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Opening statement
Movie Mutuals welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the consultation on a new National Cultural Policy. This
public submission should be read alongside the following attachments:

 Attachment 1 is our analysis of the SVOD/Streaming Bill and parliamentary debate, 

 Attachment 2 is the interim results of the Who Gets a Break? survey, and 

 Attachment 3 is the economic modelling of emerging screen contribution.

Movie Mutuals is a Melbourne-based community of practice for filmmakers, actors and other screen practitioners.
After a meeting with the Office of the Minister for the Arts in late 2024, we agreed to conduct a survey of our
members to better understand the pathways, barriers, costs and career experiences of emerging screen practitioners.
We also asked survey participants how successful they believed the government was in achieving the aims of Revive
which we report here as the basis of our submission to assist government in its monitoring and evaluation of the
National Cultural Policy.  

The Who gets a break? survey was developed because one of the recurring problems in this field is that emerging
practitioners are often discussed in principle but rarely counted in practice. Government, agencies and industry bodies
frequently refer to new talent, future storytellers and career pathways, but there is limited public evidence about who
is trying to enter the screen sector, what they have already invested, what support they have received, where they are
being blocked, and how long they can afford to continue.

The survey indicates that emerging practitioners are not one age, pathway or type of practitioner. Around half carry
student  debt  from film school.  Some come from adjacent  fields.  Some are  returning after  years  away from the
industry. Many are building first credits through shorts, pilots, web series, low-budget features, crew work and unpaid
collaboration.

What is clear is that the challenge for emerging screen practitioners is not a lack of ambition. It is that many emerging
practitioners are  trying to build screen careers  outside the recognised centre of the publicly funded and market-
endorsed screen system that is closed to most of them. The irony is that many of those now inside that centre built
their experience during a period when public screen architecture was more open to new and unproven talent. Today’s
emerging practitioners are often asked to arrive at the gates with the evidence, experience and relationships that earlier
public infrastructure helped others build.

Revive promises “a place for every story”. We argue that promise cannot be fully realised by a screen system that
only becomes accessible once a practitioner already has credits, market attachments, producer relationships and a
finance plan. Emerging filmmakers are too often asked to finance their own projects and their own pathway as the
price  of  entry.  That  does  not  build  a  cultural  landscape  that  reflects  our  diversity,  supports  creative  workers,
strengthens the stories we share, or keeps Australian screen relevant and forward-looking. It is a policy of attrition not
revival.

Background: how the emerging pipeline was hollowed out
The 2008 establishment of Screen Australia consolidated the Australian Film Commission, Film Finance Corporation
Australia and Film Australia into a new national screen agency. Additionally, a tax offset on production expenditure
(the Producer Offset), rather than an allowance on the capital cost of the underlying IP, became the principal way
screen content would be supported. 

Talent renewal was not meant to be carved out of that architecture. In the second reading speech, Arts Minister Peter
Garrett described Screen Australia as a key plank in revitalising the industry and expected it to play an important role
in  promoting  the  work  of  emerging  filmmakers.  The  stated  ambition  was  not  only  to  support  a  commercially
sustainable industry, but a highly creative, innovative and diverse one.
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The Opposition did not object to the principle of consolidation so much as the risk that the new agency would be
underfunded for the task it had been given. Opposition Arts spokesperson Dr Sharman Stone warned that Screen
Australia risked being “strangled at birth” without proper resourcing. In hindsight, that warning was not rhetorical
overreach. It described the problem that would follow: a national screen agency asked to serve both industry stability
and talent renewal, but increasingly pushed by funding pressure, market logic and production finance settings toward
the safer, more commercially legible end of the system.

Metro Screen's 2015 report Emerging Visions shows how quickly that shift became visible. 1 Total federal support for
the screen industry rose by 91 per cent, from $219.9 million in 2006-07 to $419.1 million in 2013-14, largely driven
by the Producer Offset. Over the same period, targeted federal funding for emerging screen practitioners fell by an
estimated 68 per cent, from around $11 million under the Australian Film Commission in 2006-07 to $3.5 million
under Screen Australia in 2013-14, with projections suggesting it would fall further to around $2 million by 2016-17
after Screen Resource Organisation funding was phased out (an 82 per cent decline on 2006-07 investment).  State
agency  support  for  emerging  practitioners  fell  from about  $7.9  million  in  2008-09 to  $3.1  million  in  2013-14.
Combined federal and state expenditure on emerging programs fell 49 per cent between 2008-09 and 2013-14, from
$12.93 million to $6.53 million. The policy retreat became explicit in 2017 when Screen Australia Chief Operating
Officer Fiona Cameron told a parliamentary inquiry that the agency had “had to get out of the entry-level film market
as a result of funding cuts” and was working “at the very top end”. The emerging sector did not disappear. The people
in it were pushed outside the public system and asked to carry more of the cost themselves.

The so-called Brandis cuts accelerated the loss of the remaining institutions that had made emerging practice possible.
Screen Resource Organisations such as Metro Screen and Open Channel provided practical infrastructure between
education  and  industry:  communities  of  practice,  equipment  access,  internships,  mentoring,  local  development,
screening  opportunities,  micro-production funding and low-cost  spaces  for  filmmakers  to  make  work  before  the
market was ready to recognise them. In 2013, the SROs supported 316 productions, with 90 SRO-funded short films
selected for festivals, 3,300 skills-development participants, internships, mentoring, equipment subsidies and industry
networking. That was not ancillary activity. It was pathway infrastructure.

The loss of that layer changed the burden of proof. Emerging practitioners were still expected to build teams, test
ideas, develop craft,  make work, find audiences and prove their capability.  They must then convince producers,
funders and the marketplace, each with their own agendas and preferences, that their stories are worth backing, that
they can attract the elements that make them marketable, playable and viable,  and that they can deliver on time and
on budget. They are expected to compete against established producers and with  at their own personal cost. The
system did not stop needing proof that someone was talented and they and their stories were worthy of a place in
Australian screen culture. It simply stopped funding enough of the conditions through those without an established
track record could generate the proof required of them.

That is why breakout examples should be treated carefully. Bluey and Talk to Me are often celebrated, rightly so, as
evidence of Australia’s new creative talent. But they should not be used as proof that the pathway is healthy and the
system works effectively. They show how distinctive Australian work can emerge from the long, underfunded stretch
where practitioners develop a voice and try to stay in the game before the formal system takes them seriously. Most
do not get that far. They run out of money, confidence, time or access before their work has a chance to mature. We
will never know how many ‘Bluey’s’ have been lost to Australian culture simply because not enough new voices, new
ideas, new talent were given the opportunity to develop.  

A policy of revival should not conflate merit with attrition. New talent should not have to pass through a kind of
medieval tournament in which those with the resources, connections and stamina to survive repeated exclusion are
deemed worthy of support. Cultural policy requires a more enlightened approach: one guided by evidence rather than
mythology, recognising that talent develops through practice rather than appearing fully formed, and creating a fairer
field in which practitioners without inherited or structural advantages can take creative risks, fail safely, improve and
find their audience. Its posture must be that of a friend before it becomes that of a judge, because the new rarely

1 Metro Screen (2015), Emerging Visions: Career Pathways in the Australian Screen Production Industry,
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arrives already proven. Of course, not everyone can become a great artist, but a great artist can come from anywhere.
They just need time, feedback, trust, and audiences and institutions willing to risk something in their discovery and
defense.

Emerging talent back in frame
In  November  2025,  the  Communications  Legislation  Amendment  (Australian  Content  Requirement  for
SVOD/Streaming) Bill 2025 passed both houses of Parliament.  Attachment 1 documents that during the second
reading debate in the House of Representatives several parliamentarians emphasised that:

•  Emerging and young creatives are central to Australia’s screen future. Speakers repeatedly linked content 
obligations for streaming services to career pathways for students, early-career practitioners and “young future 
filmmakers”.

•  Streaming expenditure quotas are seen as an intergenerational investment. MPs described the legislation as an 
investment in “the next decade of Australian storytelling”, “future icons” and “a new generation of Australian 
storytellers, actors and filmmakers” rather than simply a preservation of existing practice.

•  Education and local development are seen as key entry points for emerging creatives. Several members 
highlighted schools, TAFE, youth arts organisations and local film festivals as crucial “first rung” platforms for 
young creatives and future filmmakers.

•  Non-commercial, developmental support is explicitly identified as necessary. There is clear recognition 
that emerging artists cannot be supported purely on commercial criteria, and that without specific support “we 
won’t have an industry”.

•  Cultural identity and economic impact are tightly linked. MPs positioned emerging storytellers as central both 
to Australia’s cultural sovereignty and to regional and national economic benefits, including jobs, trade and 
tourism.

The evidence in the attachments and in this submission points to the reality that the SVOD expenditure quotas will
mostly benefit the established screen production industry rather than emerging and unproven talent. This reflects a
broader problem of system design that has characterised Australian screen policy since 2008, in which emerging
practitioners have increasingly been treated as an optional add-on rather than a core policy concern.

Over the last 20 years, Australia has built a screen architecture that supports production activity, business capability, 
infrastructure, jobs, exports and inward investment. It has not built an equivalent architecture for talent renewal: the 
stage where new practitioners test ideas, build teams, develop craft, gain credits, find audiences and move toward sus-
tainable creative work. Implicit in current policy settings is the assumption that increasing production activity will 
automatically create opportunities for new talent. Yet this assumption is rarely monitored, measured or tested. It sits 
uneasily with the well-established reality of cultural production as a "nobody knows" industry, where opportunities 
are scarce, resources are limited, and capital tends to flow towards established practitioners, producers and projects 
that are perceived as less risky. In such an environment, increased production expenditure will rarely translate into 
meaningful opportunities for new entrants.  Since 2008, talent renewal has largely been left to ad hoc initiatives, short-
term diversity and equity programs, selective labs, a limited number of internships, tertiary education providers and, 
most often, the unpaid effort of emerging practitioners themselves.

To address this gap a new cultural framework is needed, one that moves from assessment to progression, from market
failure to market creation.  For both government and industry, this means moving from rhetoric to action, including a
commitment to challenge the underlying assumptions of the current model and rebuild it based on an understanding of
the  unique  needs  of  the  emerging  sector.  The  question  is  whether  the  existing  screen  architecture  is  culturally,
structurally and operationally equipped to rebuild the pathway that has been eroded over the last 20 years.

The government’s  consultation paper  itself  suggests  why that  question needs to  be asked.  The paper states  that
“Australia’s position in the competitive global environment will influence our ability to retain creative talent and
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connect with international markets over time.” For screen, that sequence should be tested. Australia’s creative talent is
not simply the product of global competitiveness. It is one of the things that creates it. Talent, voice, authorship, craft,
IP and distinctive Australian storytelling are what produce work capable of travelling. 

This is the missing story arc of Revive. The beginning is talent development: finding, forming, testing and trusting
new Australian screen practitioners.  The middle is  cultural  and industrial  strength:  distinctive Australian stories,
skilled creative teams, resilient businesses and work that can travel. The end is retention and international connection:
a screen sector strong enough to keep talent here and confident enough to meet the world on its own terms. Talent is
not the reward for a competitive screen industry. It is how a competitive screen industry is built. 

As of March 2026, 75 of the 85 actions in Revive have been delivered.  For the screen industry this has included the
Digital Games Tax Offset, Australian content expenditure requirements for streaming services, and an increase in the
Location Offset to 30 per cent. The government is now generously asking what next?  

For Movie Mutual members the answer is obvious: renewal. 

Australian screen policy has been too focused on generating production spend. It now needs to become serious about
renewing the talent base that builds cultural meaning, future IP and long-term national value. Screen Australia cannot
be expected to deliver a renewal function it has not been clearly funded or directed to perform. The Producer Offset
cannot enable new works by new screen authors that do not have the financial means or market connections to meet
the  expenditure  threshold.  There  is  no  architecture  for  the  crucial  space  between learning  and earning.  Without
renewal, Australian screen will struggle to do what Revive asks of Australian culture: help us see ourselves more
clearly, learn about each other, and allow the world to know us better.  

Our submission offers an insight into how emerging screen practitioners measure Revive’s effectiveness and builds a
case for why new talent needs to be central to a New National Cultural policy.  
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Pillar 1 - First Nations First
Recognising and respecting the crucial place of First  Nations stories at the centre of Australia’s arts
and  culture.

First Nations First  was rated Successful or Very Successful by 25 per cent of emerging respondents, the highest
success rating of any Revive aim tested. More strikingly, 44 per cent of respondents said they could not say, also the
highest “Can’t say” rate for any Revive aim by a significant margin. We do not read this as disengagement but as
appropriate humility: respondents recognising that they lacked the lived experience, cultural authority or knowledge
needed to judge First Nations policy with confidence.

Only two respondents to the Who Gets a Break? survey identified as First Nations practitioners. While not enough to
speak more generally to the experience of emerging First Nations filmmakers, the responses nevertheless echoed
aspects of the wider survey:  difficulty accessing funding,  unclear pathways,  limited practical support,  and a gap
between formal training, creative ambition and sustained progression. One was approaching screen production as a
serious personal creative practice but with no expectation of a professional career; the other had invested significantly
in formal pathways, with clear professional career aspirations and found the bridge between learning and earning
limited.

The survey also recorded a separate observation. When respondents were asked to name iconic Australian screen
stories from the past 20 years, First Nations works appeared without prompting. Samson and Delilah was named by
multiple respondents, as were  The Sapphires, Rabbit-Proof Fence  and Mystery Road, alongside titles such as  Mad
Max:  Fury  Road and  Bluey.  First  Nations  storytelling  is  therefore  not  peripheral  to  how  the  emerging  screen
community understands Australian screen culture. It recognizes its important and valuable contribution. 

We note that this has not occurred by accident. It reflects First Nations creative leadership, community authority,
long-term advocacy, and the existence of dedicated structures that recognise First Nation’s community’s particular
needs and supports their self-determination. Screen Australia’s First Nations department, with dedicated funding of
around $7 million per year  for  First  Nations  talent  development  and career  growth,  is  one example of a  policy
principle already accepted within the screen system: that particular communities have particular needs, and that those
needs are best met through dedicated, purpose-built support rather than general programs that assume a level playing
field. The First Nations department exists because screen policy recognised that emerging First Nations practitioners
could not be expected to navigate a system built without them in mind. General access is not the same as a pathway.
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Just as screen policy has recognised that First Nations practitioners benefit from dedicated structures tailored to their
needs, emerging practitioners also require purposeful and sustained support if talent is to be renewed over time.
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Pillar 2 - A Place for Every Story
Reflecting the breadth of our stories and the contribution of all Australians as the creators of culture.

When asked whether government had been successful in ensuring that all Australians, regardless of language, literacy,
geography, age or education, can access and participate in arts and culture, 39 per cent rated progress as unsuccessful
or very unsuccessful, compared with 23 per cent who rated it successful or very successful. The barriers to access and
participation respondents describe closely match the barriers Revive says it wants to overcome: education, geography,
age, language, financial background, connections and industry fit.

Evidence  from  the  survey,  industry  reports  and  labour-market  research  suggests  that  entry  points  into  screen
production are  narrow,  informal and heavily mediated by prior  credibility  and networks.  Screen agency funding
requires  market  attachments,  finance  plans,  credits  and  producer  relationships.  Work  opportunities  are  rarely
advertised and often flow through trusted networks. Unpaid work remains a rite of passage with no guarantees of paid
work at the end of it, opening new entrants to risks of exploitation. Over the last two decades, talent renewal has
periodically appeared in industry advocacy, but it has rarely been fought for with the same determination as issues
affecting established practitioners and businesses. Guilds and industry associations understandably exist to represent
their members' interests, and emerging practitioners are often outside those constituencies or lack the collective power
to influence priorities. The result is that renewal is acknowledged as important but repeatedly deferred, deprioritised
and under-resourced in industry discourse rather than systematically funded and delivered. Against this backdrop, it is
unsurprising that survey respondents overwhelmingly identified personal connections and agency agendas as major
barriers to career progression, contributing to a perception that the entire eco-system is structurally weighted towards
those already inside it. In that sense, the system appears closed to most emerging practitioners.

This finding also reflects  disillusionment with the return on career investment promised by parts  of  the system.
Australia has a tertiary education pipeline and a taxpayer-funded screen system, but many emerging practitioners
experience neither as a reliable bridge into screen work. Movie Mutuals estimates that there are conservatively around
26,000  emerging  practitioners  actively  pursuing  a  career  in  screen  production  over  any  five-year  period  (see
Attachment 3). This cohort invests substantial money, time and unpaid labour into screen production activity (both
professional and self-led) and, in doing so, makes a significant contribution to Australian society and culture that is
not properly acknowledged.

We estimate the annual contribution of the emerging sector to be:

 Approximately $159 million in annual volunteer labour
 Approximately $55.3 million in annual production GDP across cultural formats 
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 Approximately $149 million in associated education-related GDP by those actively still pursuing a career for
5 years after graduation

 Approximately $387 million in student payments for screen education (either paid as debt or fees) out of $447
million in total.  Students are bearing 87% of the total cost of their tertiary screen education and an estimated
$326 million in debt (including $273 million in debt carried by the active emerging cohort). 

This equates to a conservative estimate of economic contribution of approximately $214 million per year through
production activity plus volunteer labour, rising to approximately $363 million when education-related contribution of
the active cohort is included.2  The true figure is likely to be substantially higher when the broader pipeline of people
in training, study, unpaid practice and self-funded development is taken into account. In practical terms, aspiring
filmmakers are not merely seeking entry to the screen industry. They are already subsidising it, and helping to sustain
the education and training markets built around the promise of future participation. The problem is that, for many,
there is no funded pathway at the end of that promise.

In the Who Gets a Break? survey, 70 emerging respondents reported making 340 cultural productions across short
films, documentaries, web series, low-budget  features and television drama pilots,  and 386 distribution outcomes
including 96 festival screenings. Around half of active emerging producers reported at least one festival outcome,
rising to 83 per cent among high-frequency short filmmakers. IMDb lists about 1,500 Australian short film titles per
year. Metro Screen (2015), using Screen Australia production tracking data, found about 26 low-budget feature films
were made each year by the emerging sector that were not included in national production statistics, and ABS data
shows short-form screen content grew 218.7 per cent to $42.2 million between 2015-16 and 2021-22, largely driven
by web series, although this would not include expenditure from emerging filmmakers like Movie Mutual members
who do not have an ABN.

This activity does not directly translate into a pathway. The industry and Australian public benefits from this labour
and risk but recognises it only after someone else has validated it: a festival, a producer, a market, a broadcaster, a
foreign streamer or an established screen agency. The short film All These Creatures won the Palme d’Or at Cannes
while An Ostrich Told Me the World Is Fake and I Think I Believe It  was nominated for an Academy Award. These
works were not funded by a screen agency and show that major cultural outcomes can emerge outside the established
government funded system, but even outcomes of this calibre do not automatically translate into sustained career
opportunity. Short films, proof-of-concept work, web series, community screenings and online-first work are too often
treated as amateur activity until they become useful to the professional system.

Since the formation of Screen Australia and the introduction of the Producer Offset, the cost of talent renewal in
screen  production  has  increasingly  been  privatised.  The  Job-ready Graduates  Package  has  been  the  most  recent
example of that shift. From 2021, government support for many arts students fell from around $35,000 to around
$5,000 per student, while students were left carrying debts of up to $51,000 for a three-year degree. 

Across  the  broad  media  and  communications  field,  including  journalism,  public  relations,  advertising,  screen
production and related disciplines,  outstanding HECS debt  is  likely to sit  somewhere around $3 billion.  Screen-
specific graduates would be a subset of that, probably around $326 million. But after graduation, many practitioners
find that the next step is not a bridge into practice. They find debt, unpaid work, opaque networks and a closed door.
Hardly any of the student debt repaid to government is re-invested into the next step beyond completion. In that sense,
the investment becomes increasingly unproductive for both the graduate and the government. It supports education
providers,  staff,  infrastructure  and  research,  and  sits  within  a  broader  public  funding  system that  also  supports
professional Australian productions and large-scale international productions. But many of the people who incur the

2 These are conservative estimates based on a mid-range assumption of 26,000 active emerging practitioners. Attachment 3 estimates that the 
true population is likely to fall between 13,000 and 36,000 active emerging practitioners in any given year. On that basis, the annual economic 
contribution of this cohort ranges from approximately $80 million to $220 million in unpaid volunteer labour and from $27 million to $151 
million in production-related GDP. Even at the lower bound, this represents a substantial economic contribution from a workforce that receives 
little direct policy attention. However, if the relationship identified by Throsby and Hollister (2003), that aspiring practitioners substantially 
outnumber those employed in the creative workforce, continues to hold, the broader pool of aspiring screen practitioners could plausibly exceed 
120,000 individuals.
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debt and fund that broader professional economic activity will never get to work on those productions, let  alone
creatively lead them. Why train people in skills they are unlikely to be given a meaningful opportunity to use?

That is not “a place for every story”. It is a policy architecture that allows people to invest in training to fulfill their
aspirations to tell screen stories they are unlikely to ever receive market or public support to tell, while still carrying
the debt, costs and risk of trying. This is not to say that all emerging filmmakers deserve to be funded but a generative
arts and cultural sector should not leave its talent pipeline to whoever can best survive personal debt, unpaid labour
and chance.  That pipeline is only for the wealthy and well-connected, not the most talented.  
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Pillar 3 - Centrality of the Artist
Supporting the artist as worker and celebrating artists as creators.

When Who gets a break? survey respondents were asked to rate two Revive commitments, both produced strongly
negative results. On the commitment that artists and arts workers should have long-term, sustainable career structures
supported  by  vocational  pathways,  only  10  per  cent  of  emerging  respondents  rated  the  aim  successful  or  very
successful, while 51 per cent rated it unsuccessful or very unsuccessful. This was the most decisively negative result
across all Revive aims tested.

On the commitment that creative talent should be nurtured through fair remuneration, industry standards and safe and
inclusive work cultures, only 14 per cent rated the aim successful, while 39 per cent rated it unsuccessful or very
unsuccessful, 28 per cent rated it neither successful nor unsuccessful, and 18 per cent could not say.

Those who are younger, earlier in their pursuit of a career are more optimistic about work cultures and are more likely
to see this pillar of the National Cultural Policy as working. Those with longer exposure to the industry's actual
conditions are more likely to judge it as failing. This may suggest direct experience of a system in which participation
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is  possible,  but  progression  is  weak.   It  is  worth  acknowledging  an  alternative  reading:  that  older  respondents
remaining in the emerging cohort are, by definition, those who have not yet broken through, and their pessimism may
reflect individual circumstance as much as systemic failure. Both interpretations are possible. But the latter reading
depends on the system operating as a genuine talent filter and not one based on connections, nepotism and network-
based access as the dominant barriers to progression. This is not the experience of both academics who have studied
screen careers3 nor of the survey results.  

These Revive results reflect the practical conditions emerging screen practitioners described. Among early career and
emerging respondents, 62.7 per cent had done unpaid voluntary on-set work, both professional and amateur, because it
was the only way to gain experience. Paid work on commercially funded Australian productions sat at 14.7 per cent,
paid work on internationally funded productions at 8.0 per cent, and paid screen agency attachments at only 3.3 per
cent. Only 10.6 per cent earned their main income from film, television or games production, and most of those were
casual. Outreach to the established industry largely gets a nil response. These are not people failing to try. They are
people trying to enter a system that has no formal entry mechanism for most of its future workforce. Where unpaid
work becomes a routine condition of gaining experience, the boundary between learning, volunteering and productive
labour becomes blurred. In that environment, exploitative conditions can become normalized.

The entry system is also structurally opaque. Metro Screen found in 2015 that only 14 per cent of producers advertised
on-set jobs, while PICA confirms that heads of department tend to hire from known and trusted crew pools. That is
rational in fast-moving production environments, where trust and reliability matter, but it means those outside existing
networks lack the social proof the system uses to decide who is safe to hire. When small opportunities arise, they are
often short, irregular, low-paid or offered at short notice, requiring people to leave or reduce day jobs, rearrange
caring responsibilities,  travel  and absorb income loss.  The industry then reads availability as commitment,  when
availability is often a function of savings, flexible employment and family support. The informal entry process selects
for resilience, but resilience is not the same thing as talent.

Current policy settings assume that  more production will  create more opportunities for new talent.  This “trickle-
down” assumption needs to be tested. Television provides a clear example. Television and VOD production already
benefit from multiple overlapping forms of public and regulatory support: the Producer Offset, broadcast obligations,
publicly funded ABC and SBS commissioning, the new SVOD expenditure requirements, state agency investment,
and  direct  production  funding  from  Screen  Australia.  Yet  television  is  a  high-cost,  commissioner-led  form.
Commissioners and producers must manage substantial financial, delivery and audience risk, which understandably
encourages reliance on familiar genres and formats, established production companies, experienced creative leaders
and trusted  crews.  Increased  production  expenditure  can  therefore  circulate  through the  existing  system without
creating many first credits or meaningful pathways for emerging writers, directors, creative producers and technical
leadership  opportunities.  As  a  result,  SVOD  expenditure  obligations  may  increase  production  volume  without
materially improving talent renewal, making it unlikely that the scheme alone will deliver Parliament's stated ambition
of supporting the next generation of Australian creators and the next Bluey.

This also raises a question of balance and additionality. Why should scarce discretionary Screen Australia funding 
continue to close the finance plans of commissioned television productions that already benefit from tax payer sup-
port, regulated expenditure and publicly funded broadcast commissioners, while early-stage film, short-form, online 
work and the practitioners who use those forms to develop voice, craft, teams and audiences receive comparatively lit-
tle sustained support? The issue is not whether television produces public value. It is whether Screen Australia’s direct

3 For example: Blair, H. (2001) ‘“You’re only as good as your last job”: The labour process and labour market in the British film 
industry’, Work, Employment and Society, 15(1), pp. 149–169. DOI: 10.1017/S0950017001000071.; Wing-Fai, L., Gill, R. and Randle, K. 
(2015) ‘Getting in, getting on, getting out? Women as career scramblers in the UK film and television industries’, The Sociological Review, 
63(1_suppl), pp. 50–65. DOI: 10.1111/1467-954X.12240.; Jones, P., Verhoeven, D., Dadlani, A. and Zemaityte, V. (2024) ‘She must be seeing 
things! Gender disparity in camera department networks’, Social Networks, 76, pp. 120–134. DOI: 10.1016/j.socnet.2023.09.004.; Coate, B., 
Eltham, B. and Verhoeven, D. (2023) ‘By a long shot: Power, devaluation and discrimination in a toxic cultural workforce’, Australian Journal 
of Management, 48(4), pp. 732–753.
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investment is addressing the area of greatest market failure or adding another layer of support to the part of the screen 
sector already served by public policy and commercial investment.

The same issue arises with the Location and PDV Offsets which, along with the Producer Offset, cost taxpayers
$904.4  million  in  2024–25.  International  productions  can  provide  technical  employment,  craft  exposure  and
infrastructure use, but they rarely provide Australian practitioners with authorship credits,  IP ownership, creative
control  or  cultural  value.  We  note  that  the  workforce  gaps  the  2026  PICA  report  has  identified  are  largely
administrative and not creative: locations, production accounting, production management. Foreign productions also
draw on the same labour, facilities, policy attention and public subsidy that Australian-authored projects depend on.
Australian storytellers therefore compete for both Australian production services and government support. Further,
they  are  also  competing  for  audience  attention  within  a  screen  economy increasingly  shaped by  internationally
financed productions that Australia subsidises. As Burns and Eltham4 have argued, Australian screen policy has long
had to contend with Hollywood’s “race to the bottom” dynamics, in which jurisdictions compete to attract mobile
production through increasingly generous incentives. 

In that race, cultural value becomes reduced to a matter of formal eligibility: whether expenditure occurs in Australia,
whether enough Australian personnel are employed, or whether a production can be easily classified as Australian for
policy purposes.  That  is  different  from supporting culture  grounded in Australian people  and places,  shaped by
Australian experiences, communities, histories and creative authorship. Revive’s celebration of the increase in the
Location Offset from 16.5 per cent to 30 per cent, almost doubling the amount of subsidy available to foreign cultural
products that shoot or post-produce in Australia, is a clear example of this tension.  It is difficult to reconcile a cultural
policy that subsidises foreign stories and foreign creators at up to 30 per cent of their Australian expenditure federally,
with some state governments adding another 10 per cent, while providing almost no production-stage support for new
Australian creators telling new Australian stories.

The changing technological environment makes a re-assessment of screen policy more urgent. AI is likely to alter
production processes, reduce production costs and displace some forms of labour. Only a small group of emerging
filmmakers in the Who Gets a Break? survey were already using, or intending to use, AI in creative production. It was
seen as a threat, not an opportunity.  Their dominant concerns were job displacement, copyright infringement, loss of
trust in screen content and misuse of personal data, all rated as likely by more than 85 per cent of respondents. Several
named AI-related job displacement as their single biggest career challenge where education and training pathways that
were already uncertain may now lead to fewer entry points than they did five years ago.

Nor can the current system be treated as safe or fair simply because it is culturally valued. The 2025 Pressure Point
Report5  found that 72 per cent of screen workers did not believe screen workplaces were mentally healthy places to
work, one in four planned to leave the industry within six months, and 48 per cent had experienced bullying in the
past  year.  The  Who  Gets  a  Break?  survey  did  not  measure  mental  health  directly,  but  it  describes  the  same
combination  of  financial  precarity,  exclusion,  lack  of  feedback  and  structural  invisibility  associated  with  poor
outcomes. Thirty-eight per cent agreed that bullying is a problem in the industry, while 37 per cent could not assess it.

Cultural policy therefore needs to reconsider the relationship between production volume, technical employment and
creative authorship, especially in an industry on the cusp of major technological disruption.  It also needs to consider
how it can design structural supports for new talent and reassess the balance of public subsidy for Australian screen
stories and foreign screen productions in its assessment of what it means to truly centre and celebrate the Australian
artist.

4 Burns, A. and Eltham, B. (2010) ‘Boom and bust in Australian screen policy: 10BA, the Film Finance Corporation and Hollywood’s “race to 
the bottom”’, Media International Australia, 136(1), pp. 103–118.
5 Screen Well and Griffith University (2025). Pressure Point: Mental Health and Wellbeing in the Australian Screen Industry. Griffith 
University, Brisbane. Available at: australianscreencollective.com
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Pillar 4 - Strong Cultural Infrastructure
Providing support across the spectrum of institutions which sustain our arts, culture and heritage.

The Who Gets a Break? survey found that respondents were relatively non-committal about whether arts and cultural
organisations have representation and leadership that reflects contemporary Australia. The largest group said they
could not assess this aim, suggesting many emerging practitioners feel too distant from existing cultural institutions to
judge their leadership directly. Even so, 29 per cent considered government unsuccessful or very unsuccessful in
achieving it. This could point less to outright rejection than to limited visibility, weak institutional connection and
uncertainty about who actually represents emerging practitioners within the screen system.

The Who Gets a Break? survey found that nearly half of emerging respondents (47 per cent) considered Screen
Australia appropriate or totally appropriate in its role of deciding what constitutes Australian culture on screens; 40
per cent followed its communications to keep up-to-date on the Australian screen industry. Awareness is real but
direct  engagement  was  minimal.  Only  12  emerging  respondents  had  indicated  they  had  ever  applied  to  Screen
Australia, and 11 of those 12 received nothing. No early career or emerging respondent reported receiving a Screen
Australia grant as a source of production funding. The same distance is visible in relation to the Australian Film
Television and Radio School (AFTRS). Only six respondents, or 4 per cent of the emerging cohort in the survey, had
attended AFTRS specifically, including for short courses. Australia’s flagship screen institutions therefore appear in
the lives of this cohort mainly as symbols, not as practical pathways into it. No institution clearly owns the post-
education, pre-market gap where emerging practitioners most often struggle.

Screen  Resource  Organisations  once  provided  some  of  the  missing  middle:  equipment  access,  communities  of
practice, local development, internships, mentoring, low-cost production space, screening opportunities and micro-
production support. Their disappearance left a hole between education and industry that has not been rebuilt.  We
deduce that this gap is one of the reasons why few emerging respondents in our survey believed Australian arts and
culture is generative.

14







paid work, audiences, rights ownership and sustainable progress? If not, the program or infrastructure is not going to
be fit for the renewal task. 

We believe a different architecture is needed: one that measures progression rather trying (unsuccessfully) to select
excellence in a ‘nobody knows’ world; provides feedback as a matter of course; supports repeat practice; creates paid
entry points; connects education to production; includes regional and non-institutional practitioners; teaches rights and
business capability; and does not require people to already look credible before they are given a chance to become
credible. The central policy question is practical: who should engage with emerging practitioners, for what purpose,
and through what mechanism? Until that is answered, emerging practitioners will continue to see Australia’s flagship
institutions from a distance, close enough to recognise them, but too far away to represent or lead them. 
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Pillar 5 - Engaging the Audience
Making sure our stories connect with people at home and abroad.

When the Who Gets a Break? survey asked respondents to rate whether government had been successful in ensuring
that Australian stories are seen and heard, regardless of platform, it produced one of the clearest negative results
across all Revive aims tested: 19 per cent rated it successful or very successful, while 49 per cent rated it unsuccessful
or very unsuccessful. Only 12 per cent said they could not say. Unlike some other Revive aims, respondents appeared
confident forming a view. The concern about whether Australian stories are reaching audiences is widely shared
across different backgrounds and career stages.

In trying to explain this, we note the survey results point to deeper concerns about the character of Australian screen
output, and why Australian screen content may not be engaging Australian audiences. Only 24 per cent of respondents
agreed that Australian screen productions demonstrate high levels of creative risk-taking and artistic originality, while
52 per cent disagreed. Only 21 per cent agreed that the quality of Australian content is strong enough to consistently
capture and retain large national audiences, while 50 per cent disagreed. Only 27 per cent agreed that Australian
screen content effectively captures and reflects the diversity of Australian life, while 43 per cent disagreed. Open-
ended responses connected these concerns to risk aversion, narrow commissioning tastes and repeated reliance on
familiar genres, names and formats. One respondent wrote that “no one takes creative risks because they won’t get
funded.” Another described funded output as “the same stuff, remakes of 40-year-old stories or tired genres rolled out
with the same tired actors.” Another said screen agencies favour content with a proven income track record over
“artistic integrity and vision.”

The current system relies heavily on commercially oriented broadcasters,  foreign-owned streaming platforms and
distributors to determine which projects are viable, and therefore, in practice, act as gatekeepers to Australian screen
culture. Market attachment and commissioning interest may be useful tests of deliverability, but they are not neutral
measures of cultural value. They tend to privilege projects that already resemble existing formats, existing audiences
and existing commercial assumptions. The emerging cohort in the Who Gets a Break? survey took a different view.
Respondents were clear that the Australian public should be the primary gatekeeper and arbiter of Australian screen
culture (not just the final one), followed by Australian producers themselves. Cultural policy should be careful about
outsourcing cultural judgment to those whose incentives are not the same as the public interest.

Another challenge is that Australian screen stories are being made, but are they being discovered, tested, discussed
and carried  into  public  life?  Cultural  policy  should  not  treat  production,  marketing  and distribution  as  separate
questions. Production without discovery is not audience engagement. A screen work that cannot find an audience
cannot build the next career, the next company, the next community of practice or the next body of Australian work. If
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government  wants  Australian  stories  to  be  seen  and  heard  across  changing  platforms,  it  needs  to  support  the
conditions in which audiences can actually find them.

For  the  works  of  emerging  practitioners,  the  current  system  often  leaves  them  to  create  the  audience  signal
themselves, then asks for that signal as proof they are worthy of support. This is circular. If public policy wants stories
from more places, it must help those stories reach audiences before they have already been endorsed by the market.
Otherwise, discovery becomes another barrier to entry: those with existing networks, money for promotion, festival
access,  industry  contacts  or  platform literacy  are  better  placed  to  prove  demand,  while  others  remain  invisible.
Audience development starts early: at community screenings, festivals, social media groups, local cinemas, YouTube
releases, pilot nights, proof-of-concept tests and short-form work shared with peers and strangers. They are where new
screen language, new communities and new audiences are tested and should be acknowledged and supported. From
our  own  experience,  it  is  disappointing  that  publicly  funded  venues  such  as  ACMI  charge  community  screen
organisations the same commercial hire rates as well-resourced corporate clients, with no concession for organisations
whose purpose is to support emerging Australian screen culture. Public cultural infrastructure should be accessible to
the communities it was built to serve. 

A discovery framework is needed for both established and emerging screen work. For emerging practitioners, this
could include curated national showcases, ABC, SBS and NITV windows for short-form and emerging work, micro-
P&A or  festival  application support,  local  cinema seasons,  links  between festivals and communities  of practice,
accessible  online  curation,  and  support  for  classification  and  distribution  costs  that  currently  fall  directly  on
practitioners. The aim is not to pretend every short film, pilot or web series is ready for prime time. The aim is to build
a visible field from which stronger work, stronger teams and future professional projects can emerge.

This is also where rights and ownership matter. Emerging practitioners should not have to trade away IP, moral rights
or creative control simply to access a first serious opportunity. Legal support, fair templates, chain-of-title assistance
and rights education should be treated as pathway infrastructure, not luxuries or annoyances. If cultural policy wants
Australian stories to be seen and heard across changing platforms, it must support not only production, but discovery,
audience-building and the rights infrastructure that allows emerging creators to keep building from and protecting the
work they make so we don’t have to give away the financial rewards of the next  Bluey.  Public policy should not
correct market failure after the fact, but help create the conditions in which new markets, audiences and forms of
screen culture can emerge.
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Conclusion
We recognise this submission is largely a document of challenges, and that it understates the fortunate position the
established industry finds itself in, with a government that continues to underwrite a sector that would probably not
exist at its current scale without public support. That is partly a reflection of the evidence base. The Who Gets a
Break? survey was designed to understand what makes pursuing a screen career difficult, and the structure of this
submission follows that logic. The picture it produces is honest but incomplete.

But even with the results of the survey there is much to celebrate. The emerging screen sector is persistent, self-
directed and extraordinarily motivated. There is no shortage of aspiration and, in our experience, no shortage of talent.
That is good news for government because it does not have to generate that ambition. It already exists, largely without
public support and often despite the system rather than because of it. 

Some are breaking through. The iconic works respondents named without prompting like Bluey, Talk to Me, Samson
and Delilah, and The Babadook are evidence that Australian screen culture from new talent can reach the world when
given the chance. Respondents cited them because they were inspired by them. Some entered the field because of
them. But the fact that the same handful of titles appear again and again is itself a signal. A system producing talent at
the rate this survey suggests could and should be generating far more of them. 

Taken together, the survey describes a large, motivated, productive and culturally engaged cohort generating real
economic and cultural value on its own steam. Government did not have to create this. It is self-seeding. The task now
is not to manufacture enthusiasm but to stop wasting it. Creating the conditions for the most promising seeds to bear
fruit, rather than allowing the system to default to financial endurance and social proximity. This is what government
needs to focus on in the next National Cultural Policy.

This submission identifies problems, frames broad directions but shies away from offering detailed solutions. We
believe the best response requires an all-of-industry conversation and we are committed to participating in that process
if others are willing. Critically, the emerging sector needs to be leading at the forefront of any design process, not
consulted after the fact. 

The next  National  Cultural  Policy needs to recognise emerging screen practitioners as central  to the renewal of
Australian screen culture. They are where new stories, new voices, new teams and new audiences begin. They are
already  making  work,  building  crews,  testing  ideas,  reaching  communities,  carrying  debt,  taking  creative  risks,
contributing unpaid labour and generating cultural value all in isolation. Much of that work will fail. Some will remain
local. Some will become the next major Australian screen story that wins the Palme d’Or at Cannes or is nominated
for an Academy Award. The system cannot know which in advance. Failure is in itself a pathway to success. That is
why cultural policy needs a wider and fairer field of practice, so more work can be made, tested, improved and seen.

Movie Mutuals is not asking government to fund everyone. We are asking government to recognise that market-ready
production and talent renewal are different public policy functions. Australia has supported production stability of an
established industry more consistently than it has supported the renewal pathways that allow new practitioners to
enter, continue and progress. If the next policy is serious about a place for every story, the next step is to build the
missing  architecture  of  Revive:  practical  support  that  helps  new Australian  screen storytellers  start,  keep  going,
develop their voice, reach audiences and become part of the country’s cultural future.

“The world is often unkind to new talent, new creations. The new needs friends.” 
Anton Ego, food critic (Pixar’s Ratatouille, written by Brad Bird)

Public policy should be one.
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Canberra’s promise to the next generation: the new 
Australian streaming quotas. 

 
“We will look back and say: that was the moment Australia stood up for our cultural 

sovereignty - when we said our stories matter, our creative talent matters, and our screen 
sector deserves a strong future.” 

— Susan Templeman MP (Special Envoy to the Arts) 

1. Introduction 
 

The Communications Legislation Amendment (Australian Content Requirement for SVOD/Streaming) Bill 
2025 was passed on 25 November 2025 and has now come into effect. In practical terms, the legislation 
creates a regulated Australian content expenditure obligation for subscription video-on-demand (SVOD) 
services operating in Australia.  

In other words, major streaming platforms are now required to spend a minimum amount on 
Australian content. 

For Movie Mutual members, this matters for two reasons.  

The first is obvious: any policy designed to increase Australian screen production potentially affects jobs, 
opportunities, and the overall shape of the industry.  

The second is less obvious but just as important: during the second reading debate, parliamentarians 
repeatedly framed the Bill as being about the next generation. The language used in Parliament did not 
only focus on quotas, compliance, or market settings. It also focused on pathways, future storytellers, 
creative risk, and the possibility that today’s emerging practitioners and their stories could become 
tomorrow’s major Australian screen voices and artefacts. 

 

“Whether future icons begin on ABC, Channel 7, Stan or Netflix, this bill means there will be 
more opportunities for our future icons.” 
— Anika Wells MP (Minister for Communications and Sport) 

 

That shift in language is significant.  

In 2017, Screen Australia COO Fiona Cameron told a parliamentary inquiry (as reported by IF Magazine): 
“We have had to get out of the entry-level film market as a result of funding cuts.”   

In this debate, emerging filmmakers like us were central to the public story being told about why the Bill 
mattered. Emerging filmmakers were no longer absent from the policy story. They played a major role.   
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2. Emerging filmmakers back in frame 
 

One of the most notable features of the debate was how often speakers linked the Bill to the future of 
Australian screen culture and to people at the beginning of their careers. The rhetoric was not narrowly 
technical. It was generational, aspirational and, at times, openly emotional. 

 

“It’s not just a creative economy we’re building, but a full-circle powerhouse that turns ideas into 
careers and dreams onto screens.” 

— Jo Briskey MP 

 

Taken together, these statements place emerging filmmakers clearly inside the policy narrative. That is 
new and worth noticing.  

 

“…young people… eager to contribute to a global and competitive industry… By increasing 
Australian commissions, we give these students clearer pathways and opportunities to develop 
skills close to home.” 
— David Moncrieff MP 

 

The debate repeatedly connected increased streaming investment with future careers, future talent 
pipelines, and future national screen icons. It also repeatedly suggested that policy success should not 
be measured only in production activity, but in what kind of industry future is built. 

Bluey was a recurring example in the debate and functioned as shorthand for what success can look like 
when Australian work breaks through globally. That matters because Bluey was not just cited as a hit 
series. It was cited as evidence that policy settings should help create the conditions for the next 
breakout success. In that sense, Bluey was used both as proof of capability and as a symbol of what 
many MPs believed this Bill could help produce again. 

 

“Imagine the next Bluey, perhaps made by a young animator in Moonee Ponds.” 
— Jo Briskey MP 
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 ‘A stronger pipeline of Australian commissions on streaming platforms means more work for 
writers, directors, actors and crew. It means more opportunities for post-production houses, 
costume and set builders, caterers and small businesses. And it means more chances for students 
in our local schools and TAFEs who dream of a career in film, television or digital production.’ 
— Renee Coffey MP 

 

The debate also shows a genuine awareness among some MPs that market logic alone does not 
necessarily protect Australian stories or emerging creatives. Peter Khalil’s comments, in particular, speak 
directly to that concern.  

 

“There is a place for us to provide support for emerging artists, for new art and for new film and 
television as it emerges. Otherwise, we won't have an industry. It can't just be totally based on 
the commercial value. Otherwise, we'd just be making Hollywood productions up in 
Queensland…having Dwayne Johnson run around with his top off and pretend to be in Los 
Angeles while he's in the Gold Coast is not an Australian story.” 
— Peter Khalil, MP 

 

The debate is therefore not simply celebratory; it also contains an implicit recognition that cultural 
industries require policy support if they are to remain Australian in character and open to renewal. 

 

“If we want the next generation of storytellers to thrive, we have to make space for them to 
start.” 
— Matt Burnell MP 

 

At the same time, the Bill itself is primarily an expenditure framework. It is designed to increase 
investment in Australian content. It does not, in itself, describe a detailed pathway architecture for 
early-career progression. That distinction is important for understanding both the hope in the debate 
and the uncertainty that follows from it. 

4. The lived experience 
 

Following a meeting with the Office of the Arts in December 2024, we invited Movie Mutual members to 
tell us what they see are the biggest challenges in getting into the industry or having our stories told. 
From the stories gathered from that process, the anecdotes shared at the Movie Mutual weekly since 
we were established in 2022, and from what we can glean from academic and industry literature, it 
appears there exists a career entry environment that is far less linear than that reflected in the logic put 
forward in the parliamentary debate.  
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 The common themes are familiar: project-based hiring, reliance on networks, unpaid or underpaid 
work, long gaps between jobs, a recurring sense of being stuck between demonstrated ability and 
recognised industry status, and a over reliance on self-funded professional development in the absence 
of ongoing and accessible pathway supports.   

 

 “As a composer trying to work my way into the film industry in Australia, I find myself looking 
at the plethora of creators and the work they are putting in (usually unpaid, or self-financed) 
and see no funding from a state, federal or even private level.” 
— Brenton D.C. White, Movie Mutuals member 

 

The real-world path from aspiration to access is uneven. For most of us, there is no clear ladder. There 
are periods of momentum, long periods of limbo, and frequent dependence on personal finances, social 
support, or sheer persistence. 

 

“Video Editor for over 8 years now and have recently got more into writing after graduating 
this year. The first year has been rough as I have been in career limbo… I have been looking for 
freelance work and so far I have only done a few gigs, paid and unpaid.” 
— Elijah Manssour, Movie Mutuals member 

 

Access is not just about the existence of work, but about the structure of opportunity. A production 
boom driven by streaming quotas can increase total labour demand while still leaving creative 
authorship, decision-making roles and repeat opportunities concentrated among people who are 
already inside the system. 

 

“All that seems to matter is who you're related to, who you know and if they like you.” 
— Andrew Gray, Movie Mutuals member 

 

There’s also a second issue: creative risk is often borne privately at the earliest stage. Emerging 
filmmakers, writers, editors, composers and animators who attend Movie Mutuals meetings and events 
regularly self-fund development, build portfolios on unpaid work, and sustain practice around other 
jobs. That means time, money and social support become career variables. In practice, the ability to stay 
in the game long enough to be noticed can matter as much as talent. 

 

“Art is created by people who can devote the time and energy towards it. Inequality pushes 
people out of creative communities and isolates them from creative opportunities.” 
— Djoran Kell, Movie Mutuals member 
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In this context, the debate language about pathways is still valuable, but the lived experience of our 
members at least suggests that pathways are not going to be created by increased expenditure by 
streamers alone. They are shaped by how opportunities are distributed, who gets entrusted with 
responsibility, and who can afford to keep practicing and knocking on industry doors during the long 
development years. 

5. Creating the next Bluey 
 

 “By ensuring a steady flow of investment into local production, it encourages creative risk 
taking - the kind that leads to new voices, new genres and new success stories.” 
— Matt Burnell MP 

 

Bluey was one of the most mentioned examples in the debate about the Bill and, in many ways, 
represents the hope attached to it.  

MPs repeatedly invoked Bluey as a benchmark for Australian screen success: culturally specific, globally 
loved and commercially powerful. As a symbol of what Australian storytelling can achieve, that makes 
sense.  

As a pathway example for emerging filmmakers, it deserves a closer look. 

Joe Brumm, the creator of Bluey, developed the concept independently after years working as an 
animator in the UK. After returning to Brisbane, with a newborn and an uncertain freelance career, he 
has described using Australia’s then-$4,000 “baby bonus” as a small financial buffer, alongside modest 
part-time work, to buy time to develop the idea. In his account, that window gave him enough space to 
“give it a go”: to experiment, survive for a while, and keep building toward what eventually became a 
globally successful series. The project later gained momentum when Brisbane’s Ludo Studio came on 
board and helped develop and pitch it successfully to the ABC. 

That story reflects persistence, creative discipline and calculated personal risk. It is also a reminder that 
breakthrough work often begins before formal support arrives. Bluey did not emerge because there was 
a clear, protected, step-by-step pathway for an unknown creator to test ideas without financial 
pressure. It emerged because an unknown creator took a risk, found a small amount of breathing room, 
and then connected with the right support at the right time. 

This matters because the Bill is primarily an expenditure mechanism. It requires investment in Australian 
content, but it does not itself determine how that spending will be distributed across project scales, 
creative risk profiles, or career stages. In practical terms, the same total spend could be concentrated in 
a smaller number of safer, higher-budget or more derivative projects, or spread across a larger number 
of projects and development opportunities. Those potentially offer very different pathway outcomes for 
emerging filmmakers. 

Bluey is better understood as an outlier success story that shows what can happen when a strong idea 
survives long enough to find backing not proof that more investment will generate the “next Bluey” on 
demand. Like most industries, a lot of innovation in screen production happens at the edges: in low-
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budget experimentation, unpaid development time, projects that do not yet look “market ready,” and 
work made outside established commissioning circles. For emerging filmmakers, that is often where the 
biggest creative risk is taken and where the least formal support exists. 

 

 “We need to see bolder, boundary pushing films getting made that people want to talk about. 
Sure, that’s the riskier path, but playing it safe with uninspired formulaic drama films is the 
surest way to bleed all your chips away over time, with nothing significant to show for it.” 
— Brok Power, Movie Mutuals member 

 

Screen content is a high-risk business, and much of the business model is not just about taking risk, but 
about allocating and transferring risk across the production and distribution chain. The logic of risk 
management and risk transfer in film finance has often been discussed in the academic literature, 
including R. Phillips’ The Global Export of Risk: finance and the film business (2004), which examines the 
nature of risk and the limits of risk mitigation in film financing arrangements. It’s not the most exciting 
read, but for those producers interested in the business dynamics, it is insightful.   

Public mechanisms such as the Producer Offset and Screen Australia investment are, in part, designed to 
socialise some production risk so Australian work can be made at all. But where risk cannot be absorbed 
by public funding or larger institutions, it is often pushed downward toward smaller producers, 
independent creators and early-career practitioners with less leverage, or the potential upside is 
negotiated away in order to just get a project made.   

Bluey provides further insight into this dynamic as a value-capture case study, not just a creative success 
story. While Bluey was created and produced in Australia, the commercial rights to the series were 
contracted through BBC Studios, meaning a significant share of global revenue is sent offshore. In simple 
terms: Australia created the work, but a significant share of the income goes to the Brits.  

For emerging creatives, the commercial arrangement for Bluey illustrates what might be a common 
reality for emerging creators: take on the early creative and financial risk personally, develop the idea in 
precarious conditions, and then, if the project begins to show promise, negotiate from a weaker position 
with more established players. In some cases, that means giving up substantial rights or control to move 
the project forward. In others, it means remaining in development limbo, with no income and no clear 
route to market. The emerging creative carries the early uncertainty; the rewards, if they come, are 
often shared or captured further up the chain. 

 

“Another gap is the absence of any requirement for Australian producers to retain their IP. 
Without their IP they lose the economic and cultural lifeblood of their work.” 
— Allegra Spender MP 

 
For Move Mutual members, Bluey is both a beacon and a warning. It shows what is possible when a 
strong idea is given time to evolve and eventually finds backing. It also shows how much can depend on 
conditions that are unevenly distributed: time, financial buffer, persistence, influence (just so we’re 
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clear, most of us have none – unless you’re Kate Winslet’s son) and access to the right partners after the 
creative work has already begun. 

As a parliamentary symbol, Bluey expresses optimism about what Australian screen policy can make 
possible. As a pathway example, it points to a harder but important reality: creative success stories are 
not only about investment at the production stage, but also about whether creators can survive the 
early stages long enough to make something worth investing in. 

6. Conclusion 
 

The passage of the streaming content legislation is a major policy moment for Australian screen. It 
matters on its own terms because it places Australian stories inside a clearer regulatory framework for 
global streamers. But it also matters for Movie Mutual members because of the language that 
surrounded it. In the second reading debate, parliamentarians repeatedly placed emerging filmmakers, 
students, future storytellers and future screen icons in a starring role. 

That is genuinely significant. For a long time, emerging practitioners were often treated as background 
extras or even not cast at all.  At the same time, the gap between parliamentary aspiration and our lived 
experience remains visible. The debate made strong claims about what increased investment can mean 
for the next generation but most of us will experience a different and difficult reality: career progression 
is still shaped by precarity, networks, timing, and unequal capacity to carry financial and creative risk. As 
many emerging filmmakers like us know first-hand, there is still very limited public support for 
experimentation, early-stage development, and creative testing, and few formal pathways through 
those stages. 

What hopefully is different now is that the politics has shifted. Emerging filmmakers and career 
pathways are no longer only an industry-side conversation; they are now part of the parliamentary 
language around screen policy. That is a meaningful change. It creates a stronger basis for future 
debate, clearer scrutiny of outcomes, and a more honest conversation about how Australia can not only 
produce more screen content but sustain the people who will create what comes next. 

Parliament has placed the next generation in frame. That is worth acknowledging and it creates a real 
opportunity for us as ‘the next generation’ to engage in how this promise is fulfilled.  
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Who gets a break?  Emerging Filmmakers Survey 

Executive summary

Who Gets  a  Break?   is  a  survey on emerging  Australian  screen  practitioners,  developed  by  Movie

Mutuals with input from its community and informed by academic research, industry reports and screen

agency materials. Based on a self-selected sample of 193 respondents, including 150 early career or

emerging  practitioners  (EC+Em),  it  provides  preliminary  and  indicative  evidence  on  how grassroots

practitioners are trying to enter the industry, build careers, finance work, access support, and navigate

the points where careers stall or fall away.

These interim results describe a renewal problem more than a motivation problem. Respondents are

strongly  drawn to screen work for  creative expression,  collaboration and authorship,  and most  are

already writing scripts,  completing productions and spending years  in sustained pursuit  of  a  screen

career. The pathway from that activity into stable work, however, is thin.

Across the Early Career and Emerging subset (n=150), which is the most reliable cohort in the data and is

used as the headline base throughout this report, six findings stand out.

• Career development activity is high but conversion to paid work is weak. 62.7% have done 

unpaid voluntary on-set work, while paid work on commercially funded Australian productions 

(format not specified) sits at 14.7%, paid work on internationally funded productions at 8.0%, and 

paid screen agency attachments at 3.3%. Only 10.6% of EC+Em respondents who answered the 

industry-of-main-income question (9 of 85 respondents) earn their main income from film, 

television or games production, including corporate video production, and over one third of those 

are casual with less than 20% full time.

• Creative practice is grassroots, recent and low-budget. 52.7% have completed at least one 

production and 50.7% have done both writing and producing (mainly short films). Among EC+Em 

producers, the median total spend on the most recent project is $2,000 and the median personal 

contribution is $1,000. The aggregate personal share of total reported spend is 66%. EC+Em 

producers report 636 productions completed across all formats (including 279 short films and 290 

corporate or commercial videos).

• Volunteer labour drives production. EC+Em producers report a total of 873 unpaid roles on most 

recent productions (486 on-set crew, 265 cast and 122 post / digital / VFX).

• Formal public funding is seen as out of reach and, when it does happen, is rare. 81.2% of EC+Em 

respondents have never applied to Screen Australia in the last five years, and 82.5% have never 

applied to a state screen agency. Among the small group who do apply (n=12 EC+Em respondents 

to Screen Australia and n=11 to state agencies), only two people got funding (1 for Screen 

Australia and 1 for state agency funding).  Both those people reported applying 3 times and were 

100% successful with each application. But the success rate per applicant is less than 10% and less 
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than 2% of the 65 respondents who answered the question. This success covers any application 

including for seminars, workshops, internships, attachments and travel grants, not only project 

finance. Only 3 out of 65(5%) EC+Em producers cite a local council grant on the last project, and 

none cite Screen Australia or state agency production or development on their recent production. 

• Confidence in a screen career pathway is low. 67.8% agree they do not have a clear, known 

pathway to grow their career, only 17.6% agree film school is necessary for a successful career, 

82.9% agree personal connections matter more than professional competence and only 22.2% 

agree the industry provides a safe and supportive work environment.

• Survey respondents believe that the government's goals under the National Cultural Policy fall 

significantly short of their promise, particularly in those objectives that connect with career 

conversion or reviving the screen industry, including by supporting new and fresh work that 

connects with audiences. Among EC+Em respondents 62.4% rate goals to achieve long-term 

sustainable career structures as unsuccessful or very unsuccessful, 55.4% rate broad access and 

participation goals (a place for every story and a story for every place) similarly, and 48.8% rate 

Australian stories as being seen and heard regardless of platform similarly.

On Artificial Intelligence (AI), the cohort is wary about consequences and selective about use. 89.7%

agree  AI  will  lead  to  a  loss  of  trust  in  content,  88.2%  see  privacy  risks,  and  85.3%  expect  job

displacement. Only 10.3% expect AI to help their own career. Adoption is concentrated in lower-stakes

admin tasks (33.8% have used an LLM for admin or business work), with creative use (16.2%) and visual /

audio / performance generators (around 9 to 12%) much lower.

Taken  together,  the  survey describes  an  active,  capable  cohort  that  is  already  making  work,  often

repeatedly, while investing heavily in its own development through study, debt, self-funded production,

unpaid  labour and peer collaboration.  There is  no absence of  motivation or  creative effort  but the

challenge is conversion to a career. For many respondents, the pathway from grassroots activity into

paid,  supported and recognised screen work is not visible,  durable or fair. The screen industry they

describe looks like a closed system in which money, time, connections and prior recognition shape who

gets seen, who gets supported and who can keep going.
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1. About the data
Following a meeting with the Office of the Arts in late 2024, Movie Mutuals 1 agreed to conduct a survey

of its members to provide insight into the steps emerging screen practitioners have taken to enter the

screen industry, the challenges they have faced, and the kinds of support that have made a difference.

This  survey was created by emerging screen practitioners,  for  emerging screen practitioners.  It  was

developed in mid-2025 with input from emerging practitioners and informed by academic research,

industry reports and screen agency materials. The survey drew on Australian Bureau of Statistics items,

academic studies, industry reports and screen agency websites (including Screen Australia's "Getting

Started" guide on their website which is no longer available) to develop the questionnaire. It was tested

and refined with Movie Mutuals members before entering the field from 21 October 2025 to 28 March

2026.  The  final  survey  included  56  survey  items,  including  open  ended  questions  that  have  been

analysed separately in  Appendix A with findings woven through this  analysis to provide colour and

movement to the descriptive analysis where appropriate.

Its purpose is practical: to provide evidence that is currently under-collected by the screen agencies, by

documenting the steps  people have taken to enter  the industry,  the barriers  they have faced,  the

support  that  has  made  a  difference,  and  the  points  at  which  careers  stall  or  fall  away.  To  assist

government policy, the survey asked specific questions on the perceived effectiveness of the National

Cultural Policy (Revive) as well as perceptions of industry performance.

There were 239 survey starts.  During data cleaning, 7 responses were identified as likely duplicates

based on shared IP addresses or personal information. Rather than deleting all duplicated entries, the

most complete version of each response was retained. This left 193 usable responses for analysis, of

which 138 were fully complete, representing a completion rate of 58 per cent. Based on Movie Mutuals

membership figures, the estimated response rate is between 9 and 29 per cent, depending on whether

Meetup or Discord is used as the denominator.

This  is  a  self-selected  sample  centred  on  the  Movie  Mutuals  community.  It  is  not  a  census  of  all

Australian screen workers. Most respondents live in Victoria, where Movie Mutuals is based. While not

statistically  representative  of  all  emerging  screen  practitioners  in  Australia,  the  sample  is  broadly

indicative of the experiences of people actively engaged in grassroots screen communities trying to build

careers through self-initiated practice, peer networks and low-budget production. Its analytical value lies

in describing how an engaged cohort of emerging and early-career practitioners is actually trying to

build careers, finance work and judge the pathway in front of them.

1 Movie Mutuals is a community of practice established in 2022. It serves as a community hub for filmmakers, actors and other

practitioners, and hosts free weekly networking meetups in Melbourne, along with workshops and member screenings. At the
time of the survey, the Movie Mutuals Meetup group had 2,265 members and its Discord server had 665 registered members.
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fragments of this kind, there is no standard statistical account of the broader cohort from which screen

activity emerges.

This survey does not fill that gap. It is not a census and cannot tell us how large the emerging sector is

nationally. Outreach was attempted by inviting guilds and associations to share the survey with their

members, but this produced only four responses. The survey's value is in making a usually weakly visible

cohort more legible on its own terms: people who are writing, making, volunteering, studying, self-

financing cultural production and persisting, often without secure attachment to the more established

and publicly funded parts of the industry.
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Demographics

The respondent base skews younger and male. In the EC+Em subset, around seven in ten respondents

are under 35; men account for 62.9% of EC+Em respondents; 32.1% are women and 4.3% non-binary or

gender-diverse.  The  gender  skew  in  this  sample  is  more  significant  that  the  industry  generally  as

indicated by ABS data where 56% of the workforce are male and 44% are female (the ABS data does not

break out non-binary/diverse). Direct comparisons should be made with caution.

On identity, 22.7% of EC+Em respondents identify as CALD, 22.7% as LGBTIQ+, 20.0% have a disability

and 8.0% live in a rural or regional area. First Nations respondents account for 1.3% of the EC+Em subset

(n=2). Around 58% of EC+Em respondents identify with at least one diversity or equity group. Some

respondents identify with multiple groups: 42% of LGBTIQ+ respondents also have a disability and 21%

are CALD; 13% of disability respondents also live regionally.

Time pursuing a career

The median EC+Em respondent has been pursuing a screen career for 3 years (Q1 = 2, Q3 = 5). The

average is 5 years. Median years rise predictably across stages, from 2 years for Early Career, 4 for
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Emerging, 6 for Mid-career and 11 for Experienced. Career stage broadly tracks with time, but only

imperfectly: some respondents who still identify as Emerging have been pursuing a screen career for 20

to 30 years, indicating that "emerging" in this sample often does not mean "brand new" as previously

discussed. It frequently describes several years of active pursuit without yet converting that pursuit into

a stable career foothold.

Employment and education

Education  levels  are  high.  About  two  thirds  of  EC+Em  respondents  hold  a  bachelor's  degree  or

postgraduate qualification (48.9% bachelor's; 16.3% postgraduate). About 11% are still studying, either

at film school or in another discipline. Almost half (47.5%) of EC+Em respondents earn wages or a salary

as their main source of income; 20.1% rely on government benefits and allowances; 15.1% earn through

their own business. 10.6% of EC+Em respondents who answered the industry-of-main-income question

(9 of 85) identify film, television and games production as the industry from which their main income is

drawn.  Casual  work  accounts  for  43.5%  of  main-income  earners  in  the  EC+Em  group,  ahead  of

permanent full-time (24.7%) and permanent part-time (23.5%).
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3. Reasons for pursuing a screen career

Respondents are pursuing screen primarily for creative and collaborative reasons,  not because they

expect a straightforward income pathway. Respondents were asked the top 3 reasons for pursuing a

career  and  creative  expression  is  the  dominant  reason  in  the  EC+Em  subset  (78.7%),  followed  by

working with other creative professionals (52.0%) and entertaining others (51.3%). Financial security

and admiration / status are selected by only 10.0% and 6.7% respectively. The pattern is consistent with

a vocation-led pursuit and a form of psychological income, even where the financial return is weak.

The notable result is not that financial reasons rank below creative expression, but that they rank so low

in importance. The pattern is  consistent in general  results  of the survey with respondents pursuing

screen  careers  despite  the weak  economic  and  professional  signals,  rather  than  because  of  strong

reward expectations. Aspirations point in the same direction.

The most desired roles in the EC+Em subset are Screenwriter (64.7%), Director (63.3%) and Creative

Producer  (40.0%):  the  central  creative  and  leadership  roles  through  which  projects  are  conceived,

authored and driven. This is largely a sample of story-tellers.
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A note on contributing to Australian culture

Respondents who chose ‘contributing to Australian cultural identity’ as one of their top three reasons

for pursuing a screen career are a minority but a substantial one: 20.0% of EC+Em respondents and

21.2% of all respondents (41 of 193). The subgroup across the entire sample skews towards respondents

who are emerging or mid-career and slightly older overall, and over-indexes among CALD respondents

(32%  selection  rate  vs  21.2%  overall),  among  postgraduate-qualified  respondents  and,  intriguingly,

among respondents from financially less secure family backgrounds. For this segment of the cohort,

cultural motivation may be connected to questions of representation, belonging, voice and recognition

within Australian screen culture.

A modest selection rate, however, should not be read as indifference to Australian culture. The wider

survey results point to a cohort that is highly aware of structural fragility in the local industry. Among

EC+Em respondents, 67.8% agree they do not have a clear, known pathway to grow their career, 56.3%

agree  they  have  missed  opportunities  that  may  have  helped  them,  and  82.9%  agree  personal

connections  matter  more  than  professional  competence.  The  ranking  of  wanting  to  tell  Australian

stories  may  be  a  pragmatic  response  to  limited  opportunities  to  do  so,  ranking  their  aspirations

accordingly to optimise perceived best pathway to success. If they believed there were more realistic

opportunities to tell Australian screen stories, this motivating factor may be higher.

Cultural confidence is similarly mixed: only 26.7% of EC+Em respondents agree that Australian screen

content  effectively  reflects  the  diversity  of  Australian  culture  and  life,  and  only  23.8%  agree  that
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Australian productions demonstrate high levels of creative risk-taking and originality. That is, the kind

and quality of Australian content being made may not be perceived to be at a level that elevates its

importance  as  a  priority.  Australian  content  being  produced  is  not  inspirational  enough  to  drive

aspiration and so motivation is pragmatic. These are speculative and worth testing in future studies but

open-text responses include comments consistent with this reading, including: "If you're not writing

Australiana there is simply no point" and several remarks about creatively stale outputs (see Appendix

A.4.5).  In  that  context,  contributing  to  Australian  cultural  identity  is  important  to  many  but  not

dominant for most: respondents are operating in a mode of survival, access and career navigation first,

with cultural mission possibly constrained by limited confidence in the opportunities available locally.
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4. What are respondents doing to build a screen career?

The survey explores three pathways: education and training; work experience; and creative practice. 

The definitions used for each pathway are deliberately broad, including seminars and conferences within

education,  unpaid  or  volunteer  work  experience  including  on  non-professional  productions,  and

screenwriting alongside production within creative practice. The intent is not to make value judgments

about effort in each category,  much of which can reflect socio-economic position, geography, ATAR

scores or industry networks rather than ability or aspiration.

In the EC+Em subset, 85.3% have undertaken some screen education or training, 68.7% have any screen
work experience and 68.7% have any creative practice. 58.7% have done all three. Only 9.3% of EC+Em

respondents fall outside all three definitions, and a further 13.3% sit in education alone (no work
experience or creative practice). The pattern suggests a cohort investing heavily in self-development

across multiple channels at once, even where that effort does not reliably convert into stable
professional progression.

4.1 Education and training

Education routes are multi-modal. Among EC+Em respondents, the most common forms are seminars

and  conferences  (33.3%),  completed  university  film  school  (32.0%)  and  completed  short  courses

(28.0%), followed by TAFE or VET diplomas (16.7%), self-taught and online learning (17.3%) and guild or

community training (14.0%). This is not a single-pipeline cohort moving cleanly from one prestigious

tertiary institution into the industry;  it  is a  cohort assembling know-how from multiple places. As a
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heralding note, attitudes data later in this section also show that respondents largely do not see film

school as necessary for a screen career, but do value its networking and experimentation benefits.

Prestigious  CILECT  institutions  are  a  minority  route,  not  the  dominant  one.  CILECT  (the  Centre

International de Liaison des Écoles de Cinéma et de Télévision) is the international association of film

and television schools whose membership is treated as a signal of formal screen-training quality. The

Australian listed CILECT members include AFTRS, Swinburne (SSFT), VCA, UTS, Griffith and WASA. Only

around 15% of  all  respondents  attended any  listed  CILECT institution.  Of  the  64  respondents  who

completed university film school, only 20 (31%) attended a CILECT institution. The remaining 44 (69%)

studied at non-CILECT film schools including RMIT, Bond University, Macquarie, La Trobe and Deakin.

Combined (completed or attended), 22 of 82 (27%) were at a CILECT institution, with Swinburne the

most represented at 13 students, followed by AFTRS (3), UTS (3), VCA (2), Griffith (1) and WASA (1).

The survey does not explicitly establish why respondents do not attend film school, which may include

financial barriers, academic entry thresholds, geography and exclusivity. The survey did ask a number of

questions that touched on some of these issues.

What  it  does  establish  is  that  many  respondents  pursue  screen  careers  without  that  prestigious

educational background. In this dataset, attendance at film school, CILECT or otherwise, is clearly not a

necessary condition for pursuing a career, and the wider pathway results suggest it is also far from

sufficient.
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Attitudes to screen education

Among EC+Em respondents who answered the education attitudes module (n≈135), only 17.6% agree

that film school is necessary for a successful career in screen production, while 48.5% disagree. 77.0%

agree that hands-on experience provides better career value than film school tuition. At the same time,

respondents are not anti-education:  72.8% agree film school allows experimentation with the craft,

69.9% agree it helps build valuable networks and 67.6% agree it is financially inaccessible for many

aspiring practitioners. 66.9% agree film school marketing creates unrealistic expectations about career

prospects after graduation, and 55.6% agree film schools provide insufficient post-graduate support for

continued craft development. The pattern is one in which respondents value the experience, networks

and creative space that film school can provide, while doubting that screen education functions as a

credentialling system that actually opens a career. Formal education is, in this sample, neither necessary

nor sufficient.

Student debt

Almost half of all respondents (48.7%) and just over half of the EC+Em subset (50.7%) report some form

of student debt. Education is therefore common but not costless, sitting inside a broader story of self-

investment rather than guaranteed progression.

4.2 Work experience

Work experience shows the clearest imbalance in the report: exposure to unpaid work is widespread,

paid work is much less common. Across all respondents, regardless of experience, 63.2% have done

unpaid or voluntary work on a production set; in the EC+Em subset the figure is 62.7%. By contrast, only
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14.7% of EC+Em respondents have done paid work on a commercially funded Australian production,

8.0% on an internationally funded production and 3.3% through a paid screen agency attachment.

The aggregate picture is one of widespread practical participation but a thin bridge from experience into

paid professionalisation.

The gap between EC+Em (14.7%) and all  respondents (28.0%) on paid Australian production work is

itself meaningful: paid Australian work concentrates within the more experienced cohorts, consistent

with paid work depending on credits and networks that EC+Em practitioners have not yet accumulated.

The same is true for international production. It is also important to note that this work experience may

only be a once-off, not reflect ongoing employment, especially given the project nature of the industry.

It could also reflect only days or weeks of paid employment and rarely (if not never) ongoing full-time

employment but this level of detail was not captured in the survey.

Respondents were asked a number of questions which suggest that access is a function of know-who,

not know-how, and that the emerging sector is worried about exploitation and bullying. Two further

Q26  items  reinforce  this.  Among  EC+Em  respondents  who  answered,  48.3%  agree  the  industry

experience  they  have  gained  so  far  directly  aligns  with  their  long-term  career  goals  while  18.6%

disagree, and 41.5% agree they have had sufficient on-set production experience to feel confident in

professional roles while 34.7% disagree. Many respondents are gaining experience that they themselves

do not see as building toward the career they want, or do not feel sufficient to step into professional

roles.

4.3 Creative practice
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Sources of funds are really limited. Among EC+Em producers, 72.2% report own savings as a source of

finance for their most recent production. Crowdfunding (16.5%) and friends and family (12.7%) follow

well behind. None of the EC+Em producers report Screen Australia or state screen agency finance on

their most recent production. The only public funding visible at any meaningful level is local council

grants,  cited  by  3.8% of  EC+Em  producers.  Government,  either  state  or  federal,  does  not  register

meaningfully as a source of production capital for this cohort.

Personal contribution to production expenditure

The level  of  project  expenditure  carried  personally  by  respondents  sits  at  roughly  two-thirds  of  all

reported  EC+Em  production  spend.  Medians  are  compressed  but  individual  contributions  can  be

substantial.  Only 10% contributed more than $5,000 of their own funds, but put into the context that

mots are young, working casually, even $1,000 contribution is likely to represent a significant proportion

of their income.

Page 21 of 59





Who gets a break?  Emerging Filmmakers Survey 

It is not clear whether this is ego or necessity but the pathway is not one in which early filmmakers are

cleanly specialised or gradually move upward through predefined industrial  roles.  Many are already

trying  to  self-generate  authorship,  direction  and  production  capacity  at  once,  supported  by

collaborators contributing through informal or unpaid labour.

4.4. Creative and cultural outcomes 

The production activity undertaken by the EC+Em cohort yields a relatively narrow range of outcomes.

Industry  "acquisition"  is  defined  in  the  survey  as  TV,  theatrical  or  streamer  pickup.  Outcomes  are

reported per producer, on the most recent project. More detail on outcomes can be found in Appendix

B6.

Recency, frequency and outcomes

Among EC+Em producers with recency data, 70% completed their most recent project in 2024 to 2026,

10% in 2021 to 2023, and 5% in or before 2020 (15% have no year data). The cohort is active now, not

merely historically.
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Production is not quick: 28.8% of EC+Em producers spent more than a year on their most recent project,

with another 19.7% spending six to twelve months.

Frequency matters for outcomes. Among the broader producer base, festival selection rates rise sharply

with cumulative output: from 47% for those with one short, to 67% at four to seven, and 92% at eight or

more. Industry acquisition rates also climb with frequency, although they remain relatively rare overall

(around 17% at the most prolific end).  Forty-four percent of EC+Em producers who completed at least

one production reported a festival outcome while 51% of all producers who completed at least once

production reported a festival outcome regardless of their experience. .  

Spend has a similar gradient. Among producers with expenditure data, festival selection rises from 40%

for  projects  under  $2,000  to  82%  for  projects  over  $10,000,  while  industry  acquisition  rises  from

effectively zero to 35% over the same range. Outcomes are not impossible at low budgets, but they

cluster strongly at higher spend levels.
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6. How are respondents supporting themselves while seeking a screen
career?

Wages and salary are the most common main source of income for both the full sample and the EC+Em

subset, but this should not be read as evidence that most respondents are professionally established in

screen.

Most  EC+Em  respondents  are  financing  their  screen  ambitions  through  work  elsewhere.

Accommodation and food services (12.9%), education and training (11.8%), retail trade (11.8%), and arts

and recreation services excluding screen (10.6%) all appear as meaningful income bases. Screen careers

are being built alongside another labour market, not inside the industry.

Employment conditions deepen the precarity picture. Among EC+Em main-income earners, 43.5% are

casual, ahead of permanent full-time (24.7%) and permanent part-time (23.5%). Government benefits

and allowances are the main income source for 20.1% of EC+Em respondents, and 6.5% report nil or

negative income.

Of  the  nine  EC+Em respondents  who answered the  question on  employment  and  earn  their  main

income from film, television or games production, three are casual, two are permanent full-time, one is

permanent part-time and three are "other" or not reported (contractors). Across the whole sample of 28

respondents earning main income from film, television or games production, casual and permanent full-

time  are  roughly  equally  common  (9  each),  with  permanent  part-time,  "other"  and  unreported

employment types accounting for the remainder.
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Financial  security is correspondingly weak. In the full  sample, 47.2% report sometimes struggling to

make ends meet or never having enough money; in the EC+Em subset, the equivalent is 48.9%. By

contrast, only 24.6% of the full sample and 20.1% of the EC+Em subset describe their family-of-origin

background that way: 75.4% of the full sample and 79.9% of the EC+Em subset describe their family

background as broadly comfortable or usually having enough. Current financial insecurity is therefore

much more widespread than their  level  of  childhood financial  disadvantage.  The implication is  that

pursuing a screen career appears to push respondents financially  backwards relative to where they

started, rather than the difficulty being mostly inherited from family circumstances.

Interestingly, respondents from less financially secure family backgrounds are directionally more likely

to have completed a production than those from more secure backgrounds (60.7% vs 48.6% in EC+Em).

The difference is  not statistically  strong in this  sample and should be treated as suggestive:  it  may

indicate that some respondents from less secure backgrounds are using creative practice very actively as

a way of building entry, but the sample is not strong enough to conclude this with confidence.
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7. Connecting to the industry

7.1 How they keep informed

Across EC+Em respondents, the most common screen-industry information sources are private social

media (60.0%), watching Australian content (52.7%), community groups such as Movie Mutuals (50.0%),

film festivals, conferences and seminars (48.7%). Only 40% used Screen Australia newsletters / social

media / podcast, while industry publications and state agency channels each reach around a third of

EC+Em respondents. Around 11% of EC+Em respondents are not actively keeping up to date with the

industry. A higher proportion of those who are actively producing have higher levels of engagement

across all sources of information.

Figure. How respondents keep informed about the screen industry (multi-select).

7.2 Cold outreach

Cold outreach to the professional industry is widespread but uneven.  

Among EC+Em respondents with outreach data (n=105), 39.0% (41 respondents) made no cold contacts

in the last 12 months, 26.7% (28) made 1 to 5, and 22.9% (24) made 6 to 20. A smaller minority pushed

much harder, with 7.6% (8 respondents) making 21 to 50 contacts and 3.8% (4 respondents) making 51

or more.
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The 64 EC+Em respondents who made some sort of cold contact together generated 1,233 contacts with

industry, 209 responses (an aggregate response rate of 18.7%) and 97 positive outcomes 2 (a contacts-to-

conversion rate of 7.9%). Contacts include: cold emails to production companies, calls to agents, letters

to broadcasters and screen agencies seeking work, funding or project support. Positive outcome: a job

offer, confirmed funding, a letter of interest or feedback or meeting. The 97 positive outcomes were

concentrated  among  those  22  respondents.  For  the  remaining  42  who  made  contact,  outreach

produced nothing at all.  

These headline numbers conceal a highly skewed distribution: among the 64 respondents who reached

out, the upper quartile of positive outcomes was just one. In other words, most respondents who tried

outreach  got  little  or  nothing  back;  a  small  group  accounted  for  a  disproportionate  share  of  the

responses and positive outcomes. 

7.3 Screen Australia – Getting Started

Screen Australia  published advice  to  emerging screen practitioners  on their  website called "Getting

Started" although at time of analysis this appears no longer available. The guide said it "aims to provide

useful industry insights, resources and advice that can help you get started in the screen industry", and

includes assertions such as "Tertiary education can be an advantage… but a degree is not essential.

Getting hands-on  experience in  the industry,  developing your  scripts,  directing online  content"  can

substitute.

Since the agency  publicly  stepped back from supporting entry-level  activity  in  2017  due to  budget

constraints, this guide was one of the few publicly visible signals about how the agency frames the entry

2Survey question: "How many times did the outreach deliver a specific positive outcome you were seeking (e.g. getting hired, 
securing funding, receiving a Letter of Interest, or getting a confirmed feedback meeting)?"
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pathway. The survey tested several of the guide's claims to see whether respondents' lived experience

matches the picture the guide paints. The intent is to compare claim against lived experience.

Among all  respondents who answered the relevant items (n=117),  only 22.2% agree the Australian

screen production industry is always looking for emerging screen creatives with fresh stories and ideas,

and 49.6% disagree. 17.9% agree experienced industry professionals want to meet the next generation

of filmmakers, and 44.4% disagree. A more positive picture emerges on knowledge sharing (39.3% agree

experienced professionals want to share their knowledge) and on giving back (31.6% agree they want to

give  back  to  their  industry),  but  neither  reaches  a  majority.  Contrary  to  Screen  Australia's  claims,

respondents' lived experience is that the established industry appears less accessible and open than

promised.

7.4 Applications to formal funding systems

Formal  screen  funding  is  distant.  In  the  EC+Em  subset,  81.2%  of  those  who  answered  (52  of  64

respondents) have never applied to Screen Australia in the last five years; 82.5% (52 of 63) have never

applied to a state screen agency.

Among the  minority  who do  apply,  12  to  Screen  Australia,  11  to  state  agencies),  only  one  person

received  Screen  Australia  support  and  one  different  person  received  state  agency  support.  Both

reported applying three times and succeeding on every application, giving a per-application success rate

of 100% but a per-applicant success rate of 8.3% for Screen Australia and 9.1% for the state agency (not

stated). On the broader production base of 65 EC+Em producers who answered the funding question,

less than 2% cite any Screen Australia support and none cite Screen Australia or state agency finance on

their most recent production. Local council arts grants record a higher reach, with 3 of 65 producers

(5%) citing one on their most recent project. 

The application question covers any application across the agency's programs, including for seminars,

workshops,  internships,  attachments  and  travel  grants,  not  only  project  finance  for  production  or

development which are undoubtedly most valued. The figures should therefore be read as a measure of
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whether emerging practitioners engage with these agencies at all, not as a measure of project funding

success  specifically.  The  thematic  analysis  of  open-ended  questions  in  Appendix  A provide  further

insights.

It  should  also  be  noted  that  86  of  150  EC+Em  respondents  did  not  answer  the  Screen  Australia

application question, and 87 did not answer the state agency equivalent. This is a majority non-response

and  likely  understates  disengagement  rather  than  overstates  it.  Respondents  who  have  never

considered applying, or who regard the agencies as irrelevant to their practice, may have simply skipped

the question. If non-respondents are treated as non-applicants, the never-applied rate rises to 92% for

Screen Australia (138 of 150) and 93% for state agencies. The true picture of disengagement from formal

funding bodies is probably closer to these figures than to the answered-only rates.

Non-participation is the dominant finding. 

Why don't they apply?

The survey posed a number of reasons why people may be deterred from applying to screen agencies

which may provide some insights into why this cohort does not apply. Among EC+Em respondents who

answered  the  deterrence  module  (n≈65),  perceptions  of  internal  agendas  and  connections  is  the

strongest  deterrent:  89.2% rate  this  moderately,  very  or  extremely  discouraging,  and 46.2% rate  it

extremely discouraging or preventative. Eligibility and program-fit are also major deterrents: 80.0% find

ineligibility  or  the absence of  a  program fitting their  career  stage at  least  moderately discouraging.

Genre,  theme  or  voice  mismatch  with  funding  priorities  is  rated  similarly  (78.5%),  and  process
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complexity / low odds is close behind (75.4%). Fear of discrimination or feeling unwelcome is rated at

least moderately discouraging by 56.1% of respondents.
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8. Use and perceptions of AI

Among  EC+Em  respondents  who  answered  questions  relating  to  Artificial  Intelligence  (n≈68),  tool

adoption is concentrated in lower-stakes admin and creative writing tasks. 33.8% have used an LLM for

admin or business work, 16.2% have used an LLM for creative writing or scripting, and 11.9% have used

AI image generation. Performance, AI sound and music tools, and AI analysis tools are each used by

around 9% of respondents, with similar or slightly larger shares saying they plan to use them. The largest

share in every category remains "will not use", ranging from 60.3% for LLM admin to 79.1% for AI sound

and music.

Perceptions are dominated by concern and perceived threats. 89.7% of EC+Em respondents agree that

AI will lead to a loss of trust in content, 88.2% agree it poses privacy risks, 85.3% agree it will displace

screen industry jobs and 85.3% agree it infringes practitioners' copyright.

On opportunity claims, only 19.1% agree AI will enable greater creativity, 19.1% agree it will democratise

the industry, 29.4% agree it will equalise large versus small producers, and only 10.3% agree AI will help

their own career success. A majority (54.4%) do agree AI will lower production costs, and 44.1% expect

efficiency gains, but in this sample those productivity expectations sit alongside, rather than displacing,

the threat narrative. The analysis of open-ended questions in Appendix A provides further insights into

this phenomenon.
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Even among respondents who strongly agree AI will displace jobs, a meaningful share of respondents

are still using AI tools, particularly for admin tasks. The pattern is one of pragmatic adaptation: holding

strong threat beliefs while engaging anyway, primarily through lower-stakes admin uses rather than

creative ones.
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9. National Cultural Policy

9.1 The effectiveness of Revive

Respondents were asked to rate their perceptions about whether the government is succeeding in its

objectives outlined in the current iteration of Revive, the National Cultural Policy.

Among EC+Em respondents who answered each item, including those who selected “Can’t say”, the

strongest negative assessment concerned long-term, sustainable career structures, which 50.5% rated

unsuccessful  or  very  unsuccessful.  Australian  stories  being  seen  and  heard  regardless  of  platform

followed at 48.6%. Broad access and participation, described in the policy as “a place for every story,

and a story for every place”, and fair remuneration and safe work cultures were each rated unsuccessful

or very unsuccessful by 39.4%. Strong cultural institutions was rated unsuccessful or very unsuccessful

by 28.8%.

On First Nations leadership, 8.6% rated the aim unsuccessful or very unsuccessful and 24.8% rated it

successful  or  very  successful.  However,  43.8%  selected  “Can’t  say”,  the  largest  response  category,

consistent  with  a  predominantly  non-Indigenous  sample  feeling  under-informed  or  unable  or

inappropriate to assess progress in this area.

Respondents  are  most  clearly  negative where policy  should  be touching career  conversion directly,

while on institutions and First Nations leadership the stronger finding is one of limited visibility, distance

or uncertainty.

9.2 Who should decide Australian screen culture?
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Respondent views on who are appropriate decision-makers about Australian screen culture are clear.

The Australian public is the most endorsed decision-maker among EC+Em respondents (68.6% rating

their role appropriate or totally appropriate), followed by local producers and production companies

(59.2%) and public broadcasters ABC and SBS (55.8%). State and territory screen agencies (47.6%) and

Screen  Australia  (46.7%)  are  a  toss-up,  while  commercial  broadcasters  (26.7%)  and  international

streamers  and  buyers  (24.0%)  are  seen  by  most  as  not  appropriate.  Respondents  appear  to  be

distinguishing between bodies that feel publicly legitimate or locally accountable and those that feel

more remote, market or commercially led or externally driven.

9.3 Performance of the Australian screen industry

Respondents are positive about technical craft of the Australian screen industry but more critical about

creative outcomes. In the EC+Em subset, only 48.1% agree the Australian screen industry has produced

iconic stories over the past 20 years. A reference list of widely recognised Australian productions over

that period is included as Appendix C.

Only  39.0%  agree  productions  meet  or  exceed  high  international  technical  standards  and  most

respondents do not believe that Australian productions demonstrate creative risk-taking and originality

(23.8% agree, 52.4% disagree), reflect the diversity of Australian culture and life (26.7% agree, 42.9%

disagree), are comparable to the best international output (27.9% agree, 40.4% disagree) or are strong

enough to capture and retain large national audiences (21.0% agree, 50.5% disagree).
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9.4 Pathway and industry confidence

Finally, the survey also included questions that tested respondents' perceptions of the career pathway

and of the possible experience of a career in the industry.

Among EC+Em respondents with data, 67.8% agree they do not have a clear, known pathway to grow

their career,  56.3% agree they have missed opportunities that may have helped them, 82.9% agree

personal connections matter more than professional competence, 75.9% agree agencies have a duty to

combat nepotism and cronyism, and 68.1% are concerned about exploitation of emerging practitioners

by more experienced industry actors.

Only 22.2% agree the industry provides a safe and supportive work environment for all, and only 34.7%

agree they currently have access to an experienced mentor working in the screen industry. Confidence

of achieving a career they want is a flip of the coin but mostly uncertain: 43.7% agree they have a high

chance of working professionally in their aspired role; 26.8% disagree.
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10. Conclusion

The  Who Gets  a  Break?  survey  does  not  describe  a  passive  or  lightly  attached  cohort  waiting  for

institutions to do the work for  them. It  describes  emerging practitioners  who are already investing

heavily in their screen careers: through study, debt, self-funded production, unpaid labour, collaboration

and sustained creative practice around insecure income.

That investment is visible across the survey. Many respondents are carrying student debt. Many are

financing productions from their own savings. Many spend months, and sometimes more than a year,

bringing projects to completion. Many also rely on unpaid cast, crew, post-production and peer labour

to make work possible. 

The  survey  also  suggests  that  respondents  perceive  formal  education  as  not  enough for  a  career.

Respondents recognise the value of film school and other training for experimentation, networks and

confidence, but they do not see education as a dependable bridge into professional progression. 

At  the  same  time,  the  cohort  is  not  without  momentum.  Respondents  are  motivated  by  creative

expression  and collaboration.  They are  producing  work,  often repeatedly.  They rely  on  community

groups such as Movie Mutuals for information, connection and encouragement where formal pathways

and supports are thin or difficult to access. Those who write, produce, reach out and persist do achieve

cultural outcomes, including festival selections, online releases and other forms of public exposure.

The clearest finding is therefore not a deficit of aspiration. The aspiration is already there. The gap lies

between the effort emerging practitioners are already making and the structures available to convert

that effort into paid, supported and recognised screen work.  Respondents describe almost a closed

system  in  which  the  odds  are  unevenly  stacked,  and  where  money,  time,  connections  and  prior

recognition shape who gets seen, who gets supported and who can keep going.
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Appendix A. Detailed thematic analysis of open-ended survey 
responses

1. Dataset and approach

The Who gets a break? survey included a number of open-ended questions focused specifically on the

challenges  of  pursuing  a  screen  career.  As  a  result,  the  story  told  through  these  responses  is,

unsurprisingly, framed largely in the negative. While this focus was useful in surfacing problems that

may require policy or industry attention, it may also represent a limitation in the survey design. Future

iterations could be strengthened by balancing questions about barriers and challenges with questions

about  opportunities,  supports  and  enablers,  to  produce  a  fuller  picture  of  emerging  practitioners'

experiences.

The survey contained 193 responses. Of these, 126 respondents provided at least one answer in the

three open-ended fields:

Question A — "What are the biggest challenges you face in continuing to undertake creative practice

and producing screen projects?  If  applicable,  is  there anything you would like  to  share about your

experience with the screen agencies?" (61 responses)

Question B — "What do you think is the single biggest challenge facing emerging screen practitioners

and why is it an issue?" (121 responses)

Question C — "Are there any other comments you would like to make?" (61 responses)

The analysis treats the open-ended material as a qualitative dataset. Each respondent was coded across

the combined text of all questions. Themes overlap, so one respondent can speak to several themes at

once.  Frequencies  in  this  report  are  therefore  indicative  theme  prevalence  counts,  not  mutually

exclusive categories.

To deepen the reading, the analysis also checks whether themes cluster around the descriptive variables

in  the  workbook,  including  age,  gender,  current  relationship  to  the  screen  industry,  self-described

experience level, current income position, childhood household finances and main source of income.

The analysis stays close to what respondents actually say. Where respondents are angry, blunt, profane

or contemptuous, that language is part of the finding and has been retained.

2. The core story in the data

Many respondents describe a system they believe is closed, socially filtered and creatively conservative.

They do not only say that there is not enough work, money or support. They say access to work, money,
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4. Detailed findings by theme

4.1 Survival is the first filter: money, time, unpaid labour and socio-economic privilege

Financial pressure is the dominant theme in the dataset, but respondents are not talking about one

financial problem. They describe at least four linked pressures:

• the direct cost of making work,

• the scarcity of consistent paid work,

• the need to keep separate income streams just to live, and

• the way those pressures sort people by privilege and family backing.

Cost.  At the most immediate level,  respondents talk about the practical  cost  of  making work.  They

mention crew,  equipment,  locations,  set  dressing,  festival  applications,  marketing,  archival  footage,

contracts and the inability to reimburse collaborators. The point is not only that budgets are hard to

secure. It is that even ultra-low-budget creative work requires cash that many respondents do not have.

“The biggest challenge is always money. Lack of financial power to reimburse crew members and to 
acquire equipment/locations/set dressing.”

“Funding - more grants for short films, around 10k would do wonders for small filmmakers and would
shoulder much of the initial costs, and allow many crew to be paid even fuel and stipend amounts so 
they aren't going unpaid like I try to do.”

Scarcity of work. Respondents also describe a screen labour market where the work that is available is

too sporadic, too low paid, or too contingent to sustain a life. They talk about one-off jobs, unpaid work,

commercial  work  drying  up,  and  productions  that  cannot  pay  enough  to  justify  the  income  lost

elsewhere.

“Landing a few paid jobs is the biggest challenge. A one off $100 job is not doing much when you 
want to sustain your lifestyle through filmmaking. Most projects have close to zero budget and those 
are the ones you have to work on when you have no other credits under your belt.”

“Receiving regular work. It's all nepotism, so if you don't have the right connections, you don't get 
work. Getting consistent paid work, even when you've got your foot in the door. Just about everyone I
know has another job or two on the side to support themselves, and we're burning out as a result.”

“I don't feel a sense of stability in my work. I feel like I'm constantly hopping between casual work 
(films) without any guarantee I'll make my money back at a profit, or at all.”

The time cost of survival. A large part of the financial story is really a time story. Time is repeatedly

described as the thing that gets eaten by survival. Respondents do not portray day jobs as temporary

inconveniences. They describe them as structurally displacing the time needed to write, direct, produce,

network and develop.

“Biggest challenge is having enough time to work on projects around regular jobs that pay the bills.”
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“Probably money. Cost of living crisis means all sorts of things, but mostly that focusing on financial 
survival must be prioritised (unless you have familial financial support) over creating your own work.”

“Financing your life is extremely difficult if you're not from a wealthy background. The time one takes
to solve this is taken from creative efforts. Years can pass and momentum is easily lost.”

Disadvantage. The socio-economic dimension is explicit in the data. Some respondents say plainly that

only people with financial privilege can afford to stay in the race long enough to build the track record

later required by funding bodies or employers.

“Opportunities for emerging screen practitioners cater for those with financial privilege who can 
afford film school, or time off from their day job, and who are young.”

“My biggest concern is a large number of creatives will never get the chance to give their projects life
due to financial reasons and the only people who are able to pursue this career are people who come 
from privilege and are financially secure which will limit and narrow the creative voice of this country 
in the long term.”

“Making the leap between hobby and commercial - very difficult, even with connections, to sustain a 
career in the arts without having enough savings or support to do it full time, otherwise too many 
missed opportunities.”

Financial-pressure coding is highest among respondents who say they already have "their foot in the

door" but screen income is not their main source of income (85%). It is also very high among those

whose main income comes from freelance or own-business work (77%), and among respondents who

said their family sometimes struggled to make ends meet growing up (73%) or never had enough money

(75%). This suggests that socio-economic disadvantage is a real barrier.

4.2 Pathways in name only: no clear entry point, circular eligibility and role trapping

The pathway problem in this dataset is sharper than a general complaint about "lack of opportunities".

Respondents repeatedly say there is no clear, legible way to move from wanting a screen career, or even

from already making work, into sustained professional participation.

No entry point. They describe missing entry-level roles, unclear first steps, too few paid attachments or

internships, and a catch-22 in which people need credits, credits need work, and work goes to people

who already have credits.

“I feel that there is a significant lack of entry-level positions, and that experienced film practitioners 
have created a gate-kept community which does not include many grass-roots creators or 
filmmakers. During my experiences with screen agencies, they only want to deal with content that 
has a proven track-record with generating income over artistic integrity and vision. This makes it 
incredibly difficult for early-stage creators such as myself to gain a foothold in the industry.”

“There's no clear entry point let alone a way to apply for it like an ordinary job.”

“Lack of opportunities on paid sets of any kind of job even internships.”

“Nowhere for people to cut their teeth inexpensively.”
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Catch 22 and a high bar.  The sense of  circularity  is  one of  the strongest findings in the open text.

Respondents  often  speak  as  if  the  system  is  formally  open  but  practically  closed:  "emerging"

opportunities exist,  but the standard of proof needed to access them already resembles mid-career

validation.

“You can't prove yourself until you've made it and you can't make it until you've proven yourself. 
(Unless you got a free pass).”

“Screen agencies often label programs as being for "emerging / early career" practitioners. However, 
the people who are selected are NOT early career, they have credits, experience, and often have 
already received funding / attention / development programs from the screen agencies - almost as if 
they are a "safe choice".”

“Not having a screen broadcasting credit puts me out of the race most of the time.”

“I also note the requirement for an acceptable "credit" to access development funding, again lends 
itself to those with money being able to produce a short film.”

Role trapping. Some respondents also describe role trapping: being told, explicitly or implicitly, to enter

through jobs they do not want in the hope of one day transitioning into the work they actually care

about. The comments suggest people do not trust that such movement is really available.

“The problem with being forced to go into a part of the industry or an industry position you 
personally have no passion or desire for on the slightest hope you may eventually get the role you 
actually do. The problem is most roles are very different and very hard to move between so it could 
still lead to you never even getting to try the position you're interested in.”

Pathway concerns are especially concentrated among respondents who say they have their foot in the

door but do not yet live off screen income (48%), and among those actively seeking entry (38%). Women

mention this theme more often than men in the open-text subset (46% versus 32%). Respondents who

said their family sometimes struggled to make ends meet growing up also mention pathway failure at a

higher rate (64%).

4.3 A closed industry: gatekeeping, clique culture, nepotism and repeat recipients

A large cluster of responses says the problem is not only scarcity, but how opportunity is distributed.

Respondents describe an industry organised around clique culture, gatekeeping, repeat hiring, repeat

funding and "safe" selections. These comments are not just saying it is competitive. They are saying the

field is socially filtered.

“Gatekeeping and clique culture. Experienced practitioners work with the same crews, over and over, 
and therefore are reluctant or do not need to open the door to new practitioners. They also gatekeep 
the industry from emerging talent as if we need to pass some sort of hidden test to be given a 
chance.”

“A lack of feeling welcomed into the Screen Industry.”
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“There is lots of ambition, lots of aspiration, and in my experience, lots of talent. It's just that the 
talent doesn't get the opportunity - the holders of the keys to the gate (the agencies, the 
marketplace) are part of an exclusive club that I don't think is interested in real talent.”

“Nepotism. It's who you know and nothing else.”

“Nepotism. Nepotism. Nepotism.”

A related complaint is that support is concentrated around people who already look validated. In the

responses, this is not only about who gets picked once; it is about who gets picked again and again.

“A huge issue is that the same people keep getting government handouts/funding support, yet the 
taxpayer funded results underwhelm for the most part.”

“Stop propping up the same people.”

“It's just about making sure that the people working in the industry - their friends - get to continue 
working in the industry.”

These themes are strongest among respondents with "their foot in the door" but without a sustainable

screen income (26% for gatekeeping; 26% for agency barriers). They are also more common in the 45 to

54  age  group  than  in  the  18  to  24  group,  people  who  have  more  experience  engaging  with  the

established industry.

4.4 Screen agencies, taxpayer support and public legitimacy: opacity, experience 
filters, safer projects and international priority

The strongest agency criticism in the data is not simply that funding is limited. Respondents say the

system is hard to understand, hard to access, and often unaccountable.

Opacity. The narrative describes unclear pathways through the agencies, limited or absent feedback,

opaque  assessment  processes,  and  an  institutional  preference  for  applications  that  already  carry

recognised credits, producers, budget scale, market proof or some other marker of safety.

“I have found applying for screen funding to be taxing on every occasion and have never been pushed
forward in the process.”

“Complete lack of feedback.”

“Lack of clarity around which projects are selected and why - they are government, they need to be 
accountable to their spending. Selected projects should be shared and noted next to a checklist of 
why they were awarded.”

“Lack of transparency around screening processes - I know it is not the head of Screen Australia 
reading my application, it's someone much more entry level, who I (respectfully) doubt has any 
applied screen experience.”

At its angriest, this line of criticism becomes a complaint about public legitimacy itself: that taxpayer risk

is socialised, but decisions remain unaccountable and concentrated.
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“There is no accountability in the system. The risk is transferred to the tax payer and they neither get 
a say in what is made, nor do they get a share in the financial rewards if something actually gets 
made.”

“I think government screen agency funding is just a form of Centrelink handed out by the welfare 
recipients to their own tribe.”

Experience  filters.  Several  responses  suggest  that  public  support  is  perceived  to  privilege  prior

experience, recognised credits and already-legible producers over genuinely early-stage creators.

“During my experiences with screen agencies, they only want to deal with content that has a proven 
track-record with generating income over artistic integrity and vision.”

“Funding opportunities it's really hard to get funding from resources unless you have tons of 
experience.”

“I had support from someone who had worked at a screen agency, and my application had been 
checked and submitted with them. I had also met with the screen agency prior to applying. We were 
both very surprised I did not get accepted into the program, and the screen agency would not give 
any feedback.”

Safe and commercial. Another strand of criticism is that the policy settings and funding architecture are

seen as misaligned with the economics of emerging work.

“Screen Australia needs other sources to provide funding, but my funding sources (commercial 
brands) are not valid. And broadcasters don't fund webseries. Also, Vic Screen don't give funding 
unless Screen Aus have already agreed to pay and the budget is more than $300,000.”

“There are only a few paths to make a film, and they all go through Screen Australia. But Screen Aus 
is picky in what they support…”

“Met with the state agency about production funding - they wanted the budget to be $8 million. It 
would never have made it's money back, but it might have gotten a "star" which may have attracted 
a distributor and a tiny Minimum Guarantee but exorbitant distribution fees meant we would never 
have seen a dime from any of the revenues.”

International production is not a cultural priority. Respondents repeatedly contrast support for major or

international  production activity with  the lack  of  practical  pathways for  local,  emerging  and lower-

budget creators.

“Strong focus on large international projects.”

“Producers backing projects that are too safe, either creatively, morally or technically. That and an 
industry that puts more emphasis in supporting international productions (especially from the US) 
than it does on being self-sustaining.”

“More and more the big productions that get made here are US blockbusters that need soundstages 
and an anywhere looking city. Our culture deserves better than that.”
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4.5 Creative consequences: safe projects, stale output and distrust of what gets 
backed

A notable feature of the data is that respondents are not only upset about access. They are also highly

critical of the content and creative logic they believe the system rewards.

Safe  investments.  The  comments  repeatedly  suggest  that  public  and  broadcaster  support  favour

projects that are safe, conventional, issue-led in a narrow way, tied to known personalities, or designed

to look culturally respectable rather than artistically daring.

“Australian Broadcasters and production companies all like to churn out the same slop that we see all
the time. They will not give emerging film makers with creativity a chance.”

“No market for small budget films - no commercial creativity in aus television, safe ideas and using 
the same personalities for every project instead of investing - and continuing to support - new 
faces/talent.”

“Every movie has to be about an issue, or a problem, or an injustice. That leaves very little room for 
stories that are whimsical, comedic and/or adventurous.”

“If you're not writing Australiana there is simply no point. If you're writing scripts based in other 
countries, zero point. Creating a feature that's a tourism ad or propagates stereotypes - golden!”

Stale outputs. Some respondents tie this directly to weak development practice and institutional risk

aversion.

“The output of 90% of Aussie content is real lowest common denominator stuff. If it's the kind of 
program that airs on the ABC on a Saturday/Sunday night, it's generic and creatively stale.”

“No one takes creative risks cos they won't get funded.”

“You see the same stuff - remakes of 40 year old stories or tired genres and storyline rolled out with 
the same tired actors - just getting made because of risk aversion and laziness. There's no 
experimentation. Nothing bold. The boldest ideas have come from emerging screen practitioners. 
Always has.”

This is one of the clearest places where respondents implicitly contrast industry stability with creative

renewal. Their complaint is not just that incumbents keep working. It is that the creative outcomes they

see do not justify the concentration of support to those who get the bulk of the opportunities and

support.

4.6 Community, mentoring and practical infrastructure

A separate strand of responses is less about formal funding and more about practical infrastructure.

Respondents ask for people, know-how and physical resources: collaborators, mentors, network access,

shared spaces, equipment, and places where skills can actually be built through use.

“Meeting people who are as dedicated and willing to grow together as a team where we all just help 
each other whenever is needed so that we can all get to tell our stories.”
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“No encouragement. No knowledge of where to start. No professionals educating or teaching how it 
all works.”

“Would love to have more knowledge and network opportunities.”

“I wish that there was a studio that lets young artists and filmmakers use their equipment… like a 
library but instead of books it's things like sets and cameras and equipment.”

This theme is strongest among the "foot in the door but not main income" group (33%) and among

respondents  whose  main  income  is  government  benefits  or  allowances  (37%).  It  is  also  relatively

common among respondents who say they currently struggle to make ends meet.

4.7 What government should do is contested

The responses are not unified on the solution. What they share is dissatisfaction with the current model.

Some respondents want more direct government support, more seed funding and stronger intervention

to  create  pathways.  Others  think  the  deeper  problem  is  over-reliance  on  outdated  public  funding

structures and want more private investment, entrepreneurialism and tax settings that support local

capital.

“We need more entrepreneurial spirit and private investment and tax breaks for investing in screen 
content rather than a government driven system.”

“I think Australia's reliance on Government funded support to produce films is unsustainable… there 
needs to be more of a thriving privately funded sector with investors.”

“We need government support to strictly regulate AI use, provide streaming quotas, and directly 
support making Australian films and series.”

The data does not support a simplistic conclusion that respondents either want more government or

less government. What it shows is a broad loss of confidence in the way support currently works.

4.8 Fairness, exclusion and contested diversity language

A  minority  of  responses  explicitly  frame  exclusion  through  identity  language.  Some  respondents

describe  industry  hostility  toward  some  marginalised  groups  and  inexperienced  and  emerging

practitioners. Others argue that age, socio-economic disadvantage, being outside film-school networks,

or being older and not fitting preferred identity profiles affects access. These comments are strongly

worded and are part of the response pattern, but they are not the dominant explanatory frame in the

broader open-text data.

“A substantial part of the Australian film industry is adversarial to emerging practitioners due to 
various factors including workplace culture which is hostile to inexperienced practitioners and people 
from marginalised groups, as well as nepotism, lack of funding, secrecy and vagueness in early career
access/pathway programs, and a lack of artistic innovation or adventurousness in the kinds of home-
grown content being funded.”

“There needs to be more opportunities for older people too.”
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“Opportunities for emerging screen practitioners cater for those with financial privilege who can 
afford film school, or time off from their day job, and who are young. There is a bias towards youth, 
you see that every time an opportunity is put forth…”

“As a straight white middle aged male, the industry won't give me a look in 'cause I don't tick any of 
their woke left wing boxes.”

“Cut the woke agenda bullshit.”

Several respondents acknowledge the importance of diversity and equity initiatives but argue that many

of the visible programs and policy responses directed at emerging screen practitioners now sit within

diversity and inclusion frameworks. Some distinguish between diversity of people and diversity of ideas,

noting they are not the same thing, while others argue that socio-economics, wealth and geographic

location are not adequately captured by current conceptions of equity.

This does not resolve the disagreement in the data, but it does show that ideas of "fairness" are being

contested on multiple grounds at once.

4.9 Artificial intelligence (AI): a smaller but highly charged theme

AI is not one of the dominant themes by volume in the open-text responses, but it is clearly present and

deserves separate attention. In total, 8 respondents explicitly referred to AI or closely related concerns.

These comments are overwhelmingly negative. Respondents who answered open-ended questions do

not present AI as an opportunity. They present it as a threat to paid work, authorship and independently

made stories.

“Uncertainty around use of AI to replace creatives.”

“AI replacing commercial work and likely extras work too will have a large impact on many 
production roles, including actors and agents.”

“Unclear pathways into the screen industry. The rise of AI in the screen industry is taking away jobs.”

“AI, with it looking so realistic, how do you prove you're really writing it? When people may not 
believe you?”

“reliance on AI, and the move away from independently made stories.”

Most AI comments came from younger and earlier-career respondents. Two anonymous respondents

did not discuss AI primarily as an industry or labour-market issue but instead used the open-text field to

attack the survey itself. These responses are qualitatively different from the rest of the AI material. They

are best understood not as evidence about AI's impact on screen careers, but as evidence that AI is

sufficiently charged as an issue to shape respondents' trust in the survey and in those conducting it.

In this dataset, AI appears less as a standalone technology topic than as an intensifier of the broader

pathway problem.

5. Descriptive patterns that sharpen the story
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The most important subgroup finding is that pressure is especially concentrated at the transition point

between participation and sustainability.

Respondents who say they already have "their foot in the door" but screen is not their main income

show the highest rates of financial pressure and some of the highest rates of pathway, gatekeeping and

resource complaints. This suggests the hardest point is not initial aspiration, but conversion from partial

participation into a stable professional life.

Childhood finances also matter. Respondents who say their family sometimes struggled, or never had

enough money, are more likely to talk about pathways, precarity and the difficulty of staying in the field.

The data therefore supports a socio-economic reading as well as an industry reading.

Gender  and age shape some parts  of  the picture,  though less  uniformly  than socio-economics  and

employment position. Women in the open-text subset mention time pressure and pathway barriers at

higher rates. Older respondents are more likely to zoom out and criticise the industry model itself, while

some explicitly argue that age bias and youth-coded "emerging" opportunities shut them out.

This is why the strongest interpretation of the dataset is not simply that emerging practitioners face

barriers.  It  is that many respondents perceive those barriers as socially produced and institutionally

maintained.

Page 50 of 59





















ATTACHMENT 3
The Economic and Social Value of Australia’s Emerging Screen

Practitioners

1



Contents

CONTENTS....................................................................................................................................................2

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY..................................................................................................................................4

1. ABOUT THIS PAPER...................................................................................................................................5

1.1 SCOPE AND FOCUS..............................................................................................................................................................5
1.2 MULTIPLIERS AND METHODOLOGY.....................................................................................................................................5

2. THE EC+EMERGING COHORT: WHO WE ARE TALKING ABOUT..................................................................7

2.1 THE ACTIVE POOL OF NOVICE SCREEN PRACTITIONERS: ESTIMATING A COHORT OFFICIAL DATA DOES NOT COUNT.........7
2.2 ENTRY POINTS, NOT COMPLETE PATHWAYS........................................................................................................................7

2.2.1 The formal qualification stream........................................................................................................................8

2.2.2 The non-formal stream........................................................................................................................................8

2.3 TWO POPULATIONS: AUTHORS AND TECHNICAL PRACTITIONERS.......................................................................................9
2.3 WHY THEY MATTER?........................................................................................................................................................10

3. THE FAIRNESS QUESTION: WHAT GOVERNMENT COLLECTS AND WHAT THEY GIVE BACK.....................11

3.1 HECS REPAYMENTS VS PETROLEUM RESOURCE RENT TAX............................................................................................11
3.2 THE JOB-READY GRADUATES POLICY SHIFT: WHO PAID THE PRICE.................................................................................13

4. THE EDUCATION ECONOMY: WHAT EMERGING FILMMAKERS CONTRIBUTE TO AUSTRALIA’S TERTIARY 
EDUCATION SECTOR...................................................................................................................................15

4.1 THE RETURN PROBLEM.....................................................................................................................................................16

5. THE VOLUNTEER ECONOMY: WHAT EMERGING FILMMAKERS GIVE AWAY FOR FREE............................17

5.1 THE SCALE OF UNPAID CONTRIBUTION.............................................................................................................................17
5.2 WHO BENEFITS FROM THIS LABOUR.................................................................................................................................18

6. THE PRODUCTION MICRO-ECONOMY: SHORT FILMS, DOCUMENTARIES, WEB SERIES AND FEATURES. .19

6.1 PRODUCTION ACTIVITY.....................................................................................................................................................19
6.2 WHAT THEY SPEND  -  AND WHY $1,750 IS A CEILING, NOT A CHOICE............................................................................19
6.3 NATIONAL GDP ESTIMATE...............................................................................................................................................20
6.4 THE ABS OFFICIAL SECTOR  -  ADDITIONAL AND COMPLEMENTARY...............................................................................20
6.5 AUSTRALIAN CONTENT IN THE ONLINE SPACE..................................................................................................................21

7. TOTAL ECONOMIC CONTRIBUTION: PUTTING IT TOGETHER..................................................................22

7.1 THE THREE STREAMS: EDUCATION, VOLUNTEER LABOUR AND PRODUCTION...................................................................22
7.2 CONTEXT: THE MICRO-ECONOMY OF COMMUNITY SCREEN PRODUCTION........................................................................23

8. SOCIAL VALUE: WHAT THE NUMBERS DO NOT CAPTURE........................................................................25

8.1 COMMUNITY COHESION AND CREATIVE CLUSTERING.......................................................................................................25
8.2 SKILLS FORMATION WITH BROADER WORKFORCE BENEFITS............................................................................................25
8.3 MENTAL HEALTH AND PURPOSEFUL WORK......................................................................................................................25
8.4 CULTURAL IDENTITY AND DIVERSITY...............................................................................................................................26
8.5 INTERNATIONAL SOFT POWER AND FESTIVAL REACH.......................................................................................................26

9. CONFIDENCE IN THE ANALYSIS...............................................................................................................27

2



9.1 WELL-GROUNDED.............................................................................................................................................................27
9.2 WHERE CAUTION IS WARRANTED.....................................................................................................................................27

10. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS........................................................................................................................28

APPENDIX A: ACTIVE POOL ESTIMATION METHOD.....................................................................................30

A.1 SCENARIO SUMMARY.......................................................................................................................................................30
A.2 METHOD 1: SHORT FILM OUTPUT.....................................................................................................................................30
A.3 METHOD 2: ABS WORKFORCE RATIO..............................................................................................................................31
A.4 METHOD 3: EDUCATION FLOWS.......................................................................................................................................32

APPENDIX B: PRODUCTION GDP BY FORMAT..............................................................................................33

APPENDIX C: ASSUMPTIONS, CAVEATS AND ROBUSTNESS CHECKS...........................................................34

C.1 CORE ASSUMPTIONS.........................................................................................................................................................34
C.2 ROBUSTNESS RANGE........................................................................................................................................................34

REFERENCES...............................................................................................................................................36

3



Executive Summary

Australia’s active emerging screen practitioners carry approximately $273 million in student debt from
study at institutions the government helped to build: AFTRS and Commonwealth-supported university
screen courses.  Those institutions, together with decades of public investment in Screen Australia and
successive production incentives, signal to aspiring practitioners that a screen career is viable and worth
the debt. All screen graduates carry around $326 million in student debt in any given year. That promise
has been undermined by the tripling of arts degree costs and by the lack of meaningful follow-through
support in the space between learning and earning.  At the same time, emerging screen practitioners
donate an estimated $159 million per year in volunteer labour to Australian screen culture, generate
approximately $55.3 million in annual GDP through their own production activity across five cultural
formats, and sustain significant economic activity in the higher education sector through their enrolment
choices. 

The argument in brief

The fairness question:  students collectively repay about $3.2 billion more per year in HECS

than the entire oil and gas industry pays through the Petroleum Resource Rent Tax (PRRT), a levy
designed to return profits from publicly owned resources to Australians (Australia Institute Senate
submission, April 2026).

The education and training economy:  emerging filmmakers generate real economic activity

through their enrolment in screen education, supporting university and VET staff, facilities and
communities, with a genuine economic multiplier effect.

The volunteer economy:  they then attempt to enter the industry donating an estimated $159

million per year in unpaid labour to professional and non-professional screen productions, trying to
build the skills, experience (credits), networks and reputation required to progress.

The micro-production economy: they produce short films, web series, low-budget features and

other online content that generates an estimated $55.3 million in annual GDP through direct and
multiplier  effects:  a  micro-economy of  Australian  storytelling  that  does  not  appear  in  official
economic accounting of the industry.

The social dividend:  they build communities, develop broadly transferable skills, contribute to

mental health and social cohesion, tell diverse Australian stories, and promote Australian culture
internationally; benefits that GDP and official agency figures cannot capture.

The broken logic: the government now provides only around $5,000 per arts student in university

grants for arts degrees, down from around $35,000 before 2021, while loading students with up to
$51,000 in HECS debt; provides little meaningful ongoing production-stage support post-study to
those in the space between learning and earning through their funded cultural institutions; and then
relies on market and agency systems structurally geared to backing proven practitioners rather than
developing unproven ones for industry renewal.
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1. About This Paper

1.1 Scope and focus

This paper focuses on Australia’s early career and emerging (EC+Emerging) screen practitioners. Its
main evidence base is the 150 respondents, 78% of the Who Gets a Break? survey sample of n=193,
who classify themselves as either emerging or early career . They are the practitioners who have trained
for screen careers, are actively pursuing them, and receive the least support in doing so.

The 42 respondents  who classified themselves  as mid-career  or  experienced are excluded from the
economic  modelling.  This  is  a  methodological  choice,  not  a  finding about  their  significance.  They
reported  substantially  higher  production  activity  than  the  EC+Emerging  cohort,  including  median
project expenditure of $16,000 compared with $2,500, and a median of 11 years pursuing a screen
career.

They are excluded for reasons of validity and conservatism. A consistency check in  Attachment 2
(the Interim Who gets a break? Survey Report) found that some self-classified mid-career and

experienced respondents  did not  clearly meet  the formal  stage definitions  used in  the survey.  That
reflects the blurred reality of screen careers and the difficulty of classifying practitioners whose work
falls outside agency-recognised credits or formal marketplace endorsement.

Including this  group would almost certainly increase the estimated economic contribution.  Many of
these  practitioners  still  produce,  volunteer  and circulate  money through the  screen  economy.  Their
exclusion  therefore  makes  the  economic  modelling  more  conservative,  while  reinforcing  a  broader
point: the precarious “wilderness years” between learning and earning often extend well beyond the
formal emerging stage.

Put simply, this paper estimates the floor of a sector whose ceiling has not been counted. It estimates
value  across  three  streams  of  education,  volunteer  labour  and  direct  cultural  screen  production
(excluding corporate work that is paid for by a third party, sometimes at a discount) and documents the
social and community benefits that GDP figures alone cannot capture. It does not prescribe a specific
policy solution; it establishes what this sector contributes, and what its contribution costs it.

1.2 Multipliers and methodology

All multipliers are applied at the conservative end of published ranges. The 2.1× GDP multiplier for
screen production is from Deloitte Access Economics modelling commissioned by Screen Australia and
is consistent with ABS input-output tables. The education sector multiplier of 1.7× is from ABS/RBA
modelling of the higher education and VET sectors. Volunteer labour rates use MEAA minimum short
film day rates. The illustrative cultural value premium of 1.5×, which is not included in the primary
total,  but  which is  used to  estimate  non-economic  contribution,  follows the British Film Institute’s
methodology. These figures are treated as conservative floors, not ceilings. 

This analysis has several important limitations that readers should bear in mind. The pool estimates,
participation rates and economic multipliers are modelled approximations, not measured figures. The
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Who gets a break? survey on which much of the analysis rests is a self-selected sample distributed
through screen community networks, which means it systematically underrepresents practitioners who
have left the field and overrepresents those still actively connected to screen communities. Any model is
only  as  good  as  the  inputs  and  assumptions  that  underlie  it,  and  we  encourage  government  and
researchers to treat these figures as indicative rather than definitive. The purpose here is to provide
indicative estimates that fill a known but ignored gap.  

Movie  Mutuals  is  a  volunteer-run  organisation  with  no  dedicated  research  budget  and no in-house
economic modelling expertise. Economic evidence is nonetheless the language of government, and we
made a deliberate decision that an imperfect attempt to quantify the contribution of emerging screen
practitioners is more useful than continued silence on the question. This analysis was produced with the
assistance of artificial intelligence tools, primarily for data processing, calculation checking and drafting
support, with all methodology, assumptions and conclusions reviewed and approved by Movie Mutuals
members.  Unlike  peak  screen  industry  bodies  with  professional  research  staff  and  commissioned
consultancies,  Movie Mutuals  relies  on  the  goodwill,  expertise  and unpaid  time of  its  members  to
produce evidence of this  kind.  That  constraint  is  itself  consistent  with the central  argument  of this
submission:  the  emerging  screen  sector  generates  significant  cultural  and  economic  value  while
operating almost entirely outside formal public support structures. This analysis is no exception. 
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These  are  entry  points  rather  than  complete  pathways.  In  screen  production,  progression  generally
occurs  through  creative  practice,  production  credits,  relationships,  work  experience  and  repeated
production activity. A degree may prepare someone for screen work, but it does not by itself create a
pathway into the industry.

2.2.1 The formal qualification stream

According to Metro Screen’s 2015 Emerging Visions report, around 11,250 people complete a screen or
media qualification in Australia each year, about 7,000 through university and 4,250 through TAFE. Not
all of them go on to seriously pursue a screen career. Some move into adjacent fields like marketing or
journalism. Some make the occasional short film but do not commit to a career. A small number break
through into paid professional screen work. Government data shows only about 1 in 20 VET screen
graduates work in a screen job six months after finishing, which gives a sense of how few are earning
from it quickly, though many more are still trying.

To estimate how many people are actively pursuing a screen career at any given time, we started with
our central pool estimate of approximately 26,000, derived from three independent methods described in
Appendix  A.  The Who Gets  a  Break?  survey found that  45% of  EC+Emerging respondents  came
through formal  screen  qualifications.  Applying that  to  the  26,000 pool  gives  approximately  11,700
people from the formal education pathway actively pursuing at any point in time. Since the survey also
found that people spend an average of five years in active pursuit, a pool of 11,700 that turns over every
five years implies roughly 2,340 new formal-pathway pursuers entering each year on average.

Expressed as a proportion of 11,253 annual completions, that works out to approximately one in five
graduates, but this figure is a consequence of the pool estimate and the career duration assumption, not
an independently measured rate. We are not claiming to have measured what proportion of graduates
pursue a screen career. We are showing that if our pool estimate is roughly right, and if five years is
roughly the right average pursuit duration, then the arithmetic implies one in five graduates remains
active in pursuit at any given point. It is a consistency check, not a separate finding, and it should be
read as such.

What this also cannot tell us is how many people tried and stopped pursuing a career before we could
ask  them.  The  survey  reached  people  still  connected  to  screen  communities:  film  events,  industry
networks, organisations like Movie Mutuals. People who gave up may be unlikely to still be in those
spaces, which could mean the survey overrepresents persistence and underrepresents dropouts. The one
in five figure likely overstates how many graduates sustain pursuit over time. The true picture of how
many start, how long they last, and why they stop remains unmeasured, and that absence of that data is a
policy problem.

2.2.2 The non-formal stream

The second stream is non-formal. In the EC+ Who Gets a Break? Survey sample, 54.7% of respondents
had not completed formal screen qualification (that is, a degree or certificate/diploma). They entered
through short courses, self-teaching, attended-but-did-not-complete a degree/diploma pathway, made a
lateral career change, undertook work experience or independent creative practice.

This  is  most  of  the  pool,  but  it  has  no equivalent  graduate  tracking mechanism.  Using the  survey
composition, the non-formal stream appears to be roughly 1.2 times the size of the formal education
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stream,  yielding  approximately 2,870 non-formal  but  active  entrants  per  year  (that  will  continue  to
pursue a career for 5 years). 

Combined with the formal stream, this suggests approximately 5,230 active entrants annually across
both routes who will continue to pursue a career by making projects, volunteering on products, applying
for funding, undertaking outreach, or attending seminars and short courses as well as other activities
trying to break in. Because the non-formal stream has no external administrative dataset, this figure
should be read as indicative. It should also not be read as the total number of people who aspire to work
in screen. Rather, it  estimates those actively pursuing a screen career through one or more practical
routes:  paid  or  unpaid  work  experience,  independent  creative  practice,  volunteering,  crewing,
networking or credit-building activity.

2.3 Two populations: authors and technical practitioners

Alongside  formal  and  non-formal  routes  into  screen  practice,  the  EC+Emerging  pool  can  also  be
understood by function. For modelling purposes, the key distinction is between practitioners who initiate
production and practitioners who supply the labour that makes production possible.

Author practitioners (directors,  screenwriters and creative producers) initiate  cultural  production.

They  develop  projects,  self-finance  productions,  assemble  crews  and  drive  creative  output.  Their
contribution  is  therefore  most  visible  in  the  production  GDP  estimate.  In  the Who  Gets  a
Break? survey, 83% of EC+Emerging respondents aspired to author roles, reflecting both genuine career
intent  and the  survey’s  distribution  through Movie  Mutuals,  a  community  of  practice  that  actively
encourages  authorship.  Among  respondents  aspiring  to  author  roles,54% completed  at  least  one
production over their career to date. 

Technical  and  craft  practitioners (cinematographers,  editors,  sound  designers,  production

designers, visual effects artists, gaffers and grips) supply the skilled labour that makes those productions
possible. Their contribution is therefore most visible in the volunteer labour estimate. They may not
initiate or finance productions themselves, but without them EC+Emerging production would not occur
at the scale recorded in the survey.

The  survey  likely  underrepresents  this  group.  Only 18 EC+Emerging  respondents  identified  as
technical-only practitioners, despite technical crew being present on every production recorded in the
survey. Mid-career technical respondents who did answer reported 80% volunteer rates, suggesting that
the real-world volunteer contribution of technical and craft practitioners is higher than the EC+Emerging
technical-only rate  captured in  this  sample.   It  also suggests  that  most  screen practitioners  harbour
aspirations for authorship but adjust their expectations by the reality of the limited opportunities that
exist in authoring work.  

Actors occupy a third position. Twenty-five per cent of respondents aspired to acting, and actors are a
significant  component  of  volunteer  labour  in  EC+Emerging  production.  Of  the 873 volunteer  roles
recorded in the Who gets a break? Survey (n=150), 265 were cast roles (or 476 were cast roles for the
full sample n=193).
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2.3 Why they matter?

These active entrants are not aspirants in name only. Sixty-nine per cent of EC+Em respondents describe
themselves as actively seeking screen industry entry or already making some screen-related income.
There  were  70  out  of  150  EC+Emerging  respondents  that  collectively  produced  340  cultural
productions: 279 short films, 33 documentaries, 17 web series, 8 low-budget features and 3 TV drama
pilots. They have achieved 96 festival screenings and recorded 873 volunteer labour roles (388 film
festival screenings and 1,233 volunteers for the full sample). Forty-nine per cent (35 of 71 EC+Em
responses) achieved at least one festival outcome; among high-frequency producers, those with eight or
more short films, the festival rate reaches 83%. They are producing non-professional work at scale,
predominantly through their own effort and financial backing.
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multiplatform  projects and 30  student  films,  and  run  networking  events  attended  by 600  emerging
filmmakers.

In other words, public support for the screen industry increased, but support for emerging practitioners
and entry-level  production infrastructure  declined to  virtually  a  trickle.  More  public  money flowed
through  industry-facing  mechanisms,  while  the  production-stage  bridge  between  education  and
professional  practice  weakened.  More  recently,  subsidy  for  foreign-backed  and  inward-investment
productions through PDV and the Location Offset has also increased, with the first iteration of Revive
almost doubling the Location Offset subsidy to 30%, despite providing arguably limited cultural benefit.

The result is a cohort carrying substantial debt without comparable support at the point where career
transition  occurs.  The  weighted  average  HECS  debt  for  EC+Emerging  practitioners  is
approximately $41,400: 60% post-2021 at about $51,000, and 40% pre-2021 at about $27,000. Applied
to  the  approximately 6,600  debt-carrying  formal-pathway  practitioners (11,700  formal-pathway
practitioners  ×  56.3% carrying  HECS/HELP  debt),  this  produces  a  total  debt  stock  of  about $273
million.

This is money loaded onto practitioners as a future income-contingent repayment obligation. It is being
repaid through the tax system over their careers. The question is not whether they will repay it; they
have little  choice.  The question  is  whether  government  will  support  the  stage  of  their  careers  that
determines whether the degree produces a working screen professional.
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career for an average of five years. Metro Screen (2015) estimated around 30,000 annual enrolments
across university and VET screen and media courses.  Applying the education multiplier  to the full
enrolment flow would produce a substantially larger GDP figure.

4.1 The return problem

The striking policy implication is not simply that screen education generates economic activity. It is that
government collects HECS from screen graduates over their careers while providing little production-
stage support at the point that determines whether screen education can become a working screen career.
The result is a broken consumer-style promise: students pay for screen education on the reasonable
expectation  that  it  can  lead  to  a  working  screen  career,  but  the  bridge  into  practice  is  precarious,
uncertain and largely self-led. The failure is not in the value of education itself, but in the policy system
that leaves graduates without a realistic route from training into practice.

Progress depends on know-who networks, reputational credentials and on-set experience that emerging
practitioners often cannot access without first doing unpaid work or financing their own creative and
cultural R&D. That R&D is not meaningfully funded by the established industry or marketplace, and
emerging practitioners must compete for jobs, attention and resources against established practitioners.
Screen Australia policy has often compounded this problem through a hands-off or ad hoc approach to
early-career production support, while funding criteria that preference prior credits and experience have
turned public  funding into a  barrier  to  entry for  many of  the practitioners it  would otherwise help
develop.

The Who  Gets  a  Break?  survey data  reflects  this  barrier.  Eighty-one  per  cent  of  EC+Emerging
respondents have never applied to Screen Australia. This does not, by itself, prove why they have not
applied,  but  the  surrounding  results  point  to  likely  access  barriers:  64%  cite  ineligibility  due  to
experience  requirements,  70%  find  applications  too  complex,  and  other  results  that  shows  strong
agreement that the system favours those already connected. Taken together, these findings suggest that
eligibility rules, perceived ineligibility, application complexity and prior-credit requirements are major
barriers to access.

The eligibility system requires production credits that can only be obtained with resources the system
does not provide. Government has therefore created a closed loop: train, debt-load, close the gate.

This  also  raises  equity  and  access  concerns.  Criteria  that  appear  neutral,  such  as  experience
requirements,  can  reproduce  historic  exclusion  where  access  to  credits,  paid  screen  work,  industry
endorsement and professional networks has not been evenly distributed. Public funding that preferences
prior access can therefore become a mechanism for narrowing opportunity, rather than broadening it.
That makes the issue not just a pipeline problem.

As Metro Screen (2015, p.22) documented more than a decade ago, “the evolution from on-the-job to
university-based training has been incomplete because the pathways from academy to industry have
never  been clear.”  Ten years  later,  with  fees  tripled  and support  programs defunded,  that  gap  has
widened, particularly for emerging practitioners trying to develop as screen authors.
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This  is  consistent  with  ABS  (2008)  data  showing  that  64,900  of  99,500  people  involved  in  film
production in Australia in 2007 volunteered without payment (or 65%). The Who Gets a Break? survey
records 63% of EC+Emerging respondents having volunteered on screen productions, suggesting that
volunteer labour remains a structural and persistent feature of the sector.

The resulting range is approximately $80 million in the LOW scenario, based on a 13,000-person pool,
and approximately $220 million in the HIGH scenario, based on a 36,000-person pool. These figures are
conservative because rates are set at the short end of MEAA minimums.

5.2 Who benefits from this labour

Volunteer labour does not accrue only to emerging practitioners’ own productions. The  Who Gets a
Break? survey captures roles on professional productions, including attachments, runners and assistants,
as well as roles on non-professional productions. The professional screen industry therefore also benefits
from this  unpaid  contribution,  particularly  through  credit-building  labour.  Experienced  practitioners
interviewed by Metro Screen (2015) acknowledged that their own careers were built in part on access to
this  volunteer  workforce.  The  industry’s  gatekeeping system requires  credits  as  the  price  of  entry;
acquiring those credits often requires unpaid work; and that unpaid work subsidises the productions on
which credits are bestowed.
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6. The Production Micro-Economy: Short Films, Documentaries, 
Web Series and Features

Beyond volunteer labour on others’ productions,  emerging filmmakers create  their  own work: short
films, documentaries, web series, low-budget features and other online content. This activity is self-
funded,  largely  invisible  to  government  economic  accounting,  and generates  a  real  micro-economy
through direct and multiplier effects.

These productions largely do not appear in official statistics. Features under $500,000 fall below the
Producer Offset threshold and are not included in Screen Australia’s National Drama Survey. Short
films and web series made without ABNs are invisible to the ABS. Online-only content is generally not
tracked by any agency. This is the uncounted economy of Australian cultural production.

6.1 Production activity

Across their careers, the 70 EC+Emerging respondents in the Who Gets a Break? Survey who indicated
that they have made a production in their lifetime have collectively produced 340 cultural productions
across five formats: 279 short films, 33 documentaries, 17 web series, 8 low-budget features and 3 TV
drama pilots. Forty-seven per cent completed at least one production, and 50% of those achieved at least
one  festival  outcome.  Among  high-frequency  producers,  those  with  eight  or  more  short  films,  the
festival  rate  reaches  83%.  Of  the  producers  who  reported  a  primary  funding  source,87% drew on
personal  savings;  18%  on  crowdfunding;  and  16%  on  friends  and  family.  No  producer  reported
receiving a Screen Australia grant, a state agency grant, or any state screen incentive. Around 5% drew
on a local government grant.  

6.2 What they spend -  and why $1,750 is a ceiling, not a choice

The Who  Gets  a  Break?  survey records  expenditure  on  respondents’  most  recent  production.  The

median spend on a short  film, excluding zero-budget productions, is $1,750 (noting that the median

spend across all productions for the EC+Em cohort was $2,000). This is not what practitioners aspire to
spend; it is what they can afford since they are mostly paying for it out of their own pocket. The quality,
scale and visibility of their work is therefore constrained by resource availability, not simply by vision
or  talent.  The fact  that  Australian  practitioners  emerging  from low-resource  environments  can  still
produce work such as All These Creatures (2018), which won the Short Film Palme d’Or at Cannes in

2018, and An Ostrich Told Me the World Is Fake and I Think I Believe It (2023), which was nominated

for Best Animated Short Film at the 95th Academy Awards, points to the level of talent currently being
under-recognised and under-supported. These productions did not have Screen Australia or state agency
funding.  

The financial  constraint  is  visible  in  the  data.  Practitioners  who describe  themselves  as  financially
comfortable spend a median of $3,000 per film; those managing on enough spend $1,000.  Interestingly,
those struggling spend $1,500. Practitioners carrying HECS or HELP debt spend a median of $1,400 per
film, compared with $2,000 for those without student debt.  Half of active producers make a new film
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estimate of $55.3 million, this suggests a combined production GDP of approximately $149 million.
This  combined  figure  is  not  included  in  the  primary  estimate  because  of  potential  overlap  and
classification uncertainty. The paper therefore retains the EC+Emerging estimate of $55.3 million as the
conservative floor.

6.5 Australian content in the online space

A growing share of this production activity is created for online distribution: YouTube channels, Vimeo
series,  TikTok  and  Instagram  content,  and  online-first  short  documentary  series.  This  work  is
systematically  undercounted  across  official  datasets.  IMDb  tracking  captures  approximately  1,500
Australian short films per year, but the model implies that approximately 12,295 are produced nationally
each year. The gap represents productions that go directly online, never screen at a tracked festival, or
are made without the formal structures that would bring them to official attention. They are Australian
stories,  made  by  Australian  practitioners,  reaching  Australian  and  international  audiences  on  the
platforms those audiences use. The counting system does not see them; the economic and cultural value
is real regardless.

This is not an unreasonable scale assumption. YouTube reported that Australian creators uploaded more
than 550,000 hours of video to Australian YouTube channels in 2016. If the average upload were 10
minutes,  that  would  equate  to  approximately  3.3  million  videos.  Against  that  backdrop,  a  national
estimate of approximately 12,295 EC+Emerging short films represents less than 0.4% of Australian
YouTube upload volume. The comparison does not suggest that most YouTube uploads are short films.
It  simply shows that  the untracked short-film estimate is  plausible within the much larger  scale  of
Australian online video production.
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Stream  1:  Education
investment

Annual  flow  into  universities/VET  from  screen
career pursuit

~$87.5M/year

GDP impact (1.7× higher education multiplier) ~$149M/year

Total  student  debt  stock  (debt-carrying  formal-
pathway practitioners, ~6,600)

~$273M

Stream 2: Volunteer labour Annual  volunteer  labour  value  (~26,000  pool,
MID)

~$159M/year

Stream  3:  Direct
production GDP

Annual production expenditure, MID estimate ~$26.3M/year

GDP impact  (2.1×  screen  production  multiplier,
MID)

~$55.3M/year

Total  annual  economic
contribution

Education GDP + volunteer labour + production
GDP

~$363M/year

Screen-practice
contribution,  excluding
education

Volunteer labour + production GD ~$214M/year

Illustrative only Cultural  value  premium  (1.5×  BFI,  not  in
primary)

~$320M/year

7.2 Context: the micro-economy of community screen production

Screen production and volunteer labour together form a $214 million micro-economy of community
screen practice. This is not simply a label for small-scale activity. In local development and creative-
economy theory, micro-economies matter because they are where capability, networks, enterprise and
future growth are often formed. They circulate money through local suppliers and services, but they also
create less visible forms of value: skills, innovation, social capital, peer networks, reputational exchange,
demand for related services and future industry capability. The OECD has framed cultural and creative
sectors as contributors to jobs, income, innovation, wellbeing, inclusion and local development. The
same logic applies at the grassroots level of screen production.

The EC+Emerging screen micro-economy is made up of low-budget productions, unpaid and underpaid
labour, local spending, skill formation, creative experimentation, peer learning and network-building. A
short film, web series, pilot or micro-budget feature is not only a cultural output. It is also a prototype, a
training ground, a networking mechanism, a reputational credential  and a form of creative R&D. It
creates  opportunities  to  test  ideas,  build  teams,  develop  craft,  accumulate  credits  and  move  from
aspiration into practice.
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This is the kind of micro-economic activity governments already support in other sectors. In startups,
public grants, incubators and accelerators exist because markets underinvest in early-stage ideas with
uncertain commercial returns. In R&D, public support exists because experimentation produces benefits
beyond  the  individual  project.  In  apprenticeships  and  vocational  training,  government  supports
structured  practice  because  training  alone  does  not  create  a  skilled  worker.  In  creative  clusters,
policymakers  recognise  that  repeated  interaction  between  practitioners,  suppliers,  institutions  and
audiences can build capability and local economic value.

Community sport provides an additional perspective. Australia’s sports sector generates approximately
$50 billion per year across community, amateur and professional sport in direct economic, productivity
and  volunteering  benefits.  It  involves  1.8  million  volunteers  donating  158  million  hours  annually,
equivalent to nearly 90,000 full-time jobs and $3 billion in economic value. The Australian Government
allocates more than $500 million per year to sport through the Australian Sports Commission, covering
community participation,  high performance and infrastructure.  Community sport  receives substantial
public  investment  because  grassroots  participation  is  understood to  generate  benefits  beyond direct
economic output, including health, social cohesion, skills development, volunteering, national identity
and future elite talent.

The comparison is not that emerging screen practice is the same size as sport. It is that the policy logic is
similar. Grassroots investment is understood to develop the participation base, skills, networks and talent
from which  professional  performance  later  emerges.  Nobody argues  that  community  football  clubs
should only receive funding after they produce a professional AFL player. The same logic applies to
screen. The writers, directors, producers, performers and crew who will later make the Australian films
and  television  counted  in  official  agency  statistics  are  developed  through  early-stage  practice  long
before they become eligible for most professional funding.

The  $214  million  screen-practice  contribution  identified  in  this  paper  (volunteer  labour  plus  self-
financed production GDP) should be understood in that context. It is the measurable part of a grassroots
cultural  economy that  is  already  generating  production  activity,  unpaid  labour,  skill  formation  and
creative output without a coherent national production-stage support pathway at meaningful scale. It is
not large beside the whole sports sector, but it is large enough to show that EC+Emerging practitioners
are already contributing materially to the broader economy. 

Any concern that a $214 million screen-practice contribution is too small to warrant serious attention
misreads its significance. First, it is a floor, not a ceiling. The true contribution is likely larger especially
once mid-career, experienced and formalised practitioners are included. Second, it is the value generated
under conditions of scarcity. The public receives cultural and economic output while practitioners carry
virtually all of the cost. Third, it is the base of the future screen industry. Without investment at this
level, the system relies on individual debt, unpaid labour and private sacrifice to perform the talent-
development work that other sectors recognise as a public good.
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8. Social Value: What the Numbers Do Not Capture

Economic  multipliers  capture  flows  of  money.  They  do  not  capture  the  full  range  of  value  that
community  screen  practice  generates.  This  paper  includes  a  1.5×  cultural  value  premium  as  an
illustrative  sensitivity  to  produce  an  indicative  value  of  approximately  $320  million  per  year  (not
included in the primary estimate). It should not be read as a comprehensive valuation of the social,
cultural  and pipeline benefits  described below. However,  these benefits  are  real  and material,  even
where they resist precise monetisation.

8.1 Community cohesion and creative clustering

The average EC+Emerging production in the survey involved a mean of 11.5 volunteer participants.
These productions are not isolated acts of self-expression; they are collaborative community events that
create  sustained  professional  and  social  relationships.  The  survey  records  that  community  groups,
festivals and conferences, and social media are the primary ways this cohort  stays connected to the
industry. The social fabric is not a by-product of the work; it is a precondition for it.

Metro Screen (2015) documented this effect through interviews with established practitioners: “It’s not
only skills they’re getting; it’s a whole peer group, and a whole support structure.” The defunding of
screen resource organisations, including Metro Screen’s closure after Screen Australia withdrew core
funding, directly dismantled part of this infrastructure.

8.2 Skills formation with broader workforce benefits

Screen  production  develops  skills  across  project  management,  budgeting,  technical  production,
interpersonal communication, leadership, creative problem-solving and entrepreneurship. These are not
narrow screen-industry skills; they transfer across the economy.

NCVER (2015) data shows that the top employment industries for VET Screen and Media graduates
include Retail Trade, Information Media and Technology, and Accommodation and Food Services. ABS
(2012) also noted that employment of screen practitioners embedded in non-screen industries is growing
faster than in the traditional screen sector. Screen training therefore generates workforce externalities
beyond the screen industry itself.

8.3 Mental health and purposeful work

The survey documents  a  cohort  under  considerable  financial  stress:  49% sometimes or  never  have
enough money; 56% carry student debt; and the median years in pursuit is three, with some practitioners
in  the  pool  for  20  or  30  years.  Against  this  backdrop,  creative  practice  provides  psychological
sustenance, purpose and community belonging.

Research on creative participation consistently finds associations with positive mental health, sense of
purpose  and social  connection.  The WHO’s  framework for  social  determinants  of  health  identifies
meaningful participation and social connection as protective factors. These benefits are real but are not
quantified in the economic figures above.
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8.4 Cultural identity and diversity

The  cohort  contains  substantial  diversity  of  storytelling  perspective.  Twenty-three  per  cent  of
respondents  identify  as  Culturally  and  Linguistically  Diverse,  23% as  LGBTIQ+,20% as  having  a
disability and 8% as rural or regional.

CALD respondents are disproportionately motivated by contributing to Australian cultural identity: 32%
selected this as a career motivation, compared with 21% overall. If supported, the EC+Emerging cohort
could materially broaden the cultural diversity of Australian screen content beyond what is currently
produced through professionally funded channels. As Metro Screen (2015, p.39) noted, “diversify the
gatekeepers and you can change the culture.”

8.5 International soft power and festival reach

The  survey  records  388  festival  screenings  from its  193  respondents  over  their  careers.  Emerging
Visions documented that Australian short films achieved 453 screenings at high profile international
festivals between 2005 and 2014, approaching the 490 achieved by professionally produced features
over  the  same  period.  Using  a  conservative  per-screening  value  of  $5,000,  the  survey  sample’s
screenings represent approximately $1.9 million in soft-power value from this cohort alone. If even a
portion of the approximately 1,500 tracked Australian short films each year reach international festival
audiences, the wider soft-power value would be materially larger than the survey sample alone suggests.
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9. Confidence in the Analysis

The estimates in this paper are intended as conservative floors, not precise ceilings. Given the dearth of
data on the activity of this cohort it is to be expected. The strongest figures are those calculated directly
from the Who gets a break? survey and scaled using conservative external anchors: volunteer labour,
production expenditure, education flows and the central active-pool estimate.

9.1 Well-grounded

 Volunteer labour values are calculated directly from survey data at conservative MEAA minimum
rates, consistent with ABS (2008) methodology.

 The  production  GDP estimate  applies  a  2.1×  multiplier  drawn from published  Deloitte  Access
Economics modelling commissioned by Screen Australia.

 The education GDP estimate applies a 1.7× education-sector multiplier to a conservative serious-
pursuer subset of screen and media completions.

 The active pool estimate is triangulated using three checks: production output, ABS workforce ratios
and education flows.

9.2 Where caution is warranted

The analysis involves modelling assumptions, especially around the active-pool estimate, the weighted
HECS debt figure, the distinction between official and unofficial production, and the illustrative cultural

premium. Those assumptions are  set  out  in  Appendix C. Importantly,  the conclusion holds across

conservative, central and high scenarios: EC+Emerging practitioners generate substantial unrecognised
value while carrying substantial debt and receiving little meaningful production-stage support.
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