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Since the end of the Zbcentury, cultural industries have increasingly agicted attention in
the areas of economy and politics. They are becagnine most important part of the country’s
culture as they generate symbolic and economic tapiln Europe and other countries of the
world, cultural industries have appeared as a prigebusiness that have not needed the support
from the state; however, further development of seeindustries and their successful competition
with international corporations of cultural industies require a purposeful policy of the state.
One of the major economic powers of cultural industs in most of the countries is the film
industry. At the moment, the Lithuanian film indust has been causing a lot of discussions. The
Lithuanian policy of cinema is going through the @se of changes. On May 1, 2012, the new
Law on Cinema changing the policy of Lithuanian cama was adopted. The new policy model of
the Lithuanian cinema should be similar to the onapplied in the United Kingdom and
Scandinavian countries, namely the model based be principle of arm’s length. The article
defines a possible framework for the policy modefscultural industries, compares the policy of
the Lithuanian cinema being shaped as the analogousdel of Danish cinema policy adopted in
1997.

Keywords: Model of Danish film policy, cultural industriepolicy models of cultural
industries, model of Lithuanian film policy.

MOJEJI I'AJTY3EN KYJIBTYPH: JATCHKA TA JJUTOBCHKA KIHOIHAYCTPII
Birkayckaiire 1.
3 KiHUa MuHyn020 cmoiimmsa KyJabmypHa IHOycmpia ece uacmiuie NPUGEPMAE Y8azy
exoHomicmie i nonimukie. Bona cmae éaxciugoro uacmunow Kyiomypu KpaiHu, cmeopioodu
neenuil Kaniman. Y €eponi ma iHwiux Kpainax ceimy iHOycmpia Ky1omypu po36uUeandaca 6
OCHOBHOMY AK NPUGAMHUU 0i3Hec, AKUIL He nompedye niompumku 3 00Ky oOepiycasu. OOHaK
PO36UMOK UI€T 2any3i i yCRIWIHA KOHKYPEHUIA 3 MIXCHAPOOHUMU KOPROPAUWiAMU KYJ1bMypPHUX
iHOycmpiil eumazae yinecnpamosanoi noaimuku oepycaeu. OOHIEI0 3 OCHOGHUX €KOHOMIYHUX
cun 2any3eil Kyabmypu 6 Oinvuiocmi KpaiH € KiHoOiHOycmpia. B oOanuii uac oOianvHicmb
JIUMOBCLKOI KIiHOIHOycmpii euKIuKae o60azamo Ouckycii. 3 RNPUIHAMMAM HO8020 3AKOHY
(01.05.2012p) npo 3miny nonimuku KiHo J1UMO6CbKe KIHOMUCHICUMBO NePedCcUsdac hazy 3MiH.
Hoea noaimuka 1umoecbKo20 KiHO NOGUHHA Oymu CX0XMCA HA AH2MIHCLKY | CKAHOUHABCHKY, a
came 3ACHOBAHY HA NPUHUURNI <GIOCMAHI GUMACHYMOL pyKu». Y cmammi U3HAUeHa MOXMCIUBA
cCmpykmypa mooenei 2ajiy3eil KyJibmypu Ha 0CHOGI NOPIGHAHHA KiHOIHOycmpii Jlumeu ma /[anii.
Kniouosi crosa: mooenv 0ancvkoi noaimuku KiHo, iHOycmpii Kyibmypu, NOATMuKu mooeetl
KYIbmYpHUX iHOYCmpiti, MoOelb noaimuku Kino Jlumeu.
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MOJIEJIA OTPACJIEM KYJBTYPBI: IATCKASI 1 INTOBCKAS
KHHOUHAYCTPUU
Burkayckaiite H.
C KOHua npowiozo 6eKka KyjJabMypHAaA UHOYCMPUA 6ce Yauje npueieKaem GHUMAHUE
IKOHOMUCHIO06 U NONUMUKOE. OHA CIMAHOGUMCA 6ANCHOU YACMbIO KYJIbMYPbl CHIPAHBL, C030A64
onpedenennvlii. Kanuman. B FEepone u Opyzux cmpanax mupa uUHOYCMPUA KyJabmypbl
Ppa3eueanacy 6 OCHOGHOM KAaK YACMHbII Ou3Hec, KOMOpuli He mpedyem Nno00EePHCKU CO
cmoponbsl 2ocyoapcmea. OOHAKO pa3éumue 3mMoi ompaciu U YCHEewHAa KOHKYPEHUUA C
MENHCOYHAPOOHBIMU KOPROPAUUAMU KYJIbMYPHBIX UHOYCMPUI mpedyem UeeHaAnpagieHHou
nonumuku 2ocyoapcmea. OOHOU U3 OCHOGHBIX IKOHOMUHECKUX CUl OmpAcieil KyabHiypsl 6
0obuiuHCMEe CcmpaH A6nAemcAa KUHOUHOycmpua. B nacmoawee epema oOeamenvhocmo
JIUMO6CKOU KUHOUHOYCMpUU 6bi3bléaem MH020 Ouckyccuii. C npunamuem H06020 3AKOHA
(01.05.2012.) 06 usmenernuu nOIUMUKU KUHO JTUMOBCKOE KUHOUCKYCCMEO nepexcueaem haszy
usmenenuii. Hoeaa nonumuka 1umoeéckozo KuHO O001JCHA OblMb NOX0XHCA HA AH2TUICKYIO U
CKAHOUHAGBCKYIO, @ UMEHHO OCHOBAHHYI0 HA NPUHUUNE PACCHMOAHUA GLIMAHYMOU pyKu». B
cmambe OnpeoesieHa G03MONCHAA CHPYKmMypa Modeieil ompacieil Kyabmypsl HA OCHOGE
cpagHerHua KuHoundycmpuu Jlumeot u /lanuu.
Kniouegvie cnosa. mooenv O0amckou NOIUMUKU KUHO, UHOYCMPUU KYIbMYpbl, NOIUMUKU
Mooeieti KyIbmypHbIX UHOYCMPULl, MOOe b NOAUMUKU KUHO Jlumebi.

Introduction. Countries can formulate their policy of culturadustries (CI) in different
ways depending on their purposes to select cenmans to implement the policy and establish
institutions to perform them. Based on these charistics, it is possible to distinguish models
which define the position of the state with regerdhe CI, and it helps to understand the decisions
of the state in terms of the Cl management.

One of the major economic powers of cultural indastin most of the countries is the film
industry. Not only does the film industry genenatany job positions and a great part of the GNP, it
also has other positive economic “side effectsé léncouraging the interest in the country, its
awareness and attracting qualified workers of tkatose industry (Oxford Economics, 2012).

Currently, a lot of discussions in Lithuania arex@@ated because of the current policy of the
film industry since the Lithuanian film policy expences the transition phase: from the long-
lasting state-funded (paternalistic) model to tiva’s. length model.

On May 1, 2012, the new Law on Cinema has beentadaphich regulates the activities of
the Lithuanian Film Centre (LFC) as the institutibat implements the Lithuanian film policy. The
establishment of this institution generated a Ibtdescussions. The Independent Producers
Association of Lithuania argued that film creatbes/e not been approached for discussions when
creating the LFC and that its structure has beeated by the head of the LFC. Therefore, it is
feared that LFC might become a bureaucratic stracteilmmakers union had some doubts about
the version of the LFC statute as it implied theCld=intention to intervene with the creative
process itself and to control it (Domeika2012). Therefore, when creating the new modehen t
Lithuanian film policy, it is worth comparing it #n the same model operating in another country.
Denmark can be taken as an example of such coastiyis similar to Lithuania in terms of its area
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and the arm’s length model in the film policy whicas been applied since 1997 when Danish Film
Institute was created.

The aim of the paper is to reveal the model ofgbkcy of cultural industries in Lithuanian
and Danish cinema policies.

To achieve the aim, the following objectives haeerbset:

1) To describe the policy models of cultural industry.

2) To reveal the advantages/disadvantages of a polmyel of a particular cultural policy
area (film) in Lithuania as compared to the pohegdel of the Danish film industry.

Methodology: systematic analysis of scientificrigire, document analysis, interview.

1. Application of cultural policy modelsin cultural industries

The CI policy is used via the means of implemeatanf the cultural policy, i.e. financial,
legal and social-psychological ones. The measwsed depend on the model of the cultural policy.
According to Vilkortius, there are as many cultural policy models amrethare countries
(Vilkoncius 2007). However, the most typical models ofunalk policy can be distinguished on the
basis of certain features such as aims, the tyjfending, the extent of control, etc. For example,
Rimkute distinguishes the model of cultural policy on thasis of state control in the cultural
sector:

* Liberal model: culture depends on the market;

» Patronal model: the state is the patron of cultitréunds culture but does not control its
cultural functioning;

* Paternalistic radel: the state actively controls the cultural ge@Rimkue 2009).

However, the traditional art policy cannot betable to control the CI (Pratt 2005);
therefore, each section of the cultural policy bame its own policy model. For example, the policy
of heritage is pursued in accordance with the staddel in almost all countries, and the policy of
promotion of culture is pursued in terms of thetdd one. Further in the article possible Cl models
will be defined based on the classification of thedels of cultural policy as the paternalistic, the
patronal and the liberal.

Paternalistic model of the cultural industries policy. The main principle of the paternalistic
CIl policy model is active participation of the gtah the CI, which is expressed most evidently
through direct funding. The state is directly furglithe CI most of the time. The funding is
awarded through the Ministry of Culture or a rel@vaepartment (Hillman—Chartrand 1989).
Institutional and programmatic funding. Cl do nepénd on the market factors. However, in most
countries, Cl has been independently developingatiea of cultural business with the state not
taking active interest in it. Paternalistic modelld be popular only in those cultures which are
highly concerned with their national culture.

Patronal model of the cultural industries policy. The Patronal ClI model is characterised by
the fact that the state raises certain goals ottlteral policy, funds the implementation therbat
does not interfere with the implementation proc&é& main feature of this model is the funding of
culture based on the arm’s length principle. Fugdis distributed through independent
organisations, the councils of culture or art (Hain—Chartrand 1989). The independent
organisation that distributes the support (the cowi culture or art) is formed by the parliament
the Ministry of Culture, yet the political institahs do not manage it directly, allowing to make
autonomous decisions throughout the entire cad@ioekute 2009:28). Such organisations make
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decisions on the basis of the assessment provigedrdfessional artists and cultural experts
(Hillman—Chartrand 1989).

Liberal model of the cultural industries policy. The Liberal CI model is characterised by
the fact that the state does not interfere withGhactivities. Mostly, it encourages indirect fumgl
by adopting the laws which encourage businessmeanvist into the Cl. They can involve tax
incentives for sponsors of culture, concessions @hér laws (Vilkogius 2007). Therefore, Cl
develop on the basis of the market conditions,thedorms of Cl products and the variety thereof
depends on the attitude of private supporters aedneeds of consumers. This policy model is
characteristic of the states which have a greauataf globally significant heritage.

2. Policy models of Lithuanian and Danish film industries

Policy model of the Danish film industry. The Ministry of Culture of Denmark in its official
website declares the arm’s length principle asntfaén principle of the entire cultural policy of
Denmark “in order to ensure freedom of expressio@arti and culture, grants to artists are given
with no political strings attached and, of courseticism of “the establishment” is permissible.
Therefore, independence and the arms-length ptenane fundamentals of Danish cultural policy”
(Ministry of Culture Denmark 2013). The websitecalsxplains the essence of the arm’s length
principle: “the arms-length principle implies thatither politicians nor the Ministry of Culture are
involved in concrete subsidy allocation or act dsiters of taste. The ministry’s role is first and
foremost to act as architect of the framework fooaerarching cultural policy and, in collaboration
with the Parliament, to set the objectives andréat® the structures that form the basis for calltur
policy in Denmark. Thus, neither politicians novicservants but independent peer groups grant
money to the arts” (Ministry of Culture Denmark 3).1

By implementing these statements in Denmark, thaidbaAgency of Culture has been
established which coordinates the activities ofotes councils of independent experts. Film policy
is performed by a special institution, i.e. the BanFilm Institute. The main law regulating the
activity of the Danish Film Institute is The FilmcA Besides this law, other important political
documents include Film Agreement 2011-2014 and Pbiicy Accord 2011-2014.

Danish Film Institute. The Danish Film Institute (DFI) was establishedL897; it has three
operating advisory councils of relevant areas, amke Council for Feature Films, The Council
for Short Films and Documentaries and The MuseurmCit

DFI tasks established in the Film Act in 1997 asdadlows:

— to subsidise the development, production, distidngt and showing of Danish films;

— to spread information and knowledge of Danish dilabroad;

— to ensure the conservation of flms and documenatnaterial concerning films. To
ensure the availability of these collections topheélic;

— to promote professional experimental film art ahd tevelopment of talent by holding
workshops and various seminars;

— to ensure the production of informative films, inding those for educational purposes.

DFl is a state institution under the Ministry of I€we. It is administered by the Executive
Committee, the members of which are appointed ley Nhnistry of Culture. Three members
represent cultural, media and managerial expei@se. member from this committee is appointed
to The Council for Feature Films, The Council fano& Films and Documentaries and The
Museum Council.



CBITOBA EKOHOMIKA TA MIKHAPO/HI BI/THOCHHH Inmenexm XX| Ne 1 ‘2015

The Executive Committee determines its own rulegrotedure. It is in charge of the overall
management of the activities of the DFI and willedmine and follow up on the Institute’s overall
goals for the promotion of Danish films. The Conteetis accountable to the Minister for Culture
and it appoints a Management Board. Also, The Cdtamisubmits proposals to the Ministry of
Culture which later forms the statutes.

The councils of Feature Films, Short Films and Doentaries and the Museum consult the
DFI board (DFI Managing Director, Manager of thedRrction and Development Division, etc.)
regarding the activities of the departments ofueafilms, short flms and documentaries and the
department of the museum.

At the moment, Danish Film Institute has four mdepartments: Audience & Promotion,
Production and Development, Filmhouse and Admiaigtn. Each department has certain
divisions. Audience & Promotion has three divisiodsudience & Events, Distribution &
Promotion, Center for Children and Youth film whikhs three departments (Film-X studio, Film-
Y studio and the Public Service Television Funandaction and Development has four divisions:
Development of New Talents of the Danish Cinemd;:IEngth Artistic/Feature Films, Short Films
and Documentaries and Film Workshop. With four slmis, Filmhouse is no exception; it is
further divided into the Cinematheque, Film arckiv8torage and Restoration, Library and the
Archive of Film Stills and Posters. The Adminisiva Department has Management Secretariat,
Internal Service and Finance and IT divisions.

Film funding in Denmark. Feature films are subsidised on the basis of skvenaing
programmes: Commissioner Scheme, Market SchemeMamaik Co-Production Scheme. When
distributing the funding on the basis of these paiagmes, it is obligatory to take the Film Act and
Film Agreement into consideration. The documenti®for Support to Feature Films which has
been enforced in 2012 establishes that the DFlscgport writing of the scripts, as well as the
production of films where the full amount of thadncial support is paid for the production of films
in four stages, and DFI has the right to contrel pnoduction constantly. Similar conditions apply
to funding of Danish documentaries and short fitdioDocumentaries of great artistic value are
funded by the Commissioner Scheme. The DFI can @iewide financial support if the film is
created together with foreign film studios, yetniist comply with certain requirements established
in the framework. Since 1982, no less than 25%Idfudbsidies have been granted to the films for
children and the youth. Also, financial support t&granted by the municipalities and districts.

The department of New Danish screen developmentsgonsible for the development of
new cinema talents (less experienced directorg).filkhs that have been subsidised by this
department are broadcasted on DR and TV2 channeélsamn receive a permission to be distributed
in film theatres.

A great deal of Danish films are funded by pubbBcvice broadcasters, i.e. TV2 and DR. It is
noteworthy that the DFI receives a great amoutitimding from tax money which is distributed by
the Ministry of Culture. Moreover, certain amourancbe granted for film funding by various
foreign funds, programmes and Danish film fundémFiyn fund grants funding for the production
of various films which are created and filmed ie ®outh Fyn island; The West Danish Film Fund
funds films created in the Western Denmark; Copgehdilm Fund is also a regional fund, yet it
is a trade fund not intended for art support. Tingpsrt takes the form of investment, provided the
production is financially successful.
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Companies which do not participate in the film istly do not allocate funds for the
production of films because the private companytrmmgest into flms without any tax incentives;
therefore, it is considered to be a simple investméhich may not be recoverable. Denmark does
not perform indirect support for the cinema: thare no tax incentives for making films, etc.

Distribution and exhibition of filmsin Denmark. In Denmark, film showing is managed by
several institutions, namely the subdivision of DEI's Filmhouse, the cinema Cinematheque,
other Danish cinemas and the national televisiobefmark.

The accessibility and distribution of films is coited by the Minister of Culture by
establishing certain rules. Currently, in orderst&l films for children under 15, they must be
confirmed by the Media Council assigned by the Btinyi of Culture. It decides for which age
group it is appropriate to show a certain film.

The DFI subsidises the screening and disseminabbnthe Danish cinema. Also,
municipalities and districts can grant the suppod loans for the distribution of films. Moreover,
on the basis of the Film Agreement 2011-2014, caeenan receive a one-time support. Funding is
granted for participation in various internatiofibh festivals as well.

There is a library in the DFI Filmhouse with varsotesearch sources and literature about
Danish cinema and television. Also there is the Bi€hive with the collection of film stills and
posters. This collection is one of the largestemibns in the whole world. The archive has a great
collection of films from 1941, when the first musewf the Danish cinema was established. It
receives films pursuant to the Film Act: no latkart in two years (after the film was shown)
filmmakers must submit a copy to the DFI. The negatthat have not been submitted to the DFI
cannot be destroyed.

The Center for Children and Youth film is anothmpbrtant department of the DFI which is
responsible for the education of youth in the areims. This centre helps children and teenagers
to understand how the films are created and tityeiinselves. It organises various film festivals for
children, seminars, conferences for media instrscémd teachers. The Center for Children and
Youth film consists of two parts: FILM-X studio [@vs children to create and act in short films
which are later recorded in the electronic mediumd &anded back to children) and FILM-X
mobile film studio (allows children to be filmed the actual car with background projection).

The Film School plays a very important part in #ducation of the Danish cinema. This
country has one state school, i.e. The Nationah Hthool of Denmark. The school was established
in 1996 and it is funded by the Ministry of Cultuféhe school educates film directors, animators,
cinematographers, editors, producers, screenwrgetsid and TV specialists.

The model of the Lithuanian film industry policy. The main law regulating the activity of
the film industry in Lithuania is the Law on Cinerafthe Republic of Lithuania. Other important
legislation: The Statute of Lithuanian Film Centmeder the Ministry of Culture, the Statute of the
Film Council, labour regulations of the Film Coundtunding Rules for Film Projects, Law on
Copyright and Related Rights of the Republic ohu#dnia and Law on Taxes of Profit.

The most important political institution governirtige film policy is the Lithuanian Film
Centre established in 2012 which is regulated leylLitsw on Cinema of the Republic of Lithuania.
The activities of this institution are coordinatadd controlled by the Ministry of Culture of the
Republic of Lithuania. Also, Film Register manadpgd_FC.
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Lithuanian Film Centre. The Lithuanian Film Centre is managed by a diredtas directly
subordinate and accountable to the Minister of @eltThe LFC has two departments: Department
of Film Production and Department of Film Promotitmformation and Heritage. Each department
has separate managers who are subordinate tordatodiof the LFC. Its functions are similar to
those of the DFI.

The Film Council is a collegial advisory instituti@f the LFC. It consists of creators of art,
evaluators, film-makers and one representativdhefLi~C. All candidates to the Film Council are
suggested by associations operating in the filmusbhg. The list of suggested candidates is
confirmed by the order of the LFC director.

The main form of activity of the council is a meeti during which film projects that want to
get the state funding are evaluated. Also, theltsesd project implementation are evaluated, and
suggestions are submitted to the LFC director.

The Film Council, the head of the LFC and certaipegts from the LFC participate in the
meetings. If needed, they invite external expeartghe LFC itself, there are certain experts who
work with foreign funds, etc. During the meetings Council adopts decisions about the funding
of film projects based on the evaluative criteAaspecial table is compiled where the project is
rated in accordance with certain criteria suchh@sgroducing part, the funding part, the creative
part, etc. There is also a verbal evaluation degeghto evaluate the artistic part of the film.

The decision of the Film Council adopted during ineetings can be protested by the LFC if
the latter has a different opinion. However, the&CL$hould consider and react to various proposals,
yet if it has evaluated the project differentlye thead of the LFC can disregard the decision made
by the Film Council as it is the final authority iwh confirms everything and issues grants for film
projects.

Film funding in Lithuania. The greatest amount of funding for cinema in Litmaais
distributed by the LFC. When evaluating the prgjetiie priority to get funding belongs to a film
when its film-making is joint, when the projectfisnded by the EU, the European Council and
other international programmes and funds or forpteeluction of films if no less than 80 per cent
of funding will be spent in Lithuania. Also, theig the maximum possible amount for funding
which can be used for the production of films. Thdture Support Foundation also funds projects
of various associations which contribute to theatigwment of the film culture, education, etc. The
film can also be funded from the value added tax [§ér cent of the income from the previous
year), from the distribution of films and the shaowi thereof in the cinemas. Moreover,
municipalities can also fund. Most importantly, filex must comply with at least two film criteria
indicated in the Law on Cinema.

On May 21, 2013, the Seimas agreed on certain amemd of the Law on the Tax of
Income: the tax on income and the taxable profiteweduced. These amendments allow the state
and the foreign business to use the tax incentivibgy grant gratuitous funding to the production
of Lithuanian films. The amount can reduce the medax which is calculated for the tax period,
when the certificate confirming the investment haen received.

Screening and distribution of films in Lithuania. Film register (established in 2004) is
managed by the LFC. In order to screen the films$ha cinemas, all flms must be indexed in
accordance with the age limit, except the caseswefilms are exhibited in cultural events, etc.
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Funding from the municipal budget can be grantedhHe main activity of municipal cinemas
and various film projects. Also, promotion, distrilton of films, etc. can be funded from the state
budget. However, state funding for promotional pctg is granted only when film production has
been funded by the state, and if the funding hadeen received, it must meet at least two criteria
established in the Law on Cinema.

If the production of film has been ordered by thates and 100 per cent thereof has been
funded from the state budget, the right to broaditesfilm on television belongs to the Lithuanian
National Radio and Television.

State archives are responsible for the storagdmo$.f Filmmakers must submit the original
film material for storage if the film has been fenidby state.

The LFC does not manage film education; it is penfed by other organisations operating in
Lithuania. The Skalvija Cinema Centre participateshe education of youth. It has established a
cinema academy for 9- and 10-graders. Besidese}hibitions and education, Skalvija organises
various festivals. Another institution establishedLithuania in 2005, Meno Avilys, organises
various events and courses related to cinema dsaweinema camps. Also, film digitization has
been started, even though it is supposed to bevdinke of the LFC. The programme “Kinas mano
mokykloje” (En.Cinema in My Schoplakes place as an opportunity to use films asdurtational
means in Lithuanian general education schools.LTtheanian Film Academy is a public enterprise
established in 2010 which fosters the Lithuaniareiatic culture, seeks to preserve the heritage of
the Lithuanian cinema for future generations andéualuate film and television actors and award
the national prize of Sidab&nGere (En. The Silver Crange Also, it attempts to strengthen the
dialogues between Lithuanian film institutions dimh professionals, and to support and encourage
the creative work of young Lithuanian film talentstc. Moreover, there is the Lithuanian
Filmmakers Union (est. in 1931) which supports tneative work of its members, organises
various cinematic events, takes care of the copypgotection, publicises the problems of the film
society, etc.

The Film Promotion and Information Office of Lithua is responsible for the promotion of
films on the Internet; it runs the project “Lithuan Film Centre”, an online portal promoting
Lithuanian film art, informs about the history dfet Lithuanian cinema and collects data about
Lithuanian film-makers.

In 2013, the Audiovisual Arts Industry Incubatorsaestablished. The incubator provides an
opportunity to create the production of films aatkvision, as it has all state-of-art equipment.

Similarities and differences of policy models between the Danish and Lithuanian film
industries. The policy of Danish and Lithuanian film industry based on the principle of ‘the
arm’s length’. The most important political institns are the DFI and the LFC. Both of these
institutions are regulated by the Law on Cinema pedorm the same function: they pursue the
film policy in the country and distribute the funttem the Ministry of Culture. The Ministry of
Culture in the models of both countries performyv@milar functions: it forms the film policy of
the country and prepares laws in the area of cinesnaell as other relevant legislation. However,
the Ministry of Culture of Denmark states very clgand stresses that its policy is based on the
arm’s length principle. In the meantime, the Lithizen cultural policy is currently in the transition
phase. After a long-lasting stagnation, the chalge® started; the model of Lithuanian cultural
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policy has been changed in both the film area hatldf the culture; however, it has not contributed
to any noticeable results yet.

Comparing the DFI and the LFC, a great differerare lze noted considering the structures of
these institutions. The DFI management and admatigé apparatus (the Executive Committee
and the Board managing the everyday affairs) iebekeveloped. The LFC has a director and an
administrator. The DFI Executive Committee is respble for the DFI's activities and submitting
proposals for the Ministry of Culture of Denmarkcobdrding to the law, the LFC should also
submit proposals to the Ministry of Culture, papate in the formation of the film policy, yet it
does not have a committee or a larger councilt 38 hard to imagine them implementing this
function.

The DFI has more divisions and departments whiehrasponsible for certain areas. For
example, the DFI's divisions of Production and DOepenent department are responsible for the
production and development of each type of film.e3én departments fund production and
development of films based on certain schemes aselsament of the councils. The LFC has only
two departments and no further divisions.

Speaking of funding, the sources of the funds iisted by the DFI and the LFC are
different: the LFC fund consists only of the stateds and the DFI receives funding from national
television broadcasters.

Both in Lithuania and Denmark, there are maximumowmts set for the production,
distribution, etc. of films. It can be said thattib@ountries distribute the funding in instalments.
Moreover, in Lithuania, projects can be funded frttva Culture Support Foundation, whereas in
Denmark there are three funds supporting films tbasetheir regions.

Comparing Denmark and Lithuania, there is a diffeezbetween the participation of the
private capital in the film industry: private fumdy takes place in Lithuania; sometimes business
establishments unrelated to the film industry supfions. However, according to a Lithuanian
film director during an interview, private funding very scarce, no exception is the state funding.
He claims that the state does not realise thatutiare (not only the films) is a value in generéi.
Denmark, monetary funds are received from the Dfel aether funds; single business companies
unrelated to the film industry do not support cimepnoduction.

In Lithuania, indirect tax incentive has been idtroed for the production of films, namely
the income tax relief. In this aspect, Lithuania la@ advantage against Denmark where indirect
funding does not take place. However, the Danish fiolicy pays great attention to the cinematic
heritage, promotion of the film culture and edumatiAll of this is performed by the DFI divisions.
The LFC does not perform it yet and does not haweh slivisions. In Lithuania, cinema education
is performed by different associations. Such dsiperof institutions is not a positive factor. gt i
noticeable from the interview with the aforemenédriithuanian film director that film education
is not performed systematically. Sometimes theegpanblems with cinema theatres as it is difficult
to understand the principle on which they operatenetimes they want to show Lithuanian films
and sometimes they do not.

The greatest and probably the most important d@iffee between the DFI and the LFC is the
evaluation of projects and decision-making on fagdi On the advisory level, there are three
different services operating in the DFI: the Coufmi Feature Films, The Council for Short Films
and Documentaries and The Museum Council. The &aitfan Film Centre has only one joint Film
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Council. It is noteworthy that advisory councilaylan important role in the DFI: they evaluate
projects and distribute the funding, and its decisiare irrevocable. Even though the Law on
Cinema of Denmark does not claim that the decisafribe councils are obligatory, it goes without
saying; otherwise, the DFI would lose its meanind the arm’s length model would collapse. The
same cannot be said about the decisions of theidmilan Film Council; as it turned out in the
interview with the chairperson of the Council, ttfeC can disregard the assessment of the council.
Ignoring the decisive power of the council violatege of the most important principle of the arm’s
length policy, i.e. distributing funds based on tleeision of experts. The director of the Lithuania
Film Centre is the civil servant appointed by theister of Culture; therefore, if his/her word is
final in making the decision, it means that therFCTentre is only the branch of the Ministry rather
than the institution based on the arm’s lengthqipile.

Conclusions.

1. Based on the forms of state control and suppoetCl policy models can be divided into
the paternalistic, the patronal and the liberale Tiain feature of the Paternalistic policy model of
cultural industries is active participation of thate in the Cl which is characterised by the direc
funding of the state. Cl do not depend on marketibfa. The Patronal Cl model is characterised by
the fact that the state raises certain goals otditeral policy, funds the implementation therbat
does not interfere with the implementation proc&é& main feature of this model is the funding of
culture based on the arm’s length principle. Theekal Cl policy model is characterised by the fact
that the state does not interfere with the ClI @@t and encourages indirect funding of ClI with th
help of the tax system.

2. Comparing the Lithuanian film policy model wilenmark, which has been applying this
model for quite a while, the following advantagesl alisadvantages of the Lithuanian film policy
model can be distinguished:

2.1. As the main institution implementing the fipolicy, the LFC lacks the governing body
necessary for such institution, namely a board orommittee. The DFI has the Executive
Committee and the board; the Executive Committeegponsible not only for the management of
the DFI, but also for submitting the proposals ttee Ministry of Culture of Denmark. The LFC
only has a director appointed by the ministry; ¢here, it is unlikely that the LFC will implement
the function of formulating the film policy estaditied in the Law on Cinema of the Republic of
Lithuania.

2.2. The fact that the LFC fund is made entirelyhaf state budget signifies the disadvantage
of the LFC concept. The DFI funding receives addiil funding from the broadcasters of the
national television. However, the national broatmasf Lithuania is not supported by the
subscription fee and also receives funding frombilndget; at the moment, the Danish solution does
not suit Lithuania and changes can be expected aféy the funding reform of the national
broadcaster.

2.3. Participation of private sponsors in film pugtion can be indicated as an advantage of
the Lithuanian film policy. In Denmark, separatesimess companies unrelated to film industry do
not support the production of films. In Lithuantie application of income tax relief has been
applied.

2.4. As a disadvantage of the Lithuanian film pplinodel, one could mention that film
education, distribution and exhibition is not assig to its competence. All of it, alongside of athe
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functions related to the dissemination of films auhlication, are performed by the DFI, ensuring
the integrity of all links of the film industry.

2.5. The greatest disadvantage of the Lithuanikn fiolicy is the procedure of decision-
making on project assessment and funding. Unclistnitlition of the decision power between the
Film Council and the LFC violates the most impottanm’s length principle, namely to base the
funding on the decision of experts. Moreover, fpnoduction is funded insufficiently, etc.
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