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he--pexcy of the MPEAR predudes it
from operating in territories where mem-
ber companies are prevented from négo-

Asaresult oﬂmswhen in 1974015!%0
exercisedamonopoly status on the import
of films in keeping with the then Govern-
‘ment's policy of restricting imports, films
distributed by the Companies affiliated to
I tha MPEAA were not exhibited in Sri
fLanka In 1978 the position was reviewed
' by the Govenment and a mutually satis-

factory arrangement reached (within the
| provisions of the NFC Act) enabling the
exhibition of MPEAA sourced films in Sri
'Lanmmmmsoime(iovemmem sopen

ating irectwith Extibiors of s choics.

when films are purchased outright with
valuable funds being tied up.

. MPEAA deals with exhibitors on the
basis of rental, with the supplier accept-

- ing a percentage of the actual box office

takings. This way, the supplier's share is
goverried only by how well a film fares at

. the box office here and not by the selling

price of the film itself. In Sri Lanka, the
market size for English language films
automatically commends rental as the
obviously viable choice.

The Kinematograph Renters Socisty
{KRS) is one of many regional offices of
MPEAA members, and both the MPEAA

and KRS member companies have their

registered offices in the United States of
America. Reglonal offices have been
established in many parts of the world
depending on the market size. The films

- contracted for are despatched direct from

America, Europe or the Far East, a few of
them being merely transhipped (un-
opened and unused) via Bombay to take
‘advantage of the reduced freight costs on
bulk shipment, particularly when several
_ other copies of the same films are also
consigned to India. It is accepted busi-
ness practice world wide for business to
be negotiated via foreign firm's local of-

fice or, in the absence of one, via the .

closest regional office. It need hardly be
stressed that the volume and value of
business generated in Sri Lanka can
neither prompt nor justify setting up of an
MPEAA office here to service Sri Lanka
alone.

. The totalannual eamings of the MPEAA
member companies for 1988 in respect
of Colombo and outstation screenings
was only just over Rs. 6M and the total
due to them from the NFC (and yet out-
standing) is in the region of Rs. 12M. The
MPEAA member companies have not
only expressed concem with regard to
the outstandings from the NFC but also
with regard to the non remittance of their

r-  eanings since April 1988 ( despite ade-

quate fundsbeing available inthe MPEAA

: vmember companies’ bank accounts in
o) because the NFC had not as

yet recommended such remittance to the
Exchange Controller.

Non payment of dues by the NFC re-
sufted in MPEAA members, in the first
instance, stopping further shipments and
release of their product on contracts al-
ready approved. As no payments were
made even thereafter, MPEAA members
finally withdrew the exhibition rights given
to NFC and informed the Corporation
accordingly. But the NFC, though it has
loudly proclaimed its ability to source all
its requirements of English language films.
through independent suppliers or ‘third
parties’ in the absence of MPEAA films,
still continues to this day to distribute
MPEAA films in blatant violation of con-
tractual obligations.

The NFC, if it is to continue its good
working relationship with members of the
MPEAA, should respond positively to-
wards removing the factors which led to
the directive by MPEAA for withdrawal of
their product from circulation, by:

* recommending the remittance of earn |

ings from April 1988 to date.

* arranging for the settlement of dues to
MPEAA member companies on out-
station screenings within a specific time
frame which will result in the quantum
due declining and not increasing.

* arranging for the settlement of out-
standing instalments on long term loans
and ensuring that balance instalments
are settledin accordance with loanagree-
ments.

* discussing and agreeing on a basis of
sharing the special levy referred to in
section 9 of this review.

The NFC clearly refuses to learn from

experience; its dealings o far with “third

party” suppliers have resulted more often-

than not in the NFC being saddled with
not only third rate but also badly dam-
aged prints of films for some of which, it
now appears the "third parties” involved
were merely pretending to hold copy-
right. The NFC, being a State-owned
institution, has the responsibility to en-
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