed his
authorship at the executive level of Head of Pradac

Such reassurances may well have been made undelam @retence to calm
both the directors and the general public. This lddit with Maureen Furniss’s
suggestion that Lubitsch was promoted away fronmthme director’'s duties in

order not to run into any more problems with thesoes*®*

Yet, this raises the
question of why Paramount opted for such an idiostic high-profile
appointment, one that was always bound to make svaMéhough Paramount was
not blessed with continuity at executive levelhege stormy years of the 1930s, “all

of Hollywood thought it was a weird choic? All of Lubitsch’s attributes spoke

for him — a firm and longstanding position in Helgod, his interest in industry

40 D W.C. “Lubitsch at the Helm: As Paramount head,isithe Hub of an Interesting Experiment.”
New York Timeg31 March 1935), p. X4.

%1 See Furniss. “Handslapping in Hollywood.” p. 61.

%2 Gottfried Reinhardt, Max Reinhardt’s son, quotedtyman Ernst Lubitschp. 225.
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matters beyond his own filmmaking and his ability keep to budget — yet his
fortune at the box office proved fickle in manyesthes of his career.

What is more, the events surrounding the produaio@ne Hour with You
through 1931-1932 do in fact suggest that Paramouended to maximise the
potential of Lubitsch and his style. Eyman obsertlest, “Since Lubitsch was
heavily involved withThe Man | Killed Paramount decided that Lubitsch should

%3 instead of directing it as

only ‘supervise’ the production @ne Hour with Yol
had initially been intended. One knock-on effect_abitsch’s workload] ove Me

Tonight was also affected and eventually handled by Roudamoulian, but

clearly “made on the Lubitsch modéf* Aside from the skirmishes that went on
between the directors the suggestion here is thenfount was at least trying to
spread the ‘Lubitsch touch’ across as many projastpossible. If this was not the
main incentive behind Paramount’s decision, it m&jl have added to it. Douglas

Gomery follows a similar line of reasoning when kemmarises Lubitsch’'s

approach to supervising production:

Lubitsch adopted a ‘retake and remake’ procedurereldy a feature could be put back into
production after principal photography had been mleted if Lubitsch deemed there were

ways to improve it. He centralized story purchaselis office, and took a very tough line

vis-a-visfellow directors®®

The observation here is that Lubitsch did in fagere considerable authorial
influence on other directors’ work. Hence, the pulgromise that the ‘Lubitsch
touch’ would not wash over non-Lubitsch films mawha been well intended, but it

did not seem to have been a practical reality ity dautine. Tino Balio is right in

463 Eyman. Ernst Lubitsch p. 185. Lubitsch eventually went beyond merelysapervisory
involvement onOne Hour with Youand demanded that his name was restored to thereig
discourse and that the name of the make-shift @ireone George Cukor, then still closer to the
beginning of his career, be taken off. Cukor, tg e least, was not happy and took the matter to
court, but Paramount eventually bowed to Lubitsgh&ater seniority.

464 Eyman.Ernst Lubitschp. 203.

%> Gomery.The Hollywood Studio Systef986. p. 39.
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noting that “The concept of authorial freedom as iinderstood today did not exist
in Hollywood during the thirties*®®

Curiously, Balio then writes that this is the céddet even when Paramount
made Ernst Lubitsch head of production in 19%%'ubitsch’s appointment was, in
fact, not an exception, but the prime example ef ¢thse that he makes. Such a
reaffirmation was aimed at keeping intact the arghip of those acting as directors
on these films. In fact, the public discourse madiatp anticipate later concepts of
film authorship, when arguably this was not theecasring Lubitsch’s tenure. Film
authorship, as conceived in the 1930s, was coraitiedifferent from the notion
that has since emerged in Film Studies. Despite atsurances in the public
discourse that directorial authority would remaim a directorial level and not be
invested in the director who had moved up to hehgbroduction, this seems
precisely to have been the case.

The need for such public statements hence undsrthree attempts to locate
cinematic authorship with the director. In realibbowever such statements were
attached to certain prominent flmmakers, whetlheytwere directing or heading
production. Lubitsch’s appointment therefore repngs, ironically, the most curious
example standing against later auteurist argumehigesting authorship with the
director. For Lubitsch wasot a director between 1935 and 1936, when he was
“given full creative control of a major studio’squtuct.”®® Moreover, this creative
control was not that of a film director, even iistiparticular Head of Production also
happened to have a head for directing. Althougls tiead of production also
happened to have a head for directing, authorgpaaithority in this case were to

be located on executive level.

%6 Balio. “Feeding the Maw of Exhibition.” p. 79.
47 bid.
%8 Gomery.The Hollywood Studio Systgt986). p. 39.
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Such a claim seems to be confirmed by the discaundbe films for which
Lubitsch is only credited with production rathemthdirection.Desire starring
Marlene Dietrich, was produced by Lubitsch but clieed by Frank Borzage, which
may have proven a challenging constellation foresers.

The New York Timediad no such qualms. Frank Nugent went all out in
highlighting Lubitsch as the film’s producer, whilrank Borzage also received
mention. In fact, Nugent insisted that “One shontwt overlook the skill of its
director, Frank Borzagé® — yet did not practice what he preaches. It wansE
Lubitsch, the Gay Emancipator, [who] ha[d] freedrMae Dietrich from Josef von
Sternberg’s artistic bondage” and the film provédde“genius of its produce?™
Lubitsch may not have taken his seat in the dir&cthair during production. Still,
the fact that it was a Lubitsch production was ‘&antly highlighted by those
indefinable touches of hi$* ‘Indefinable’ as they were deemed, these ‘Lubitsch
touches’ were taken to prove the firm grip that itsth held over production acting
‘only’ as the film’s producer. Here, as little atudio producers figure in the
negotiation of Lubitsch-directed films, Lubitschillstmanaged to exude great
prominence in a film that was actually directedsbynebody els&’?

Whether Lubitsch’s authority and influence on theoduction process

largely relied on his position of producer rathwart director, as Thomas Schatz has

%9 Frank Nugent. “A Delightful Comedy RomanceDsesire at the Paramount,” Review Blesire
New York Time§l3 April 1936), p. 15.

*%bid.

" bid.

472 As an example of how to approach the film diffélerScott Eyman, in his discussion Désire
emphasises the collaborative nature of the filmiedpction. He argues thdDesire “Cross-
pollinat[es] Lubitsch’s taste in plot and charastaiith director Frank Borzage’s ability to articida
emotional resonance.” Eyman also makes a side comm@e not least suggesting Borzage's
influence on the finished product: “The actors getre close-ups than Lubitsch might have given
them if he'd directed the film himself, but Borz&ggentle eroticism matches up nicely with the
usual Lubitsch playfulness, and the dialogue by iBdiustus Mayer, Waldemar Young, and Samuel
Hoffenstein sparkles with an elegant melancholigynfan.Ernst Lubitschp. 240-241.).
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argued'’® is of lesser importance — audiences may well lmen hard pressed to
know the difference. More crucially, Schatz goes ‘gsjuch authority came only
with commercial success and was won by filmmakédre proved not just that they
had talent but that they could work profitably viiththe system®* While

Lubitsch’s financial track record was not exactjyosess’’®

the case of Ernst
Lubitsch suggests that, in the 1930s, authorship aveen to be found in the more

prominent or at least established and authoritgersonnel.

In the context of their discussion ©he Merry Widowand focused on the musical,
Bruce Babington and Peter Evans offer an intriguangument for how Lubitsch’s
authorship in the 1930s is to be understood. Dsimgisa “naive auteurist approach
of attributing every aspect and meaning to a sirgl¢horial source?® they
recognise that, “Like other directors, Lubitsch et within severe economic, mass

audience, and ideological constraints, and he vehr&epecially in the musical, in

an intensely collaborative form.” At the same tirag they continue,

Lubitsch was exceptional in the Hollywood systemfigure both eccentric and central, at

once an artist and an executive, he projected Minsefore the age of the ‘director as

superstar,” as a public presence, one of the feectdirs whose name was blazoned on
publicity and constantly mentioned by review&fs.

The following section then takes its lead from Babon and Evans by comparing
Lubitsch to Hitchcock, exploring how both directofsultivated a look” and
contrasting Lubitsch to Busby Berkeley insofar thabitsch was a “conscious

Hollywood artist.” Although disowning an auteurggiproach, Babington and Evans

473 SchatzThe Genius of the Systgm5-6.

474 |bid. p. 6.

47> See, for instance, EymaBrnst Lubitschp. 212.

:Zj Babington and Evan&lue Skies and Silver Linings. 76.
Ibid.
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acknowledge Lubitsch’s distinguished position aghba creative artist and,
although not explicitly, with regard to this positi as a studio executive.

Lubitsch complicates the categories of both a stwtlyle and that of film
authorship located in the director. Lubitsch’s stgpitomised Paramount’s style in
this decade to the extent that the two were indisiishable for critics of the 1930s.
In terms of the projects to which Lubitsch’s namaitached, the director found his
brand intact though not necessarily showcasedh@&swo were so closely related,
the studio style that was later observed did nohmomise that of the director.
What is more the role of the studio hardly figuradthe discussions of Lubitsch,
which further allowed the discourse to represemt hs an artist unhampered by
obligations that the studio system may have impaogeh him or other directors.

Lubitsch’s time heading production at Paramountgssts that authorship
then was considered possible at an executive |@ves proved to be the case no
matter how much Lubitsch tried to tone such wordes/n publicly, or indeed how
film culture and Film Studies alike have since &kl for contexts that privilege the
director above everyone else, stars possibly egdeptilm authorship in the 1930s
was still not fixed in critical categories suchthat of the director, but was instead
fluid enough to take on various forms. In addititimee notion of a studio style has
appears to have been developed retrospectively wheroutput of a studio as a
whole could be viewed and scanned for similarities.

With regard to Lubitsch, his case would seem senguather than more
widely applicable, with his authorship being fasddied to the role he occupied — as
director, producer, head of production — and inktéa the name itself. The
‘Lubitsch touch’ is a logical extension of this, oather having preceded this
conception of Lubitsch’s authorship, it is an erszdation of what it meant to have

Lubitsch attached to a project in whatever capadtityhis way, the term figures as
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one way of framing authorial expression in the miolsmany competing voices;
that is, many competing locations in which authgrstould be located and where
such concepts were not yet fixed.

Lubitsch’s exceptional stint as Production Headstamt-lived and mixed as
its success may have been, provides an opporttmityest the authorship of a
director later deemed to be an auteur. Lubistch nedisrally taken to be an auteur
not least for his pronounced and identified sty@d for his attempts to go
independent, though these proved futile towardsetigk of the decade. Instead, he
continued to make the vast majority of his flmsdenthe roofs of some of the

largest studios in Hollywood.

2.6 Conclusion

This chapter on the 1930s has provided a panorawatview of certain aspects of
film history relevant to this study. The resultidggcussion has been governed, on
the one side, by an exploration of elements of $936llywood history, and on the
other by an analysis of the public negotiation obitsch’s authorship and style. We
have explored the technical innovation followinge timtroduction of sound; the
negotiation of sexuality against the backgroundigiftening censorship from 1930
onwards; stardom, as one of the most visible asp#cdhe creation and promotion
of films in the era; and finally studio productiam the context of individual film
authorship. Sound aside, none of these issuesnatégl in the 1930s, but they
arguably reached a peak in this decade and, moperiamtly, were central to
Lubitsch’s filmmaking in this era of Hollywood cime.

When Lubitsch turned to sound filmmaking, he didbsodabbling in the
genre which had only recently been made possilalekihto technical innovation in
sound. Lubitsch’s contributions to the musical hdwen recognised in film-
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historical studies of the genre, while his musimaiedies were popular both with
their initial critics and audiences. Intriguinglihe genre experienced difficulties
within years of its inception, and just at the maiehen Lubitsch was entering the
musical scene. This apparent contradiction mansgée resolved by 1930s critics
and promoters painting the previous instalmenth®fgenre as old-fashioned, while
the ‘Lubitsch touch’ was framed as invigorating anmg genre.

The second section of this chapter then lookedhetnegotiation of sexual
content in Lubitsch in relation to increased powsr the Production Code
Administration. Lubitsch is an obvious candidatertm into problems with the
Office, as the subject matter of many of his filowgild easily have been considered
problematic. Maureen Furniss’s analysis of the Betidn Code files relating to
Lubitsch films has suggested that Lubitsch wasnfa@n increasingly stiff wind
from this direction. Yet, evidence remains ultinhateketchy as to how Lubitsch’s
artistry and the ‘touch’ in particular were hampuerdey the censors from 1930
onwards. Surprisingly, in the early years of theadk in particular, Lubitsch seems
to have enjoyed a strikingly favourable reputatisith the Production Code
Administration. In other words, he was known to lalabroutinely in problematic
material, but rather as someone who would treath spblematic material
appropriately and tactfully.

What is more, an investigation into the public disse of the decade
suggests that, on the one hand, both critics amieh@iers recognised a more overtly
sexual subtext lurking just under the surface «f filims. On the other hand,
however, both of the above seemed for the mosttpaghjoy such a development
thoroughly. Whether or not Lubitsch was actuallympoomised in his artistic
independence behind the scenes, the public diss@arstinued to have confidence

that the ‘touch’ was intact.
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The third section on Lubitsch’s collaboration witktars and, most
importantly Maurice Chevalier, was then closelyateti to this analysis of the
public evaluation of Lubitsch’s treatment of sexerel we looked at how this co-
operation is particularly interesting for its symwii¢ nature, which then allowed
Chevalier to become a big star. At the same timbev@lier's ‘performed’
Frenchness, even more than his actual Frenchnessded a site to play out and
develop the connotations with which Lubitsch hagady become associated in the
previous decade. The nature of this partnershigvshbat the director too had, by
then, established a brand strong enough to matthofha star performer such as
Chevalier.

Accordingly, Lubitsch began to explore his own,ydu will, star image
following the end of the collaboration with Cheali While Lubitsch had always
been extremely prominently placed in the criticecdurse, both through reviews
and additional texts such as portraits, interviewd even set reports, he tentatively
began to be cooperate with his inclusion in praweatising. The promotional media
then received a considerable boost when Lubitschitiadally explored the use of
his image in trailers for his films. Initially, tee cameo appearances were limited to
title cards, but Lubitsch was eventually writtetoim trailer narrative that broke the
fourth wall and had him cross the line into thegé®ss. Such a move proved
particularly effective, because the mixing of nsgdaand real worlds can never be
resolved; it therefore maximised the impact of lisdth’s recognition as ‘the
director.’

This chapter then concluded with a consideratiothefrole of the studio in
the context of Lubitsch and the ‘Lubitsch touchdliwood as a whole was tightly
organised into studios in this period, at leastespecially in the contexts where

Lubitsch was located as an industry professionabitsch spent the vast majority of
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his career at major studios, and his time at Panatoaroved fruitful for both. Their

styles overlapped so strongly that they becamerdnéageable. Lubitsch’s
appointment to Head of Production in 1935 vouclssties. At the same time it also
complicates the conception of film authorship a¢ctiorial level.

Lubitsch seems to have been able to execute ahtpowghile in his
managerial post. This fact has pointed us in tweations. First, it allows us to
recognise that film authorship in the studio systam be located at executive level,
although Lubitsch tried to tone this down in thélpi discourse. Secondly, it was
his distinct prominence that allowed him to funot@&s an auteur irrespective of the
role he occupied.

The 1930s constituted the central decade of Luiigscareer. His rise in the
1910s made him an interesting prospect for the Agaerindustry and when he left
for Hollywood in the 1920s he found himself quicldgsimilated. The 1940s, after
some fruitful years early on, witnessed Lubitscphy/sical and artistic struggles,
even while his image and his ‘touch’ were more afepl than in the 1930s. In this
‘middle’ decade, we have seen how Lubitsch becastabkshed as a leading
director at Paramount Studios, arguably at thethlwahe studio system. His phase
of integration in the 1920s was therefore followkd a period of increased
distinction in the 1930s.

This decade was also a period of recognition ad tietsch brand evolved.
The first two sections of this chapter thereforeveéd that even within the same
decade, the ‘Lubitsch touch’ was essentially patyses and could take on different
meanings depending on the context. Never negatich ether completely, their
emphasis in meaning is still clearly different. time final three sections, | then
demonstrated not only how the ‘touch’ evolved ime of meanings, but also how

it grew in significance.
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3 Swansong for Lubitsch: The 1940s

3.1 Introduction

The 1930s were the central decade in Lubitsch’eeraand accordingly, they have
figured significantly in this thesis. The subsequdecade was the final one of
Lubitsch’s career before he died in 1947 and wiufe more manageably in the
overall narrative. In the previous chapter we ledatthe points where the
historiography of 1930s Hollywood and the 19304 .uitsch’s career overlapped,
and how they compared with, contributed to or cocapeéd each other. However,
the 1940s are markedly different as Lubitsch figuneuch less in the dominant
themes of 1940s Hollywood history.

The Hollywood of the 1940s is characterised by idlifties and
contradictions, possibly best captured in the tiflefThomas Schatz’s study of the
decade, “Boom and Bust.” Thomas Schatz indeed gesvihe most substantial and
expansive chronicle of the decade, following Holbpd through a difficult period
in which economic decline, hinted at around the tfrthe decade, was delayed by
the nation’s entry into World War tiHe identifies several issues and themes that
extend beyond the decade as a whole. These inthedeffects of World War i
reaching the United States and its industries;lartyj the influence of the emerging
Cold War on Hollywood in particular, and more sfiecstruggles over labour force
and labour regulations. Schatz also touches uperattempts (and successes) of
individual members of the industry — especiallyediors — to turn independent
alongside continuing conflicts with censors oventent. He observes, finally, the

general declining trend of an industry that hadumeground the turn of the decade

! Charles Higham and Joel Greenberg, however, mate“By mid-1941,” several months before
Pearl Harbour and the United States’ resultingyeimtto World War Il, “box-office receipts had
begun to mount. And it was a brilliant year foratiee achievement.” This implies that the war may
have been only a contributing and enhancing faictdhe industry’s precarious situation. (Charles
Higham and Joel Greenberglollywood in the Forties London: Zwemmer, 1968. p. 7-8 (=
International Film Guide Series).)
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and was only delayed when war struck. After the @nd/orld War I, however, the
decline would continué.

Only some of these issues relate to or are sigmfi¢or Lubitsch’s career.
This is one of the main reasons for the relativegytle of the previous chapter and
why the one that follows will be considerably skortSome themes significant to
the 1930s, and discussed in the previous chametince into the following decade,
but prove to be of lesser significance in relattonLubitsch. While for instance,
anti-trust legislation, culminating in 1948, or taly struggles themselves were
significant developments throughout this decaddjtsah hardly figures in them, if
at all. In fact, Lubitsch represents a link to oalycouple of the issues raised by
Schatz and even there his contribution is no lomgeessarily perceived as central
in historiographical terms.

Lubitsch’s career continued for several years fihg his breakaway from
Paramount in the late 1930s. He died in Novembdi7 Iduring the production of
That Lady in Erming€1948). There was hardly a period in his careegmwbubitsch
stuck to one kind of film in order to enjoy unaniuasocritical and public response.
However, in these final years he oscillated predamily between two poles.
Firstly, there was a group of films from the eaybars of the decade that critics
perceived and praised highly for their ‘humanismtie discussion below will
suggest that critics assumed that this would berm@nent change in direction for
him. Secondly, for the remaining years of his cagrdaubitsch defied these
predictions in returning his focus to the modeld genres in which he had worked
in previous decades: the sophisticated comedy, ntlsical, and Graustarkian

romance.

2 Schatz, ThomasBoom and Bust: American Cinema in the 194Bsrkeley: University of
California Press, 1999. p. 1 (= History of Americainema 6).
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Over the course of the 1940s, Lubitsch’s outpuivetb down noticeably to
seven films compared to the twelve films he madé¢him 1930$. This decreased
output may well have been due to health problemd personal issues. He
underwent a second divorce and several heart aftagkile other minor cardiac
episodes required Lubitsch to take extended permfdsests and breaks from
working. More generally, Lubitsch’s career tookslestraightforward turns in the
1940s. While Paramount had provided Lubitsch withpmfessional home
throughout the 19305he was navigating murkier waters as he entereébtimsving
decade. For instance, his first attempts to gopaddent eventually resulted in his
accepting a two-picture deal with MGM as he straddb gefThe Shop Around the
Corneroff the ground and finished to the standard hesetqu®

This is a particularly interesting example of howbitsch fits less and less
into the times; breaking away from the major stadwoved a popular move for
many artists especially after the war. Moreoverpitach’'s attempts at going
independent did not go unnoticed in the public alisse, especially by trade papers
with a close focus on the industry. From a filmtbiigal perspective, however, the
pioneering Lubitsch came to this point a few ydagfore directors who proved to
do so more successfully after him. Yet his evensighing with Fox put an end to
these efforts. Despite this, as a high-profile g Lubitsch never again became as
closely associated with a studio style as he had ¥830s Paramount.

The home that Fox provided in the 1940s could merstood in terms of the

“black-and-white films of the period, [which] alsekad a polish, a suave and

% This count does not includ@ragonwyck(1946). For this film Lubitsch received only proeuc
credit, which is why it is not always included ilmfographies, which tend to focus on his directoria
work.

* He directedrhe Merry Widow1934) for MGM on loan.

®> Ninotchkaand The Shop Around the Cornevere made for a major studio, MGM. However,
Lubitsch only accepted this situation after it maeaevident thaThe Shop Around the Cornaright
not be made otherwise. See Eynmamst Lubitschp. 265, 270.
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accomplished air of elegance which [however cridiakflected the showman’s
flair of Darryl F. Zanuck.® The studio as a whole had, as Schatz summarises,
successfully moved to a “resurgent position in t810s” after having barely
survived the Great Depression. Characterising théie further, Schatz continues
with the assertion that Fox “developed an efficiand unabashedly commercial
strategy that emphasized formulaic A-class staicleh and a heavy output of B
pictures. That approach proved enormously sucdessthe late 1930” and would

do “quite well” with its high-end output in the ysgust before the war.

"9 of ‘serious’ films

In fact, Fox was developing a veritable “split parality
on the one hand — prestige pictures based ontiiterar life and done in black and
white — and “commercially successful if criticakbyispect pictures [among which
Schatz counts] period musicals, quasi-historicabaeadventure films, and the like,
often done in Technicolor:® This split constitutes an interesting differeritiat as
Lubitsch had always been associated with prestigeng his career as well as
afterwards. In other words, he made films for a IlBnmagroup of sophisticated
viewers which potentially went ‘over the heads’tbé mainstream masses. At the
same time, he had interspersed these films witherpopular films and musicals;
not least in the 1940s, shooting in Technicolor.

It is easy to assume that Fox indeed signed Lubitscreasons of his still
significant prestige. As we will see below, sometleé films that he made in the
1940s just around the time of joining Fox remairoagst his most esteemed. What

is more, Lubitsch arrived at Fox with the now fiyndstablished ‘Lubitsch touch’

and the promotional campaigns for his Fox films ldocapitalise on this asset. At

® Higham and Greenberblollywood in the Fortiesp. 10.

" SchatzBoom and Busp. 51.

8 Ibid.

® Joel W. FinlerThe Hollywood StoryNew York: Crown, 1988. p. 94-95. Also quoted ich8tz.
Boom and Busp. 52.

19 SchatzBoom and Busp. 52.
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the same time, the public discourse was well awétée difficulties that Lubitsch
had been facing; if Warner Brothers had signed tisghi as the greatest director to
come out of Europe two decades previously, the szl not quite be said for
Fox.

Film historians have made mixed evaluations of tadh's work in the
1940s. Charles Higham and Joel Greenberg, in #pgiraisal of the decade for the
‘International Film Guide Series,’ are fairly expti in their account of how
Lubitsch fared in the 1940s. In their words: “Alasibitsch — once the doyen of
Paramount comedy director, creator of the dazzlimguble in Paradisge most
enchanting of Thirties amusements — was very mualetline in the Forties.” As
in Higham and Greenberg and other studies of tleadke Lubitsch does not play a
central role for any aspects discussed in the gomte1940s Hollywood history.
Higham and Greenberg most frequently discuss hirty am the context of
Paramount and comedy, but Lubitsch most frequefijyres as a point of
referencé? Schatz makes a similar implicit evaluation in semse that he mentions
Lubitsch only in passing’

In general, film historians have found less and kesdiscuss in the context
of the 1940s Lubitsch, or regards Lubitsch in fewsntexts. There was
contemporary coverage and critical engagement ighfilms in the same period
and in a somewhat similar vein, although it wasermncerned with how the 1940s

films fitted with the old, established flavour ofihitsch than how they brought new

' Higham and Greenberglollywood in the Fortiesp. 160. The previous instalments of the series,
provided by David Robinson on the 1920s and JohidBan the 1930s, had been equally critical of
Lubitsch’s work.

12 As such, they write “At Paramount the influencelabitsch remained strong,” but it is now “the
high-key comedies lik&oing My Waj;, which] were popular, and in Preston Sturges,dwin light

of the mention to Lubitsch, rather tellingly iseafed to as “sophisticated master of film repasee
the double-take.” (9) Elsewhere, they contend flogseph L. Mankiewicz'& Letter to Three Wives
(1949) had “a tough, Lubitsch-like sophisticatiomawit, with an extra edge in the handling” of its
actors (170). Higham and Greenbédigllywood in the Fortiesp. 9, 170.

13 See SchatBoom and Bust.
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issues to the fore. As a consequence, Lubitsclatistwas problematic already
before his death.

This chapter will take a slightly different apprbatom the two preceding
ones: if the chapter on the 1920s looked at thendiogical development from
Lubitsch’s earliest years in America and his discus as a German immigrant, to
association with the term sophistication, the sdodmpter examined set aspects of
1930s Hollywood history in relation to aspects 88Qs Lubitsch history.

As this brief summary of 1940s Hollywood historyggests, there were
increasingly fewer overlaps between the two andi#feade could be taken to be the
swansong of Lubitsch’s career. Initially, a newedtion in Lubitsch’s films was
welcomed and praised by critics. Yet Lubitsch fakal these films by returning to
older genres and subjects that had been successfibusly, but were now met
with increased indifference. In the promotional teom, those elements previously
associated with Lubitsch were blown up or amplifietth the result that Lubitsch’s
famed subtlety turned into its opposite. In therseuof reducing the ‘Lubitsch
touch’ to a few eye-catching elements, Lubitschd@lhwas increasingly used as a
promotional tool, consistent with the successfuhcice of his appearances in
trailers made in the decade before. The promotidisaburse subsequently used the
‘Lubitsch touch’ to deliver a simplified, reductivemessage using a few well-
established elements. These elements did not ratgsthen correspond to the
advertised film, but with the established Lubitstydle. While flattened in this way,
the complex response to Lubitsch and his filmshim dritical discourse could only
be accommodated by the malleable quality of thecto' Although the reception of
the films varied markedly, the invariance of theawrse to the ‘touch’ was hardly

ever acknowledged.
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To address this multiplicity of responses, negmtratand uses of Lubitsch
and his ‘touch’ in the 1940s, | will be looking #ite critical and the promotional
discourses separately. In regard to the statelmof driticism in this decade, Jerry
Roberts notes that “the general opinion of filmticsi up until the 1960s [is] that
they were, by and large, composers of plot prédis an opinion tacked on, and all
with the depth of a loved-her, hated-him quipIh contrast, my research into the
previous two decades shows that this is too grganaralisation.

The critical engagement with Lubitsch flattened tire 1940s, as older
models and largely tired tropes were rehearsedh®mwther hand, new directions in
his style were enthusiastically received, partidulan his early films of the decade.
Lubitsch generally continued to be a favourite wille critics, aside from the
occasional neutral, lukewarm or outright disappaintoice. Still, in spite of the
emerging humanism in his films from the early yeafdhe decade, Lubitsch the
director became firmly established as an ‘old had this may be the reason why
critical discussion of his work lost depth in thperiod. Whatever the reason,
historical studies of journalism and specificaliynf journalism are very rare and
often focus anecdotally, as Roberts does, on iddali critics or all too abstract
themes-> More critical evaluations, of the kind that Rictid¢oszarski included in
his study of Hollywood in the 1920s are benefiaiadl insightful but even rarer.

Similarly, research into film marketing has beert etween critical
approaches and those studies that inform and adyase how to market films
rather than examine their subject critically. lth&refore rare to encounter studies
detailing one particular period. Robert Marich, tmg in a more familiar tone,

argues that until the 1960s the creation of movdvedisements was an

* RobertsThe Complete History of American Film Criticism 95-96.
!> See Raymond Haberski's Only a Movie! Films and Critics in American @ure. Lexington, The
University of Kentucky Press, 2001.
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“uncomplicated business” with the major studios rapeg their own poster
departments that “churned otft"hand-drawn adverts. Thomas Schatz also notes
that newspapers continued to be the primary metmsieertising, although radio
was also gaining ground over the war yéamsleanwhile, Jerry Roberts comments
on the significance of publicity material created @ent by the studios which “mid-
century” eventually evolved into ‘press kit8.’

Critical and promotional discourses were thereflifecult to keep apart in
this period. The circulation of newspapers to mAsterican cities throughout the
1940s facilitated widespread coverage and publidityThe emergence of
increasingly neat and sophisticated ‘press kitso dlelped the studios to convey the
message to the critics that they had in mind fanmmtional campaigns. In the
material discussed below the lineages and crossafecertain ideas prove to be
easily identified. Discussing the power balanceneen critical and promotional
discourses, Jerry Roberts recognises that “Filticisin could not keep up with the
PR machines, and the general assumption from hadhtury later is that, even if it
could, it still wouldn’t have made much differendde audience wasn’t educated to

the state of films as an art forrff”

Hence, film criticism did not provide an appropeiabalance for the increasingly
sophisticated studio promotion. This fact becomadiqularly obvious when | compare the two
discourses in relation to Lubitsch and is one efriain reasons why | will discuss them separately.
Ultimately, they reflected upon each other closblyt their subtle differences in weighing aspedéts o

the Lubitsch brand warrant separate analysis.

'® Robert MarichMarketing to Moviegoers: A Handbook of Strategiesed) by Major Studios and
IndependentsAmsterdam: Focal, 2005. p. 23.

" SchatzBoom and Busp. 191

18 See RobertsThe Complete History of American Film Criticispm 95.

19 See MarichMarketing to Moviegoerp. 156.

0 RobertsThe Complete History of American Film Criticism 95.
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3.2 Lubitsch Critiqued

The most interesting development to emerge froncthieal discourse of the 1940s
on the director was an emerging discussion of wlats perceived to be a
‘humanist’ Lubitsch. Beginning with his first filmafter ParamountNinotchka
critics noticed a new sentiment emerging from Lsdiits films, one that was
particularly emphasised in the discussionsNifiotchka The Shop Around the
CornerandHeaven Can Waif1943) — three films that all neatly fitted intwetyears
1939 to 1943. Interestingly, this period is todagarded as the “richest period” of
Lubitsch’s work covering these three films afmBe or Not to B&"

The critical reception of these films was markedliferent from that of
Lubitsch’s earlier ‘wars of the sexes,” which wenere cynical than romantic, and
more stylised than marked by genuine authentiditgtead, Lubitsch’s style is
associated with a new set of terms, with a focusharacter and theme dominating
the critical discussion. This development beconasiqularly obvious in the use of
the term ‘Continental,” which had figured so proemitly in the Lubitsch discourse
during the preceding decades. If the sophisticatededies of the 1920s had been
perceived as exclusionary, the same cannot be a#®dt the films of the early
1940s. Indeed, this fairly short period in Lubitschareer may well have shaped
markedly the perception of the films that followteafHeaven Can WaitThe
enthusiasm for these films could be taken to hawdified the critics’ expectations
and this would account for the more superficiatdssion of Lubitsch’s films after

1943.

2l Eyman. Ernst Lubitsch.p. 274. Eyman’s reasoning for this statement & thwas then that
Lubitsch “would examine with a remarkable, tendambr the ways in which the life of the mind
yields to the life of the heart; communism vyieldst to capitalism, but to copulation.” The end of
this statement is obviously coined with LubitscBsviet satire in mind. However, Eyman does not
explicitly state which other films he would includ@ethis. The first three film in particular stéinjoy
great favour; the first two as romantic comedielsilavTo Be or Not to Bés now hailed one of the
great political film satires. Onlfleaven Can Wattas ever so slightly faded from memory.
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In the early years of the decade, tlevish Advocat@raised, for instance,
the “delightfully human narrative” imhe Shop Around the Cornand the “gentle
theme of the story [which] present[s] many oppattes for the famed Lubitsch
touch.”® For the Washington PostNelson Bell described the same film as “an
amusing, gracious and warming study of a small grai simple folk in
Budapest,® while for theNew York Timethe film was “a pretty kettle of bubbling
brew [...] under Mr. Lubitsch’s deft and tender mas@agnt and with a genial
company to play it gently, well this side of faremd well that side of utter
seriousness> The Reporterin turn anticipated thaNinotchkawould feature a
“Garbo every audience will like and rave over, $tie is human in this rol&”and
of Heaven Can Waitreviewer ‘Mori.” wrote that, “Lubitsch has endogvithe film]
with light, amusing sophistication and heart-wamnimostalgia,?® while Variety

called the same film

A picture of commanding charm, richly emotional,eating much laughter and
compensating pathos, alive with tolerant humanressding any technical trickery to gloss
over its shrewd Lubitschian observations and thafsthe writers who provided the story
and prepared the screenpfay.

The adjectives ‘gracious,’ ‘tender,’” ‘richly ematip ‘tolerant,” along with the sweet

metaphor of the ‘bubbling kettle’ mark, amongst esthsuch descriptions, a

22 Anon. Review ofThe Shop Around the CornetShop Around the Corneat Franklin Park.”
Jewish Advocaté22 March 1940), p. 14.

% [Nelson B.?] Bell. “The ‘Lubitsch Touch’ Again Edént inShop Around the CorngrReview of
The Shop Around the Cornéthe Washington Po§B February 1940), p. 6.

%4 Frank S. Nugent. “The Screen in Review: Ernst tadhi Offers James Stewart and Margaret
Sullavan in a Genial and Tender Romanc@&tlie Shop Around the Cornat the Music Hall."New
York Timeg26 January 1940), p. 20.

% Anon. “Garbo-Lubitsch Hit Combination,” Review dinotchka (Hollywood?) Reporter(7
October 1939), no pageé\inotchka Clippings. Held at Margaret Herrick Library, Losndeles
(accessed 10 July 2013). Lubitsch’s success wittraespecially in eliciting great performance and
even ‘re-inventing’ famous actresses, such as N&jckford or Garbo, is a common narrative in
Lubitsch’s collaborations with these actressess little surprise thern that this review too hdavi
focuses on Lubitsch, whom it refers to as “the e¥xast

%6 Mori. Review ofHeaven Can WaitVeekly Varietyl51.6 (21 July 1943), p. 22.

" Anon. Review oHeaven Can WaiDaily Variety40.32 (21 July 1943), p. 3.
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considerable shift in the tone of the critical dission of Lubitsch’s films. They may
well be accompanied by older tropes and critigadiinto Lubitsch’s work, namely
sophistication. Yet the frequency with which thé&ics employed these words at
this time presents a new quality of the discoutsbheatime.

The final quote fromVariety also hints at a substantial shift away from
technique in referring to Lubitsch’s ‘technicalckery.’ Instead, critics turned their
attention to subject, theme and characters. Thasis spelt out in two particular
reference points; namely, social standing and bserece of war. William Weaver,

for instance, portrayedeaven Can Waih broad strokes, writing that

The Van Cleves happen to be wealthy and New Yorkarsthey could be poor and live
anywhere so far as the essence of the story isecoed, for the story is no more nor less
than a recital of the domestic events in the lif¢he family, the romances, weddings, births,
deaths, the vital statistics, so to speak, withettmphasis on the characters of the members
of the succeeding generations and with the makingeopoint that the passage of time [...]
changes only the individuals, never the family Ghit

Although not princes and princesses, the Van Cleass play their part as the
wealthy New York set and thereby fit in with theachcters who, more often than
not, gained access to wealthier or, at the vergt|eafluent and stylish circles.
However, Weaver emphasises the egalitarian noiangeople are all just the same
and these wealthier characters no different frogbady else. In addition he points

out, seemingly with relief, that

There is no war in the picture, although the penbdt spans three of them. Neither is the
treatment of or reference, to anything going othim world outside the family circle of the
Van Cleves. They are shown as what they are, meitthéad nor all good, and as doing
what they do for reasons they consider sufficient.f’

2 william R. Weaver. Review dfleaven Can WaiMotion Picture Herald152.4 (24 July 1943), p.
107.
29 |bid.
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The absence of war was noted several times in ctionewith these films and can
be related to a sense of nostalgia for a pre-wdr tildlat the American people still
felt well over a year after their official entrytcmWorld War I, when exhibitors

were lobbying constantly for more “escapist fafe.This tendency was indeed
echoed in feedback from one of the exhibitors wlscdbes the same film as “Very
fine. Liked by all that attended [...] and definitedyd not include anything about
war, which was the best part of it. Received mamyests to bring this one back.”

War had never been at the centre of Lubitsch’s wSdveral of his German
films would use conflicts and national politics axanvas against which romantic
affairs would play out. Lubitsch mainly used wather as the backdrop against
which a (love) story is set or to satirise miliggm by featureing extravagant
uniforms — sometimes boffA.Although war had never been a part of the Lubitsch
brand, relief about the absence of war was poiotgdnore than once in regard to
his films of the period.

In terms of their character constellations, it ®iceable how these films
often began by centring upon a romantic couple,tbah opened up to become
ensemble pieces also incorporating charactershictno interest in the romantic
couple at all; indeed these extraneous characters mormal people, without title or
any notable wealth.

Such a discussion is particularly notable in viefvtloe association of
Lubitsch’s films with sophistication. Chapter Onaitlmed Faye Hammill's

argument on the exclusionary side of sophisticatidfe have seen that this

%0 SchatzBoom and Busp. 3.

3L Anon. in “What the Picture Did for MeNotion Picture Heraldl52.8 (11 September 1943), p. 38.
32 By the time he madeleaven Can Waithere have only been two exceptions: the ill-fakeé Man

| Killed, quickly retitledBroken Lullaby(1932), andTo Be or Not to Bewhose reception was also
not entirely smooth. The Cold War theme Nifrotchkawas for most of its duration, more about
political stalemate than open conflict. Moreovaerijts representation in the film too, the protagtsi
are never in actual physical danger.
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tendency was also echoed in the discourse on lalbstsophisticated comedies,
where some critics warned that such film might gerahe heads of the audience
while others tried to dispel such worries, not temmwon the exhibitors who provided
feedback on how a film had done at their cinemawéi@r, the shift that had taken
place in Lubitsch’s selection of his characterstigb strata was recognised and
indeed well received.

Frank Nugent's afore-mentioned review dhe Shop Around the Corner

illustrated this in a curious way. He wrote thabltach

has employed [his “inexhaustible” sense of humdarbrighten the shelves where his tidy
Continental romance is stored and, among the bbiaé, there are several fragile scenes
which he is handling with his usual delicacy andarol, assisted by a friendly staff of

salespeople who are going under resoundingly Hisngawames, but remind us strangely of
Margaret Sullavan, James Stewart, Frank MorganJasdph Schildkradt.

Here, the term ‘Continental’ is not used in, if ywill, a cultural sense; that is, as a
the set of meanings that relate the term closelumpean sophistication. More
than anything, Nugent speaks in geographical temmsn referring to the fact that
The Shop Around the Cornés set in the Hungarian capital of Budapest. Iddee
hardly anything appears to remain of the commonufea of Lubitsch’s earlier
films in terms of his genuinely sophisticated coreedr even the relatively recent
Ninotchkawith its still “hearty comedy>* Instead, Nugent uses the term “romantic-
comedy®® for The Shop Around the Cornea term not conventionally used for
Lubitsch’s cinem&? Given the tone that the critics find in LubitscHilns of this

period, the category seems appropriate because #nesiot sophisticated comedies

% Frank S. Nugent. “The Screen in Review: Ernst tadhi Offers James Stewart and Margaret
Sullavan in a Genial and Tender Romanc@&lie Shop Around the Cornaet the Music Hall."New
York Timeg26 January 1940), p. 20.

* Ibid.

* |bid.

% James Harvey bookends his study, monumental iditensions, on the romantic comedy with
Lubitsch on one end, but it is more an, if insighthnd entertaining, collection of portraits of
individual films and careers. See James HarlRgmantic Comedy in Hollywood, from Lubitsch to
SturgesNew York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1987.
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classically a la Lubitsch. Nugent’'s review of Ldgit’'s 1940 release is interesting
insofar as it shows the fluidity of meanings in fiie and how terms have been re-
purposed and shifted in their meaning. While thesvnquality or tendency in

Lubitsch is discussed at length, the older catetgnms appear to lose part of their
meaning when ‘Continental’ suddenly comes to meset bn the continent’ and

little else than this geographical sense.

| have arguably allowed some of these quotationsinoon longer than they
needed to in order to display two details. For ceee,we will further encounter
below, this sense of a new quality in Lubitschlsn§ stands in marked contrast to
the discussion once this humanist period comesitenal. Secondly, these longer
passages may not necessarily be of profound acaddepth, but they are rich in
detail and bear witness to the impression thafilims’ mood leaves on these early
critics. Moreover, the richness of metaphor andesty striking and is testament to
the continuing enjoyment of Lubitsch’s cinema oa glart of the critics.

The new direction Lubitsch took in the late 1936@sntinuing through the
early years of the following decade, was one thiics received enthusiastically.
Exhibitors and their feedback on audience reacteemsmed also to mirror this.
What the critics noted and approved of in thesediwas generally different from
what had been typical of Lubitsch in the years teefthat is his interest in a wider
circle of characters and in representatives of watbeial strata. What is more, the
discussions of these films were dominated by adamu emotion, characters and a
more inward-looking concern with the (social) fagmiaway from larger planes of
world history and conflict. Accordingly, Lubitsch&yle was reconceptualised and,
in emphasising theme, subject and characters;nt longer located its essence in

his technique.
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With hindsight it seems clear that this would remaiphase in Lubitsch’s
work. This may in part explain why the more ‘tydicaubitsch after 1943 was
discussed in less expansive terms. Although mosicrdid not state their
disappointment explicitly, Lubitsch’s more ‘romasitiilms made between 1939 and
1943 may well have influenced his critics’ expectas. When Lubitsch changed
direction sharply to return to earlier patternssophisticated comedy and musical
for That Uncertain Feeling1941),A Royal Scanda{1945) That Lady in Erming
these films were was received well, but nowhere asanthusiastically as before.

Along with the enthusiasm for a ‘new,” more humaubitsch, the director
continued to be described in more established tetmsugh the 1940sThat
Uncertain Feelingis based on the theme of a bored housewife cabgtween
neglect by her husband and the attentions of aréhgrpianist’ A Royal Scandal
is a remake of Lubitsch’s very owforbidden Paradisewhile the posthumously
releasedThat Lady in Ermineis a musical. In contrast to the earlier films’
inclusionary focus on an ensemble of characters, ftltus was now again on
couples or love triangles and, crucially, thoseirmageom more affluent parts of
society. Yet, the lines between the humanist roms@nd the more conventionally
Lubitschian films that concluded his career aredflin their differentiation and
negotiation of these two groups of films, as wd ®algo later see in the promotional
discourse. Indeed, Lubitsch himself oscillated et these two poles and it was
the difference in emphasis and enthusiasm thatmbe¢be more notable feature.

I will now focus on the critical discussion of tleeshree films with a
particular focus onThat Uncertain Feelinga film which Lubitsch made while
arguably in the middle of his humanist period. Hehe focus will be on earlier

tropes like sophistication, subtlety and a risqolet While critical reception of

3" The film is also considered a version of Lubitsclost silenKiss Me Agairand, the pianist aside,
the basic plot line reads not unlike that of Lutfits Angel
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Lubitsch’s late films was largely positive, a cartéendency towards saturation or
fatigue became noticeable in the revival of oldad arguably self-explanatory
phrases such as ‘inimitable.” This tepid critiquansls in contrast not only to the
discussion of Lubitsch’s ‘emotionally richer’ filnfeom the early 1940s, but also to
the vigour with which critics had discussed Lulditsn the previous two decades.
Thus, in the 1940s, references to the ‘Lubitscltiibbecame a cipher for the earlier
Lubitsch ceuvrerather than a marker of his present material. Wlereencounter
this issue later on in this chapter in which | death Lubitsch’s promotional
treatment in this decade.

As curious as the shift may have appeared to a meonantic and humanist
Lubitsch in some of the early films of Lubitsch’'®gt-Paramount years, others
amongst his later films were discussed in oldansereminiscent of previous years
and decades. For instanddat Uncertain Feelingmade betweemhe Shop Around
the CornerandTo Be or Not to Bewas termed a “bedroom farc® a “comedy of
marriage® or a “marriage estat& while continuing to be described as “entirely
gay, frothy.”! For Daily Variety, in fact, That Uncertain Feelingvas based on the
“frothiest” structure that Lubitsch had ever work&dh, since “every phase of this
emotional escapade is stated in terms of deft humasituation, in speech in the
occasional editorial title inserted to emphasizesarucial moment* For the first
critics of these films, Lubitsch’s direction wadlfaf “his sly humor [that] brought

fresh life to the slightly shopworn plot*Elsewhere it was described as “crisp and

% Char. Review foiThat Uncertain FeelingWeekly Varietyl42.2 (19 March 1941), p. 16.

% Anon. Review ofThat Uncertain Feelingn The Shadow Stag@hotoplay19.1 (June 1941), p.
115.

% Anon. Review ofThat Uncertain FeelingDaily Variety31.16 (27 March 1941), p. 3.

“1 Anon. Review ofThat Uncertain Feelingn The Shadow Stag@hotoplay19.1 (June 1941), p.
115.

“2 Anon. Review ofThat Uncertain FeelingDaily Variety31.16 (27 March 1941), p. 3.

43 Anon. Review ofThat Uncertain Feelingn The Shadow Stag@hotoplay19.1 (June 1941), p.
115.
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characteristic* for Lubitsch had not lost “his probing sense afthcomedy* and
“tackles the [film’s] problem in a light and singuly satirical vein.*®

Hence, risqué sophistication continued to be aroiapt point of reference
in the discussion of these films. As such, despitly earning one of the maximum
two ticks available in their critical rating systeiithat Uncertain Feelingvas still
deemed a “must see’ for adult§, = another turn of phrase traditionally implying
that the film in question could be risqué. Josepludghlin’s review of the film ran
on similar lines by touching upon several typidapses of the Lubitsch discourse,
naming the film as “Another link in the cycle ofroedies of marital manners,” a
“provocative” Lubitsch production that is “oftensque [sic].*® Again, Coughlin
hints at the exclusionary nature of Lubitsch’s BImMiWhether the treatment will be
considered nice depends on the level of sophigiitadb which an audience has
educated itself*® In other words, the audience will require a certiével of
education to ‘appreciate’ the latest Lubitsch paan. Coughlin revived once
again the argument that this Lubitsch film mightay@r the heads of some parts of
the audience.

Paul Jones, in turn, added some more common stapleis review ofA
Royal Scandal a film that made its appearance halfway through 1940s.
Admitting that he does not know “Whether the ‘Erhsibitsch touch’ was ever
what it was cracked up to be,” Jones argued thdto“®@reminger has learned

enough tricks from the French master of subtletyibo up a rather tasty pudding’”

4 Anon. Review offhat Uncertain FeelingDaily Variety31.16 (27 March 1941), p. 11.
45 1l
Ibid. p. 3.
“6 Char. Review foiThat Uncertain FeelingNVeekly Variety42.2 (19 March 1941), p. 16.
47 Anon. Review ofThat Uncertain Feelingn The Shadow Stag@hotoplay19.1 (June 1941), p.
115.
“8 Joseph F. Coughlin. Review Bhat Uncertain FeelingMotion Picture Herald142.12 (22 March
1941), p. 36.
9 lbid.
* Paul Jones. “Backstage: Better thamura,” Review of A Royal ScandalThe Atlanta Constitution
(6 July 1945), p. 14.
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He also called the film “giddy, naughty but nicefidaconcluded that, “It's good
entertainment, but a wee bit too sophisticatedttieraverage tast&” Continental
Frenchness again became a cultural associatiorthferreviewer, unlike in the
Nugent example discussed above. It thus continoedvbke sophistication and
sexiness if, crucially, in a safe or ‘nice’ context

Subtlety, too, continued to figure in the reviewdegicon as central to the
Lubitsch style. Harry Brand, Director of Publicay Fox, noted in the press material
for A Royal Scandahat the film was an example of Lubitsch’s “subtisight into
human nature? or, for Variety, underlined the “characteristic subtlety” with whi
Lubitsch suggests a cause for the wife’s hiccupEhiat Uncertain Feeling®

In his aforementioned review odfhat Uncertain Feeling Coughlin also
touched on this theme but his verdict was now ratteenning. Although “The
famed and almost allegorical ‘Lubitsch touch’ igtglevident in the staging of the
triangular theme of a husband, his wife and therthan,” Coughlin emphasised
that, “In fact, this directorial signature at timescomes too evident and unsubtle,
particularly in the sequence devoted to the psyshlgaing of the wife™
Admittedly singular in this particular criticism,oQghlin denied Lubitsch what
legions of critics had identified as one of hissakties for years.

In this particular criticism, Coughlin is quite dxqit in locating authorship in
the director, even referring to his ‘signature m8itaneously, he is quite critical of
it, finding it too ‘unsubtle.’” Thus, he attributabe film even more clearly to
Lubitsch, but at the same time criticises his dbaotron to the film, when the

majority of critics had, through the years, largekempted Lubitsch from criticism.

*1 |bid.

2 Harry Brand. “Vital Statistics oA Royal Scanddl No date. Production Notes @nRoyal Scandal
on microfilm. Margaret Herrick Library, Los Angele&ccessed 15 July 2013.

%3 Char. Review foiThat Uncertain FeelingVeekly Varietyi42.2 (19 March 1941), p. 16.

** Joseph F. Coughlin. Review Bhat Uncertain FeelingMotion Picture Herald142.12 (22 March
1941), p. 36.
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As examples for other reviewshoth Jones and Coughlin revive tropes that
had been established over the course of the prewwa decades as ingredients
making up Lubitsch’s distinct flavour. What was ionfant about them at this point
in time is how they were paraded with little exoient or thorough critical
engagement. Compared to the rich discussions of Lubitsch’gjhigined humanism
that had preceded them, these examples of crifiisgburse appear stale in their
reliance upon tropes found in previous films.

As a whole, these references served merely tougalineanings that had
become closely associated with Lubitsch’s films rotlee years. In the previous
passage, for instance, | included extensive quetesh may be considered longer
than they could have been. However, the extengferances are here intended to
emphasise the indifference with which common demnators of Lubitsch’s style
were produced by critics to describe the new relea3ames Harvey, s chapter
on, “Lubitsch in the Forties” is of the opinion thEhat Uncertain Feelings “deft
and proficient and often quite funny [...]. But théele thing has a kind of sit-com
tepidity: Lubitsch has done all this before — adbtoften, it seems.® This
disappointment and even fatigue, so palpable irvédes judgment, may well echo
the unwillingness of contemporary critics’ to engagth the material.

In an effort to afford Lubitsch the praise he wak swed by critics, a new
quality of praise emerged in the 1940s. Donald @Qg&ewart, one of the

screenwriters offhat Uncertain Feelingmay have been singular in describing the

%5 See for instance also Anon. ReviewTdfat Uncertain FeelingDaily Variety 31.16 (27 March
1941), p. 3., Anon. Review @fluny Brown Daily Variety51.41 (1 May 1941), p. 3.

%% |In case ofThat Uncertain Feelingthere is only one exception to this: the dinmeene with the
Hungarians was universally loved by critics andnisntioned over and over again, in Coughlin’s
review for instance “The taste and tone of the huyrhowever, are somewhat alleviated by the
inclusion of scenes more wholesomely comic asjrfstance, in a sequence showing a dinner for a
prospective Hungarian insurance client.” (JoseplC&ughlin. Review ofThat Uncertain Feeling
Motion Picture Heraldl42.12 (22 March 1941), p. 36.).

" James HarveyRomantic Comedy in Hollywood, from Lubitsch to §ésrNew York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1987. p. 477.
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‘Lubitsch touch’ as “magic® More commonly, the films became associated with
terms such as ‘inimitable’ and also ‘unmistakeablie.the press material foA
Royal ScandaHarry Brand, Fox’s Director of Publicity, argudtht “For his second
production for 28 Century-Fox, [Lubitsch] has lent his nimble imagion, his
mischievous wit, his subtle insight into human natand [crucially] thenimitable
‘Lubitsch touch’ to a story of a fascinating worian.

Such branding often begins with or is fostered H®/ marketing department
of the studios for, as | discussed in Chapter @hglio marketing may have even
been the origin of the ‘Lubitsch touch’ itself. Hewer, references to the ‘inimitable’
touch were also present elsewhere in the discairdee 1940s; for instance, in the
Daily Varietys review of That Uncertain Feeliny and To Be or Not to Bethe
latter write-up referencing “The mind and hand aih& Lubitsch, artist and
craftsman, [which run through every foot of the darotion with unmistakable
labeling [sic].®* Lloyd L. Sloan circumscribed Lubitsch’s style ahdt intangible
something now generally referred to as the ‘Lubitsmuch,” one that aided “some
top-flight satire and carefully developed and welhdled (for the most part)
comedy.®? In reviewingThat Uncertain Feelingit was the view oDaily Variety
that Lubitsch had lost nothing of his “his resodutgess, his probing sense of high
comedy,” but most crucially of his touch, which wescribed as “inimitable’®

This special quality of the ‘touch’ was not onlykaowledged at times but
was even distinguished, so becoming a means iftilseompensate for the absence

of any further discussion or definition of the tedm other words, if Lubitsch’s style

%8 Donald Ogden Stewart. “Watch Out for a Trerdéw York Time§4 May 1941), p. X4.

%9 Harry Brand. “Vital Statistics oA Royal Scanddl No date. Production Notes @nRoyal Scandal
on microfilm. Held at Margaret Herrick Library, Lésgeles (accessed 15 July 2013).

%0 See Anon. Review dfhat Uncertain FeelingDaily Variety31.16 (27 March 1941), p. 3.

®1 See Anon. Review dfo Be or Not to BeDaily Variety34.51 (18 February 1942), p. 3.

%2 Lloyd L. Sloan. Cluny BrownAmusing Satirical Production,” Review @fluny Brown Citizen
News(13 June 1946), no page. Clippings &uny Brownon microfilm. Held at Margaret Herrick
Library, Los Angeles (accessed 15 July 2013).

83 Anon. Review ofThat Uncertain FeelingDaily Variety31.16 (27 March 1941), p. 3.
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was characterised as inimitable or unmistakablen tho further elaboration of
‘Lubitsch touch’ was required because it had bestaldished as obvious. This
obsolescence of discussion of the term was alsoeecln suggestions that the
‘Lubitsch touch’ is “evident® or even “again evidenf® then seemingly sufficient
by way of analysis. The inclusion of a single atlje; be it ‘inimitable,
‘indefinable’ or ‘unmistakable,” supposedly demaattd Lubitsch’s singularity
while insufficiently concealing the fact that sudrstinction still did not entail
further elaboration of the meaning of the famousite

In its own way, this strategy on the part of th#ical discourse ties in with
the very nature of the ‘Lubitsch touch’ observe@voously; that is, the flexible
nature of the term in its capacity to accommodateyaad of conceptions. In the
response to the final films of Lubitsch’s carediistinability or unwillingness to
elaborate on the exact nature of the ‘touch’ besameend in itself. The description
of Lubitsch’s style as ‘inimitable’ and ‘indefinalis therefore a praise in itself that
in no way damaged the Lubitsch brand.

From his first post-Paramount film onwards, Lulitscchange of direction
was met with warm praise and enthusiasm. As | lmted, the lengthy discussion
of the humanism perceived in Lubitsch’s work staodtark contrast to the more
rehearsed critical appraisals of the films he maftierwards. Ironically, it was the
richness of the reviews in the early 1940s thatlipced an indirect emphasis on the
hollowing out of what Lubitsch’s style constitutéat the critics of his other, final
films. Reviews of the films that followeddHeaven Can Waitgenerally stayed

positive, but there is a noticeable change in esiisn. One cannot help but wonder

% Anon. Review ofThat Uncertain Feelingn The Shadow Stag@hotoplay19.1 (June 1941), p.
115.

% [Nelson B.?] Bell. “The ‘Lubitsch Touch’ Again Edént inShop Around the CorngrReview of
The Shop Around the Cornéthe Washington Po§B8 February 1940), p. 6.

263



if this more humanist period in Lubitsch’s work had impact on the critical
expectation of what the ‘Lubitsch touch’ now meant.

Lubitsch still remained a great asset to Fox agidi® which, like Warner,
had hired the director for his continued and stdhsiderable prestige. Damning
criticism of his films or his direction was veryrea Yet the novelty that the critics
had found in the Lubitsch of previous decades gavay to a calm, established
acknowledgement of his talent. Thus, over the awkthe 1940s, the critics’
inability to describe the ‘Lubitsch touch’ or theiefusal to shed light upon the
nature of Lubitsch’s style became a writing strgtiegitself that relied on variations
of terms such as ‘inimitable.” Even though the &buwas very frequently described
as ‘unmistakable,” often without further elaboratidhe fact that the nature or
essence of the ‘Lubitsch touch’ could and would bet explained is the very

essence of the argument.

3.3 Lubitsch Promoted

A 1945 advert forA Royal Scandahails “The LUBITSCH Touch That Means So
Much!”®® However, in the critical discourse of the 1940 poly-semantic nature
of the touch had not been without problems. Critedshed the heightened sense of
humanism that they detected in Lubitsch’s earlylwnrthe 1940s, while continuing
to make reference to more established terms, btliowi much explanation or
elaboration. The nature of such discourse suggestever-reliance on elements
associated with the Lubitsch brand rather thancineaengagement with the films
themselves by the 1940s.
In response to this problem, the following sectioill first analyse the

negotiation of Lubitschian sophistication as it @@@d in advertising. Here we will

% Advert forA Royal ScandalThe Hartford Couran{3 May 1945), p. 7 (emphasis in the original).
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see that the concept of ‘sophistication’ not ongcurs in a set of meanings
associated with previous Lubitsch films, but iammplified in promotional material.
Curiously, such a tendency is not limited to theptsisticated’ films that Lubitsch
made in the 1940s, but it also extends to the filmas critics had deemed humanist
and romantic.

If earlier Lubitsch films could have been descril@d‘history through the
keyhole,®” the keyholes now appeared in the adverts. An draiile-effect, the
‘delightful subtlety’ so highly praised by reviewgelis somewhat lost in the
promotional discourse and even called out as sudhe Coughlin review of hat
Uncertain Feelingquoted above.

| will also explore how adverts, rather than loakiat looking to actual
elements of the films, often relied on both theutt’ and Lubitsch himself to
provide meaningful bait to draw audiences to theewmias. This is why | will then
discuss how Lubitsch’s persona is directly usethenpromotional discourse in the
second half of this section. Towards the end ofgievious decade, Lubitsch had
started to appear in trailers for his own film. \Whhis practice appeared to come to
an end around 1941 withhat Uncertain FeelingLubitsch himself was used more
and more frequently throughout the decade for ptmmal purposes in print media.
This trend would culminate in a particularly stngi visual use of the ‘Lubitsch
touch’ in the promotional campaign finotchka

The advertising discourse of the 1940s hence erplaisqué sophistication
as well as Lubitsch himself in the promotion of Hibns. Amplifying the
sophistication made the adverts seem rather fldtusmsubtle, although they could

be very clever. Yet, we will see once again thatedising the films through their

67 See Ulrich Gregor and Enno Patal@sschichte des Fils Giithersloh: S. Mohn, 1962. p. 56.
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connection with Lubitsch caused them to be assatiaten more closely with the
Lubitsch brand and so dissociated them from timeiividual look or content.

In one piece of promotional material, Twentieth eyrFox had stars
Charles Boyer and Jennifer Jones “making Lubitsele’® in Cluny Brown(1946).
The Lubitsch name lends itself to a handy alliteratwith ‘love.” Here of course
‘love’ is not to be taken to mean romance betwa&engeople, with ‘making love’ a
not too veiled euphemism for having sex. The diress of the phrase was
symptomatic of how the promotional discourses regeshmore explicit messages in
order to advertise Lubitsch’s films.

The critical discourse did not then engaged in emgtepth discussion of
what Lubitsch’s style actually meant, because a fémnly established
characteristics seemed to suffice. In some ways, shme holds true for the
promotional discourse; here the ‘Lubitsch touchsweduced to a small number of
firmly established markers, which were then amgdifto maximise impact. In doing
so, the promotional discourse used both suggelsthguiage and insinuating visuals
to capitalise on the key elements of the Lubitscdnt. Hence, the promotional
discourse relied upon those elements that had domiee associated with the
Lubitschian style or manner, then amplifying them rhaximum effect at the
expense of relying upon the actual content of thesdised film.

The Ninotchkapress book came up with several so-called cagflisome
more explicit than others. There is the line “SPARKG SATIRE! CINEMATIC
CHAMPAGNE! ROLLICKING ROMANCE! BUBBLING BURLESQUE!”which

easily rolls off the tongue not least for its @llations>® Here, the association with

%8 Advert for 20" Century-FoxMotion Picture Heraldl63.10 (8 June 1946), p. 6.
% MGM Press Book and Exhibitor Aids fddinotchka On Microfilm. no page. Held at Margaret
Herrick Library, Los Angeles (accessed 15 July 2@bpitalisation in the original).
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luxury and sophistication, of the culinary kindsfivell with the Lubitsch brand that
was established in the 1920s.

Two other taglines proved crasser, not least inalheapital lettering: “IN
MOSCOW THEY PLANTED MEDALS ON HER BOSOM... IN PARISHEY
PLANTED KISSES ON HER CHEEK! and “IT KIDS THE PANS OFF THE
RUSSIAN COMMISSARS!* It was permissible under the production code to
show a couple cheek-to-cheek. Moreover, the fiest pf this first line is at least
figuratively true; while we never see her beingegivan order directly, comrade
Nina Ivanovna Yakushova (Greta Garbo), as she asvknin Russia, is considered
the Soviet Union’s ‘special envoy’ for particulartifficult cases.Ninotchkawas
based upon the dichotomy between functionality tred negation of all physical
human contact on the Soviet side, in contrast tosté&/e hedonism and the
celebration of life embodied by the Parisian sgttifihus, the taglines did not relate
to any scene in the film, nor the film's meaningaawhole, while both catchlines
seem deliberately crass and explicit at the expearisany commitment to the
narrative. A third line confirms this exaggeratiom dubbing Ninotchka “THE
SAUCIEST COMEDY THE SCREEN EVER DARED TO TELL"Given that the
film in question is a romantic comedy, and tame LUmpitsch’s standards, the
insistence on the risqué tone of the film seemadilised on the part of the
promotional campaign.

Interestingly, over the course of Lubitsch’s cargerl940s this particular
adjective, ‘saucy,” became a core element of whatLiubitsch brand constitutes in
the promotional discourse around his films. In salvadverts forThat Uncertain
Feeling a series of adjectives accompanied various cdastels of leading actors

Merle Oberon, Melvyn Douglas and Burgess Mereditbriginal, witty and

% bid.
" bid.
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sophisticated,” “amusing, modern” and “light-hedrt& “clever,” “sparkling” and

nl3 u w4

Saucy”” was then added to the list for the final advertto$ series of

‘gay
several over as many days. If all of these had kmmnmonly associated with
Lubitsch, this latter word had not. The more sutigesrisqué’ had usually hinted
at a potentially sexual subtext before. Now, theentbrect ‘saucy’ comes to replace
it increasingly. As such, the advert announced thaat gay Lubitsch touch which
produced the indefinable sparkle of past successisa new pace..’>and thus
the first of these ‘pacemakers’ constituted thig/ reharacteristic. The point is not
that the ‘Lubitsch touch’ could also refer to sohmed ‘saucy.’ Instead, what has
changed is that advertisers have called this pdaticpade a spade, which in case of
the love triangle inThat Uncertain Feelings doubtlessly the ‘saucy’ spade in
guestion.

Another slightly different advert, also publishad the Washington Post
forewent ‘telling’ that the film will be ‘saucy,’ dr its tagline rhymes “She’s crazy
‘bout Burgess / He loves her so much — / But shesl about Melvyn / With that
Lubitsch touch!® If the captions in thdimesadverts had ‘told’ us that the film
would be saucy, then this advert is far more alshawing’ and we can read the
‘Lubitsch touch’ here to mean just as much.

This ad then coupled the text with a picture of é&dberon holding a top
hat next to Burgess Meredith and a fedora next étvivh Douglas. This is clearly a
love triangle that uses the not so subtle metaphtine choice between an old hat

and a slightly newer one. The use of the ‘Lubitsmich’ here does not seem very

different from previous usages, but what is stgkis how explicitly the advert

2 pdvert for That Uncertain FeelingNew York Timegl May 1941), p. 26.
3 Advert for That Uncertain FeelingNew York Time&29 April 1941), p. 17.
" Advert for That Uncertain FeelingNew York Timegl May 1941), p. 26.
75 H

Ibid.
6 Advert for That Uncertain FeelingVashington Postl4 May 1941), p. 18.
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negotiates the wife’s transgressive interest inaa o whom she is not married.
Lubitsch’s films had always concerned matters oé theart and the little
transgressions of husbands and wives that madeaupeh life. However, what was
new in the 1940s was how explicitly the promotiodisicourse could address these
issues, even more so than in the previous decdds.ativert left no doubt about
what kind of triangleThat Uncertain Feelindeatures and although this advertising
campaign as a whole is suggestive rather than tiesabfairly explicit ‘saucy’ was
now added as an ingredient added to the ‘Lubitedkit.” Along with the previous
example from théNinotchkapress book, this suggests that the studios wesadt
testing the limits of how far they could go in texaf being explicit about sex.

The adverts
of this period also
combine verbal
and visual imagery
to achieve a certain

effect and send off

Hare's @ wanderful pletura ., & a partICU |al’

now and glameraus Garba with
nolling on her mind bul love
o and loughter o1 she get the
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Figure 18: “G AR B O,” advert folNinotchka(1939) will discuss
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perhaps the most striking illustration of advensia little later below; for now |
will first explore how the visual and the verbalnoect to makéNinotchkaappear
virtually scandalous by conveying the supposedcimss’ of the film. The caption
of the advert, set in comparably small print, cegguthe sophistication usually
associated with LubitsciNinotchkais described as a “wonderful picture” featuring
a “new and glamorous Garbo” with “nothing on hendhbut love and laughter as
she gets the Lubitsch touchi”Even the final exclamation “It's a screardf!is
comparably constraint. The caption then suggestsutual Lubitsch offering: a
polished, sophisticated and entertaining pictueedefining its actress through a
narrative that runs through virtually all of Lulates pairing with a female star who
was extremely famous in her own right.

Yet, what made a much bigger impact was a spaditustration that had
Garbo’s surname on a film strip, creating from hame as an acronym the words
“Gay,” “Amorous,” “Racy,” “Bold” and “Oh, boy” oubf it.”® If ‘gay’ may be taken
as a stock adjective to describe the atmospheee linbitsch film, the following
three words ascend in their explicit nature to ¢néte in a quasi-orgasmic
exclamation. The most realistic illustration, a fahilke image of a faintly smiling
Greta Garbo stands in stark contrast to the otketcses of a girl with a bottle
presumably of champagne, two pairs of legs int&iar cheekily underneath a
table and the backs of scandalised onlookers wb& tbrough a window and
curtain. Excepting the girl who has supposedly tdmuch champagne, none of
these images refer to the story of the film. Imigiof the onlookers, surveillance too
is only a very minor theme, while the dinner scenplayed out wholly above the

tablecloth. Instead, the advert presents predortliin&axaggerated situations the

" Advert forNinotchka Hartford Courant(21 November 1939), p. 9.
8 bid.
" Ibid. (capitalisation in the original).
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advert would have us believe are at lgasssiblein a Lubitsch film, if such a
Lubitsch film were to taken to be ‘gay,” ‘amorou8acy,” ‘bold’ and even, finally,
‘oh, boy.’

In their size and signification the large letteriangd the illustrations together
overshadow the modest caption presented towardddtiem left of the advert.
Furthermore, they undercut both the tone of tha &ind the themes that Lubitsch
used to represent. Fdtinotchkais at its heart romantic. Lubitsch, together with
writers Charles Brackett and Billy Wilder, was knoYor finding many subjects to
satirise, and here he did so, not least Soviet camsm and the declining Old
World mores. Yet the romance between Ninotchka lagwh (Melvyn Douglas) is
largely played straight in the depiction of Nindtals innocent and naive discovery
of a whole new world in old Paris and Léon’s chargself-deprecation.

Adverts such as these hence served to change theingeof the ‘Lubitsch
touch’ and the Lubitsch brand. Although the captioes not refer to it specifically,
Lubitsch was formerly hailed for his subtlety. Heh®wever, ‘subtlety’ ebbs away
slightly and it is easy to see why this would be dase in the light of such ‘loud’
adverts.

Keyholes were another striking feature associatéith \wubitsch which
gained momentum in the advertising discourse ofli#0s. Lubitsch had a long-
standing history with doors. One of the earliestvising examples of Lubitsch
using a keyhole is not only as a vignette but daking through an actual, or if you
will, a ‘diegetic,’ keyhole at the very end of hi&erman featureDie
AusternprinzessinThis moment occurred years before Mary Pickfaachdusly

proclaimed Lubitsch a “director of doors [becaud&lthing interests him but
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doors!"®® Shame on whoever thought that Lubitsch might tmen more interested
in doors than his star.

Be that as it may, to this day critics have beearested in this matter and
routinely return to it as a prime example of howbitsch “handles the sexual
innuendo of dialogue and action,” to summarise boé argument, “and the
characteristic inventiveness with which the develgpelationship is followed by
servants and courtiers watching through windows @eeting through keyhole&§”
More recent critical attention paid to Lubitschigdrest in doors and keyholes is
mainly confined to close textual analysis of him 2

Yet in the critical discussion of Lubitsch and filsns during his lifetime,
keyholes were hardly negotiated at all. Insteattheracuriously, they began to sneak
into the publicity campaign for several Lubitschm& of the 1940s. The reasons
may be that they convey a meaning that is fairlyye® apprehend, while at the
same time they remain symbols of semantic ambigtithgy tended to appear in on
of two ways: either a sketch of a keyhole accomgrably a scandalised onlooker, or
a still of the embracing starring couple projectetb a larger keyhole. At times
these two approaches were combined. The followinmget adverts present three

different uses of the keyhole for three Lubits¢mé§.

8 See for instance Weinberghe Lubitsch Touchp. 52. Scott Eyman’s research suggests that if this
annoyed outburst was not apocryphal, it may at leage been a retrospective opinion on her part:
analysing Pickford’s correspondence in the 192@sfifds that she was actually “quite enamored
[sic?] of Lubitsch and their collaboration.” Sheett to secure him a deal with United Artists, which
unfortunately fell through as Lubitsch would haveeb too expensive (Eymagrnst Lubitsch p.
92).

8 Doug Pye. The Love Parad& 100 Film Musicals. Jim Hillier, Doug Pye eds.rndon: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2011. p. 133-134.

8 Other critical discussions or at least refererioekeyholes in Lubitsch include, also @he Love
Parade Barbara BowmanMaster Space: Film Images of Capra, Lubitsch, Sierg and Wyler
Westport: Greenwood, 1992. p. 77. In connectioi® AusternprinzessjnDouglas Gomery and
Clara Pafor-Overduin. “Noted German Directorsldvie History: A SurveyNew York: Routledge,
2011. p. 102. See also Sabine Hake's particuladyght-provoking reading of how both “Lubitsch’s
obsession with closed doors,” but also the avditghif “open keyholes and faulty curtains” may
relate to his social marginalisation as a Jew inn@@ culture of the 1910s iRassions and
Deceptionsp. 49-50.

272



Yet another advert fadinotchka(Figure 19) announced that “Garbo gets the

Lubitsch Touch.®® This tagline is flanked by two illustrations. Oneoside, there

are two men whispering to each other behind themndl; on the other, a bewildered

maid looks through a keyhole. In this advert, tleghole is very small and only a

minor part of the illustrations as a whole. Thedezais left in the dark about what

the maid actually sees, for the keyhole here opsras a symbol for something

hidden, if not forbidden, happening behind a clodeor.

A COMEDY |
" SENSATION

THE YEAR'S
TRIUMPH!

NINOTCH KA

[don't promounce it...SEE IT1)

Garbao laughs and you'll lough with her! Here is Paris where even the
hends of the clock kiss ot midnight! Mr. Lubitsch has never made a
—-L picture and he brings you a new Gorbo, entirely frresistible]

¥ wilh MELVYN DOUGLAS : INA CLAIRE

An Emst Lubitich Producticn - Soren Floy by Cherle Brachel, Billy Wilder ond Wicller Réich
Bosed oo the Drigimal Story by Melchior Lengyel + Birected by Emal Lubitsch
A Matros Goldwys: Moyer Plcues

Figure 19: Keyholes I: Advert foNinotchka(1939)

Notably, the scandalised
look on the maid's face is
counterbalanced by the scene
involving the men. These two talk
in a very hush-hush manner
behind one man’s hand and do not
appear at all shocked or
scandalised. It could therefore be
claimed that even the shock
displayed on the maid’s face does
not, for once, contradict the
gayness of Lubitsch’s picture, as it
is hailed in the -caption. The
scenes suggest scandal and gossip

and will hopefully arouse interest

and even intrigue in the readership of the papdhadilm’s potential audience of

the film. The reality of the ad in relation to thin is that neither scene has much

8 Advert forNinotchka Daily Boston Globé11 January 1940), p. 8.
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significance in the actual film itself, but the podt entertainment that the advert
promisesNinotchkawill offer remains intact.

The remaining two adverts that | will discuss harctually blow up the
keyholes to disproportionate sizes and place thetheavery centre of the advert.
Keyholes were used regularly in the promotional gaign forHeaven Can Wait
for instance in a four-page long advert printedviriety (Figure 20f* The first
page shows a smiling couple gazing at each othérfimed inside a keyhole,
again with the silhouette of a man and woman logkin so deeply engaged in what
they see that they lean against the wall of théé&ksy However, when the intrigued
reader opens the next double-page, the imagegay imdére complex than that of the
preceding page.

Here, the couple in question are framed by illdgirs of shocked, even
jumpy men on the left. There are more observergherright of the frame, whose

figures are somewhat emphasised in their lookinfram above with a lilac frame

DUIRKE READ NI VRS EEEN A A ICEA | DU AU P IUE B0V R AN YIRIN D

+.WE OF 20t PRESENT IT TO Y #ND YOUR AUDIENCES WITH PRIDE!

CENTURY-FOX /&i)n

S < .
e N lIIHIISﬁIS

oF A

5(1; '@h.‘. "07

CHIEVEMENTS!

* GENE TIERNEY N
DON AMECHE /f’ N
CHARLES COBURIY *

MARJORIE MAIN * LAIRD CREGARING BYINGTON
ALLYN JOSLYN - EIGENE P E - SIGNE HASSO
LOUIS CALHERN - mDLDS AUBREY MATHER
MICHAEL AMES - 2as i St Gnarmiiniis

Figure 20: Keyholes Il:Heaven Can Wait1943)

that matches the colour of the film’s title. Thisié their expressions are those of

shock, a faint sense of anger and even worry, whéesource of all these emotions

8 Advert for Heaven Can WaitDaily Variety 40.43 (5 August 1943), p. 5-8. The final pagehsf t
spread is unremarkable, being that it only featgerseral text and the Fox logo, and is not included
here.

274



is sketched out in the middle. It is an illustratiof an unidentified couple
embracing. All these are sketches involving exaafger human actions and
reactions.

The only more realistic illustrations in this advare, for one, the devil's
face, indicated by his intimidating bearded facéhva sharply shaped hairline. The
devil is looking down with his tail and trident alsketched, making him a hybrid
between the two worlds of realism and fantasy,eibcand humour. However, the
devil is not interested in the couple and has lyssefirmly on the box-office,
proclaiming “I will play the devil with your recost’

The other more realistic illustration is that ofrst Ameche and Tierney. It
suggests a truer, more life-like and even genumesgmtation irHeaven Can Wait
one that may tie in effectively with the criticaéadings of the film’'s gentle
humanism | have discussed above. Nonetheless,ther&lm still of the happy
couple is balanced on a double-page with an encmblack® keyhole. The
keyhole not only balances out the couple on thm@ppage, but it is placed roughly
where the previous keyhole was located. Thus, uh®etl page could be taken as a
door that the reader has miraculously managedds theough and so gained access
to what is going on behind the keyhole when turrimg page irVariety. Hence,
here the keyhole is effectively employed to picoe audience’s interest as to how
exciting it would be if the keyhole could be madeltsappear. The levels of realism
and sketch in this ad faleaven Can Waisuggest a degree of sincerity on the part
of the central couple and exaggerated emotionkarfijures reacting to it. Yet the
transformation of the page into a virtual door islever turn in advertising terms,
even if it reduces the Lubitsch film to one sugiyedy set in the more private

parlours of the Van Cleve’s house.

8 From the scan it is unclear whether it was coldtirelater or if the ‘unfinished’ look was intended
(see the bottom-right corner of the keyhole).
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The final advert to be discussed in this secti@o @uggests a keyhole, but
differs on several counts. Interestingly, given filra’s title, this advert forA Royal
Scandal(Figure 21) does not employ ‘scandalised’ observererely relying upon
the tongue-and-cheek tagline that calls the fileafglalous like a look thru [sic] the
keyhole!® Inside the keyhole, the romantic couple, playedTbjulah Bankhead
and William Eythe (the latter, given his status|yobilled fourth above the film
title), are depicted locking lips in a kiss.

Another difference is that here the keyhole is hyesecircular hole, thereby
markedly differing from the more abstract and schinkeyholes featured in the

earlier adverts. Instead, it may be taken to beerlto its metaphorical meanings —

/
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‘li.é'gl) from “Bdly Roi's DIAMOND HORSESHOE” in Tachwicolor — fram hil-lopsina oy f| Contury-Fox
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Figure 21: Keyholes lll: advert foA Royal Scandd1945)

"
,,,,,,

hinting at a woman’s private parts — which woul@rthtie in with the flesh-like
colour and so the advert, rather than hints, hamitier point home even more. This

keyhole does not rely on the iconic representatioa keyhole — round on top, with

8 Advert forA Royal ScandaMotion Picture Herald159.5 (5 May 1945), p. 37.
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an a-shape as the bottom half — but it is instestegnted as one ‘thing’ that
keyholes are often taken to stand in for. The oéshe advert makes the implicit as
explicit as possible, with the full tagline proctang, rather than suggesting, “All
embracing records in spot after spdt.On the surface this may refer to the
locations where the film is shown, but it may alsdher allude to sexual foreplay
or intercourse. As a further case in point, anotiagtine does not only use the
metaphor of touch, buhe ‘touch’ instead, describing “That Lubitsch Touds] a
wonderful box-office sensatiorf® There are twenty-five dots between ‘That
Lubitsch Touch’ and ‘is a wonderful box-office satisn,’ leading straight into the
keyhole and so neatly tying together the varioudseof this additional layer of
meaning. The advert has to remain tongue-and-cimeiek lines precisely because it
Is rather obvious and literal in its visual reprasgéion.

Ninotchka Heaven Can WaiandA Royal Scandalvere made for different
studios and this gradual change in discourse cammatitributed to the variation in
studio styles. Interestingly, the three films amechronological order, which then
may account for a growing degree of exploitationtloé visual aspects of this
particular ‘Lubitsch touch.” Taking these three ads together, there is also a
growing degree of deftness — another popular worthé Lubitsch discourse — in
the use of the keyhole. However, this loss of wiltfuall abstraction is similar to the
loss of all subtlety in the verbal messages atth¢behe adverts. As a result, the
promotional discourse loses what Lubitsch had diyuatood for: the clever
subtlety of showing without actually showing.

Yet another element is exploited explicitly in theomotion of Lubitsch’s
films, besides the use of risqué sophisticationeatblished elements of the

Lubitsch brand. This is Lubitsch himself, who ndvé¢ss did not become an asset

* Ibid.
% Ibid.
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to his films over night. In previous decades, Lsdit himself was greatly aware of
his contribution but also his prominence as a tlare&ven during his long-standing
collaborations with established stars Lubitsch ngadao keep a tight control of his
image.

The previous chapter suggested, in this regard, lthditsch had only
accepted the collaboration with Maurice Chevaleas own terms. This still held
for the 1940s, when he teamed up with leading actdro had at least some star
power, such as Margaret Sullavan, the young Jartesga®, Gene Tierney and Don
Ameche and the up-and-coming Jennifer J8R@he only two stars of considerable
standing in Lubitsch’s final period were Greta Gaib Ninotchkaand the arguably
rather un-Lubitschian stafhat Lady in Ermins Betty Grable. The star power of
both of the above tended to compete with and oeel®l that of Lubitsch, just as
that of, say, Pola Negri, Asta Nielsen or Gretab@drad done over his directorial
career. Nevertheless, the promotional discoursetifer1940s films undoubtedly
made use of the connection to the director moectir and openly.

By the 1940s, relying on the director when promptins films was not a
new idea, not even in the context of Lubitsch filiss useful to recall Lubitsch’s
repeated insistence on a sign above New York's®&a@hema to show his name “in
sufficiently large size” relative to that of Emiadnings, the star 6fhe Patriot™
Then there was the the advertising campaigBlogbeard’s Eighth Wif&" where

Lubitsch was shown instructing Gary Cooper how dorectly slap his on-screen

8 Jack Benny was a radio star of some standinga®@in actor he was taken so seriously and thus
eager to work with Lubitsch. Carole Lombard wasedl-known and established comedienne, but her
death just before the releaseTaf Be or Not to Béeft problematic the matter of her negotiation:
While advertisers tended to ignore the fact orifilmt Lombard and the film as her last, the papers
would acknowledge the event more, or less, in thee oof the fan magazines, or less, with most
reviews making at least a passing reference.

% Anon. “Inside Stuff — PicturesXVeekly Variety92.11 (26 September 1928), p. 48. The first sign
had not featured Lubitsch’s name at all and th@ms@as only in smaller letters. The paper put it
rather laconically: “Painters are doing plenty liinbing.”

1 press Book foBluebeard’s Eighth Wifeno page. Held at Margaret Herrick Library, Losgates
(accessed 14 July 2013).
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wife Claudette Colbert in a film that was probablgsest in character to the then
fashionable screwball comedy. Before the 1940s,itkclvs face had appeared
sporadically in the advertising campaigns for earfilms, for instance, in isolated
adverts forThree WomenKiss Me Againor Lady Windermere's Faff Warner,
who had hired Lubitsch to further the studio’s oastent to a status as one of the
majors, capitalised on the director's considerald@gree of prestige in adverts that
centred on him alon®.

However, these were all still isolated occurrenddse curious prologue to
the GermarDie Puppe in which Lubitsch appeared as literal ‘metteursegne’ —
without any of the negative connotations the teraythave received subsequently
in the context of auteurism — may not have begoraotional natur@er se but in
its nature it was at least as close to Lubitsciterlcameos in the trailers to some of
his films in the late 1930s as it was to his ownlding acting career in the 1910s.
Lubitsch’s most intensive promotional streak indeseémed to have finished with
the trailer forThat Uncertain FeelingWhatever the reason why Lubitsch decided
not to appear in his trailers after 1941 — healtghtwell have been one — he had
always displayed great awareness of his own cattob to the film discourse and
how it could be used not only to promote the filmt also himself. Thus, in the
name of promoting his films the marketing execwgiv@ecame more and more

creative at using Lubitsch, his image and his stybee visibly.

92 See Advert foThree WomerMoving Picture Worlds9.3 (19 July 1924), no page., advertKiss
Me Again Moving Picture World75.6 (8 August 1925), p. 593 and advert lfady Windermere’s
Fan. Weekly Variety1.6 (23 December 1925), p. 36-37.

% See advert for Warner Bros, “Forty for 1925-81bving Picture World75.2 (11 July 1925), p.
116-117 and advert for Warner Brddew York Timeg3 August 1925), p. 32 discussed in chapter 1.
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There are conventional ways to imply the continaitya certain brand, for

instance, referencing earlier titles in an
advert, in the hope that the audience
will have seen them and liked what
they saw in the name of coming back
for more®* Another strategy is to use a
font that looks somewhat similar to a

signature. In an advert foCluny

Brown®® Lubitsch’s name was thus set

in exactly such a font, suggesting

easily, if not all too obviously, an

ke author or a painter's signature upon

Figure 22: “A towering Lubitsch,”

advert forA Royal Scanda(1945) their work. What is more, in this

particular advert, the ‘handwritten’
font of Lubitsch’s name echoes a line in a simidarking font exclaiming “Oh, Mr.
Lubitsch! What you've started!” By implication, whhe has started is the romance
between the film's two protagonists, whose embigaketches are featured four
times on this particular page alone. In this wéng thandwritten’ font not only
suggests the director’'s signature, it also gives ggimpse of what this signature
entails. The ecstatic exclamation here plays onrtmeantic, possibly naughty,
element attached to the name Lubitsch who functimre much like a cinematic,

narrative or stylistic signature. Such an apprdached the director’s actual absence

% See for instance the MGM advert féhe Shop Around the Cornerhich proclaims that “Ernst
Lubitsch fresh fromNinotchkatriumph clicks again in heart-warming entertainimeith tenderest
[sic] romance the screen has ever seen,” but otberdoes not make use of the director or indeed
any actors at all. Advert for MGM, “Can MGM Keep Ujhat Sizzling PaceANeekly Varietyl 37.3

(27 December 1939), p. 21.

% Advert for Cluny Brown “Oh, Mr. Lubitsch! What You've StartedKlotion Picture Heraldl163. 8

(25 May 1945), no page.
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from the advert into a virtual presence, not untike film experience itself. In other
words, the director was nowhere to be seen andaygtably, present in every
frame, anticipating the suggestion that a director author a film. The meanings of
the ‘Lubitsch touch’ were amplified while being siltaneously flattened. This was
achieved not only by using a signature-like fonthtot at Lubitsch’s mark on the
film, but also by suggesting what this mark woudd b

When a director had grown to the prominence of taabi, he offered
additional possibilities for a proactive use of Ipsofessional persona in an
advertising  context.

%[ [l[” MUM{M "ﬁ:_ The following section

will look at examples
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During the 1940s, the

number of adverts
either referring to
Lubitsch by name or in
explicit if indirect

ways continued to

=
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we have seen in

Figure 23: Advert for Cluny Brown(1946)
adverts explored in the
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pervious section. A number of additional exampldso antroduced Lubitsch
directly. These included promotional portraits owemper-imposed letters, posed
stills and snapshots from the production posediwraise.

As different as this small collection of advertstially appears, several
striking similarities stand out. First, they preseabitsch directly and negotiate his
role in the production as director. The advert A/oRoyal ScandafFigure 22) has
Lubitsch towering over the romantic coupfewhile in the one forCluny Brown
(Figure 23), director and actors were more equabyched on either side of a large
canvas proclaiming the film “The picture of the mamh” “week,” “month” and
“year.”’ It appears in the advert that the actors may keaudedging Lubitsch’s

presence, but Lubitsch’s

AHULZHERTS EEUSZRER IS

o oy sy eyeline seems to suggest
LOEWS ORFHELM. ONLY

GONE WITH THE |

g

that he is looking at the

* Starts Tomorrow (Sat.)

LOEW’S STATE ONLY!

canvas.

Lubitsch’s
importance is further
emphasised by his
confident pose. While

the actors peek from

behind the canvas,

Lubitsch is  firmly

@B “coNGD MASE”| LOEW'S STATE
AMN SOTHERN - 5. ONLY!

“'The HOUSEREEPER'S
DAUGHTER™

iy JOAR BEMAETT [
Vst =Wurir in My Mo |

placed in front of it and

with one foot placed on
Figure 24: Advert for The Shop Around the Corngr940)

% First page of advert foh Royal ScandaMotion Picture Herald158.13 (31 March 1945), p. 41-
44,

" Advert for Cluny Brown “That Besteller! That Lubitsch Touch! That Woniiér20" Century-
Fox!.” Motion Picture Heraldl63.9 (1 June 1946), p. 6.
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the arm rest of a chair which identifies Lubitssh'director.” The impression is then
of a confident artist looking at his work, which ynae the canvas for a painting or
indeed the canvas on which the film is to be s@demn their costumes, peeking
from behind the canvas onto which their likenessiisbe projected, the actors are
clearly part of this artwork. Therefore, at least@ding to the power relations
projected in this advert, the actors are subordirtat the predominance of the
director?®

Such an emphasis on Lubitsch’s central importandag films was echoed
in the adverts promotindhe Shop Around the Cornedne takes a still from the
production (Figure 24) and places Lubitsch betwikentwo leads. On the set of the
restaurant scene, Lubitsch is shown putting hisl hegether with James Stewart, as
he points possibly at Margaret Sullavan who in tposes for the camera while
sorting out her hair. The caption reads that “Fafaeust Lubitsch directs a scene
from his newest triumph®®

In reality, here Lubitsch is not presented as timectbr; instead, he looks
more like a winking uncle cheekily poking young dmnand encouraging him to
approach Sullavan. Lubitsch is hence the centrth@fadvert, and spatially he is
closer to the centre than anyone else. While hesléathe side, he still commands
the space. His demeanour is jovial, confident amalkng, whereas Stewart seems
pensive and unsure, while Sullavan appears absonbbdr looks. This snapshot,
probably captured or posed during the rehearstileobcene, thus allows the advert
to bring Lubitsch out from behind the camera, jastthe previous advert did for

Cluny Brown Although here Lubitsch would not be readily idgable by a

% One of the most famous self-portraits, at leassats, in the history of art comes to mindis
Meninas(1656) by Diego Velazquez. There, Velazquez degiginself standing next to the canvas
and in the moment of examining the object of higiirag. In comparison, Lubitsch seems much
more confident and satisfied with his work thanphebing gaze of the artist in the painting.

% Advert forThe Shop Around the Corndbaily Boston Glob&2 February 1940), p. 22. See also the
advert inWeekly Varietyl37.5 (10 January), p. 15 for a similar strategy.
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stranger as the director of the scene; he rel&gad on his air of status as well as
brand identification in helping his potential auttie to recognise him.

Meanwhile,

_ Wellnesday, May 7, 1931 VARTETY L3

a, frankly, hilarious
advert (Figure 25)
for That Uncertain

Feeling seems, at
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undercut the power
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SECOND SMASH WEEK at o
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“The Gudience loves . And that's ail there is fo ifl “Jil i played by Merle Obsron who is a sight for
cress;

placing Lubitsch at

ean hyuwm,’i eyon: ee “Divert
stars play skillfully Syl al
W om Ve sl sl : the centre. The
«audience loughing continuc reryone, i

ally Mr. Lubitsch with his Lubi

image here is of

Lubitsch being

W with the Lubitsch Touch
i ... A HoLD-OVER 15
W ALWAYS A PUSH-OVERI

tickled by his stars,

rolling on the floor
Figure 25: Advert for That Uncertain Feeling1941)

laughing*® In
contrast to the director, presented as being fiimlgharge in the adverts discussed
above, Lubitsch has arguably lost all control iis titkle attack. However, it is the
tagline underneath the scene that puts the intesdedon the advert’'s narrative:
“Lubitsch made theritics roll on the floor and now they've bowlddm over with
raves.**!

In fairness, the tagline makes only limited sefi$e small print that follows

includes rave reviews, yet it is not critics butbitach’s stars, the trio of Merle

Oberon, Burgess Meredith and Melvyn Douglas, wheehaver him. Thus, it is

190 advert for That Uncertain FeelingWeekly Varietyl42.9 (7 May 1941), p. 23.
191 pid. (emphases in the original).
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precisely the seemirngssof control that makes the point. The suggestedsagssor
implication is that the film is so good that thetics’ feedback has proven quite
overwhelming and that even someone as tightly imrob of his work as Lubitsch
may lose their balance. Again, Lubitsch is placedha centre of the advert, the
female star is not placed in the most prominertlignd the male stars hardly
recognisable (Douglas) or half-obscured (Meredittmus it is the director’s control
that is reaffirmed ironically in its ‘apparent’ ks

To close this section, | will return to two of theverts discussed above in

related contexts (Figure 26, details of figuresafhé 19).

© hits the Paris hot spo

fEAR'S
MPH!

A COM

gets the LUBITSCH fouch in

1AM AT~V A

Figure 26: The ‘Lubitsch touch’ illustrations (detail of figeis 18 and 19)

In the campaign foNinotchka an eye-catching sketch made a striking appearance
in terms of a small illustration that combines p t@t with a pair of naked female
legs and the lettering “The Lubitsch Touch.” Thitugtration was not used
subsequently; not even, most interestingly, for lthiitsch film featuring a star

particularly famous for her leg¥hat Lady in Erminewith Betty Grablé®? Still,

192 This is ever more surprising as the naked legsnsseangely inappropriate for the film's
protagonist. Ninotchka does transform from a siwishevik in functional attire into a Parisian girl
in love, but even then changes only into a flomgté ballgown.
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this sketch encapsulates the evolution that Lub$samage and touch had

undergone during the 1940s. The phrase is usdaesetadverts not in captions or
taglines, but in the illustration of a top hat @rotlegs. It thus reduces the ‘phrasing’
of the Lubitsch touch to its essential elementxthrer words, aside from the label,
it takes away any verbal explanation of what thagenmeans. Instead, it relies upon
the symbols of top hat and legs to suggest whathdytime, the Lubitsch brand had
come to stand for.

Importantly, how the hat and the legs relate tdheztber holds the meaning
of the ‘Lubitsch touch’ in this moment in time. Thenning legs signify movement
and energy; they fail to touch the ground and bhesefore hard to pin down. They
play into the notion of airiness and lightness. Theealistic presentation of a huge
hat directly placed on a pair of female legs arutiteg head, arms or torso, relates
to the conscious self-presentation and stylisasiorevident in Lubitsch’s films. In
addition, as we have seen above, it plays a rokhanbranding of Ernst Lubitsch
himself, being that both are fashionable and petishin spite of the humanism that
critics observed to have emerged in Lubitsch’s dilaf this period, the illustration
seems to revert to the notion that nothing in aitiseh film is ordinary or authentic.
Instead, Lubitsch’s cinema is characterised in seahstylisation and light-footed
theatricality where, similar to this illustratiomothing happens by accident and
everything is carefully planned and chosen. Thatices the relationships between
men and women at the centre of Lubitsch’s to thathat and a pair of led&®

Both the adverts analysed above contain a more leanspibtext, relying on

the usual Lubitsch adverts in the small print dabeing the maid’s shock with the

193 |n gender terms, one could even go as far asggesti the man on top — which was not uniform in
Lubitsch’s universe, for at times there are alsngles with the woman at the centre, Besign For
Living (1933),Ange| To Be or Not to Ber That Uncertain Feelindor instance, let alone Lubitsch’s
early historical dramas, which tended to centr@a@trong, charismatic or quirky female protagonist.
However, inNinotchkathe political drama over the return of the jewtsthe Duchess Swana
increasingly develops into a fight between two woroger one man indeed.
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men’s amusement. The hat and legs illustration daéies in with the ‘louder,” more
obvious message of the adverts — both in termbkedf tvay of conveying meaning

through visuals and their supposed messages. 8l Shggests that

Control over demand and symbolism, rather thanredidtions in production, becomes the
vital focus of advanced capitalism. This is achéetlerough control of the symbolic code
such that commodities can be given any meaninglf§adivorced from what they are used
for) by the manipulation of their relationship tther signs:®*

This is precisely what happened in the 1940s whid ‘tubitsch touch.” At the
expense of other possible meanings, the phrasehansignificance of Lubitsch is
reduced to a smaller number of symbols which, m,tare amplified to maximise
success. Crucially, by the 1940s a brand idempitypobth Lubitsch and the ‘Lubitsch
touch’ had become established and throughout tlvadde these signifiers were
reduced to their very essential elements, beforagbélatantly amplified and
exaggerated. This tendency reaffirms Sut Jhallggsiment that “advertising is the
most influential institution of socialisation in mern society’®™ and Robert
Goldman’s cautionary remark that “We do not ordigalecognize advertising as a
sphere of ideology*®® What is subtle in the 1940s discourse is not theitsch
touch,” but how it was used to promote Lubitscliim$. The use of a flesh-coloured
circle that may signify both keyhole and vagina rbaya clever way to advertise a
film appropriately titledA Royal Scandalbut lacks the subtlety for which Lubitsch
may have been famous both before and afterwards.

By the 1940s the brand Lubitsch and the ‘Lubitscbch’ had become
established. The logical next step would be to selely on the ‘touch’ and not to

mention the man behind it at all. Indeed, this atisieag campaign is indicative of

194 Syt Jhally.The Codes of Advertising: Fetishism and the PalitEconomy of Meaning in the
Consumer SocietNew York: Routledge, 1990. p. 12.

19 pid. p. 1.

1% Robert GoldmarReading Ads Socially ondon: Routledge, 2000. p. 1.
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initial attempts — for instance, in an advert timudes a full shot of and taglines
related to Greta Garbo (“Garbo’s Gay! Garbo Flit®arbo Laughst’). But it
never directly acknowledges Lubitsch’s contribufiowt even in the small credits
that mention studio, cast, screenwriters and aubhdhe source material. Instead,
the references to Lubitsch are solely containethénby now familiar catchline “It's
got the Lubitsch toucht®® This advert was, however, a relatively rare oenre
which, in itself, may vouchsafe for Lubitsch’s priomnce.

The adverts that | examined in other parts of #tisdy functioned by
amplifying one aspect of Lubitsch’s comedy to pidbe interest of the potential
audience, while also reducing the meanings of thubitsch touch’ significantly.
They actually succeeded ironically in turning cgstaans of the ‘touch’ away from
something for which Lubitsch’s style had becomevindoefore — his subtlety. The
adverts that | have explored above also reducedlubésch brand, but they did so
by reducing the brand to the director himself, i® dtyle, or metonymically certain
attributes of this style or persona, such as lgarcia stylish top hat or a pair of long
legs. Even if they identify Lubitsch with the roleat he plays in an individual
production context, they rely on previous knowled@@vho Lubitsch is on the part
of the audience.

These adverts thereby prove two points: that Labitwas established and
continued to be used as a significant asset offilms. Even if he was hidden
outside the camera’s frame, the adverts did thest bb make Lubitsch visible. On
the other hand, they also demonstrated less asdaltt/ze engagement with what
the Lubitsch brand meant or how it was evolving.the critical discourse then,

these elements more conventionally attributed tbitsuh were discussed without

197 Advert forNinotchka The Washington Po$t5 December 1939), p. 26.
198 | pid.
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much elaboration. Ironically, it was precisely thedements that were amplified in
the promotional discourse.

However, the result was the same: the ‘Lubitscltiiblhad become firmly
established, but investigation into what the ‘tducheant had diminished
significantly. In both critical and commercial dsgse, the ‘Lubitsch touch’ merely
became a marker of what Lubitsch stood for rathan twhat the films reviewed or
advertised actually offered. In his study, Goldmaawy focus on more recent history
from the 1970s onwards, but his point is highlyidvand may offer insight in his
recognition that, “Modern advertising thus teachego consume, not the product,
but its sign. What the product stands for is mompadrtant than what it is. A
commodity-sign is complete when we take the signwhhat it signifies.**® As a
closer critical engagement with the more typicabitsch films subsided and the
advertising context exaggerated what the ‘Lubitsmich’ stood for, the discourse
on Lubitsch became less about the films themselwesmore about their relation to

the director.

3.4 Conclusion

The final decade of Lubitsch’s career was lesdgtttiorward than the others had
appeared. Having arrived in cinema in the Germdnph® 1910s, first as an actor
then soon afterwards as a director, Lubitsch’sezat@ok off quickly. When he left
Europe, he was one of its most famous directorscamiing to Hollywood in the
1920s, his integration took place more smoothlynttizat for many of the other
émigrés before or after him. The 1930s then sawitéeh and Paramount

collaborate in what may well have been Lubitschstrfruitful period of his entire

199 Goldman Reading Ads Socially. 2.
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career. Yet, when he left Paramount towards theoéndat decade, his career path
became more convoluted.

The critical reception of his films reflects a den oscillation between
enthusiasm for his warmer films and somewhat mwpplause for films more
typical of him as a director. Early in the 1940stics praised Lubitsch for the new
direction he appeared to have taken, one demonsira greater interest in
characters than situations. However, even in tifigss, Lubitsch peeked through
the keyhole to find out what is going on behindseld doors — an image or even a
metaphor that was directly used and exploited & ghomotional discourse. The
sexual subtext commonly implicit in the ‘Lubitsabuth’ was then directly alluded
to. The ‘Lubitsch touch’ had been able to accomnma@awide range of meanings;
although they were not mutually exclusive, theyevstill decidedly different thanks
precisely to the subtleties and ambiguities thiatnadd promoters, critics, exhibitors
and audience to read the style as they wisHetiowever, in view of personal
health struggles and less coherent output, thetéatbibrand began in the 1940s to
amplify meanings that hailed back to earlier susessas well as capitalising on the
connection with the director himself.

The less engaged response to Lubitsch’s morecdypfilms of the final
decade of his career and the amplification of themeventional elements in the
promotional discourse stood side by side with th@arhumanist readings of his
films of the early 1940s. Thus, despite a somewdeftated set of meanings
associated with the ‘touch’ in these areas, Lubitssstyle still evaded concrete

definition. This singularity of his work as a ditecbecame particularly striking the

110 Compare Richard Maltby who applies such an argartenhe reading of a short snippet of
Casablanca(1942). There he argues that “In every Hollywoodvia there are coincidences,
inconsistencies, gaps, delays,” that allow forwhdest audience appeal possible, and cruciallg, thi
is done deliberately. Maltby. “A Brief Romanticterlude.” p. 436.
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obituaries that follow in November 1947. There, itsth was immediately

rewritten in the event of his death.
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V Conclusion

Lubitsch died in November 1947. Although my studg lbeen concerned with the
reception of Lubitsch during his lifetime, this evenarks a milestone rather than
the end for the ‘Lubitsch touch.” Indeed, Lubitschvork, persona and style were
immediately rewritten and reconceptualised in thené of his death, illustrating the
conjecture of this thesis that none of these atts feet in stone but depend on their
discursive context.

The following overview of the reports following Liikch’'s death is not
conceived to be exhaustive or as in-depth as mijeealiscussions. Instead, this
section shall serve as both a summary of and teffeon my prior discussion of the
contemporary public discourse on Lubitsch and asoatiook into how the
following generations of critics, journalists, aeatcs, cinephiles and indeed
eventually bloggers reframe Lubitsch’s legacy ie tthecades to follow. In the
obituaries and funeral reports in late 1947, mdsthe contemporary debates are
reframed in terms of Lubitsch as a transnatiorgairg, Lubitsch and sophistication,
Lubitsch and the camera to name but a few.

Mervyn LeRoy, in his speech honouring Lubitschha&t Academy Awards in
spring of 1947, singled out Lubitsch’s “master[yjienuendo,” elaborating that “He
had an adult mind and a hatred of saying thingotwous way.*'* Thanks to this
and Lubitsch’s “God-given genius he advanced tlkartgjue of screen comedy as
no one else has ever dorfé*The previous section on the 1940s offered a large
range of material to support at least the formaimetl During this decade Lubitsch

had indeed been drawn as the master of innuendcualoitety, if with a certain

111 Mervyn LeRoy quoted in Philip K. Scheuer. “Lublistooks At His ‘Oscar:’ Noted Producer
Reviews Career That Received Academy Awak@ds Angeles Timg$ April 1947), p. C1.
112 i

Ibid.
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degree of irony and in rather unsubtle terms. Altitono one could know then that
Lubitsch’s career would come to a relatively earhd, the ceremony offered the
timely opportunity to summarise Lubitsch’s achiewsits and describe the essence
of his filmmaking. Mervyn LeRoy then chose to emgba this detail about
Lubitsch’s work in thd.os Angeles Timeslthough we have seen that the term is in
fact far more complicated and layered.

Like such laudatory speeches, obituaries do noelypeonstitute written or
spoken tributes, they are speech acts and perfoestil Speech acts go beyond
merely informing; instead, they ‘act’ and we actg®rforming them. In the case of
obituaries, they do not merely inform a readergtfip person’s death, they inscribe
what was important about them to be preserved imong at least at the point in
time in which they were published.

A survey of the material ivariety, Motion Picture Herald the New York
Times the Daily Boston Globeand theChristian Science Monitoshows that the
majority of publications detail Lubitsch’s backgrmlin Germany. TheHerald
focuses on Lubitsch’s American career, which begidhn Rositaand lasted twenty-
five years:™* All the others include Lubitsch’s German careed amphasise in
particular his training on the Berlin stage, indeedder Max Reinhardt at the

prestigious Deutsches Theat&t.Frank Daugherty, writing a particularly personal

113 For critical discussions of obituaries see fortanse Glennys HowarttDeath and Dying: A
Sociological Introduction Cambridge: Polity, 2007 and Riitta Jallinoja. ‘i@iaries as Family
Assemblages.Families and Kinship in Contemporary Europe: Rudesl Practices of Relatedness
Riitta Jallinoja and Eric Widmer, eds. p. 78-91.

14 See Anon. “Ernst Lubitsch, Director, Diesotion Picture Herald169.19 (6 December 1947), p.
50. Twenty-five years covers exactly the time thabitsch had spent making films in America,
beginning with Rosita in 1923. The anniversary of this year may well éndbeen behind the
Academy’s decision to honour Lubitsch that yearweer, its focus on exactly twenty-five years
also implicitly excludes his achievements in Gerpan

115 gee for instance Anon. “Lubitsch Drops DeaBdily Variety 57.6 (1 December 1947), p. 9,
Anon. “Deaths and Funerals: Ernst Lubitsch Vetefdm Producer and Director was 53Jaily
Boston Globgl December 1947), p. 15 or Anon. “E. Lubitsch @elilm Producer, 55: Director
and Actor Introduced Negri, Jannings on Screen -s \Nated For Touch.New York Timegl
December 1947), p. 21. THemesacknowledges Lubitsch’s background in a respeetani form
such as theatre while in Germany, but at the same frames his move to Hollywood as “want[ing]
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text for theChristian Science Monitoproviding particular detail on the German
films, calls Lubitsch’'s humour of “genuine Germdreatrical heritage'® These
associations locate Lubitsch’s roots in the moraldished art of the theatre,
thereby adding prestige to his professional persona

However, references to Continental Europe, somlaistin and any kind of
risqué subject matter are virtually non-existentehén stark contrast to the
discourses analysed in both chapters on the 19204he 1940s. When Lubitsch
first arrived in Hollywood early in the 1920s, WaWWar | had just come to an end.
References to Lubitsch’s German background wera theickly replaced by
associations with Continental Europe, sophisticaind even French culture. These
links or connotations not only allowed the disstoim of Lubitsch from his
potentially problematic national background, bwoalacilitated the association with
more positive connotations and even a newly emgrgjenre, hence further
facilitating Lubitsch’s integration into Americanulture and Hollywood film
industry.

What is more, over the course of the three decadaly/sed, we observed
that there was a trend for the increased acknowladgt and deployment of sexual
subtexts and subject matter in the discourses dmtdah. In the 1920s, such
intimations often remained unacknowledged or wetlg subtly referred to. Yet in
the 1930s, not even the danger of film censorsbipdcforeclose the discussion of
more risqué material in Lubitsch’s films, while itne following decade the
promotional discourse capitalised on just theseo@asons, no matter how

‘warmly’ the critics described a film likeleaven Can Wait

to ‘study’ American motion pictures from all angle$hereby it simultaneously valorises his country
of destination. After all, there must then haverbsemething worth studying in American cinema.

118 Frank Daugherty. “He Added to the Gaiety of Nasiom Memory of Movie Making."The
Christian Science Monito(30 March 1948), p. 16.
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Yet, following Lubitsch’s death, the ‘touch’ becamassociated with less
risqué contexts. While Lubitsch was “famed for thebitsch touch,”**’ theHerald
includes the moniker without any further explanativariety foregoes the term
altogether, but quotes screenwriter and Lubitselul®gist Charles Brackett on his
style: “Every picture he made bore his own speamaprint — male, deft and
unsentimental and joyous. He [was] blessedly inckgpaf meeting a standard of
taste which wasn't his owrt*® Brackett's notion of ‘unsentimental’ may well et
most, if only, suggestive allusion to this partarulayer of the ‘touch.” Meanwhile,
the New York Timegermits Lubitsch to be “a master of subtle humétdwever,
“‘combined with fanciful situations,” the ‘Lubitsctouch’ had “a zany quality,
implausible, Cinderella-like but thoroughly satisfy.”*'® The reference to
‘implausible’ ‘Cinderella’ stories may refer to Lifch’s lavish costume dramas set
in fictional European kingdoms, but they ultimatslyggest fairy tale and romance
rather than the sexy subtleties with which Lubitéad been associated at other
times.

For the Globe the ‘Lubitsch touch’ is associated with “light medy,™*
while theLos Angeles Timeslso paid homage to the ‘Lubitsch touch’ during th
funeral. In his eulogy to Lubitsch, Charles BratKetirned from the serious to
lightly picture Lubitsch approaching the pearlyegtpausing reluctantly to discard
his big black cigar before enterintf®

It may have been a case @€ mortuis nihil nisi bonurh‘[say or write]

nothing but good about the dead.” However, the iputicourse, in its main part,

17 Anon. Obituary for Ernst LubitsciMotion Picture Heraldl69.19 (6 December 1947), p. 50.

18 Anon. “H'd Pays Tribute to Lubitsch at Final Rife®aily Variety57.54 (5 December 1947), p.
5.

119 Anon. “E. Lubitsch Dead, Film Producer, 55: Dimcand Actor Introduced Negri, Jannings on
Screen — Was Noted For TouchNew York Timeél December 1947), p. 21.

120 Anon. “Deaths and Funerals: Ernst Lubitsch Vetdfdm Producer and Director was 53aily
Boston Globd1 December 1947), p. 15.

121 Anon. “Ernst Lubitsch Buried as Friends Openly \W&é.os Angeles Time& December 1947),
p. Al.
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had never appeared to judge Lubitsch’s foamy fitiesl negatively, not even in the
early heyday of the Production Code. In terms bfoélthese conceptions of the
‘touch’ it is indeed easy to find points of refecenin Lubitsch’s work. The
meanings of Continental sophistication may havelvexbthrough the decades of
Lubitsch’s association with the term, but they Istil remained a strong reference
point throughout his Lubitsch career. Yet, the oarng down of the semantic fields
in the obituaries to merely romance and light coyrisdhotable.
The Christian Science Monitoseems to suggest a particular direction for the

‘Lubitsch touch’ when writing that Lubitsch’s

later work lost none of the sparkle which madetaient known throughout the film world
as the ‘Lubitsch touch.” | have never ceased tovelaat the manner in which he could
literally mold the faces of actors — although itswaore than that, for he seemed actually to
change their charact&?

If often overshadowed by his actors throughoutdaiseer, Lubitsch was associated
with the exertion of a strong influence on theragtin his films. Thus the obituaries
credit Lubitsch for “introducing Pola Negri and BEndannings to America:™ as
well as “Maurice Chevalier and Jeannette MacDomraldtars inmThe Love Parade
andThe Smiling Lieutenati®* and, finally, discovering the comedy talents ofyza
Cooper and Greta Garb®:

Even more to the point, however, is that Menitor links the ‘touch’ to
technique more than the other obituaries do. Actitayed a patrticular role in the

Lubitsch discourse over the course of the decattenviubitsch had to reduce his

directorial duties due to his heart problems. Wiato Preminger took over the

122 Frank Daugherty. “He Added to the Gaiety of Nasiom Memory of Movie Making."The
Christian Science Monito(30 March 1948), p. 16.

123 Anon. “Ernst Lubitsch, Director, DiesMotion Picture Herald169.19 (6 December 1947), p. 50.
124 Anon. “Lubitsch Drops DeadDaily Variety57.6 (1 December 1947), p. 9.

125 See Anon. “E. Lubitsch Dead, Film Producer, 55ebior and Actor Introduced Negri, Jannings
on Screen — Was Noted For Touch&w York Timeg¢l December 1947), p. 21 and Anon. “Ernst
Lubitsch, Director, Dies.Motion Picture Heraldl69.19 (6 December 1947), p. 50.
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direction of A Royal ScandalEdwin Schallert oLos Angeles Timewrites of the
“Unique method to preserve the Ernst Lubitsch tdtléhTheNew York Timekater
echoes this quip in that the film is getting “treamied Lubitsch touch by remote
control.”?’ Both papers then noted that the actual directias wandled by Otto
Preminger, while as official producer on the prgjecubitsch led or indeed

“directed™?®

the rehearsals with the actors. This emphasis icgctohg actors
presented a fitting coda to the many collaboratianth notable actors, which
Lubitsch had frequently developed across sevdmskfiln later discourse, cinematic
techniqgue would come to feature more alongsideestibpatter as the essence of
Lubitsch’s filmmaking. However, the techniques afedting his actors would play
only a very marginal role.

Hence, what the obituaries take from Lubitsch's iif 1947 is an association
mainly with ‘light comedy and his accomplished efition of actors. The
association with innuendo is only touched on inspas in Mervyn LeRoy’s
laudation at the Academy Awards and even therduthctreduced to suggesting
rather than showing.

This narrowing down of the meanings of the ‘Lubftstouch’ is also
reflected in the films that these texts single asitnoteworthy. Th®aily Boston
GlobeandChristian Science Monitdiocus on a random selection of films frdrhe
Marriage Circle andNinotchka while theHerald concentrates on more recent ones
from the sound period onwards. Bofle Be or Not to Band Heaven Can Wait

appear only once, whil&€rouble in Paradisdeatures not at all. Films such &ke

Student Princeor others that today are even more rarely seadenan appearance

126 Edwin Schallert. “Preminger Will Aid Lubitsch asrBctor.” Los Angeles Timed 9 April 1944),
p. A9.

127 Fred Stanley. “Hollywood Takes Heed: Notes frorfi@lywood Journal."New York Timeg8
October 1944), p. 47.

128 pid.
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— especially the musicals with Chevalier. Whilesthdilms still constitute an early
staple of the genre, they seem to be credited rworéhe collaboration with the
French actor, and to a lesser extent his Americastar Jeanette MacDonald. As
biting political satire and what today would beledl‘pre-Code comedy;To Be or
Not to Beand Trouble in Paradisemay both have been regarded as problematic
titles in 1947.The Student Princean be read as capitalising on sadness and
nostalgia, at least on the surfatteaven Can Waiteatured equivalent nostalgia,
but differed in presenting a playboy as its protagiowho, even towards the end of
life, makes a pass at his son’s girlfriend.

In summary then, somewhat like LeRoy’s speechottituaries presented a
glimpse of the discourse at a particular pointimet Given their performative
function, which was not only to inform about Luloitss demise but also to celebrate
his work, their specific narrowing down of the termf debate to particularly
tasteful elements within the wider discourse isabte and decidedly different both
from previous decades as well as those to follomaci@ally, however, if LeRoy’s
speech somewhat echoed the conceptions of Lubitscthne later 1940s, the
obituaries chose to shift away from these in thenmat of Lubitsch’s death.

Returning to Hedda Hopper and her exclamation,eguot the introduction,
that the ‘Lubitsch touch’ is meaning-less, thisdstlhas shown that there is not one
‘Lubitsch touch.” There are instead many ‘Lubitsicuches.” They may not be
mutually exclusive in their conceptions and measjngut they are decidedly
distinct. How these notions of a ‘touch’ were engpbad and applied depended on
the context in which they were placed and the asgumthat were made in relation
to them.

Nor, as Hopper argues, did the phrase hurt Luhitstead, it is precisely

the ambiguity and confusion over the exact natdirh® ‘touch’ that made it both
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universally applicable and long lasting. It enabtedics, advertisers and Lubitsch
himself to reframe what the ‘touch’ meant. Indethb@, flexible nature of the ‘touch’
proved beneficial to the perception of Lubitscheadd#mmaker, be it on arrival as a
German émigré to the United States in the 19208 ais production of musicals
just when the genre was on the (temporary) wantenearly 1930s. Against the
backdrop of a certain level of anti-German or atste’‘German-sceptic’ feelings
amongst the American public only a few years aftexr end of World War |,

Lubitsch’s entry into American film culture was parfacilitated not only by what

was perceived as his ‘un-German’ style of makihgdi

By swiftly associating Lubitsch with ‘Continentaloghistication’ and
eventually the ‘Lubitsch touch’ it became possitdediscuss the émigré filmmaker
in less complicated contexts. In reality, Lubitschberation of the camera against a
background of bulky early sound technology may igedg have resulted in his
characterisation as a European émigré, broughttovelollywood for his technical
skills. However, by the time of the coming of soungbitsch was already so well
integrated into the studio system that thanks soshpposed mastery — or ‘touch’ —
he was able to re-invigorate the waning genre e@tlusical.

In the 1940s, Lubitsch’'s position became even mooenplex. When
Lubitsch laced several of his films with more rom@rand ‘humanist’ sentiment,
the shift was warmly welcomed by the press earlthendecade. When he returned
to more characteristic types of films, there wece aalls to make anotheshop
Around the Cornerbut critical interest waned markedly. Insteady tider tropes
were called up and rehearsed but without the ertmnscritics had shown in the
early 1940s.

To complicate and contrast with this critical engagnt, the promotional

discourse capitalised on the conventional ‘Lubitsziches,” even when this seemed
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inappropriate for the film in question. Thus, thévertising discourse tied the
product to the abstract Lubitsch brand rather tthenactual content of the films
themselves. As a result of this combination oficltengagement and promotional
amplification, the meanings of the ‘touch’ were uedd to a few exaggerated
elements without critical debate shedding a lightte complexities.

Hence, Lubitsch and his contribution to the filmnmakprocess as director
were reconfigured and reconceptualised dependingthen context. Here, the
treatment of sexuality and its discussion in thdligudiscourse also played a
considerable role. The debate therefore develomed Eubitsch being associated in
the 1920s with sophisticated comedies and a gesensle of suggesting more than
met the eye to a more confident discussion of desubtexts in the 1930s, just
when censorship was closing in. A short glancehat ihternal production files
suggests that Lubitsch initially occupied a condbhe reputation with the censors,
while this may have worsened over the years. Hik sif direction and his film
productions also remained in general favour in seofpublic reception.

In the following decade, these elements were blawh of proportion,
especially in terms of their promotional use. Weehandeed seen how Lubitsch’s
characteristic subtlety was rendered uncharadtailst obvious. Remarkably, the
films that did not necessarily fit with such a reggntation were nevertheless treated
just the same. Thus, the ‘Lubitsch touch’ becanss lassociated with the films
themselves and more with the discursive meaningshtad become understood as
Lubitschian. As a case in point, Lubitsch himselitiires increasingly prominently
in the advertising of his films, a practice that led started exploring during his
early years in Germany continuing all the way tlgtotio his appearances in trailers

for several of his 1930s films. Lubitsch thus pyafes later concepts of auteurism,
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centring on eminent directors of the studio eral awen the commercialisation of
authorship that has been applied to directors €nee New Hollywood.

The sections on the ‘touch’ in the context of tlalyemusical film or the
changing negotiation of sophistication have shomenradically differing meanings
that the term was given. Other contexts, such pditnership with Chevalier and
general issues of stardom or his work with Pararmjodemonstrated where
Hollywood historically located authorship and hdve ttouch’ was figured in these
terms. Thus, the public negotiation of his collatmn with Maurice Chevalier or of
his tenure as Head of Production tested the piojectof the ‘Lubitsch touch.’
Public discourse suggested that, on the one h&ardosn could be explored beyond
the actor, much as Lubitsch did following the spiith Chevalier. On the other
hand, the public discourse of the 1930s also stiggélsat cinematic authorship was
still flexible enough to be located not only in tdigector’'s chair. It could also be
located at a more senior executive level as wallloamg as the artistry of the
executive in question was as firmly establishedbad of Paramount’'s Head of
Production between February 1935 and February 1936.

| have figured the years 1923 and 1947 as demansatf this project
mainly for reasons of feasibility. However, they pl@sent natural milestones in the
development of the ‘Lubitsch touch.” The ‘Lubitsthuch’ seems to have appeared
around 1923, if we take the review of Lubitsch’'s éman silentRosita in
Exceptional Photoplayss the first place in which it is mentioned. Befdr923,
German critics and promoters had contributed toitsab’'s rise as actor and
director in Germany. In the 1910s, too, early Gerrfiln critics displayed a keen
interest in the new medium, to which lively debateghe film magazines of the
time can attest. Yet, ornate language, not leashdforrowed from other arts such

as literature and theatre, concealed a lack ofludeay to describe adequately what
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differentiated film from these other media. Whatingeresting is that this use of
empurpled language and this lack of substance didead to the formation of a
metaphor for Lubitsch’s style, as it did later.

Moreover, after considering the German context,see that no clearer or
consistent notion of Lubitsch’s authorship arosethe American discourse on
Lubitsch’s films. Once the ‘Lubitsch touch’ was adished, the shape-shifting
nature of this ambiguous term was turned againagiath into an advantage. Indeed,
in the earliest review that uses the phrase, theh’ is not discussed at all, for the
reviewer suggests that it has already been edtablisThis combination of implied
general acceptance of the term and the absencdediration of it is a key aspect of
the formidable ambiguity that has ensured its lortgeCuriously, it is precisely the
silent, unchallenged acceptance that differennhdedns of the ‘touch’ can exist side
by side that has ensured its popularity — durinigitsgh’s lifetime and beyond.

In 1947, Lubitsch’s death put an end to his filmmgkand the first stage of
the reception and negotiation of his style. In thatuaries, Lubitsch was, for the
first time, ‘frozen’ in history; yet, critical angdopular studies of his work have since
gone on to conceptualise and reconceptualise hik imoretrospect?® Crucially,
the obituaries immediately rewrote Lubitsch in Hedent light to that in which he
had been painted for most of the 1940s.

In film-historical terms, the obituaries are a skebf how Lubitsch’s style
has been reframed since his death. Investigatiaghistoriographical practices of
film history writing with Lubitsch as a case stuglpves to be both fascinating and
rewarding. In showing how Lubitsch’s work was iaily received and how

Lubitsch’s style emerged as a concept called thibitsch touch,” my thesis has

129 Arguably, they can now also view it as a wholeLabitsch does not produce any more new
material. A small qualification to this is the disery of films, especially from the early periotat
had been considered lost before. Such discoveaels then have an impact on the conceptions of
Lubitsch’s style and arguments made about his work.
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thus provided the necessary foundations for a relsgaoject into how Lubitsch’s
legacy has been considered and framed ever sirficeoudse, the years that have
passed since 1947 have not seen the appearanceyafieav Lubitsch films.
However, both popular discourses and the acadephiers have engaged with the
medium of film ever more widely. In all these, thebitsch touch’ has continued
to be reframed, even if its director has occupmrdhareasingly precarious position
in terms of fame. These debates and the reasonsufilr a development invite
ample investigation and such research would diréotlow on that laid out in this
thesis.

A central question for this further research wdatdthe question whether the
‘touch’ was more of a burden than a blessing fdsitach. Lubitsch’s cinema can be
seen as particularly tied to the time and fashiwhen the films were made — the
sophisticated comedies that after the 1920s woelda lprime example for this,
having only seen isolated revivals ever since. Esgive film techniques and a
yearning for the style of bygone eras have ensuuddasch the continued attention
of both film scholars and cinephiles. But among enpopular film discourses, this
task has been, if anything, taken over by nothlag than the ‘Lubitsch touch.” As a
preliminary answer, both a blessing and a burdbs, lilessings do seem to
outweigh the burdens.

During the four decades of the director's carees, duthorship and the
‘Lubitsch touch’ were not a clearly defined entityet, critics and promoters
somehow conspired to agree at every turn that thhasesuch an entity on which to
hinge their critical arguments and promotional camgps. Subsequently, spilling
over into the academic discourse on Lubitsch asdilms, the problematic nature
of the ‘touch’ has been grasped more clearly. Bitical endorsement has also

given further credence to the term. Thus, it weighgen heavier that the
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repercussions for Lubitsch’s authorship and authprén general had until now
remained unexamined. It has been this lack in duy lof Lubitsch research that this

study has endeavoured to address.
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A nous la liberté Dir. René Clair. Prod. Films Sonores Tobis, F31L9Main Cast:
Henri Marchand (Emile), Raymond Cordy (Louis), Rdtrance (Jeanne).

Angel Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Paramount Pictures,AU3937. Main Cast:
Marlene Dietrich (Maria ‘Angel’ Barker/Mrs. BrownHerbert Marshall (Sir
Frederick Barker), Melvyn Douglas (Anthony ‘Tortyalton).

Anna Boleyn/Deception Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Messter-Film GmbH,
Projektions-AG Union (PAGU), GER, 1920. Main Castenny Porten
(Anna Boleyn), Emil Jannings (Kdnig Heinrich VJII.

Die Austernprinzessin/The Oyster PrinceB#. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Projektions
AG Union (PAGU), GER, 1919. Main Cast: Ossi Oswa(@ssi Quaker),
Victor Janson (“Austernkonig” Mister Quaker), Hatriedtke (Prinz Nuki),
Julius Falkenstein (Josef).

Bedingung — Kein AnhangDir. Stellan Rye. Prod. Deutsche Bioscop, GER,419
Main Cast: Hans Walimann, Albert Paulig, Ernst tadbi.

Die BergkatzBhe Wildcat Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Projektions-AG Union
(PAGU), GER, 1921. Main Cast: Pola Negri (Rischitie, Bergkatze), Paul
Heidemann (Leutnant Alexis), Victor Janson (Feglkiommandant).

The Birds Dir. Alfred Hitchcock. Prod. Alfred Hitchcock Riactions, USA, 1963.
Main Cast: Tippi Hedren (Melanie Daniels), Rod [BayMitch Brenner).

Blindekuh Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Projektions-AG UnidAAGU), GER, 1915.
Main Cast: Ernst Lubitsch.

Bluebeard’s Eighth WifeDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Paramount Pictures AUS
1938. Main Cast: Claudette Colbert (Nicole De kde), Gary Cooper
(Michael Brandon), Edward Everett Horton (The MasgDe Loiselle).

Broadway After Dark Dir. Monta Bell. Prod. Harry Rapf Productions, kver
Bros., USA, 1924. Main Cast: Adolphe Menjou (Raldbrton), Norma
Shearer (Rose Dulane).

Das Cabinet des Dr. Caligari/The Cabinet of Dr. {@ali. Dir. Robert Wiene. Prod.
Decla Bioscop AG, 1920. Main Cast: Werner Kraus. @aligari), Conrad
Veidt (Cesare).
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Carmen/Gypsy BloodDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Projektions-AG UnioRAGU),
GER, 1921. Main Cast: Pola Negri (Zigeunerin CarjpéHarry Liedtke
(Don José Navarro).

Casablanca Dir. Michael Curtiz. Prod. Warner Bros., USA, P94Main Cast:
Humphrey Bogart (Rick Blaine), Ingrid Bergman dllsund), Paul Henreid
(Victor Laszlo).

Cluny Brown Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Twentieth Century Héikm Corporation,
USA, 1946. Main Cast: Charles Boyer (Adam Belihskiennifer Jones
(Cluny Brown), Andrew Carmel (Peter Lawford).

Design for Living Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Paramount PicturesAUS33. Main
Cast: Fredric March (Thomas B. ‘Tom’ Chambers)ryG@ooper (George
Curtis), Miriam Hopkins (Gilda Farrell).

Desire Dir. Frank Borzage. Prod. Paramount Pictures, U$®236. Main Cast:
Marlene Dietrich (Madeleine de Beaupre), Gary Goqpom Bradley).

The Dressmaker of Pari®ir. Paul Bern. Prod. Famous Players-Lasky Cafpon,
USA, 1925. Main Cast: Leatrice Joy (Fifi), Ernesbrrence (Angus
McGregor), Mildred Harris (Joan McGregor).

Eternal Love.Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Joseph M. Schenck Pctidos, USA,
1929. Main Cast: John Barrymore (Marcus Paltr&@anilla Horn (Ciglia).

Das fidele Gefangnis/The Merry Jabir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Projektions-AG
Union (PAGU), GER, 1917. Main Cast: Harry Liedtk@lex von
Reizenstein), Kitty Dewal (Alice von ReizensteiBjnst Lubitsch.

Die Firma heiratet Dir. Carl Wilhelm. Prod. Projektions-AG Union (BAJ), GER,
1914. Main Cast: Ernst Lubitsch (Moritz AbramowskVictor Arnold
(Hoflieferant Manfred Mayer), Albert Paulig (Remkr Siegmund
Philippsohn).

Die Flamme/MontmartreDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Ernst Lubitsch-Film Gk
USA, 1922. Main Cast: Pola Negri (Kokotte Yvettedlfred Abel
(Adolphes Freund Gaston), Hermann Thimig (KompioAdolphe).

Forbidden ParadiseDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Famous Players-LaskypOration,
USA, 1924. Main Cast: Pola Negri (Catherine, tlzarha), Rod La Rocque
(Capt. Alexei Czerny), Adolphe Menjou (Chancellor)
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The Girl Who Wouldn't Work Dir. Marcel De Sano. Prod. B.P. Schulberg
Productions, USA, 1925. Main Cast: Lionel BarrysmqiGordon Kent),
Marguerite De La Motte (Mary Hale).

Going My Way Dir. Leo McCarey. Prod. Paramount Pictures, U3844. Main
Cast: Bing Cosby (Father Chuck O’Malley), Barrytzgerald (Father
Fitzgibbon), Gene Lockhart (Ted Haines Sr.).

The Good Fairy Dir. William Wyler. Prod. Universal Pictures, USA935. Main
Cast: Margaret Sullavan (Luisa ‘Lulu’ Ginglebusghélerbert Marshall (Dr.
Max Sporum), Frank Morgan (Konrad).

The Grand Budapest HoteDir. Wes Anderson. Prod. Fox Searchlight Pictures
USA, 2014. Main Cast: Ralph Fiennes (Monsieur &uestH.), Tony
Revolori (Young Zero Moustafa), Adrien Brody (DmitDesgoffe und
Taxis).

Hans Trutz im Schlaraffenlandir. Paul Wegener. Prod. Projektions-AG Union
(PAGU), GER, 1917. Main Cast: Paul Wegener (HangtZ), Ernst Lubitsch
(Satan).

Heaven Can Wait Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Twentieth Century F&xim
Corporation, USA, 1943. Main Cast: Gene Tierneyafida Strabel Van
Cleve), Don Ameche (Henry Van Cleve), Charles @ob(Hugo Van
Cleve).

Ich mdchte kein Mann sein/l Don’'t Want to Be a MBir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod.
Projektions AG Union (PAGU), GER, 1918. Main Ca€issi Oswalda
(Ossi), Curt Goetz (Ossis Hauslehrer Dr. Kersten).

If I Had a Million (episode “The Clerk”). Dir. Ernst Lubitsch et Bkod. Paramount
Pictures, USA, 1932. Main Cast: Charles Laughtir{ieas V. Lambert) et
al.

Innocents of Paris Dir. Richard Wallace. Prod. Paramount PicturesSAU
1929. Main Cast: Maurice Chevalier (Maurice MapneSylvia Beecher
(Lousie Leval).

Kasekodnig HollanderDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Projektions-AG UnioRAGU),
GER, 1917. Main Cast: Ernst Lubitsch.

Kiss Me Again Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Warner Bros., USA, 39®ain Cast:
Marie Prevost (LouLou Fleury), Monte Blue (Gasteleury), John Roche

(Maurice), Clara Bow (Grizette).
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Der Kraftmeyer Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Projektions-AG UnidAAGU), GER,
1915. Main Cast: Ernst Lubitsch (Stubenhocker).

Lady Windermere’s FarDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Warner Bros., USA, 29Rlain
Cast: Ronald Colman (Lord Darlington), May McAvflyady Windermere),
Bert Lytell (Lord Windermere), Irene Rich (Mrs.l¥gmne).

A Letter to Three Wive®ir. Joseph L. Mankiewicz. Prod. Twentieth CeptEpx
Film Corporation, USA, 1949. Main Cast: JeanneirC(®eborah Bishop),
Linda Darnell (Lora Mae Hollingsway), Ann SothdRita Phipps).

The Lonedale OperatoDir. D.W. Griffith. Prod. Biograph Company, USA911.
Main Cast: Blanche Sweet (Daugther of the Lone@gderator).

Love Me TonightDir. Rouben Mamoulian. Prod. Paramount PictutéSA, 1932.
Main Cast: Maurice Chevalier (Maurice), JeanettacBlonald (Princess
Jeannette).

The Love ParadeDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Paramount PicturesAU$929. Main
Cast: Maurice Chevalier (Count Alfred Renard), né#e MacDonald
(Queen Louise).

Madame Dubarry/PassionDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Projektions-AG Union
(PAGU), GER, 1919. Main Cast: Pola Negri (Jeanreubérnier, later
Madame Dubarry), Emil Jannings (Konig Louis XVHarry Liedtke
(Medizinstudent Armand de Foix).

The Man | Killed/Broken LullabyDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Paramount Pictures,
USA, 1932. Main Cast: Lionel Barrymore (Dr. H. detlin), Nancy Caroll
(Fraulein Elsa,Walter’s fiancée).

The Marriage Circle Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Warner Bros., USA, 49Rain
Cast: Florence Vidor (Charlotte Braun), Monte BI{igr. Franz Braun),
Marie Prevost (Mizzi Stock), Adolphe Menjou (Preger Josef Stock).

Meine Frau, die Filmschauspielerin/My Wife, the Mo®tar Dir. Ernst Lubitsch.
Prod. Projektions-AG Union (PAGU), GER, 1918/19Main Cast: Ossi
Oswalda (Filmstar Ossi), Victor Janson (Generaldor der
Filmgesellschaft), Hans Kraly (1. Dramaturg demntd).

The Merry Widow Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer W),
USA, 1934. Main Cast: Maurice Chevalier (Danildganette MacDonald

(Sonia), Edward Everett Horton (Ambassador).
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Meyer aus Berlin/Meyer from BerliDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Projektions-AG
Union (PAGU), GER, 1918. Main Cast: Ernst Lubitg&ally Meyer), Ethel
Orff (Paula Meyer), Heinz  Landsmann (Harry), Trudell (Harrys Braut
Kitty).

Monte Carlo Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Paramount PicturesAUB30. Main Cast:
Jeanette MacDonald (Queen Louise), Jack Buchafamund Ruldolph
Falliere/Rudy the Hairdresser).

Ninotchka Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer @), USA, 1939.
Main Cast: Greta Garbo (Nina Ivanovna Yakushowled Ninotchka),
Melvyn Douglas (Count Leon d’Algout), Duchess Sadma Claire).

One Hour with YouDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Paramount PicturesAU$932.
Main Cast: Maurice Chevalier (Dr. André Bertiedganette MacDonald
(Colette Bertier), Genevieve Tobin (Mitzi Oliver).

Paramount on Paradé¢sequences “Origin of the Apache Dance,” “ParkParis”
and “Rainbow Revels”). Dir. Ernst Lubitsch et Rtod. Paramount Pictures,
USA, 1930. Main Cast: Maurice Chevalier et al.

The Patriot Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Paramount Studios, U$828. Main Cast:
Emil Jannings (Czar Paul 1), Florence Vidor (CasstOstermann).

Psycho Dir. Alfred Hitchcock. Prod. Shamley ProductiohkSA, 1960. Main Cast:
Anthony Perkins (Norman Bates), Janet Leigh (Mafwane).

Die Puppe/The DoallDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Projektions-AG UnioRAGU),
GER, 1919. Main Cast: Ossi Oswalda (Ossi Hilaridd¢rmann Thimig
(Lancelot), Victor Janson (Puppenmacher Hilariusjnst Lubitsch (set
designer; himself).

Rausch/Intoxication Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Argus-Film GmbH, GER,
1919. Main Cast: Asta Nielsen (Henriette), Alredbel (Schriftsteller
Gaston).

Romeo und Julia im Schnee/Romeo and Juliet in tosv.Dir. Ernst Lubitsch.
Prod. Maxim Film Ges. Ebner & Co., GER, 1919/19Rfain Cast: Lotte
Neumann (Julia), Gustav von Wagenheim (Romeo).

A Royal Scandal.Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Twentieth Century FoxinF
Corporation, USA, 1945. Main Cast: Tallulah Bardthe(Catherine the
Great), Charles Coburn (Chancellor Nicolai liyjtctWilliam Eythe (Lt.
Alexei Chernoff).
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Rosita Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Mary Pickford Compal)§A, 1923. Main Cast:
Mary Pickford (Rosita), Holbrook Blinn (The King)rene Rich (The
Queen).

The Salvation Hunter®Dir. Josef von Sternberg. Prod. Academy PhotaplB\SA,
1925. Main Cast: George K. Arthur (The Boy), Geémidale (The Girl).
Schuhpalast Pinkus/Shoe Salon Pinkbs. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Projektions-AG
Union (PAGU), GER, 1916. Main Cast: Ernst Lubitg8ally Pinkus), Else

Kentner (Melitta Herve).

Singin’ in the RainDir. Stanley Donen, Gene Kelly. Prod. Metro-GojadwMayer
(MGM), USA, 1952. Main Cast: Gene Kelly (Don Loocked), Debbie
Reynolds (Kathy Sheldon), Jean Hagen (Lina Lamont)

The Shop Around the CornebDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer
(MGM), USA, 1940. Main Cast: Margaret Sullavan §kd Novak), James
Stewart (Alfred Kralik), Frank Morgan (Mr. Matusek).

The Smiling LieutenanDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Paramount PicturesAUS931.
Main Cast: Maurice Chevalier (Lt. Nikolaus ‘NikVon Preyn), Claudette
Colbert (Franzi), Jeanette MacDonald (Princessann

So This is Paris!Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Warner Bros., USA, @9®1ain Cast:
Monte Blue (Dr. Paul Giraud), Patsy Ruth Milleuganne Giraud), Lilyan
Tashman (Georgette Lalle, a dancer), George BergdMpurice Lalle).

Der Stolz der FirmaDir. Carl Wilhelm. Prod. Projektions-AG Union (EAJ),
GER, 1914. Main Cast: Ernst Lubitsch (Siegmund hioagnn), Victor
Arnold (J.C.Berg), Albert Paulig (Charly Frost),akha Kriwitz (Lilly
Maass).

The Student Prince of Old Heidelbengir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Metro-Goldwyn
Mayer (MGM), USA, 1927. Main Cast: Ramon NovarrBrifice Karl
Heinrich), Norma Shearer (Kathi), Jean Hershott (Iiittner).

Sunrise: A Song of Two Humar3ir. F.W. Murnau. Prod. Fox Film Corporation,
USA, 1927. Main Cast: George O'Brien (The Man)netaGaynor (The
Wife), Margaret Livingston (The Woman From theyit

Suspicion Dir. Alfred Hitchcock. Prod. RKO Radio PicturddSA, 1941. Main
Cast: Joan Fontaine (Lina), Cary Grant (Johnnie).

That Lady in Ermine Dir. Ernst Lubitsch, Otto Preminger (uncredite@yod.
Twentieth Century Fox Film Corporation, USA, 1948ain Cast. Betty
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Grable (Francesca/Angelina), Douglas Fairbanks (@olonel Ladislas
Karolyi Teglas/The Duke).

That Uncertain FeelingDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Ernst Lubitsch Prodoies, Sol
Lesser Productions, USA, 1941. Main Cast: Merleet©b (Jill), Melvyn
Douglas (Larry), Burgess Meredith (Sebastian).

Three WomenDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Warner Bros., USA, 49Main Cast:
May McAvoy (Jeannie Wilton), Pauline Frederick @virMable Wilton),
Marie Prevost (Harriet).

To Be or Not to BeDir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Romaine Film Corparati USA,
1942. Main Cast: Carole Lombard (Maria Tura), JBekiny (Joseph Tura),
Robert Stack (Liet. Stanislav Sobinski), Felix &art (Greenberg).

Trouble in Paradise Dir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Paramount Pictures, AUS
1932. Main Cast: Miriam Hopkins (Lily), Kay Frasc{(Madame Mariette
Colet), Herbert Marshall (Gaston Monescu).

Das Weib des Pharao/The Loves of Pharabir. Ernst Lubitsch. Prod. Ernst
Lubitsch-Film GmbH, GER, 1921. Main Cast: Emil demgs (Amenes,
Pharao von Agypten), Harry Liedtke (Ramphis), BagServaes (Teonis),
Paul Wegener (Samlak, Konig der Aethiopier).

Wenn vier dasselbe tun/When Four Do the Sabie Ernst Lubitsch. Prod.
Projektions-AG Union (PAGU), GER, 1917. Main Ca&mil Jannings
(Witwer Seegstoff), Margarete Kupfer (BuchhéandieriLange), Ossi
Oswalda (Tochter Seegstoff).

The Wizard of QzDir. Victor Fleming. Prod. Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer M),
USA, 1939. Main Cast: Judy Garland (Dorothy), kraforgan (Professor
Marvel/The Wizard of Oz/The Gatekeeper/The CaeiaDriver/The
Guard).

A Woman of Paris: A Drama of FatBir. Charles Chaplin. Prod. Charles Chaplin
Productions, Regent, USA, 1923. Main Cast: EdnaviBoce (Marie St.
Clair), Clarence Geldart (Her Step-Father), Caitldvi(Jean Millet).

Zucker und ZimtDir. Ernst Lubitsch, Ernst Matray. Prod. Maluskil(Matray
Lubitsch), GER, 1915. Main Cast: Ernst Lubitschmdt Matray.
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