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The World of cinema, as with books is reliant on copyright laws and the concept of artistic ownership. Filmmakers and the studios they work for own the rights to their products. However with the advancements in technology and economic incentives work produced much earlier is constantly being re-released and updated in order to conform to the ever-expanding world of cinematic technology. The constitution grants Authors the rights to their works “To promote the progress of science and useful arts, by securing for limited times to authors and inventors the exclusive right to their respective writings and discoveries.” The purpose of the clause is clearly in favor of the creator of a work and names them the sole holder of all rights to their work; however this does not take into account the protection of the public. An author has a duty to their public to preserve their own work so it may be absorbed, criticized and digested by fans and critics alike. 


For economic and technological reasons works of art, films in particular are Re-released. Re-releasing a film in order to enhance the film and to conform to current technology is beneficial to audiences and to the owners of the rights to the film. For audiences re-releases give fans a chance to experience films in new ways. A film that may have been released in the 1970’s can now be viewed digitally on a laptop or streamed from the Internet. This form of updating films also allows for younger audiences to be exposed to older films and expands the fan base of the work beyond its initial audience at theatrical release. Economically this is also beneficial for the owners of the rights to the film, due to advertising, paid streaming services, DVD and Blu-Ray sales the film’s owners stand to gain by re-releasing films. 


Unfortunately there are controversies that in many ways outweigh the benefits of re-releasing films. Re-releasing films also gives filmmakers the chance to re-examine their films and in some cases re-edit the film. The fist cause for concern with this practice is the alienation of fans. Any slight change to a film may have drastic consequences for the entirety of the film. For Example George Lucas and his company Lucas films owns the right to all of the Star Wars films, Lucas chose to re-release Star War: A New Hope on DVD. This in itself is a good thing, as previously stated this opened the film to new audiences, increased convenience of viewing for existing fans and provided economic incentives for Lucas Films as a company. However Fans were quickly outraged to discover that Lucas had re-edited an iconic scene in the film. This then changed the motives and characterization of Han Solo, a central character in the film. Additionally this practice ruins films as a tool for historians.  Films are excellent windows into the mindset and sensibilities of the generation in which the film was released. By changing films to conform to the sensibilities of the time period in which the film was re-released the film loses its historical context. 


In order to understand the gravity of the practice of altered re-released films one must examine films as if they were not sources of entertainment, but as if they were works of art.  As Lester Freedman stated “[Films] can no longer be conceptualized merely as innocent entertainment, films often become hotly contested sites of cultural confrontation between various political forces and pressure groups philosophically at odds with each other.” (Freedman 181). According to Freedman it is naïve to simply categorize film as entertainment but rather due to the cultural impact of a film, films must be categorized as art. Therefore, once a piece of art has been released and digested by the public, can the artist claim their privilege as its creator and change it. By creating their work with the intention of releasing it to the public the artist should forfeit their right to make later alterations, as is the practice with books and written work. Written work is rarely, if ever, altered after publishing. Unfortunately for film, films do not exist in a physical form; a book can sit on a self and be opened to any page at will. But a film cannot be opened to any one frame at will; films require technology in order to view them and therefore cannot be viewed as often as a book. Because of the technology required to experience film audiences often feel a sense of alienation from film. The majority of the public can write and therefore understand how a book is written; far fewer people can operate a camera or understand the lengthy process that in the end yields a finished film. Therefore due to this technological alienation filmmakers are granted much more leniency with changing their own work. Filmmakers need to be held to the same standards as authors, and their work needs to be equally protected by the censorship of its creator. 


The public has always been the driving force behind the value of art, the public bids on art and determines its monetary value and critics determine the cultural value of a work of art. Current copyright laws spit in the face of this practice by permitting artists to change their work as they see fit. Copyright laws should therefore exist to protect the work as it stands either from the artists themselves and from imitators as the laws currently exist. By allowing artists and authors to change their work they can avoid negative criticism by re-publishing the same work, allowing them to “cheat” the system. Additionally authors and artists are currently able to re-release their work purely for economic reasons in order to sell more DVDs, E-books, ect. Ethically artists and creators owe a debt to those members of the public who have given their work value and therefore had copyright laws been written in the constitution to protect the integrity of the work, rather than the interests of the author; the literary world and the world of cinema would have been much more viable to the process of valuing by critics and the public. 
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