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Francois Truffaut
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Howard Hawks: Eldorado, Robert Mitchum. Return to the  Frank Tashlin: The Alphabet
genre of Rio Bravo.

In alphabetical order: L'Age des illusions, Les Amours d'une blonde. Le Chat dans le sac, It Happened
Here. A Falecida. Nieht Versihnt. Prime della rivoluzione (Before the Revolution). I Pugni in tasca.
Rysopis. Walkover.

1 Pierrot le fou. 2 Giulietta degli spiriti. 3 A High Wind in Jamaica. 4 Lord of the Flies. 5 Vaghe
<telle dell'Orsa. 6 La Vieille Dame indigne. 7 The Disorderly Orderly. 8 Les Communiants. 9 Alpha-
ville. 10 Kiss Me Stupid.

I Pierrot le fou. Paris vu par Rohmer et Chabrol. Shock Corridor, Les Communiants, L'Amour a la
chaine. The Family Jewels. 7 Les Femmes aussi (TV), L'As de pique. Yoyo. Vaghe stelle dell’'Or=a.

1 Desna. Paris vu par Godard, Vidas Secas. 4 The Sandpiper, King and Country, Vaghe stelle
dell’Orsa, La Vieille Dame indigne.
In alphabetical order: Les Communiants. Desna. Journal d’une femme en blane. Lilith. Nothing

But the Best. Paris vu par Rouch. Pierrot le fou. La 317¢ Seetion. Vaghe stelle dell’'Orsa. La Vieille
Dame indigne.

1 Pierrot le fou. 2 Alphaville. 3 La Brulure de mille
6 Une fille et des fusils.

In alphabetical order: L'As de pique. The Collector. Les Communiants. Giulietta degli spiriti. King and
Country. Kwaidan. Pierrot le fou. Shoeck Corridor. La 317¢ Section. La Vieille Dame indigne.

| Shock Corridor. 2 Pierrot le fou. 3 The Brig. 4 L'Amour a la chaine. 5 The Iperess File. 6 Mondo
Cane n° 2. 7 Alphaville. 8 L'As de pique. 9 L'Enfer dans la peau. 10 Lord Jim.

I 11 vangelo secondo Matteo, Pierrot le fou. 3 Paris vu par Rouch. 4 Les Communiants, 5 King and
Country. L'Amour a la chaine. L'As de pique. 8 La Vieille Dame indigne. 9 Journal D'une femme en
blane. 10 Cargo pour la Réunion.

1 Pierrot le fou. Les Communiants, 3 Lilith. Le Bonheur. The Family Jewels. 6 A High Wind in Jamaica.
Vidas Secas. Vaghe Stelle dell’Orsa, Il vangelo secondo Matteo, Paris vu par Rouch et Rohmer.

1 Pierrot le fon. 2 Vaghe stelle dell’Orsa, 3 Shock Corridor. 4 Les Communiants, 5 Pascal (Rohmer.
TV). 6 L'Amour a la chaine, 7 Paris vu par Rouch. 8 The Family Jewels. 9 King and Country. 10 The
Collector.

In alphabetical order: L'As de pique. Le Bestiaire damour. King and Country, The Loneliness of the
Long Distance Runner. Il momento della verita. Pierrot le fou. Ship of Fools. Le Tigre se parfume
a la dvnamite. La 317¢ Section, Vaghe stelle dell’Orsa.

| Pierrot le fou. 2 L'Amour a la chaine. L'As de pique. Giulietta degli spiriti. Journal d'une femme
en blanc. Lilith, Paris vu par Rouch. Il vangelo secondo Matteo, La Vieille Dame indigne. Young
Cassidy.

soleils. 4 L'As de pique. 5 Vaghe stelle dell’Orsa.

Pierrot le fou. 3 The Disorderly Orderly. In Harm’s Way, Marie-Chantal contre le

1 The Sandpiper.
Dame indigne. Paris vu par...

Dr Kah. Shock Corridor. Lord Jim, Thomas I'Imposteur. 9 La Vieille
1 The Disorderly Orderly. Help! 3 Le Bonheur. 11 momento della verita, Paris vu par..., Pierrot le
fou. The Sandpiper.

France:

In alphabetical order of countries: Brazil: Vidas Secas. Czechoslovakia: [°As de pique.
Kwaidan.

Pierrot le fou. Great Britain: King and Country. ltaly: Vaghe stelle dell’Orsa. Japan:
Pakistan: Quand naitra le jour. Spain: El Verdugo. United States: The Brig. U.S.S.R.: Desna.
1 Vaghe stelle dell'Orsa. 2 La Vieille Dame indigne. 3 Les Communiants, 4 L'Arme a gauche. 5 1l
momento della verita. 6 The Sons of Katie Elder. 7 The Big Night. 8 Le Bonheur. 9 L'As de pique.
10 The Disorderly Orderlv.

1 Pierrot le fou. 2 Paris va par Rouch. 3 11 vangelo secondo Matteo. Les Communiants, Lilith. 6 The
Dicorderly Orderly. Vaghe stelle dell'Orsa. The Family Jewels. 9 Alphaville. 10 1'Amour a la chaine.
In alphabetical order: Alphaville. L'Amour a la chaine. L'As de pique. Les Communiants. De I'Amour.
Desna. Kiss Me Stupid. Pierrot le fou. Vaghe stelle dell'Orsa. Vidas Secas, La Vieille Dame indigne.

Some lists that reached us too late will appear in the next issue.

-y

Murders, Tony Randall,

Grazina Frame.
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Shooting of Vaghe Stelle Dell Orsa (Sandra): Claudia Cardinale, Luchino Visconti




0 jz-Existence

r))l Lu‘i.rcom 7

First of all 1 should like to discuss the reasons why
I have always heen reluctant to talk about my films
i general and about aghe stelle dell’ Orsa ... (San
dra) m particular. \When [ talk about cinema, [ pre
fer to lmit myself to general opinions, even about my
own work, It's a form of respect toward the public
which is maligned by the belief that it goes to the
cinema only to follow a story and know its ending.
In reality, the spectator of today buvs a ticket also
w0 know what the author wanted to say to him, and
to know it from a screen, not from statements.

Nevertheless 1 think that in the case of [lagh
stelle dell’ Orsa . . . 1 have broken all records for
lacomicism ; but, hefore at least once respecting the
rules of the game that sist that the cinéaste say
“what™ his film is and “why™ he has made it, 1 must
add something, That's why 1 answer the first ques
tion : this film is an unusual detective film. People have
spoken of a “modern Electra,” but to explain what |
mean by “detective,” T must cite another classical
tragedyv: Oedipus the King, one of the first detec-
tive stories. In it the guilty person is the character
least open to suspicion. (Oedipus himself describes
himself at the beginning of the tragedy as “the only
stranger.””)

PPerhaps the spee ators of Sophocles” time left the
theater convineed that the true offender was not Oedi-
pus, but fate; this convenient explanation is not
:'Ilnn_:ﬁ'll for the contemporary  spectator, He exoner-
ates ( h'l“]l:h only to the ex:ent that he feels himseli
concerned, almost guilty,

So in my film there are dead men, there are those
presumed responsible, hut it is not said that they are
the true offenders and the true victims. From this
point of view, the reference that T myself have made
to the Oresteia 1s nothing but a convenient reference.
et us take for example Sandra and Gilardimi: she
resembles Electra because of circumstances that deter-
mine her conduct ; he, Aegisthus, because of his situa-
tion outside the family cell; but that is a matter of
schematic analogies. Sandra has the characteristics of
the judiciary, Gilardini those of the accused, but in
reality these rules could equally well be reversed. Am-
higuity is the true aspect of all the characters of the
film except one: Andrew, Sandra’s husband. He would
like a logical explanation for evervthing and on the
contrary strikes against a world ruled by the deepest,
most contradictory and most mexplicable passions.
This character is nearest the conscience of the spec-
tator who, in his turn, precisely becanse he is unable
to find a logical explanation for the events, should feel,
all things considered, that he himseli is directly im
plicated, called on to ask himself not so much if the
mother and Gilardin are responsible for the death of
the professor, or Sandra for that of Gianni, but rather

if there has been offense and which, and if there are
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Jean Sorel

not hidden in us a Sandra, a Gianm, a Gilardimm

In short, a detective story in which evervthig is
clear at the beginning and obscure at the end, as when
ever someone mvolves himself i the ditheult under
taking of reading himself with the bold certainty of
having nothing to learn, then finds himself struggling
with the anxietv-creating problem of non-existence

[ think that in this way [ have made a start at a
commentary on the “why™ of my flm. It's hecause
['m convinced—not a new conviction—that one way,
and not the least significant, of observing contempor
ary society and its problems and of trving to find an
explanation for them that is neither conventional nor
stercotyvped consists in studving the souls of some of
1ns ll‘!ll('ﬂ‘ﬂl.’tii\l' characters brought 1H:l'7|!l'!' 1M O
wayv or another and seen from a certain angle. So 1 do
not share the surprise of those who, interested in mn
work, have wondered why [ had chosen an mtimate
story, almost related to the "‘\\.LHHHI'W'-]»Ir'].“ after the
historical mspiration of films ke Rocco ¢ 1 suoi fratelli
( Rocco and his Brothers)y and Il Gattopardo (The
leopard)

The fact 1s that if T have succeeded in my project,
Iaghe stelle dell’'Orsa . . . will resemble mv earher
films more than people now think, and will continue
a dissertation that T began more than twenty vears
ago. From the old “kammerspiel” of Maver and Lupu
PPick, the film will have kept only the relative unity of
time and of place, the strongly emphasized dramati
\'tnlllli\'i, l]ll‘ |Al'l‘i|||l'||T Lse ulr close ups, das many en
tirelv mcidental characteristics,

Al my attention has heen brought to hear on San
dra’s conscience, on her moral malaise. on just what
impelled Ntoni, Livia, Rocco or the prince Salina not
!'.‘L”, a Il.‘L'LII,

phenomenon of interior migration, the winning of

long ago, And if elsewhere | used a

daily bread, here 1t 1s the old truscan riddle that
mterested me \lnlll'l'l':l, which 1s its Ll riect « Npres
ston—the superiority complex of the Jews, a woman
character, Such are the fundamental, to a certain e
tent essential, “historical” elements that deternined
my film, as did the psvchological elements: the ad
knowledged need for justice and truth, Sandra’s lacl
of emotion and sexual satisfaction, the crisis in her

marriage ;. as did, finally, the familv drama (shared

with the characters I mentioned before from mv other

i '“H“‘.

[mpelled by the “incident™ (the return to her family
home) Sandra’s conscience sets out on the dithenlt
progression i search of truth, a truth protoundly dii
ferent from that in which she thought she was firmly
rooted, a painful truth and one which perhaps sucl
a character will never succeed in winning completely

I'hus Sandra and her victims (or her persecutors
find a place in the framework of contemporary society,

or else discover lll:wl I.\M' them there 1s 1o Tll'\l:_'l'l




place. And, through their tragedy, they contribute
towards a better understanding of our historical sit
uation in its reality, of 1its meaning

[f I may take up again a theme that was dear to
me at the beginning of my career, | will say that today
more than ever I am concerned with an anthropo
morphic cimema. I"aghe stelle dell’ Orsa . 1= a4 con
firmation of this predommant mterest, not an exeep
tion to it. That is “why™ T made this film

\nd to end this I]i'llul!l«!iw!l_ let us offer the reader
come oddities, a few bits of information

With regard to its elaboration, that 15 to say the
passage “from idea to film,” "aghe stelle dell’ Orsa
has been perhaps my most difficult film

\s can b ohserved from the '\t"lllllltj of the texts
(1), manyv things changed even at the tme of the
tnkes. That is because the stuff of the film hecanie
more definite from day to day. T should say that con
tributions to it came, on the one hand, from the very
stav at Volterra: the atmosphere of the Inghiram
palace where I shot most of the scenes, the slow pro
oression of antumn in the course of the shooting ; and
on the other hand from a growing knowledge of the
wctors. some of whom had been chosen at the last
moment. For the protagonist, I had m fact always
thought of Claudia Cardinale, The character of Sandra
had even heen written starting from her, and not only
from the enigmatic quality the apparent simplicity ol
this actress conceals, but also from her physical ap
nearance (her face in particular) related to the mmage
of the Firuscan women as it has been handed down 1o
us. There was no problem either ahont having my old
iriend Marie Bell in the role of the mother, or about
having Ricei in that of Gilardim. It was more it
ficult to find Gianni. T had never worked with Sorel,
and once he had been chosen, T had to learn to know
him, consequently to adopt the character of Gianm day
after dav. More daring still was the choice of Michael
Craig, who arrived in Italy just before the start of the
shooting. There again the problem was set but | think
this complicated gestation was not at all acciudental
Perhaps it was i the very nature of the film to have
to be horn in a laborious way, as its characters explam
themselves: laborionsly. The title itseli 1s scarcely
problematical. T have already told how 1t sprang up:
I will add now that T am all the more pleased with it
because it has been adopted in foreign countries al
though at the start people found it too ditheult to pro
NOUNCe

A\nd that is all, What can a film maker say about
his film without excess of zeal or of presumption? Jean
Renoir, who was a passionate ceramist from  his
vouth, used to sav that ceramics and cinema had this
in common : the author alwayvs knows what he wants

to make, but once the work has been put into the

oven, he never really knows if he will find it again
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as he wished it or at least partly different. I have left
Iaghe stelle dell’Orsa . . . in the oven a long time. The
gestation was long, and once the shooting was fin
ished, the time that ]lilwwl before the x'tﬁlil];_; wis |l|l|j_;
as well. Today no one is more anxious than I to know
i this uncertain “agglomeration of souls™ will have
had the right degree of baking.

And, to conclude, my thanks to all my collaborators,
from the “regulars” (my assistants, the decorators.
the costume designer, the editor, and especially the
scenarist) to the “novices™ (the cameraman, the pro
duction director and his entourage, the sound men).
If this complex and tortured film has been born in the
most simple and serene way possible, it is to them
that T owe it.

Luchino VISCONTI

1 Preface to the edition of “Vaghe stelle . . .7 i"l"ll\ht'll [}
('JMN‘HIA 1965.

The Absences
Of Sandra

by Jean Collet

In their apartment in Geneva, a young couple are

entertaining  friends, The mistress of the house
(Clandia Cardinale) is acting her part. She is speak
ine French, smiling a little too much, being a little
too animated in the big living room. Until the moment
when another music detaches itself from the music of
the voices: the Cesar Franck prelude whose waves of
violent romanticism break in a few measures. Sud
denly Sandra’s gaze becomes fixed and at the same
time lost. The camera stops on her in close-up. A shot
that never comes to an end, like a challenge to the
mystery of that gaze. In the very moment of our impa
tience, the hushand, Andrew ( Michael Craig) comes
into the shot, breaks the enchantment. “That music™ is
the only reply Sandra murmurs, while the piano tells
its haunting chords. Visconti dissolves immediately on
the same living-room-in-April shot. The guests who are
leaving, the conventional goodbyes, the sudden em
ptiness of the huge room. Sandra who sinks mmto an
armchair. sends her shoes flying in the air with the
arace of a little girl. Her hushand approaches to kiss
her. Clandia Cardinale’s laugh is sparkling and broken.
But in the background of the room, the indiscreet pres
ence of the butler who is clearing the table and already
forbids all abandon. This furtive constraint that harely
slips into this first moment of intimacy.

Perhaps a great film is recognized from the first
three shots. Until now | knew Ulll) Hitchcock—the
Hitchcock of Marnie for example, since in the end it
it is not so far from Paghe stelle . . . who could
make an ll]vt'llinj._: sequence  so dense, so necessary.
Who could sav evervthing without explaining any-

thing, who could catch a moment that contains in it-
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seli alone all the mystery of the film. But contrary to
Hitchcock who :l|-[lt':11-- to the t‘nlllllﬁl’il_\ of the specta
tor, who hali-opens the mystery to make it the more
elusive later, Visconti shuts up the moment on itself.
[t is a world without exit that we have just surprised.
it is a secret that has got lost under our eyes. Very
far from us: preciselv when one thought one was
grasping it. No need here to film the heroime from
back. No need to let her move away to stretch our
attention. 1t is in the closeup itself that she is a thou
sand leagues from the camera, that she eludes us,

The opening of the film is admirable because it o1s
precisely the contrary of an opening, It sets forth an
absence. 1t brings darkness. It is that little tear that
drowns Claudia Cardinale’s gaze for a moment, and
disappears. It is in pursuit of this little tear that we
will find we must run, this fleeting tear that bit by hit
will carry off the entire film. At the speed of music
\ music that is not for us hat for Sandra alone.

I'aghe stelle dell’Orsa is a short swift film. Fven

hefore the white BN sports car Carries us away, the

film has already cast off. But this high-strung quality
of the story intensiiies the l.t‘('ll-H_: of these sudden
skids, these unexpected spasms, this clenching hst on
a secret message. You have the impression that vou
are dashing into blind alleys, You cast off. You plunge
You bump into a wall. You set off agam. \nd vou say
to vourself then that this impression of speed was il

lusory like the impression of advancing. The move

ment that impels the film makes me think of those

spider’s webs that tremble when an insect has just

Michael Craig, Jean Sorel

hecome imprisoned in them and shivers with the 1llu
ston of I-l'l‘l‘hl; itself.

This quivering, this palpitation, is first of all th
play of shadow and light. In this respect, there is
strange relationship between Alphaville and 1Mag/
stelle dell’Orsa . .

on a background of night. Both are given their rhyvthn

.2 both sparkle with all their rhyvthn

by this same vacillating alternation of black and white
of dayv and darkness, of lie and truth. Painful oscill
tion between light too raw, dazzling whiteness,
impenetrable hlackness

As always with Visconti, and perhaps more th
ever. the influence of milieu, of mood, of settn
weighs on human beings. Volterra is a world conhine
behind walls, sheltered from looks. “You knew tl
light had physiological effects 77 asks one charact
a little after vou have seen Gianni change the hg
hulbs of the house and ||l'('i'i~t'|) hefore the ng scer
in which the characters are at last going to stop Iyin
No symbolism here, hut seeretly growing anxiety
fore the shadow that is gaining ground and that
he <|('I'q‘:|11'l| \\i1|| ‘\l'l‘l'li_

Ihe shadow, the abyvss, the absence, or rather
absences of Sandra \s at the time of the hrst
(UENCe, one meets again the whole lengih of the
these trackings in on Clandia Cardinale’s face
think we are approaching a being, but 1t 15 prec
10 discover that the being is not there, that the bo
is an empty wrapping. Perhaps one must see in

the secret of the proud sensuality that Visconti
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been able to communicate to his interpreter, The flesh
is present, a thousand times more present when the
spirit is absent, when the evelids weigh on a lost gaze.
When the voices die out all around, hollowing the
emptiness hesides this skin so living, so sensitive, in
its immobility.

At the end of the first scene, Sandra is alone in her
room, on her bed. The camera approaches her face.
The waves of Franck break. Dissolve. Vulgar music
from a transistor radio. Through the viewfinder of
Andrew’s camera, it is another Sandra—coquette,
fleeting, laughing—that we are looking at. The same
laugh as after the departure of the guests at the start.
The langh of someone who comes out of a bad dream.
All the film is these passages, these reversals.

Absence. Presence. The same anxiety-creating alter-
nation as shadow and Light. I think I've seen some-
one” savs Andrew visiting the chatean. At that mo-
ment Sandra leaves her husband to go into the dark
park. The veiled statue of the father beats at the wind
like a ghost, Sandra stops. Gianni's face comes out of
the shadow, meets Sandra's face. Andrew appears out-
lined at the background of the garden walk, FFull shot.
Gianni goes to shake Andrew’s hand. Sandra joins
them. Where is the true Sandra? Visconti takes care
not to reply. He films Sandra who staggers at the
same time as the world to which she belongs. The
hill slides like the hill in Muriel. “Iet’s live here al-
wavs” Sandra was saving a few moments earlier. But
how can vou take root in this vacillating universe?

Fvery Visconti film is the history of an illusion.
The passage through appearances. A journey to the
end of night. A Visconti hero is someone who hears
voices and embarks in search of them even to ship-
wreek, He plunges into his dream even to failure.
Countess Sapieri flees her lover to the end of base-
ness, then at last comes out the other side to lucidity.
I referred to Senso a little at random. Let’s take ad-
vantage of it. Perhaps starting from that ilm one will
be able to see the radical newness of aghe stelle
dell’ Orso. :
characters. All the film is led toward the high scene

In Senso we live the illusion with the

of disillusion when we discover the true Franz at the
same time as the Countess, We are with the characters
on the side of passion until the brutal fall.

In I"age stelle dell'Orsa . . .
to Gianni's passion for his sister. Better yvet: not a

we are completely alien

single character is this passion’s fool. Gianni tries des-
pera‘ely to recapture Sandra. She slips, thinks she is
sinking in the abyss, But she is already far away from
it. Andrew tries to understand, then struggles against
the adversary. He films. And Gianni himself acknowl-
edges that he has freed himseli from his passion by
writing his novel. Thus evervone moves away from
the abyvss when it has scarcely opened. Fascination-
repulsion follow each other in accelerated motion.

Trackings in and out correspond to say that here,
there is no longer either complaisance or indifference.
but a passionate struggle at a fully mastered distance.

That is why, contrary to Senso, the big scene of
I"aghe stelle . .. (the one in which brother and sister
have it out with each other) no longer has dramatic
value, It gives to Sandra and Gianni a last occasion
to pit themselves against each other. It teaches us
nothing, resolves nothing. No startling surprise. The
startling surprise was at the beginning. And the film
_ like the camera in the crucial shots — proceeds
hackwards. About the mystery of the opening, we are
told only that it is a permancnt danger. One can only
flee it. Or fall into its infernal trap. Maghe stelle . ..
is the flight and this fall both at the same time. The
mad oscillations that animate Volterra's ghosts set
them at a distance one from another when they ought
to mix them. Little by little each one takes his dis-
tance again. Volterra is like murky water in which
moths think they are finding their sunlight. They ap-
proach too closely : the water quivers, the sunlight is
drowned. the mirror is hroken, lo and behold they are
driven off in pursuit of other lights.

Thus the entire film is like the scene in the cistern.
One must reach this nerve center, plunge into this
guli, to draw from it the strength to escape it. Fach
will attempt this flight: Andrew goes away. Gianm
burns the manuscript. Sandra leaves Gianni. But Gian-
ni will not he able to live outside his cave.

The novel that bears the title of the film is evi-
dently the film itself — which from the start wills
itseli so distant from the spectator. The characters
absent themselves, the film moves farther away. One
thinks of the movement that guides Muriel, that search
for a center where one oscillates without knowing it
that scattering of characters, that shattering to pieces
that seems to affect the work itself. Evervone leaves.
But that is perhaps better to reach the really absent
person, the father, Similarly, the film withdraws from
its autenr to give the most exact image of him.

If the final ceremony of the unveiling of the statue is
<o moving it is not only because the human voice has
iollowed the music, the voice of the rabbi, the voice
of the poet who alone can rejoin the past without
drowning in it. This scene evokes the family photo-
graph at the end of Dernicres acances. The camera
is already very far from the human beings. It is a
moment of life that is rocking in the memory. We feel
here, as in Leenhardt’s film, that one finds only what
one can leave. The great paradox of absence is re-
solved. Andrew has never been nearer his wife. She
has never heen nearer her father. The film can with-
draw in its turn. Tt is in this very moment that it finds
its order and its splendor.

Jean COLLET
(Film credits on page 78)
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Busby Berkeleyir Ka_leiciexcope
by Jean-Louts @

Lloyd Bacon: 42nd Street, one of Busby Berkeley's ballet numbers.







Indeed, it is like a kaleidoscopic image with its
reversals of svmmetry, its regular contrasts, its rhyth-
mical alternations, with, too, the defiance of the order
of time and of that of space, of its repetitions, its mul-
tiplications and divisions, its telescopic lap dissolves
and the reductions or enlargements it brings forth —
that every one, or almost every one, of the famous se-
quences conceived, set and often filmed by Busby Ber-
kelev in Hollywood, appears at once and remains m
the mind.

Nevertheless, these images — flowers of girls, for-
ests of women in march with a single movement, divid-
ing suddenly into equal masses, obeving in a mechan-
ical ensemble the same abrupt starts and stops, break-
ing one another by the most abrupt angles or the con-
trary flowing along smooth curves — these images dif-
fer from those of the kaleidoscope in that they do not
present entirely the same play of light, the same iri-
descences and ridges, nor the clouded zones and inter-
ference fringes proper to the projection that a reflected
light, broken and repeated by the play of mirrors in a
triangle, causes to appear. That is to say that these
miages, more learned than the notched reflection of the
kaleidoscope, conceal the threads that animate them
and suspend them on the screen; their beauty in un-
mterrupted genesis, the subtle play of their values and
of their structure, mask without apparent effort the
technical arsenal that is their foundation and the de-
vices or deceptions that confer on them their powers
of illusion,

Yet this cinema that resolves itseli totally into spec-
tacle, these images, these shots, these scenes that have
no other function, no other meaning and no other ex-
istence but visual beauty, does not constitute an at-
tempt (and it would be the only attempt brought off
successiully ) at pure cinema, of poetry and music made
visual art, whose perfect gratuity — and consequently
whose poverty in a certain period was likened by
the critics to the very nature and most specific charac-
teristics of the cinema.

There are a thousand oceasions to observe that every
delirium, once filmed, once fixed in images, and the
more if it 1s a question of a visual delirium, loses in
number, in strength and in richness, in proportion to
the field of things possible for it: impoverishes itself
the more, the more that it offers to the imagination,
and disappoints fatally in the measure to which it can

present only one image from the crowd of those that

throng in it and which would he as welcome, as well
founded (that is to say as little) as the chosen one.
There is in every expression of a visual delirium giv-
en as such a necessary share of arbitrariness which,
far from opening doors to the imagination, imprisons
it and makes it aspire to an expression at once more
accidental and less accidental.

Now, the mad chains of images of Berkeley not only
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do not disappoint expectation and do not restrain the
flight of the eves and of the mind, but subjugate them
and constrain them to pass through the course the
images follow, their arbitrariness changing the truth,
that is because the cinema of Berkeley, if it sometimes
draws close to the cinema of optical animation and to
“pure cinema,” does not have, as they most often do,
as its only object that of proposing to the sight and to
the mind an unfolding — necessarily monotonous and
uninspired at length — of plastic displays of cadenced
images, of luminous litanies or formal responses, but
aims, rather than at this result, at showing the roads
that lead there, at following the phantasmagoric birth
stage by stage: thus the plastic delirium never draws
its strength and its beauty except from the plasticity
precisely ; it is in the limit itself only a transition in
its entirety, a rupture and a return of equilibrium,
nothing but movement, linked dissolves of times and
spaces @ metamorphoses,

Jerkeley's cinema is unique in having seized this
truth of a dream and having illustrated it directly.
Moreover, it thereby coincides more naturally and
more exactly than the other attempts at cinemato-
graphic “purity” with that which can take the place of
specificity in cinema: precisely, movement alone. Mar-
rving the mechanics of cinema — or, rather, of spec-
tacle — to the mechanics of a dream, he finds again
and reveals directly the dream nature of the cinemato-
graphic spectacle.

Rather than a succession of images like those of the
kaleidoscope, the cinema of Berkeley shows how these
mmages arise and take form, following their constitu-
tion element by element, to the composed and com-
plex image ; then, starting again from this image where
one would he lt'1ll|m‘l| to stop, either he (](‘Unnlpu.\vs it
clement by element to the original forms, or he con-
siders it atself as a simple element and integrates it in-
to the composition of a new whole which, in its turn,
will he seen either brought back and detailed to its
original look, or taken itself as detail of a new whole,
which, in its turn cte. So there is a systeme Berke-
leyv, as there s a systeme Rayvmond Roussel,® with
which the American cinéaste, explorer of dreams and
of ciematographic language — or, rather, of the lan-
guage of cinematographic dreams — knots in that way
strange honds.

Like that of Roussel. the system of Berkeley pro-
ceeds by two essential approaches: either analysis and
svnthesis, compaosition and decomposition, the one re-
solving into the other in alternation; or the pun, the
play on images, that 1s to say the abrupt (though pre-

*Raymond Roussel (1877-1933), poet and experi-
mental writer (Impression d'Afrique, Locus Solus)
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pared) jump from one order to another. That is Lo sy
ain like the art of Roussel, that of Berkeley

that, a
plays at the same time on the tableau of logic and on
that of nonsense, plays on a coexistence of coherence
and surprise. With the one as with the other, logic is
delirium, or the opposite ; the construction of the dis
conrse and the reasoning by analogy monopolize all
the attention, huild, bit by bit, an edifice that one ac-
companies to the top without noticing that, while it
was rising, it shifted the place of its foundations and
now is — with us — out of plumb ; weaves a web that,
from thread to thread, gives all the pledges of staunch-
ness and security, and thus conceals, before revealing
progressively or abruptly, that, like the flving carpet
of the fakirs, it has long since detached itself from the
lands of the real.

But the system of l'rl‘l'lxl']l‘) (advantage or defect 7)
differs in one point at least from that of Roussel: with
the maniac writer the shown point of departure of the
plot is a fable, certainly, but giving itseli the lot ok of an
adventure or of an “action,” while, i the best se
quences of Berkeley, it is from the first the spectacle
the show theater and ballet, which is the point of
departure of the outbidding outhidding wandering
from then on among all, giddy and beautiful over all
of spectacle upon spectacle. Tt is a veritable alchemy of
the showon ; alchemy the wrong way, backwards, such,
to tell the truth, as is the initial spectacle — and banal
as such : big Hollvwood machines and dances that owe
all their felicity to the atmosphere of the time, to legs
and costumes of frightfully stereotyped dancers
which takes, in the course of its relav race, the mad
dest looks: which, once one comes back to its frame
and its elements, burdens itself with all the recoils of
delirium that it was at first far from announcing. On
the rebound, in the course of the long wandering in the
dream, it happens that one falls on a succession of
more “realistic” (at least, hy contrast) images or
scenes - which makes one doubt then whether one is
still on the other side of the mirror. Things become
more complicated and more beautiful still if one oh
serves that the system of Berkeley puts in doubt as it
coes along the most familiar spatio-temporal princ
ples, ceaselessly overlapping the infinitely great and
the infinitely small, this group of harpsichordists be-
coming Dresden china, that Dresden china mvading
the screen and animating itself in a garden where snow
is falling ; thus plaving on the flashback and the flash
forward in a space as clastic as mental time

At the start of his fabulous succession of aerial, mu
sical or nautical dreams, the dance then, the ballet
But Busby Berkeley he savs so himself a little far
ther vi — is not a chorcagraphor : people da not dance
in his films, they evolve, they move about, they make
a circle, the circle tightens or is released, bursts for-

ward and forms again. The svntactical unit of this

Busby Berkeley and some of his irls.

ballet of images is not the pas de deux but the pas de
mille, the dance of a thousand. And one can suspect
Bushy Berkeley of having given himseli the hallet as
an alibi for his mad frenzy alas, unique in the his
tory of cinema to show i all possible fashions, m
all sitnations and plaving all parts, the largest possibl
number of uniformly dressed blonde girls, in the splen
dor of an impeccable alignment of their legs, making
love in all the fan of poses with a shameless camera
that forces the imagination to the point of passing, dol
Iving in, under the arch of their thighs stretched out

infinitely, forming a tunnel of dreams where it was de

sirable, once at least, that the cinema be engulfed
Jean-Louis COMOLLIL
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A Style

Interview 1

by Patrick B

Busby Berkeley: Gold Diggers of 1935
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CaniErs—At the time vou were doing the chor
c'nj_;l'.'i[l]]_\ for other -lil'm'in':'w-, let's Say for l"\:nlllplr
LLloyd Bacon, did vou create the musical numbers en
tirely alone or did you collaborate with the directors

Bussy BErRkELEY—There was no collaboration I

e)f Specmcle

y v Busby Berkeley

B-} ﬂnd _RL’?IL’ iljon the numbers you did for Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer and

those you did for Warner Brothers?

did evervthing myseli. From the conception to the
execution, every step of the wayv, no matter who the
director of the film, the musical numbers were en

tirely my own. I was alone on the stage, with my owr

collaborators

BERKELEY—There was no such thing as a difference
in studio style, if that’s what you mean. Ihe crucial
differences were determined by the story lme I"he
Warner's musicals were generally built around a back
stage plot, hence a certain type of musical number
that was performed on stage as a formal spectac le. At
Me‘ro, on the other hand, the numbers were sort of
-Ii]qll"l into the ]nllll. If there was a love scene in a
living room, one of the actors began to address the
other with a song, and I remained in the living room
for the ensuing dialogue in the sequence. And even
" if other characters came in, the scene remained very
e intimate. T didn’t have the huge space that was at
my disposal when 1 filmed such a sequence on what
was supposed to be a theatre stage. But my creative
activity remains on the same level in either studio
Generally T work with a large number of people, for
spectacle means spectacular, and spectacular means
that many people take part in very complex numbers
Instead of using a dozen girls as others do, T prefer to
use fortv-eight or sixty. Then, to come back to vour
question, if my films differ from one studio to an
other. it’s a matter of the scenarios. But [ myself ai
exactly the same wherever I stage my numbers and
my ideas about the filming of these numbers remain
the same

Caniers—When vour numbers involve only two
characters, 1s this -.|!|-|‘\ due to the necessities of the
ﬂ‘t'll.lT'iH?

BERKELEY—Not  the necessities, but rather the
-1-Il‘II, What 1 had to be faithful to was a certain
atmosphere in the story For example, 1f 1t were
matter of a bov who left home to go fishing: There
wias a scene with his wife or his fiancée, in the hali
licht, and it might very well be that he had to sing
a song of the LV “How long i's gomg to I -ln‘tw!
ing all this time far from yvou!” Then 1 had t
direct the scene pleasantly with the two characters
and end with the departure of the fellow in a hoat
But it's not, strictly speaking, my personal inclinatior
to direct this scene in a more intimate manner thar
others. T must adapt my stvle to the type of song,

scene, and so on as it comes along. Thus, the principal

number of 1 onder Bor *\When this lovely dance 1s




over don't sav good night” was a spectacular cabaret

scene with Dolores del Rio who was supposed to be

a dancer in the cabaret. There were in addition sixty
or seventy girls in the chorus. And I managed it
o that audiences had the impression that there were
a thousand. T work, | create, solely for the camera
For that reason the critics have often reproached me
for neglecting the conventions in force, but that’s all
the same to me. If the public is enthusiastic, it doesn’t
wonder whether the number could have heen mounted
on a real stage or not. That question never comes up.
So T concern myself exclusively with the fact that my
work must take place in a film and must be successful
in that medium. T have staged many shows on Broad
way as well and so T know very thoroughly that they
require an entirely different technique. The staging
of a music hall spectacle is one thing, that of a cine
matographic spectacle is another. For the actors, the
difference is slight, but mv technique must change
entirely. At every instant [ mus* be conscious that
the only wav I have of addressing the public is through
the eve of a camera. So it is necessary to exploit the
specific properties of the camera eye. Thus 1 have
developed a certain technique that results from the way
of imagining the number, of shooting it, of staging it
and so on, that people have called “the Berkeley tech-
nique” and that thev have tried to copy. In vain, |
might add, for the difference is in the way of mmagin
ing it. Recently T've seen very lovely musical num-

=

bers, especially on television, but vou could see them
as well in a cabaret or in a theater: that doesn’t in
terest me. There is no longer any relation to the
cinematographic spectacle, which for me was the re-
sult T felt T had to achieve. What T did from this point
of view is unique, it could he done only mm films. and
even in films it hasn’t heen done since.

Caniers—\Why is it that, in the muddle of the
musical films that constitute the essential part of vour
work, vou made a dramatic film: They Made Mo a
Criminal .

BerkeLEY—It was in my contract. Few people
know it, but all my life—I mean in my vouth espe
ciallv—I have been interested in dramatic works. |
have directed dramatic plavs, that was my first in
terest. Then T tackled musical comedy and 1 discov
red—what T wasn't aware of—that 1t was possible
for me to create choreography when I had never taken
1 dancing lesson in my life. A great part of my work
has not been the work of a \‘]IHJ':'~v_::'t'.'l]vln‘r -I!‘il'l'[)
speaking, because, for me, if 1 dare to say it, it s
the camera that must dance. There came a moment
when T realized that in many aspects my choreography
was more “dramatic” than “choreographic.” IFrom
that time, why not make my own film instead of con
tenting myself with arranging a few sequences? Then
my first film was Gold Diggers of 1935, but according

to my contract, I was to make dramas as well as
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Thorton Freeland: Whoopee, Busby Berkeley’'s water






Lloyd Bacon: Footlight Parade, James Cagney in one of Busby Berkeley's production numbers.




comedies. So l]u‘_\ had me read a story that wasn't
a comedy, but which T liked and which I filmed. I
still have fond memories of it.

Caniers—Do vou think the ballets of #2nd Strect
influenced those of Bandwagon or of Singin’ in th
Rain?

BerkELEY—No. T tried to express some aspects of
New York life, but New York belongs to evervone.
[ don’t think there was any special influence.

Camiers—If your first choreographic settings could
he termed essentiallv “decorative,” isn’t that partly
because vou still didn’t have at your disposal very
ereat dancers, but rather actors, like Mickey Rooney.
whao danced on occasion ?

BerkeLEY—Unfortunately at that time in Holly-
woad there was only one person who danced as |1
wished, that was Fred Astaire, who for me is the
greatest dancer we have ever known. To see him
dance with Ginger Rogers was truly something ex-
traordinary and unequalled. But their style, which
combined comedy scenes and dances, was entirely dif
ferent from mine. For me it was a question only of
what we have talked about and that T have called
“spectacle.” The most surprising occurrences followed
one another in my ballets in a way that was my own,
and that was what the public liked. People have often
asked me how T went about creating these affects,
how the idea for them came to me, and T have never
known how to answer. Not that T don’t want to, but
[ just can’'t. 'm completely at a loss to explain my
“method.” The only reply T could give such ques-
tions was “Come see me work, maybe vou will under-
stand how T go about it. bhut myseli T can’t he any
help to vou, T don’t know anvthing about it.” And one
day, some admirers took me up on my suggestion,
came to see me and explained to me how T went about
it. It was astonishing ! All that T was conscious of was
mv effort not to redo what had already been done, my
effort to make something new, something surprising,
something never seen hefore. Sometimes people ask
me “If vou had to do it over again, what would you
do?" T am then obliged to answer that it's easy for
me to say what T would do but that my questioners
would he completely unable to visualize 1t and to
recognize the images that T have in my mind, Often,
hesides, producers used to ask me what T was going
to do and T was indeed obliged to tell them, but they
didn’t understand a word of what T said, and when
they saw the result on the sereen they exclaimed and
said to me that they would never have thought that
it would be that way. The only one who can know
what the spectacle will be is the one who creates it,
but 1t s illlplrs-i]:]v for him to describe 1t otherwise
than in mounting it.

Caners—Did vou make use of several cameras?

BErRKELEY-—No. At the time, many directors oper-
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ated that way and then chose takes i the cutting
room. That was never the case with me. | created
on the stage what | wanted to show on the screen.
When I made I heopee, T had never filmed before.
Fvervthing was new to me. Then | asked Sam Gold
wyvn for permission to walk about a little on the stages
hefore filming to see how people worked and learn
a little something, That was what 1 did. At the end
of a few moments | understoad that the camera can

have only one eve and [ said to myseli s “Buzz, vou
can do an mfinite number of things with a camera, 1t's
vour first film, vou might as well begin at once.” The

first dav of the shooting 1 came on the stage and saw

four cameras. I asked the assistant cameraman why
and he answered : “Buzz, we alwavs use four cameras
set in different places to get a variety of angles. Then
at the cutting vou organize it as vou please.” Then |
sard. “Me, T don’t work that wav! I only film with

one camera!” He just stared at me, for evervbody

knew that T came from New York without having
ever seen a camera before, [ insisted: “Me, | do the
editing in front of the camera.” 1 proved it to them
then and there, and 1 never had any trouble agam. |
trained myself to be able to imagine an entire musical
sequence without having set foot on<the stage, to film
i l‘-..’u'll) as 1t would he seen on the screen without
the help of editing or of multiple cameras.

Captiers Do vou draw vour numbers?

BErKELEY—1 had sheets of paper covered with
notes. But it’s what's in my head that counts, what 1
see, what T imagine,

Catniers—In work like vours, does the director ex
plain to the cameraman precisely what he wants, or
does he let him choose the frames?

BerkeELEy—Most il makers let him do what he
wishes. Me, T don’t work that wav, T explain to the
cameraman preciselv what I want, and describe it
for him to the final detail. Evervthing s already pre
pared ino my head heforehand, so that doesn’t take
very long

Camers—In Hoopee, vou weren’t vet making
nse of vour famous geometric patterns,

Berkeney—No, In Hhoeopee what T did, for the
first time in the history of films, was closeups of pretty
cirl<. That had never heen done in musical comedies.
The patterns, the grand formation of dancers, came
later when 1 worked for Warners and 1 filmed things
like the “Shadow \Waltz™ of Gold Diggers of 1935,
I[deas come m a strange way. One day in New York
i the theatre I saw a girl dancing with a violin, the
effect was very pretty and 1 said to myseli that some
dav [ would do that with a dozen girls or more, |
never forgot it. Another day I saw four pianos on a
stage. [ thought it needed twenty or thirty., 1 stll
didn’t know that T would go into films, but 1 never
forgor that and when T made “Shadow Waltz™ 1t was
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with sikpy girls, each with an illuminated violin.

Camiers—How long did the “Berkeley Girls™ work
and how much were they paid?

sErKELEV—] had sixteen magnificent girls under
contract and 1 engaged others for each film. My beau-
ties each earned sixty-four dollars a week, which
wasn't bad if vou consider that we were then in the
‘middle of the depression. But they worked long hours.
There was no union then to tell us to stop at six
o'clock. 1 remember the shooting of “By a Waterfall.”
[ took close-ups of girls in the water at three-thirty in
the morning. And that didn’t keep me from calling
them back at eleven the same morning to go on! |
think the people with whom I worked all liked me in
spite of this heavy work, and they were all very nice
to me.

Caniers—Can  you talk to us about Roman
Scandals?

BerkeLEy—Two  famous actresses made  their
starts in it. First of all, Paulette Goddard. I met her
in the elevator of a Hollywood apartment building and
| asked her if she had worked in movies before. She
answered no. When 1 suggested a screen-test, she was
very interested, and we made an appointment for the
next day at the studio. She wasn't a dancer, but she
hecame one of the Goldwyn Girls. Roman Scandals
was also Lucille Ball's first film; she too was one of
the Goldwyn Girls, One day, Goldwyn asked me to
look at some tests he had asked some girls to
make. He liked some of them, others not at
all.  Lucille Ball was one of the latter.  Me, |
liked her very much. Sam respected my opinion
and that’s how Lucille made her start. That was the
movie in which Ruth Etting sang a number called
“No More Love.” It took place in a slave market
where all the pretty girls were to be sold. They were
shown on several levels of a huge pedestal. 1 thought
it would be marvelous if they were all naked with long
hair to their knees. T asked them if they were willing,
taking into account that it would be filmed in an
artistic manner and taking care to arrange their hair
well over their breasts, and so on. They answered that
thev agreed, on condition of doing it at night, with
the stage forbidden to all visitors. Only my camera-
man and myself were present at the time of the shoot-
ing. Few people realize today, seeing the sequence,
that 1 made it with girls completely naked. That was
the only time that anything of the sort happened in
a musical comedy.

Camniers—And 42nd Street?

BeErkELEY—After having signed my contract with
Zanuck, 1 began rehearsals for that film. And im-
mediately they made me sign a seven-year contract
not because they had seen the rushes but because
Zanuck was very impressed. He thought my imagina-
tion was extraordinary because 1 did things nobody
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had ever done. So after #2nd Street 1 enjoyed total
freedom. Zanuck said : “Give him everything he wants
in every department; that fellow knows the camera
and he can make innovations.” I was Zanuck's fair-
haired boy. Mind you, 42nd Street cost very little:
379,000 dollars, which is unbelievable in relation to
today's budgets. My musical numbers at \Warners
came to 10,000 dollars a minute in the film and some
of them lasted 7 to 10 minutes. So my numbers cost
between 75,000 and 125,000 dollars.

Camiers—Wasn't “By a Waterfall” one of your
longest sequences?

JRKELEY—Yes. The day 1 had the idea, T let
Jack Warner know about it and he told me 1 would
ruin even the Bank of America. Nevertheless, some
weeks later, he asked me if 1 still wanted to make it.
From then on he let me work with the technicians,
design the enormous aquarium with glass sides to let
the light pass through. There was extraordinary
equipment to make the waterfall. Tt had never heen
done hefore. There were a hundred girls who took
part in the number. We rehearsed fifteen days and
shot in six. Today, I would do it in three. But "By a
Waterfall” would cost a quarter of a million dollars
a day. That was the most difficult number of my career
to film because of the shots under water and because of
the physical efforts that the girls had to make in the
water. And then there was the equipment: it was
comparable to the Queen Mary’s.

Canters—How many takes did you need?

JERKELEY— have never in my entire career called
jor a second take. The only thing I've happened to do
was to rewrite a scene and then, of course, refilm.
But second take: never! The secret of my work is
preparation. If you don't know what vou're going
to do. better not begin. Nevertheless I'm going to con-
tradict myseli by talking to you about Wender Bar.
For that film I asked the studio to construct forty
or eighty mobile columms before T knew what [ was
going to do with them. All that T knew was that thev
would make an effect. I made use of them during the
number “Don’t Say Goodnight™ making use, too, of
mirrors that gave the impression that hundreds of
people were dancing the minuet. The mirrors were
22 by 16 feet. On the stage. people thought that |
was crazy and that the camera would be reflected
in them and would be seen. Me, T knew that I could
film 360 degrees with the camera. | had experimented
in my office with a little miniature stage, mirror and
a pencil. You must always invent. Unfortunately, it’s
hard to explain in an abstract manner how I pro-
\'('l'lil"].

Camrs—Could vou talk to us about sound re-
cording techniques?

BERKELEY—1 made some films in which the or-
chestra was on the stage, the singers on another side
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with microphones and the dancers on still another,
[nd Street was filmed with the orchestra on the
stage itself. Gold Diggers of 1935 as well, but there
we had a little problem. During the number “Tallaby
of Broadway” the conductor, leo Forbstein, wanted
10 hear the orchestra, the singers wanted 1o hear one
another. and me, T wanted to hear the tap dancers
heeause 1 think that is very important. It was ir-
reconcilable. Tt was then that the idea came to me 1o
suppress singers and orchestra to keep only the sound
of the taps. Dubbing was known around 1930, but five
vears later the technicians had still not solved all the
problems it posed,

Canikrs—For shots filmed from very high up, how
high did you mount ?

PBrrkeLEy—To sixty fect, which gave the impres-
don of being extremely high. But in certain  cases
when T wanted to go higher «till and the studio ceil-
ina made that impossible, T had a hole drilled in the
ceiling until T owas high enough.

Caniers—Weren't you the first to make use of
monorail tracking ?

JERKELEY—Yes, [« invented it. I had it specially
construgted for me in order to speed up the tracking.
Two men were enough to work it while it took five or
«ix for an ordinary track. f’:‘

Caniers—Of all the numbers vou directed, which
15 vour favorite?

BERKELEY—As a matter of fact it's “Lullaby of
yroadway” of Gold Diggers of 1935 hecause 1t was
a4 difficult number and because in the end T filmed it
precisely as | wanted it.

Canters—Did vou leave Warners in 1939 hecause
of a drop in the production of musical films?

BERKELEY—1 was then earning two thousand dol-
lars a week and T was to earn more the mext .vear.
Jack Warner telephoned me 1o ask me to agree to
stay at the same rate. [ refused, for a contract is a
contract. Metro  then engaged me for Broadiway
Serenade with  Jeanette MacDonald. MGM  didn’t
know how to finish the film because nobody knew what
to do with the final number “Broadway Serenade.”
That was the only number 1 have made from music
recorded  hefore the start of my work. Tt was

Tschaikowsky's famous melody “None But the ILonely

Heart.” 1 made it on a stage on which everything

was dark and which at the end was transformed into

a magnificent stage in the Zicgfeld style, with Jeanette

on an immense column. It's one of the numbers of

which T am very proud.

Caniers—Do vou think we are right in consider-
mg vou as a diréctor ratndr vshrasta \'.n‘h-‘-r:_gr.-.y:ml_ufr ?
|.':I>'.RI\']~‘.I.I-\' T think the word choreographer is as-
sociated in yvour mind with ballet ballet as
people worked at it some vears ago. In New York we

called ourselves dance directors and the word chor-

cographer appeared only when Agnes de Mille began
to direct ballets and shows. Today everybody is a
choreographer. But it is certain that what counts for
me s much less the dances, the steps properly so
called, than what is done with them with the resources
of film. Today Jerome Robhins 1s the greatest, and
I17est Side Story is the best film 1 have ever seen
He is a genius ina genre that I've never really tackled
For example, Dick Powell wasn't a dancer, he was
singer who could dance a very little, That was enougl
ior me. The same for Mickey Rooney, whom vou men
tioned before. It went off very well that way, for the
spectacular element came irom the large number «
people who surrounded these stars.

Caniers—Speaking of [est Side Story, did yo
also like the way Wise broke down Robbins’ chot
cography into shots?

BErkELEY-—1 think so. Once again, my way Wi
very different. My camera moved all the time. F¢
me that's the meaning of the expression “motion pi
fure.” It's images in movement. In West Side Stoi
I didn't pay close attention to the work of Wise hin
«li. T liked the film, the dance, that's all.

CATIIERS
it was the camera that danced even more than t

As vou were saying, in vour first wor

dancers. Later that changed. Can't one think that
this respect Fred Astaire had a determining influenc

BrrKELEY—No, nobody influenced me; and i
adore Fred, all the same the technique of the direct
with whom he worked has no relation to mine :
consequently had no influence on it.

CAIIERS
irom the time of vour arrival in Hollywood, or w

Did vou think of hecoming a direc

vou thinking only about the musical numbers?
BERKELEY—No, of course | wanted to direct fi
some day, since this was my real work: I had direc
comedies and dramatic plays on the stage for vt
hefore that. In any case, o direct even musical
(quences exclusively, you must be a filmmaker.
when 1 became a film director, I always filmed
musical numbers first, then I turned my attentio
the plot. In fact I started the following way. My
presario in New vork was William Grady St
William Morris. One day Bill came to the the
where | was staging International Review and
“Buzz. how would you like going to the West Ci
I mean to Hollvwood.” answered : “No. They
know how to make a musical comedy there. )
show some girls who dance, insert a shot where
milkman says hello to the maid as he kisses her,
co back to the dance. That's not the way vou

athiet it “,”|'.ul‘.'ll".iI]“it_l~_i:~1§fcl_ 'fA\ntl if 1T had a te
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star. would that interest vou? What would vou

about Fddie Cantor?” T answered “O.K. Who ;
the flrur]m‘t'r'-."" “Ziegfeld and Goldwyn.” ™
what's the show ?” “Il'hoopee.” Tt w as Cantor's gre

\ r'r‘_\ W




success on Broadwayv. After [hoopee, 1 was ready
to return to New York to work in the theater again,
bhut one <l:l) in 1932 |).'II'I'_\| Zanuck Il'll']v'lullt's] me to
ask i1 1 would like to stay. Warner Brothers were
coing to make a new series of musical comedies; | was
to direct the numbers for them. Thus | signed with
Zanuck and Warners for 2nd Street, the Gold Dy
gers series, Footlight Parade, 1 onder Bar and so on.
I had no idea at all that Warners were in a desperate
financial situation and that thev were even about to
close the studio, After that series of musical comedies,
thev got out of trouble,

Caniers—Could vou go into detail about the role
of a producer like Arthur Freed in the films vou made
for hn at \|r-l]'1|L

BerkeLeEy—I1 made four or five with him. Once
for Babes in cdrms, the story had been turned down
||}. many l\l'inhll'l‘l'- and Arthur l'-1'|'|'(|, who lin'lt]t'll
to film it, couldn’t find a director to do it. Nobody
wis willing. Then they had me read it and I thought
it was terrific. [ said: "Give me voung Mickey Rooney,
little Judy Garland, and T'll give you a fantastic ilm.”
e role of the producer consists hringing every-
body together : directors, actors, composers, SCOTATIats,
and =0 on. Then. afterwards, evervthing hecomes the
director’s business, Of course bhefore the shooting
there are meetings where evervone gives his opiion,
but in the end, the director’s n]lilliuﬂ is decisive. And
the real work begins only then, when the director 1s
sole master aboard

Caiters —What do vou think of the present sit

uation of musical comedy :

BERKELEY—At present it's experiencing a bad pe
riod. But there are cveles in our profession, and it’s
not impossible that one of these days some one gifted
with @ great talent will make a musical comedy ex
traordinary enongh to ensure the renaissance of the
CENT

Cannters—How does it happen that after having
heen a director, vou went hack to iu'in_'_: ull]} a chor
('1!_:;!21',*'“'] for other l“l't‘l‘llll'\. I-I||||-_ sometmes ||I("“
aocre tilms, hke VAT ,fl:'t'rf Girl

BerkeLEY—1 was making another film then and
mv contract stipulated that when 1 had finished it |
wits 10 set the hallets for Zicgfeld Girl, which was al
readv begun. Therefore these musical numbers were
to take place in a story that couldn’t be changed and
thev were not very -lu'-.‘l:ll"ll]:l':'. except for one which
wias, | think, rather successful.

Canters—Did  vou like working  with  Charles
Walters?

PerkeLEy—Oh ves! He was an old friend. It was
he who wanted us to make Jumbo together. It was
his film, and he thought nobody could direct the
musical numbers he wanted as T could.

Caniers—How does it happen that vou did nothing
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hetween Kose Marie and Jwnbo,

BerkeLey—\Very fortunately, 1 don’t have to work,
[ have a pleasant house away from the stir. If people
need me, they know where to find me. And me, |
write, | think calmly, | give myvself to other creative
activities, Ideas come to me, | wrie them up and
develop them that way, in my study, in the event that
I would be able to film them. DBut, since Jumbo, 1
have done nothing. 1 tell vou, people are making hard

Iv any musical comedies just now. But for my part,




I'm ready to work again, and 1t is probable that one dramatic) 1s his best film. And vet it was his first

of these davs T will. T would like very much that it [ must have taught him much. But he had capacity

he for television. he learned quicklv! Tt was very gratifving to worl
Camers—Have vou taken certain parts of Singin’ with him.

i the Rain as an homage that Kelly and Daonen CanieErs—Among the dancers—men and women

9 wanted to pay vou? with whom vou worked, which was vour favorite:

BerkELEY—DPerhaps. [ don’t know. But the film BErKELEY—No doubt Eleanor Powell. She was ¢

wits remarkable. Gene 1s a very great dancer. He traordmary! In her wav she was as great as Fred

thinks that the film I made with Judy Garland and \staire. But the actress whois reallv mv favorite, who

him: FFor Me and My Gal (a musical comedy, but for me is out of competition, was Ruby Keeler!

D °

> T

Mervyn Le Roy: Gold Diggers of 1933, Busby Berk
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eley’s “Remember My Forgotten Man” number.




Filmography

by Ralph Crandall

Busby Berkeley was born William
Berkeley Enos at Los Angeles Novem-
ber 29, 1895. His father’'s nanme was
William Enos and his mother’s Ger-
trude Berkeley. He stagted | first on
Broadway as impresario, director and
choreographer, then joined Warner
Brothers which, from the advent of
the talking film, had specialized more
or less in the musical.

For the filmography that follows,
we have intentionally limited to three

films for which
the choreography.

actors the casts of
Berkeley did only
1930 WHOOPEE. 12 recls. Director:
I'hornton Freeland. Producers: Samuel
Goldwyn, Florenz Ziegfield (United
Artists). Scenario: from the play “The
Nervous Wreck” by Owen Davis and
the story “The Wreck” by E. J. Rath
and Robert H. Davis. Music: Walter
Donaldson. Lyrics: Gus Kahn. Chore-
BUSBY BERKELEY. Cast:
Elecanor Hunt, Paul

nga‘,{f”’s] :
Eddie
Gregory.

1931 KIKI. 10 reels. Director: Samuel
Taylor. Feature Prod. Inc.
Scenario: Samuel Taylor from the play

Cantor,

Producer:

by David Belasco, from the play by
André Picard. Choreographer: BUSBY
BERKELEY. Cast: Mary Pickford, Reg-
inald Denny, Joseph Cawthorne.

1931 PALMY DAYS. 9 reels. Direc-
tor: Edward Sutherland. Producer: Ed-
ward  Sutherland, Samuel  Goldwyn
(United Artists). Scenario:
l'hompson from a story by Eddie Can
Ryskind, David Freeman.
BUSBY

tor, Morrie
Choreographer:

wood, George Rafr,
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BERKELEY.
Cast: Eddie Cantor, Charlotte Green-

They Made Me A Criminal, Huntz Hall, John Garfield, Billy Halop.

1931 FLYING HIGH. 9 reels. Di-
rector: Charles F. Riesner. Producer:
Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer. Scenario: A. P.
Younger. Additional Dialogue: Robert
E. Hopkins. Adaptation: Charles F.
Riesner. Music and Lyrics: George G.
de Sylva, Lew Burton, Ray Henderson,
John McGowan Choreography: BUS-
BY BERKELEY. Cast: Bert Lahr, Char-
lotte Greenwood, Charles Winninger.

1932 NIGHT WORLD. 6 reels. Di-
rector: Hobart Henley. Producer: Uni-
versal. Scenario: Richard Schayer from
the story by P. J. Wolfson and Allen
Rivkin. Chorcography: BUSBY BER-
KELEY. Cast: Lew Ayres, Mac Clarke,
Boris Karloff.

1932 BIRD OF PARADISE. 9 reels.
Director: King Vidor. Producer: King
Vidor (Radio-Keith-Orpheum),  Scena-
rio: Wells Root, Wanda Tuchock, Leo
nard,Praskins from the play by Richard
Walton Tully. Chereography: BUSBY
BERKELEY. Cuast: Joel McCrea, Do-
lores del Rio, John Halliday.

1932 THE KID FROM SPAIN. 11l
reels. Director: Léo McCarey. Produ-
cer: Samuel Goldwyn (United Artists).
Scenario: William  Anthony McGuire,
Bert Kalmar, Harry Ruby. Music and
Lyrics: Bert Kalmar, Harry Ruby. Cho-
reographer: BUSBY BERKELEY. Cast:
Eddie Cantor, Lyda Roberti, Robert
Young.

1933 42ND STREET. 89 min. Director:
Llovd Bacon. Proeducer: Warner Bros.
Scenario: Rian James, James Seymour
from a story by Bradford Ropes. Music
and Lyrics: Al Dubin, Harry Warren.
Choreagrapber: BUSBY BERKELEY.
Cast: Warner Baxter, Dick Powell, Ruby
Keeler.

1933.

98 min. Director: Mervyn Le Roy. Pro-

1933 GOLD DIGGERS OF
ducer: Warner Bros. Scenario: Erwin
Gelsey, James Seymour from the play
by Avery Hopwood "Gold Diggers of
Broadway.” Dialogue: David Bochn, Ben
Markson. Lyrics: Al Dubin, Harry War-
ren. Choreography: BUSBY BERKE-
LEY. Cast: Dick Powell, Ruby Keeler,
Ginger Rogers.

1933 SHE HAD TO SAY YES. 62 min.
Director: BUSBY BERKELEY, George
Amy. Producer: First National. Scena-
rio: Rian James, Don Mullaly from the
story by John Francis Larkin "Custom-
er's Girl.” Cast: Loretta Young, Lyle
I'albot.

1933 FOOTLIGHT PARADE. 104

min. Director: Lloyd Bacon. “Producer:
Warner Scenario: Manuel Seff,
James Seymour. Lyries: lrving Kahal,
Sammy Fain, Al Dubin, Harry Warren.
Chore fag.l'.f!lf’l r: BUSBY BERKELEY.
Cust: James Cagney, Dick Powell, Ruby
Keeler.
1933 ROMAN SCANDALS. 10 reels
Director: Frank Tuttle. Producer: Sam-
uel Goldwyn (United Artists). Scenario:
William Anthony McGuire from the
story by George S. Kaufman, Robert E.
Sherwood. Additional dialogue: George
Oppenhcimer.  Arthur  Sheekman, Nat
Perrin. Chaoreographer: BUSBY | BER-
KELEY. Cuast: Eddie Cantor, Gloria
Stuart, Ruth Etting.

1934 WONDER BAR. 10 reels. Di
rector: Lloyd Bacon. Producer: First
National. Scemario: Earl Baldwin from
the play by Geza Herazog, Karl Farkas,
Robert  Katscher.  Music  and  Lyrics:
Harry Warren, Al Dubin. Choreogra-
pher: BUSY BERKELEY. Cast: Dick

Bros.
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Powcll, Al Jolson, Dolores del Rio.

1934 FASHIONS OF 1934. 78 min.
Direcior: William Dieterle, Producer:
t.rst National. Scenario: F. Hugh Her-
bere, Carl Erickson from the story by
Harry Collins and Warren Duff. Lyrics:
Irving Kahal, Sammy Fain. Choreog-
raphber: BUSBY BERKELEY. Cast: Bette
Davis, William Powell, Reginald Owen.

1934 TWENTY MILLION SWEET-
HEARTS. 9 reels. Director: Ray En-
right. Producer: First National. Scena-
rio: Warren Duff, Harry Sauber from
the story by Paul Finder Moss and
Jerry  Wald.  Choreographer: BUSBY
PERKELEY. Cast: Dick Powell, Ginger
Rogers, Pat O'Brien.

1934 DAMES. 10 reels. Director:
Ray Enright. Producer: Warner Bros.
Scenario: Delmar (Delmer) Daves from
the story by Delmar Daves and Robert
Lord.  Lyrics: lIrving Kahal, Sammy
Fain, Al Dubin, Harry Warren, Mort
Dixon, Allic Wrubel. Chareographer:
BUSBY BERKELEY. Cuast: Dick Pow-
cll, Ruby Keeler, Joan Blondell.

1935 GOLD DIGGERS OF 1935,
98 min. Director: BUSBY BERKELEY.
Producer: First National. Scenario: Ma-
nuel Seff, Pcter Milne from the stor,
by Robert Lord and Peter Milne, Pho-
tography: George Barnes. Lyrics: Al
Dubin, Harry Warren. Cust: Dick Pow-
ell,  Adolphe Menjou, Gloria Stuart,
Alice Brady, Glenda Farrell, Frank Mc-
Hugh, Hugh Herbert, Joseph Cawthor-
ne, Grant Mitchell, Winifred Shaw.
Dorothy Dare, Thomas Jackson, Ramon
and Rosita.

1935 GO INTO YOUR DANCE. 10
reels. Director: Archie Mayo. Producer:
First National. Scenario: Earle Baldwin
from the novel by Pradford Ropes.
Choreographer: BUSBY BERKELEY.
Cast: Al Jolson, Ruby Keeler.

1935 A TRIP THROUGH A HOL-
LYWQOD STUDIO. 10 min. Director:
Ralph Staub, Commentary, dialogue: Joe
Traub. Producer: Vitaphone, Inc. Cast:
Hugh Herbert, Winifred Shaw, Rudy
Vallee, Pat O'Brien, Ann Dvorak, James
Cagney, Dolores del Rio, BUSBY BER-
KELEY.

1935 BRIGHT LIGHTS. 83 min. -
rector;: BUSBY BERKELEY. Producer:
Warner Bros. Scenario: Bert Kalmar.,
Harry Ruby from the story by Lois
Leeson. Aduptation: Ben Markson, Ben-
ny Rubin. Photography: Sid Hickox.
Music: Leo Forbstein (D.) Lyrics: Bert
Kalmar, Mort Dixon, Grant Clarke, Al-
liec Wrubel. Cast: Joe E. Brown, Ann
Dvorak, Patricia  Ellis, William Gar-
gan, Joseph Cawthorne, Henry O'Neill,
Arthur  Treacher, Gordon Waestcort,
Joseph Chehan, William Demarest, Jack
Wise, Phil Ryley, Tom Kennedy, How-
ard Hickman, Gene Morgan, William
Jeffery, Eddiec Larkin, Irving Bacon,
Grace Hayle, Sam Ash, Charles Kaley,
Milt Kibbee, The Maxelles, William
Davidson, August Tulare.

1935 IN CALIENTE. 84 min. Di-
rector: Lloyd Bacon. Producer: Warner
Bros. Scewario: Jerry Wald, Julius Ep-

stein from the story by Ralph Block
and Warren Duff. Adaptation: Ralph
B.ock, Warren Duff. Music: Leo Forb-
sicin (D). Lyries: Mort Dixon, Allie
Wrubcl, Al Dubin, Harry Warren.
Choreographer: BUSBY BERKELEY.
Cast: Dolores del Rio, Pat O'Brien Leo
Carrillo.

1935 I LIVE FOR LOVE. 8 recls.
Director: BUSBY BERKELEY. Produ-
cer: Bryan Foy (Warner Bros.). Scenma-
rio: Jerry Wald, julius J. Epstein, Rob-
crt Andrews from the story by Julius
J. Epstein, Jerry Wald and Robert
Andrews, Photography: George Barnes.
Music and Lyrics: Alliec Wrubel, Mor:
Dixon. Cast: Dolores del Rio, Everert
Marshall, Guy Kibbee, Allen Jenkins,
Eerton Churchill, Hobart Cavanaugh,
Don Alvarado, Mary Treen, Eddie Con-
rad, Shaw and Leon, Robert Craig, Mike
Morita.

1935 STARS OVER BROADWAY.
89 min.  Director: William Kecizhley.
Producer: Warncr Bros. Scenario: Jerry
Wald, Julius Epstein from the story by
Mildred  Cram.  Additional  dialogue:
Patsy Flick. Lyrics: Al Dubin, Harry
Warren, Carson J. Robinson. Choreog.
rapher: BUSEY BERKELEY, Bobby
Connolly.  Cast:  James Melton, Jane
Froman, Pat O'Brien.

1936 STAGE STRUCK. 10 reels. Di-
rector: BUSBY BERKELEY. Producer:
Warner Bros. Scemario: Tom Bucking-
ham, Pat C. Flick from the story by
Robert Lord. Photography: Byron Has-
kin. Music and Lyries: E. Y. Harburg,
Harold Arlen. Cust: Dick Powell, Joan
Blondell, Warren William, Frank Mec-
Hugh, Jeanne Madden, Carol Hugh:s,
Craig Reynolds, Hobart Cavanaugh, The
Yacht Club Boys, Johnnic Arthur,
Spring Byington, Thomas Pogue, An-
drew Tombes, Lulu McConncll, Val
Stanton, Edward Gargan, Ed Chandler,
Libby Taylor, Mary Gordon.

1936 GOLD DIGGERS OF 1937,
101 min. Director: Lloyd Bacon. Pro-
ducer: Warner Bros. Scemario: Warren
Duff, Tom Reed from the play "Sweet
Mystery of Life” by Richard Maibaum,
Michael Wallach, George Haight, Music
and Lyrics: Al Dubin, Harry Warren,
E. Y. Harburg, Harold Arlen. Choreo-
grapber: BUSBY BERKELEY. Cust:
Dick Powell, Glcnda Farrell, Lee Dixon.

1937 THE GO-GETTER. 92 min.
Director: BUSBY BERKELEY. Produ-
cer: Hal B. Wallis (Warner Bros.).
Scenario: Delmar (Delmer) Daves from
the story by Peter B. Kyne. Photog-
raphy: Arthur Edeson. Music: Leo F.
Forbstein.  Cast: George Brent, Anita
Louise, Charles Winninger, John Eld-
redge, Henry O'Neill, Joseph Crehan,
Gordon Oliver, Eddie Acuff, Willard
Robertson, Pierre Watkin, Helen Wal-
kis, Herbert Rawlinson, Helen Lowell,
Harry Beresford, Minerva Urecal, Mary
Treen, Edward Price, Edward Gargan,
George Humber.

1937 SINGING MARINE. 105 min.
Director: Ray Enright. Producer: War-
ner Bros. Scemario: Delmar (Delmer)

Daves. Lyrics: Al Dubin, Harry War-
ren, Johnny Mercer: Choreographer:
BUSBY BERKELEY. Cast: Dick Pow-
cll, Deris Weston, Lee Dixon.

1937 VARSITY SHOW. 121 min.
Director: William Keighley., Producer:
Wainer Bros.  Scewario: Jerry  Wald,
Richard Macaulay, Sid Herzig, Warren
Duff ftrom the story by Warren Duff
and Sid Herzig. Lyrics: Johnny Mercer,
Richard Whiting. Chaoreographer: EUS-
BY BERKELEY. Cust: Dick Powell,
Fred Waring, Ted Healy.

1937 HOLLYWOOD HOTEL. 109
min.  Director: BUSBY BERKELEY.
Producer: Warner Bros. Scemario: Jer-
ry Wald, Maurice Leo, Richard Macau
lay from the story by Jerry Wald and
Maurice  Leo.  Phatography: Charles
Rosher, George Barnes. Music: Leo F.
Forbstein, Ray Heindorf. Lyrics: John-
ny Mercer, Richard Whiting. Cast: Dick
Powell, Rosemary Lane, Lola Lane,
Hugh Herbert, Ted Healy, Glenda Far-
rell,  Johnnie Davis, Alan Mowbray,
Mabel Todd, Frances Langtord, Allyn
Joslyn, Grant Mitchell, Edgar Kennedy,
Raymond Paige and his orchestra, Bon-
ny Goodman and his band, Louella
Parsons, Jerry Cooper, Ken Miles, Du-
ane Thompson, Perc Westmore, Fritz
Feld, Curt Bois, Eddie Acuff, Clinton
Rosemond, William Davidson, Wally
Maher, Georgia Cooper, Libby Taylor,
Joe Romantini, Paul Irving.

1938 MEN ARE SUCH FOOLS. 70
min. Director: BUSBY BERKELEY.
Producer: Warner Bros. Scenario: Nor-
man Reilly Raine, Helen Jackson from
the story by Faith Baldwin, Photog-
raphy: Sid Hickox. Cast: Wayne Mor-
ris, Priscilla Lane, Humphrey Bogart,
Penny Singleton, Hugh Herbert, Mar-
cia  Ralston, Gene Lockhart, Kathleen
Lockhart, Johnnie Davis, Donald Briges,
Mona Barrie, Reine Riano, Claude Al
lister.

1938 GOLD DIGGERS IN PARIS.
95 min. Director: Ray Enright. Pro-
ducer: Warner Bros.  Scemario: FEarl
Baldwin, Warren Duff from the story
by Jerry Wald, Richard Macaulay and
Maurice Leo. Lyrics: Al Dubin, Harry
Warren, Johnny Mercer.  Choreogra-
pher: BUSBY BERKELEY. Cuast: Rudy
Vallee, Rosemary Lane, Carole Landis.

1938 GARDEN OF THE MOON.
94 min. Director: BUSBY BERKELEY.
Producer: Warner Bros. Scenario: Jerry
Wald, Richard Macaulay from the story
by H. Pedford-Jones and Barton
Browne, published in the “Saturday
Evening  Post.”  Phaotography: Tony
Gaudio. Music: Leo Forbstein: Lyrics:
Johnny Mercer, Harry Warren, V. Rose,
Larry Stock, ). Cavanaugh. Cast: Part
O’'Brien, Margaret Lindsay, John Payne,
Johnny Davis, Melville Cooper, Isabel
Jeans, Mabcl Todd, Penny Singleton,
Dick Purcell, Jerry Colonna, Jimmy Fid-
ler, Curt Bois, Granville Bates, Edward
McWade, Larry Williams, Joe Venuti,
Ray Mayer.

1938 COMET OVER BROADWAY.
69 min. Director: BUSBY BERKELEY.
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Producer: Warner Bros. Scenario: Mark
Hellinger, Robert Buckner from the
story by Faith Baldwin. Phatography:
James Wong Howe. Cast: Kay Francis,
lan Hunter, John Litel, Donald Crisp,
Minna Gombell, Sybil Jason, Melville
Cooper, lan Keith, Vera Lewis, Edward
McWade, Clem Eevans, Linda Winters,
Jack Mower, Jack Wise, Leona Marical,
Ray Mayer, Nat Carr, Chester Clute.

1939 THEY MADE ME A CRIM-
INAL. 92 min. Director: BUSBY BER-
KELEY. Producers: Jack L. Warner,
Hal B. Wallis, Benjamin Glazer (asst.)
(Warner Bros.). Scenario: Sid Herzig
from the story by Bertram Millhauser
and Beulah Marie Dix. Photography:
James Wong Howe. Music: Max Stein-
er. Cast: John Garfield, Claude Rains,
Ann  Sheridan, May Robson, Gloria
Dickson, Billy Halop, Bobby Jordan,
Leo Goreey, Gabriel Dell, Huntz Hall,
Bernard Punsly, Robert Gleckler, John
Ridgely, Barbara Pepper, Louis Jean
Heyde, Cliff Clark, Raymond Brown,
William Davidson, Ward Bond, Robert
Strange, Frank Riggi, Dick Wessel, Sam
Havyes.

1939 BROADWAY SERENADE, 113
min. Director: Robert Z. Leonard. Pro-
ducer: Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer. Scenario:
Charles Lederer from the story by Lew
Lipton, Hans Kraly and John Taintor
Foote. Music: Herbert Stothart. Chore-
ographer: BUSBY BERKELEY. Cust:
Jeanette  MacDonald, Lew  Ayres, lan
Hunter.

1939 BABES IN ARMS. 97 min.
Director: BUSBY BERKELEY. Produ:-
er: Arthur Freed (Metro-Goldwyn-May-
er). Scenario: Jack MacGowan, Kay van
Riper from the musical by Richard
Rodgers and Lorenz Hart. Photogra-
phy: Ray June. Music: George Stoll
(D), Roger Edens, Leo Arnaud, George
Bassman. Lyrics: Richard Rodgers, Lo-
renz Hart, Cast: Judy Garland, Mickey
Rooney,  June Preisser, Guy Kibbee,
Betty Jaynes, Douglas MacPhail, Charles
Winninger, Grace Hayes, Margarct
Hamilton, Rand Brooks, Leni Lynn,
John Sheffield, Henry Hull, Barnett
Parker, Ann  Shoemaker, Joseph Cre-
han, George McKay, Henry Roquemore,
Lelah Tyler.

1939 FAST AND FURIOUS. 73 min.
Director: BUSBY BERKELEY. Produc-
er: Fredrick Stephani (Metro-Goldywn-
Mayer). Scemario: Harry Kurnitz. Phao-
tography: Ray Junc. Music: Danicle
Amfitheatrof, Constantin Bakeleinikoff.
Cast: Franchot Tone, Ann Sothern, Ruth
Hussey, John Miljan, Allyn Joslyn, Ber-
nard Nadell, Mary Beth Hughes, ClLiff
Clark, James Burke, Frank Orth, Mar-
garet Roach, Gladys Blake, Granville
Kurnitz.

1940 FORTY LITTLE MOTHERS.
94 min. Director: BUSBY BERKELEY.
Producer: Harry Rapf (Metro-Goldwyn-
Mayer).  Scenario: Dorothy Yost, Er-
nest Pagano from the story by Jean
Guitton. Photography: Charles Lawton.
Cast: Eddie Cantor, Judith Anderson,
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Ralph Morgan, Rita Johnson, Bonita
Granville, Diana Lewis, Nydia West
man, Margaret Early, Martha O'Dris-
coll, Charlotte Munier, Louise Seidel,
Baby Quintanilla.

1940 STRIKE UP THE BAND. 121
min.  Director: BUSBY BERKELEY.
Producer: Arthur Freed (Metro-Gold-
wyn-Mayer).  Scenario:  John Monks,
Fred Finklchoffe. Photography: Ray
June.  Music: George  Stoll,  Roger
Edens, Arthur  Freed, Ira Gershwin.
Cast: Judy Garland, Mickey Rooney,
Paul Whitcman and his orchestra, Wil-
liam Tracy, June Preisser, Larry Nunn,
Margarer Early, Ann Shoemaker, Fran-
cis  Pierlot, Virginia Brissac, George
Lessey, Enid Bennew, Howard Hick-
man, Sarah Edwards, Milton Kibbee,
Helen Jerome Eddy.

1941 BELONDE INSPIRATION, 72
min.  Director: BUSBY BERKELEY.
Producer: B. P. Fineman (Metro-Gold-
wyn-Mayer). Scenmario: Marion Parson-
net from the play by John Cecil Holm.
Music: Bronislau  Kaper. Cast: John
Shelton, Virginia Grey.

1941 ZIEGFELD GIRL. 131 min.
Director: Norman 7. McLeod. Produc-
er: Pandro 8. Berman (Metro-Goldwyn-
Mayer). Scemario: Marguerite Roberts,
Soyna Levien from the story by W,
Anthony  McGuire. Choreagrapher:
BUSBY BERKELEY. Cuast: Judy Gar-
land, Hedy Lamarr, Lana Turner, James
Stewart.

1941 LADY BE GOOD. 110 min.
Director: Norman 7. McLeod. Produc-
er:  Arthur  Freed  (Metro-Goldwyn-
Mayer). Scenario: Jack McGowan, Kay
van Riper, John McClain from the story
by Jack McGowan. Music: George Stoll
(D), Leo Arnaud, George Bassman,
Conrad Salinger (0). Choreographer:
BUSBY BERKELEY. Cast: Eleanor
Powell, Ann Sothern, Robert Young.

1941 BABES ON BROADWAY. 118
min.  Director: BUSBY BERKELEY.
Producer: Arthur Freed (Metro-Gold-
wyn-Mayer). Scenario: Fred Finklehof-
fe, Elaine Ryan from the story by Fred
Finklchofte. Phaotography: Lester White.
Music and Lyrics: Ralph Freed, E. Y.
Harburg, Roger Edens, Harold Rome,
Al Sdullman, Burton Lane, Vincente
Paiva. Cast: Judy Garland, Mickey
Rooney, Fay Bainter, Ray McDonald,
Virginia Weidler, Alexander Wollcott,
Richard Quine, Ann Rooney, Donald
Meek, Luis Alberni.

1941 BORN TO SING. 82 min. D:
rector:  Edward  Ludwig. Producer:
Frederick  Stephani (Metro-Goldwyn-
Mayer). Scenmario: Harry Clark, Franz
G. Spencer from the story by Franz G.
Spencer. Music: Dave  Snell,  Lennie
Hayton (D), Wally Heglin, Leonid
Raab (0). Choreographer: BUSBY
BERKELEY. Cast: Virginia Weidler,
Ray McDonald, Lco Goreey.

1942 CALLING ALL GIRLS. 20
min. Producer: Warner Bros. "Broad-
way Brevities.” Choreographer: BUSBY
BERKELEY.

1942 FOR ME AND MY GAL. 104
min. Director: BUSBY BERKELEY.
Producer: Arthur Freed (Metro-Gold-
wyn-Mayer).  Scenario: Richard  Sher-
wood, Fred  Finklehoffe, Sid  Silvers
from the story by Howard Emmertt
Rogers. Photograpby: William Daniels.
Lyrics: Seymour Erown, Milton Ager,
Henry Creamer, Turner Layton, Gus
Kahn, Joe Young, Egbert van Alstyne,
Chris Smith, Sam Lewis, Walter Don-
aldson, Howard Johnson, Percy Wen-
rich. Music: Roger Edens, Conrad Sa-
linger, George Bassman, Leo Arnaud,
George Stoll.  Choreographber: Bobby
Connolly. Cast: Judy Garland, Gene
Kelly, George Murphy, Martha Eggerth,
Ben Plue, Richard Quine, Lucille Nor-
man, Horace McNally, Keenan Wynn.

1943 THREE CHEERS FOR THE
GIRLS. 20 min. Producer: Warner
Bros. "Broadway Brevities.” Choreog-
rapher: BUSBY BERKELEY.

1943 GIRL CRAZY. 99 min. Direc-
tor: Norman Taurog. Preducer: Arthur
Freed (M.G.M.). Scenario: Fred F. Fin-
klehoffe from the musical “Girl Crazy”
by Guy Bolton and John McGowan.
Lyrics: George and Ira Gershwin., Cho-
reographers: Charles Walters (for Judy
Garland’s sequences), BUSBY BERKE-
LEY (for the sequence "I Got Rhy-
thm"”). Cast: Mickey Rooney, Judy
Garland, June Allyson.

1943 THE GANG'S ALL HERE. 103
min. Director: BUSBY BERKELEY.
Producer: William LeBaron (20th Cen-
wry-Fox). Scemario: Walter  Bullock
from the story by Nancy Winter, George
Root and Tom Bridges. Photography:
Edward Cronjager (Technicolor). Lyr-
ics: Leo Robin, Harry Warren., Mausic:
Alfred Newman (D). Cast: Alice Faye,
Carmen Miranda, Phil Baker, Benny
Goodman and his Orchestra, Eugene
Pallette, Charlotte Greenwood, Edward
Everett Horton, Tony de Marco, James
Ellison, Sheila Ryan, Dave Willock,
Miriam Lavelle, Charles Saggau, George
Dobbs, Leon Belasco.

1946 CINDERELLA JONES. 92 min.
Director: BUSBY BERKELEY. Produc-
er: Alex Gottlich (Warner Bros.). Scen-
ario: Charles Hoffman from the story
by Philip Wylie. Photography: Sol Po-
lito. Lyrics: Jule Styne, Sammy Cahn.
Music: Ray Heindorf, Frank Perkins
(0), Leo F. Forbstein (D). Cuast: Joan
Leslie, Robert Alda, S. 7. Sakall, Ed-
ward Everetr Horton, Julie Bishop, Wil-
liam Prince, Charles Dingle, Ruth Don-
nelly, Elisha Cook Jr., Hobart Cava-
naugh, Charles Arnt, Chester Clute, Ed
Gargan, Margaret Early, Johnny Mit-
chell, Mary Dean, Monte Blue, Mari-
anne O'Brien, Marion Marun,

1949 TAKE ME OUT TO THE
BALL GAME. (cf. complete note in
Betty Comden Adolph Green filmogra-
phy).

1950 TWO WEEKS—WITH LOVE.
92 min. Director: Roy Rowland. Pro-
ducer: Jack Cummings (M.G.M.) Scen-
ario: John Larkin, Dorothy Kingsley
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from the story by John Larkin Lyrics:
Sidney Baynes, Alfred G. Robyn, Thom-
as G. Railey, Lucien Denny, Roger
Lewis. Music: Leo Arnaud (0), George
Stoll (D). Choreographer: BUSBY
BERKELEY (who directed the sequence
“Aba Daba Honecymoon” with Debbiz
Reynolds and  Carleton Carpenter).
(Technicolor). Cast: Jane Powell, Ri-
cardo Montalban, Louis Calhern.

1951 CALL ME MISTER. 96 min
Director: Lloyd Bacon. Producer: Fred
Kohlmar (20th Century-Fox). Scenario:
Albert E. Lewin, Burt Styler from the
musical revue by Harold J. Rome and
Arnold M. Auerbach. Lyrics: Harold J.
Rome, Arnold M. Auerbach.  Music:
Leigh Harline, Earle Hagen, Herbert
Spencer (OQ), Alfred Newman (D).
Choreographer: BUSBY BERKELEY.
(Technicolor). Cast: Betty Grable, Dan
Dailey, Dale Robertson,

1951 TWO TICKETS TO EROAD-
WAY. 106 min. Director: James V.
Kern. Producer: Howard Hughes (Ra-
dio Keith Orpheum). Scenario: Sid Sil-
vers. Hal Kanter from the story by
Sammy Kahn. Muasic: Walter Scharf,
Constantin Bakaleinikoff (D). Choreog-
BUSBY BERKELEY. (Tech-

nicolor). Cast: Tony Martin, Janet

rapher:

Leigh, Gloria deHaven.

1952  MILLION DOLLAR MER-

Lloyd Bacon: 42nd Street, Ruby Keeler.

MAID. 115 min. Director: Mervyn Le
Roy. Producer: Arthur Hornblow (M.-
G.M.). Scenario: Everctt Freeman. Mu-
sic: Adolph Deurtch. Choreographer:
BUSBY BERKELEY. (Technicolor.)
Cast: Esther Williams, Victor Mature,
Walter Pidgeon.

1953 SMALL TOWN GIRL. 93 min.
Director: Leslie Kardos. Producer: Joe
Pasternak (M.G.M.). Scenario: Dorothy
Cooper, Dorothy Kingsley from the
story by Dorothy Cooper. Lyrics: Leo
Robin. Nicholas Brodszly. Choreogra-
pher: BUSBY BERKELEY. (Techni-
color). Cast: Jane Powell, Ann Miller,
Eobby Van.

1953 EASY TO LOVE. 96 min. Di-
rector: Charles Walters. Second unit:
BUSBY BERKELEY. Producer: Joe
Pasternak (M.G.M.).
Vadnay, William Roberts from the story
by Laslo Vadnay. Photography: Ray
June (Technicolor). Cast: Esther Wil
liams, Van Johnson, Tony Martin, John
Bromficld, Edna Skinner, King Dono-
van. Paul Bryar, Carroll Baker, Eddie
Oliver, Benny Rubin, Cyd Charisse.

1954 ROSE MARIE. 106 min. Mer-
vyn LeRoy. Second unil: BEUSBY BER-
KELEY (who directed the entire In-
dian ballet danced by Joan Taylor).
Mervyn  LeRoy (M.G.M.).

Scenario: Laslo

Producer:

Scenario: Ronald Millar, George Froes-
chel from the musical by Oscar Ham-

merstein and Ouwo A, Harbach. Phaoto
graphy: Paul Vogel (Eastman color -
Lyrics: Paul

Cinemascope). Francis
Webster, Rudolph Friml, George Stoll,
Herbert Baker, Oscar Hammerstein, Otto
A. Harbach. Music: Rudolph Friml,
Herbert  Stothart.  Cast: Ann Blyth,
Howard Keel, Fernando Lamas, Bert
Lahr., Marjorie Main, Joan Taylor, Ray
Collins, Chief Yowlachic, Abel Fernan
Lil’!.

1962 JUMEO BILLY ROSE'S JUMBO
125 min. Director: Charles Walters
Second unit: BUSBY BERKELEY (who
directed all the circus sequences). Pro
ducers: Joe Pasternak, Martin Melcher,
Roger Edens (M.G.M.). Scenario: Sid
ney Sheldon from the musical by Ben
Hecht and Charles MacArthur. Phaoto-
graphy: William H. Daniels (Metro
color-Panavision).  Music and Lyrics
Richard Rodgers and Lorenz Hart. Cast:
Doris Day, Stephen Boyd, Jimmy Du
rante. Martha Raye, Dean Jagger, Jo
seph  Waring, Lynn Wood, Charles
Watts, James Chandler, Robert Burton,
Wilson Wood, Norman Leavitt, Grady
Sutton. Robert B. Williams, Ron Hen
on. The Carlisles, The Pedrolas, The
Wazzans, Billy Barton, Corky Cristiani,
Victor Julian, Ric hard Berg, Joe Mona
han. Miss Lani, Adolphe Dubsky, Pat
Anthony, Janos Prohaska, The Bar
bettes, Sidney.




Betty Comden and Adolph Green.
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Intervien With Betty
Comden and ,-l:/n/pb Green

by Jean-Francois Hauduroy

It was at MGM, around producer Arthur Freed
his significance should never be overlooked that
Betty Comden and Adolph Green wrote the scenario
that had much to do with the success of the master
pieces of Minnelli, Donen and Kelly. In the influ

ence on Kelly's musicals, their career intersects Bush
Berkelev's. So we thought it opportune to jom 1o
his this valnable testimony—on their work, no douht
but also on a genre and already : an epoch

Caniers—How did vou start?

Berty CoMDEN At first we wanted to become
actors and we met when we were looking for work 1
the theater. Shortly thereafter, we came to know Judy
Holliday. \With her and two other young acting aspi
ants, we formed a group called “The Revuers S
we couldn’t get an engagement on Broadway, wi
started at the Village Vanguard, a little club in Green
wich Village that was then lodged in a cellar. It wasn’
a night club at that time; they didn’t serve alcohol
Young poets of the 20's and 30°s came there to recit
their \\u1'|\-‘ but the owner wanted to \'Il:lll;_'r- his forn
mat, and that way we began to perform our shows
Sunday evenings.

\poLrH GrREEN—We wrote our own material b
cause we couldn’t allow ourselves the luxury of pay
ing writers. The proprietor, Max Gordon, who still
owns the Village Vanguard, soon put us on the hill
five evenings a week. In fact, people irom Broadway
and New York theatrical and literary circles began
rushing down to watch our shows. We had in the \il
lage an ideal audience, very representative of Amer
ican culture. So our story, in a way, sounds ke
musical comedy of that period. DB sides, several films

we realized it later—were inspired by our adven
ture. You could have called it “The Greenwich Vil
lage Kids™.

CoMDEN—, or “Bovs and Girls in a Cellar’
GrEEN—DBut we had to go on struggling for sever
vears. We wrote and plaved many shows We worked
also in radio. For a vear and a half, we preser ted
hali-hour show for which we wrote the material, the
music and the songs and which our group riormes
all that, at that time, for very Ittle monev. Toda
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with television. we would have become famous
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Lntervien With Beity
Comden and Adolph Gieen

by Jean-Francois Hauduroy

It was at MGM, around producer Arthur Freed

his ‘i:_:”l‘l‘l(‘““l'l‘ should never be overlooked that
letty Comden and Adolph Green wrote the scenarios
that had much to do with the success of the master
pieces of Minnelli, Donen and Kelly. In the influ
ence on Kelly's musicals, their career intersects Bushy
|:l'!'|\l‘|t‘r\l-, NOwWe !]lull;;lll il H'inlllll'llnl(' 1o jom 1Oy
his this valuable testimony—on their work, no doubt,
but also on a genre and already: an epoch

Canters—How did vou start?

Berry CoMpEN—AL first we wanted to becon
actors and we met when we were looking for work 1
the theater. Shortly thereafter, we came to know Judy
Holliday. \With her and two other young acting aspir
ants, we formed a group called “The Revuers.” S
we couldn’t get an engagement on Broadway, wi
started at the Village Vanguard, a little club in Green
wich Village that was then lodged in a cellar. Tt wasn't
a night club at that time; they didn’t serve alcohol
Young poets of the 20's and 3(0's came there to recite
their works, but the owner wanted to change his for
mat, and that way we began to perform our shows
Sunday evenings.

\poLrn GreEEN—We wrote our own material e
cause we couldn't allow ourselves the luxury of pay
ing writers. The proprietor, Max Gordon, who still
owns the Village Vanguard, soon put us on the bill
five evenings a week. In fact, people from Broadway
and New York theatrical and literary circles hegan
rushing down to watch our shows. We had in the \1l
lage an ideal audience, very representative of Amer
ican culture. So our storv, in a way, sounds ke a
musical comedy of that ]n'l'i'ul. Besides, several films

we realized it later—were inspired by our adven
ture. You could have called it “The Greenwich Vil
lage Kids™.

CoOMDEN—. or “Boyvs and Girls i a Cellar™

GrEEN —But we had to go on struggling for severa
vears. We wrote and plaved many shows. We worke
also in radio. For a vear and a half. we pre sented
hali-hour show for which we wrote the material, the
music and the songs and which our group periormed

all that. at that time, for very little money. Today.

with television, we would have become famous in one



evening and our fortune would have been made, or
we would have disappeared without leaving a trace.
Finally our group broke up. Judy Holliday soon be-
came a famous actress and at last we wrote our first
show for the theater. It was On the Town, in which
we neted and which was staged in collaboration with
leonard Bernstein and Jerome Robbins.

CattiErRs—On the Town was inspired by Fancy
Free. Robbins' ballet?

(GreEN—Only to the extent that it was about three
wtilors. and also because the talents of Bernstein and
[tobbins had heen discovered when the ballet was cre-
ated. One can say that in this way On the Town was
indeed inspired by Fancy Free.

Compex—I played the part of Claire, the anthro-
pologist, and Adolph acted that of Ozzie, the sailor.
In the movie Jules Munshin did Ozzie and Ann Mil-
ler did Claire.

GreeEx—But their numbers on the screen were not
the <ame as those we did on the stage.

Conpen—That was the last time we played a show,
except for A Party™ which was presented in New
York a few vears ago. It was a oneman, one woman
<how in which sketches written over the vears were
collected. Some were extracts from our Village Van-
vuard shows, the others from our more recent shows.

Greex—\We had an astonishing success, as much
with the erities as with the public. Astonishing to the
extent that we hadn’t foreseen anything of the kind.
\We had spent very little time preparing this show :
one afternoon and an evening, then one whole day
more for rehearsing it.

\We had first thought of presenting it
only two Sunday evenings in a small theater in the

COMDEN

\illage, but the director of the Theater Guild saw i
and decided to restage it on Broadway.

Camiers—To return to On the Tozen, did you
know Gene Kelly and Stanley Donen at that time ?

Greex—Yes. We had known them for some yvears.
They are very old friends.

Covmpex—They were already under contract to
MG hefore we ourselves went to Hollywood. Gene
Kellv had a great success as an actor. Stanley, who
had been a dancer, was his assistant, Arthur Freed
decided to let them make a film together. That was
the first film that Stanley directed, or rather co-
directed.

Greex—We got on together wonderfully well.
Thev have a great deal of talent, and as [ was telling
vou a little while ago, they are very old friends. They
know our style as well as we know theirs. So we un-
derstood one another without effort.

Canters— That was the first time that a musical

comedy was filmed partly out of doors ...

conspectus of New York seen by the three satlors, was
shot here. in New York. T remember having gone to
see them work at the Brooklyn Navy Yard, in the
grev of dawn. Besides perhaps it wasn't dawn, and
if the sky was grey, that was because of fog ... How-
ever that may be, it expressed the poetry of New York
morning marvelously well, and 10 was very fascinating.

Greex —They stayed here only three or four davs.
but they had had much dithculty persuading the studio
chiefs to make the trip to New York. Holly wood peo-
ple had said to them, “\Why not shoot here?” And
they had replied rightly that it was completely indis-
pensable to shoot in New York. Those first ten min-
utes give the film a tone that remains to the end.

Compex—And, at the end, the shots that were
filmed on the spot leave vou with a vision of New
York at once very lnu.'li\' and realistic.

Caniers—It was also one of the first times when
the characters of a musical comedy didn't belong to
the world of show business.

Compix—Yes, That was new. The studio people
looked askance at us and said to us “\What? These

characters are going to sing and dance in the s reets:
Until then, the heroes of musical films sang and
danced only on the stage. We wanted on the contrary
to show them in the setting of everyday life.

Canters—Don’t vou think, in this connection, that
there are in America elements in everyday life ap-
propriate to musical comedy—which is in the end
more realistic in iis colors, its settings, its costumes.
and so on, than people generally believe ?

CoMpEN—Yes, that is no doubt the case, but we
made no conscious effort to make use of the elements
vou're talking about, because we didn’t want to fall
into folklore.

GrEEN—What we wanted was to make deliberate
use of the resources of musical comedy and of comedy
to express what we had to say.

Camniers—Your collaboration with  Donen  and
Kelly continued three years later with Singin® in the
Rain . . .

CompEN-——Yes, And again it was a great pleasure
to work with them. This script was in fact full of
slightly mad things very difficult to stage. Now, every-
thing we had imagined was kept completely. No douht
that was one of the rare occasions when a scenario
was filmed exactly as it was written.

GreEN—\We almost cried for joy the first time we
. As s al-

most always the case, we had worked alone. Then.

<aw the film. A dream had come true

when the script was finished, we read it to Gene and
to Stanley who as vet knew practically nothing about
it. Gene liked it very much and it was then that to-
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evening and our fortune would have been made, or
we would have disappeared without leaving a trace.
Finally our group broke up. Judy Holliday soon be-
came a famous actress and at last we wrote our first
show for the theater. It was On the Town, in which
we acted and which was staged in collaboration with
leonard Bernstein and Jerome Robbins,

CattiErRs—On the Town was inspired by Fancy
Free. Robbins™ ballet?

(GreEN—Only to the extent that it was about three
wrilors. and also because the talents of Bernstem and
obbins had been discovered when the ballet was cre-
ated. One can say that in this way On the Town was
mdeed i1l.~'||it'('ll ]1} I'.(l'lh'_\' Iree.

Compex—I played the part of Claire, the anthro-
pologist, and Adolph acted that of Ozzie, the sailor.
In the movie Jules Munshin did Ozzie and Ann Mil-
ler did Claire,

(irEEN—DBut their numbers on the screen were not
the <ame as those we did on the stage.

Covpen—That was the last time we played a show,
except for “A Party” which was presented in New
York a few vears ago. It was a oneman, one woman
<how i which sketches written over the vears were
collected. Some were extracts from our Village Van-
gll.’ﬂ"l <shows, the others from our more recent shows.

GreEn-—\We had an astonishing success, as much
with the erities as with the public. Astonishing to the
extent that we hadn’t foreseen anything of the kind.
\We had spent very little time preparing this show :
one afternoon and an evening, then one whole day
more for rehearsing it.

Coumpex—\We had first thought of presenting it
onlv two Sunday evenings in a small theater in the
\illage, but the director of the Theater Guild saw i
and decided to restage it on Broadway.

Canters—To return to On the Town, did you
know Gene Kelly and Stanley Donen at that time ?

GriEEN—Yes, We had known them for some years.
They are very old friends,

Covpex —They were already under contract o
MGM hefore we ourselves went to Hollywood, Gene
Kellv had a great success as an actor. Stanley, who
had heen a dancer, was his assistant, Arthur Freed
decided to let them make a film together. That was
the first film that Stanley directed, or rather co-
directed.

Greex—We got on together wonderfully well.
They have a great deal of talent, and as | was telling
vou a little while ago, they are very old friends. They
know our style as well as we know theirs. So we un-
derstood one another without effort.

Camers—That was the first time that a musical
comedy was filmed partly out of doors ...

Covpex—I believe in fact that that had never been
tried bhefore, The sequence at the heginning, that sums
up the spirit of the film, that very cinematographic
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conspectus of New York seen by the three satlors, was
shot here, in New York. | remember having gone to
see them work at the Brooklyn Navy Yard. in the
grev of dawn. Besides perhaps it wasn't dawn, and
if the sky was grey, that was because of fog ... How-
ever that may be, it expressed the poetry of New York
morning marvelously well, and i was very fascinating.

Greex —They stayed here only three or four davs,
but they had had much difficulty persuading the studio
chiefs to make the trip to New York. Hollywood peo-
ple had said to them, “\Why not shoot here?” And
they had replied rightly that it was completely indis-
pensable to shoot in New York. Those first ten min-
utes give the film a tone that remains to the end.

Compex—And, at the end, the shots that were
filmed on the spot leave vou with a vision of New
York at once very poetic and realistic,

Caniers—It was also one of the first times when
the characters of a musical comedy didn’t helone 1o
the world of show business.

CompiEx—VYes. That was new. The studio people
looked askance at us and said to us “\What? These
characters are going to sing and dance in the s reets?”
Until then, the heroes of musical films sang and
danced only on the stage. We wanted on the contrary
to show them in the setting of everyday life.

Canters—Don’t vou think, in this connection, that
there are in America elements in everyday life ap-
propriate to musical comedy—which is in the end
more realistic in iis colors, its settings, its costumes.
and so on, than people generally believe ?

CoMpEN—Yes, that is no doubt the case, but we
made no conscious effort to make use of the elements
vou're talking about, because we didn’t want to fall
into folklore.

GreEN—What we wanted was to make deliberate
use of the resources of musical comedy and of comedy
to express what we had to say.

Carmers—Your collaboration with  Donen  and
Kelly continued three years later with Singin® in the
Rain .

CompENx-——Yes, And again it was a great pleasure
to work with them. This script was in fact full of
slightly mad things very difficult to stage. Now, every-
thing we had imagined was kept completely. No doubt
that was one of the rare occasions when a scenario
was filmed exactly as it was written.

GreENx—\We almost cried for joy the first time we
. As 15 al-

most always the case, we had worked alone. Then,

<aw the film. A dream had come true

when the script was finished, we read it to Gene and
to Stanley who as vet knew practically nothing about
it. Gene liked it very much and it was then that to-
gether we planned certain corrections.
Caniers—Then vour exchanges of ideas with the
directors take place in general after the script has been

v
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GrieN—That was the case for Singin’. At first
we were terrified, for Arthur Freed had asked us for
a story inspired by the songs he had written with
N. H. Brown for the first musical films such as Broad-
way Melody, We finally decided that the only way
to get out of the ditficulty was to construct a story set
i the pertod when these songs full of charm had heen
created. Then, we called on our memories. We have
alwavs been —and we are still—great movie nuts, \We
saw then a unique opportunity to show the madness
of that period: that of the transition from silent film
to sound. As Betty just told vou, Gene and Stanley
remained  absolutely faithful to our scenario, even
wzoing us one better on the slightly mad things we had
imagined. Something rather comic happened to them
in this connection. They hadn’t pointed out to the
editors that the displacement of image from words in
the preview sequence was mmtentional. After having
waited for that sequence several weeks, they realized
that. during that time, the editors had heen tryving to
make the sound and the image coincide !

CompEN—1 would like to say a few words about
Arthur Freed . . . He's a man who completely backs
up the people he hires. Thus, in the case of Singin’
which includes a long flashback at the beginning with-
out counting all the slightly crazy ideas to which we
have alluded |, . . Well, he accepted all that, and, sin-
cerelv. 1 don’t believe many producers would have
done as much.

GreEN—He let us work without ever interfering.
And he approved all that we did. Freed was—and he
still i1s—an exceptional producer. He loved the people
he put to work and he appreciated their talents. Roger
IZdens was his right arm at the time. Together they
made an incomparable team.

Coypex-—1 think our experience in Hollvwood at
that time remains almost unique. It happened almost
as in the theater. We could give our opinion about
evervthing and to evervone, Evervbody knows that
screenwriters are generally mistreated in Hollvwood.
Scripts pass from hand to hand and in the end forty
authors have worked on the same story . . . For our
part, we never knew these problems.

GreEx—With Arthur we actually talked out every-
thing. We didn’t have the impression of working in
a factory.

Canters—There was an interval in vour collabora-
tion with Donen and Kelly, since it was Minnelli who
directed The Band 1 agon

CovmpEn—TYes. Again we were given songs as i
point - of departure—songs by Howard Dietz and
Arthur Schwartz this time. Fred told us “Go at it
children, do something with that for me.” Also we
were to write this film for Fred Astaire, and naturally
we were very happy about that. All those songs had

heen written for spectacular shows and revues, So it
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was very difficult to fit them into a story. Therefore,
we finally decided to write a scenario whose plot would
be set in the world of show business. In this perspec-
tive one of the songs, “By Muyself,” expressed won-
derfully well the mood of the actor who thinks he’s
finished,

GreEN—That was a forgotten song by Schwariz
and Dietz. It had been first done mn a show llll'} had
written in 1936 Between the Dewil. 1t's a very mov-
ing song and suddenly it scemed to us that it corres-
ponded to the situation perfectly : Astaire returning
forgotten from Hollvwood and passing unnoticed at
Grand Central.

Conpex—That was also the period when there
were people in the theatre like Jose Ferrer, who staged
four or five shows at the same time. Then the idea
came to us of an actor of the old school fallen into
the hands of an avant-garde director who wanted des-
perately to overload a simple musical with high-brow
mtentions.

GreEN—In the two vears that followed The Band
I1"agon, there were seven plays that made use of the
Faust theme in one way or another.

Camers—Did vou give a scenario to Minnelli com-
pletely finished?

GreEN—\We gave it to him to read part by part and
there were major exchanges of ideas with Vincente
as we went ahead in our work.

Camiers—In an interview published in Cahiers,
Minnelli said that the pair of writers acted by Oscar
l.evant and Nanette Fabray had been suggested to
vou at the start by Garson Kanin and Ruth Gor-
don . ..

Greex—Aside from the fact that Betty and 1

aren’t married, it's ourselves that we were thinking
about. We never patterned anvthing on Kanin and
Gordon. In fact, within the measure of possibility, we
:ll\\':l’\‘.“ lll:lk{' use ‘lf ('h'n](‘"l.\ ||f our |l(‘1‘:~‘u[l:l1 li\'('ﬁ-
Thus. when Fred Astaire, aiter having sung "By
Myself,” arrives in the lobby of Grand Central, FFab-
ray and Levant are waiting for him, carrying placards
that read “Tony Hunter Fan Club.”
In Hollywoaod, long ago, Betty and | were washed-up
actors. Our group had broken up, and we were look-
ing vainly for work. Betty came back to New York to
see her perents. Then my maother fell 1l and 1 too
came back to New York, T arrived at Grand Central,
hopelessly depressed, but the moment T entered the
lobby of the station I saw Betty, who was waiting for
me, carrving a placard that proclaimed “The Adolph
Green Fan Club!”

Canters—\What was the origin of It's Allvavs Fair
II"cather, vour third and last film with Donen and
Kelly 2

ConmpEx—We were going to Hollvwood and we
were trving to think of an idea for a new show. The
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idea then came to us of writing something about three
service buddies—Ilike those we had shown some years
before in On the Town. We had decided to write this
<how for the theater, we already had the heginning of
a plot and some characters in our heads, when, by
chance. while we were trying to think of another idea
ior Gene. we told him this story. He liked it and, m
his turn. he told it to Freed. Then it was no longer
a question of the theater and we stayed there to write
the film. It was not shot in New York, which s re-
grettable. For example, it’s obvious that the opening
sequence—the scenes in front of the bar and the dance
with the garbage cans—was shot in a studio. They
would have liked very much to come here, but i the
end that wasn't possible.

Cariers—The movie's relative lack of success was
due no doubt to its bitterness?

GreEEN—What put off the public was that at that
-the cinema was

time—but isn't it always the case?
going through a period of transition. Moreover, [t's
Always Fair Weather was released quietly and was
not suitably exploited. It had, however, excellent re-
views and we appeared on all the 10-best lists, Ul-
timately, 1 think people imagined they had already
<een it! There were Cyd Charisse, Gene Kelly, Dan
Dailey and they said to themselves ™ h ves! I've al-
ready seen that!” It was like the series of films that
were made in the 40's with Getty Grable and that are
made today with Doris Day. But there are pec ple who
<till mourn the film’s failure, and who want to see it
again. We have some friends, Groucho Marx for ex-
ample, who have it projected for them frequently . . .
[ think that it was the first film in which television, the
methods of Madison Avenue, and so on, were violently
catirized. Tn that connection there was Dan Dailey’s
number. “Situation-wise and Saturation-wise.”

CoMbEN—We showed a television program, in-
spired by “This Is Your Life,” in which people’s per-
sonal tragedies were more or less exploited for a com-
mercial end.

GreEN—I believe that we did something too that
has not been repeated too often since: interior Mono-
logue to music. The friends, at the restaurant, ill at
ease, singing to the tune of the “Blue Danube™. . .

Camiers—Then vou wrote Auntic Mame ...

CompeEN—That wasn't one of our favorite films, but
it was a great commercial success. We had come to
know Rosalind Russell in Wonderful Towen, a Broad-
way show for which we had written the lvrics to music
by Leonard Bernstein, She had made a big hit in it and
later she asked us to write the scenario for luntic
Mame which, like Wonderful Towen, had given her
a hig Broadway smash.

Camiers—Then vou rejoined Minnelli for Bells
Are Ringing. What was the origin of that scenario?

CompeEN—We had wondered what telephone an-

swering services could really be like . . . At first we
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imagined that a service of this sort must be set up
in plush modern surroundings, and that the operator
must be the efficient secretary type. So driven by our
curiosity, we went to have a look at Adolph’s answer-
ing service. To our great surprise, we disc wered that
the service in question was housed in 2 dark, dirty
basement. The operator was in a housecoat and wear-
ing curlers! In this sinister setting. she spent her time
receiving and transmitting messages for theater peo-
ple, like Noel Coward, ourselves, and so on. The con-
trast between these two worlds was rather astonish-
ing and we were interested in the character of an op-
erator living that way through the existence of well
known people.

Canters—Your last film was [That a ay to
Go .«

CompEN—That was a story that Gene Kelly had
given to a producer, who then commissioned us 1o
write the scenario.

Caniers—You must not be very satisfied with the
film?

CompEN—Our feelings are very mixed. | helieve
that the script was good, but the director showed had
taste in his work. Evervthing was terribly exagger-
ated. Thus, the girl was to remain someone very simple
whose character was in contrast to the men who sur-
rounded her. Now, in the film, she changes at the
caprice of circumstances. Thus. in the “Lush Budget”
sequence, the idea was to see her in short scenes,
dressed each time in a different dress. The laughter
was to spring from the fact that contrary to the pre-
ceding sequences, she wore improbable dresses in the
comical climax. The effect we had wanted to obtain
was lost. however, because the director made her wear
eccentric costumes in the sequences that came hefore,
instead of saving the surprise. Morcover, every
change of dress was heavily stressed and the name
“Lush Budget” was repeated indiscriminately.

GreEEN—We wrote a letter in the Hollywood trade
papers to protest against the alterations made in our
scenario and also to repudiate the bad taste and vul-
garity to which this movie had descended.

Canrrs—How do vou collahorate ?

CompEx—We never work alone, without one an-
other. Plots and dialogues are worked out n together-
ness.

Caniers—Who are the directors with whom vou
would like to work?

CompENx—We  would enjoy  collaborating with
Stanley Kubrick, That would certainly be an exciting
experience. We would be happy also to collaborate
with Richard Quine and with Tony Richardson —
Truman Capote told us there were many good things
in The Lowved One. Finally, if the opportunity pre-
sented itseli, we would like to work in Europe with
Francois Truffaut and Alain Resnais.
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Filmography

by Patrick Brion

Betty Comden was born  Elizabeth
Comden in Brooklyn May 8, 1916 and
studied at the Brooklyn Ethical Culture
School. then at New York University,
from which she has a degree. From 1939
to 1944, she appeared in night clubs
with the group “The Revuers.”

Adolph Green was born December 2,
1915, in New York. Together they have
written for Broadway: On the Town,
Billion Dollar Baby, Two on the Aisle,
Weonderful Town, Peter Pan, Do Re Mi,
A Party, Bells Are Ringing, Subways
Are For Sleeping. Let us note also that
they apparently project their own self-
portrait in the Oscar Levant - Nanette
Fabray couple of The Band Wagon,

1947 GOOD NEWS. 93 min. Direc-
tor: Charles Walters, Producers: Arthur
Freed, Roger Edens (Metro-Goldwyn-
Mayer). Scenario: Betty Comden, Adolph
Green from the musical by Lawrence
Schwab. Lew Brown, Frank Mandel, B.
G. de Sylva and Ray Henderson. Pho-
tography: Charles Schoenbaum (Tech-
nicolor).  Decor: Cedric Gibbons, Ed-
ward Carfagno, Edwin B. Willis, Paul
G. Chamberlain.  Music and lyrics: De
Sylva,  Brown, Henderson, Comden,
Green, Edens, Marun, Blane, Rodgers,
Hart. Editor: Albert Akst. Choreogra-
pher: Charles Walters. Color consultants:
Nataliec Kalmus, Henri Jaffa. Asst.: Al
Jennings.  Costumes: Helen Rose (W),
Valles (M). Cast: June Allyson (Connie
Lane), Peter Lawford (Tommy Mar-
lowe), Patricia Marshall (Pat McClel-
lan), Joan McCracken (Babe Doolittle),
Ray McDonald (Bobby Turner), Mel
Torme (Danny), Robert Strickland (Pet-

Stanley Donen and Gene Kelly: It's Always Fair Weather, Cyd Charisse.

er van Dyne 11D, Donald McBride
(Coach Johnson), Tom Dugan (Pooch),
Clinton Sundberg (Prof. Burton), Loren
Tindall (Beef Kenyon), Connie Gilchrist
(Cora), Morris Ankrum (Dean Gris-
wold), Georgia Lee (Flo), Jane Green
(Mrs. Drexel). The song “French Les-
son,” sung by June Allyson and Peter
Lawford is by Beuy Comden, Adolph
Green (lyries) and Roger Edens (mu-
SIC).

1949 TAKE ME OUT TO THE BALL
GAME: 93 min, Director: Busby Berke-
ley. Producer: Arthur  Freed (Metro-
Goldwyn-Mayer). Scenario: Harry Tug-
end, George Wells, from the story by
Gene Kelly and Stanley Donen. Photog-
raphy:  George  Folsey  (Technicolor).
Decor: Cedric Gibbons, Daniel B. Cath-
cart, Edwin B. Willis, Henry W, Grace
Music: Adolph Deutsch.  Lyrics: Betty
Comden, Adolph Green, Roger Edens.
Editor: Blanche Sewell. Asst.: Dolf Zim-
mer, Choreographers: Gene Kelly, Stan-
ley Doncen. Special effects: Warren New-
combe. Color consultants: Natalic Kal-
mus, James Gooch. Montage sequences:
Pcter Ballbusch. Cameraman: Robert
Pronner.  Costumes: Helen Rose (W),
Valles (M). Production manager: Ser-
get Petschnikoff.  Seript supervisor: Les
Martinson. Cast: Frank Sinatra (Dennis
Ryan), Esther Williams (Katharine C.
Higgins), Gene Kelly (Eddie O Brien),
Betty Garrewe (Shirley Delwyn), Edward
Arnold (Joe Lorgan), Jules Mushin (Nat
Goldberg), Richard Lane (Michael Gil-
hooley), Tom Dugan (Slappy Burke).
Lyrics: (Comden/Green/Edens): Yes In-

deedy — O'Brien to Ryan to Goldberg
— It's Fate, Baby, It's Fate — The Right
Girl For Mec.

1949 THE BARKLEYS OF BROAD-
WAY. 109 min. Director: Charles Wal-
ters.  Producers: Arthur Freed, Roger
Edens (Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer).  Scenar-
io and idea: Bewty Comden, Adolph
Grecn. Photography: Harry Stradling
(Technicolor).  Decor: Cedric Gibbons,
Edward Carfagno, Edwin B. Willis, Ar-
thur Krams. Music: Harry Warren. Lyr-
ics: Ira Gershwin, Editor: Albert Akst.
Costumes: lrene (for Ginger Rogers),
Valles (M). Special effects: Warren New-
combe. Production manager: Hugh Bos-
well,  Script supervisor: Eylla Jacobus.
Asst.: Wallace Worsley. Color consult-
ants: Natalie Kalmus, Henri Jaffa. Chore-
ographers: Robert Alton, Hermes Pan
(for the sequence "Shoes With Wings
On"). Optical effects for "Shoes With
Wings On™: Irving G. Reis. Cast: Fred
Astaire (Josh Barkley), Ginger Rogers
(Dinah Barkley), Oscar Levant (Ezra
Milier), Billie Purke (Mrs. Livingston
Belney), Gale Robbins (Shirlcne May),
Jacques Francois (Jacques-Pierre Barre-
dour), George Zucco (Judge), Clinton
Sundberg (Bert), Inez Cooper (Pamela
Driscoll), Carol Brewster (Gloria Am-
boy), Wilson Wood (Carry).

1949 ON THE TOWN. 98 min. Di-
rectors: Gene Kelly, Stanley Donen. Pro-
ducers: Arthur Freed, Roger Edens (Met-
ro-Goldwyn-Mayer).  Scemario:  Berty
Comden, Adolph Green, from their mu-
sical and Jerome Robbins' ballet "Fancy
Free." Photograpby: Harold Rosson
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(Technicolor). Decor: Cedric Gibbons,
Jack Martin  Smith, Edwin B. Willis,
Jack D. Moore. Music: Leonard Bern-
stein.  Lyrics: Betty Comden, Adolph
Green, Editor: Ralph E. Winters, Asst.:
Jack Gertsman.  Production manager:
Hugh Boswell. Cameraman: Robert Mar-
tin.  Script supervisor: Jack Aldworth.
Costumes: Helen Rose. Color consull-
ants: Henri Jaffa, James Gooch. Special
effects: Warren Newcombe., Cast: Gene
Kelly (Gabey), Frank Sinatra (Chip),
Betty Garretr (Brunhild Esterhazy), Ann
Miller (Claire Huddesen), Jules Mun-
shin (Ozzie), Vera Ellen (Ivy Smith),
Florence Bates (Mme. Dilyouska), Alice
Pearce (Lucy Shmesler), George Meader
(Professor), Carol Haney (Dancer in
green), Hans  Conried  (Headwaiter),
Robere P. Williams, Tom Dugan, Peter
Chong (Asiatic barman). Lyrics: (Com-
den/Green): New York, New York —

Miss Turnstiles — Pre-historic Man —
Come Up to My Place — Main Street —
You're Awful — On the Town — Count
on Mec.

1952 SINGIN' IN THE RAIN. 103
min. Directors: Gene Kelly, Stanley Do-
nen.  Producer: Arthur Freed (Metro-
Goldwyn-Mayer). Scenario: Betty Com-
den, Adolph Green. Photography: Har-
old Rossen (Technicolor). Decor: Cedric
Gibbons, Randall Duell, Edwin B. Wil-
lis, Jacques Mapes. Music. Nacio Herb
Brown, Roger Edens. Lyrics: Arthur
Freed, Al Hoffman, Al Goodhart, Betty
Comden, Adolph Green., Editor: Adri-
enne Fazan.  Choreograpbers:  Gene
Kelly, Stanley Donen. Costumes: Walter
Plunkert. Cast: Gene Kelly (Don Lock-
wood), Debbie Reynolds (Kathy Seld-
en), Jean Hagen (Lina Lamont), Donald
O'Connor  (Cosmo  Brown), Millard
Mitchell (Simpson), Cyd Charisse (Danc-
er), Rita Moreno (Zelda Zanders), Doug-
las Fowley (Roscoe Dexter), Madge
Blake (Dora Bailey), Kathleen Freeman
(Phoebe Dinsmore), Dawn Addams (Te-
resa). Robert B. Williams (Cop), King
Donovan (Rod), Paul Moxic (Business-
man), Stuart Holmes (Businessman),
Ray Teal (Employee), Jimmy Thomp-
son (the singer of "Beautiful Girl”),
Del Moore (the speech teacher), Charles
Evans (the irascible spectator who does-
n't approve of the work of the dialogue
writers). The film includes stockshots in
black and white from The Three Musk-
ateers by George Sidney.  One recog-
nizes in them, besides, in addition to
Kelly, Lana Turner. The song "Moses”
sung by Gene Kelly and Donald O'Con-
nor is by Betty Comden, Adolph Green
(lyrics) and Roger Edens (music).

1953 THE BAND WAGON. 112 min.
Director: Vincente Minnelli. Producers:
Arthur Freed, Roger Edens (Metro-Gold-
wyn-Mayer). Scenario: Petty Comden,
Adolph Green and Vincente Minneiii for
the texe of the ballet "Girl Hunt.” Pho-
tography: Harry Jackson (Technicolor).
Decar: Cedric Gibbons, Preston Ames,
Edwin B. Willis, Keogh Gleason. Mausic
and lyrics:  Howard  Dietz, Albert
Schwartz, Roger Edens (for "Girl
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Hunt). Editar: Albert Akst. Asst.: Jerry
Thorps. Color consultants: Henri Jaffa,
Robert Brower.,  Costumes: Mary Ann
Nyberg, Choreographer: Michael Kidd.
Cast: Fred Astaire (Tony Hunter), Cyd
Charisse (Gaby Girard), Oscar Levant
(Lester Marton), Nanette Fabray (Lily
Marton), Jack Buchanan (Jcffrey Cor-
dova), James Mitchell (Paul Byrd), Rob-
ert Gist (Hal Benton), Roy Engel (Re-

porter), Steve Forrest (Man  in  the
train), Douglas Fowley (Auctioneer),
Jimmy Thompson (Jimmy), Stuart

Holmes (Old businessman), Del Moore
(Tony Hunter's servant), Herbert Vigran
(Interlocutor in the train), John Lupton
and Ava Gardner playing themselves.
Cyd Charisse is vocally dubbed by India
Adams.

1955 IT'S ALWAYS FAIR WEATH-
ER. 102 min. Directors: Gene Kelly.
Stanley Donen, Producer: Arthur Freed
(Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer). Scenario: Beuy
Comden, Adolph Green. Photography:
Robert Bronner (Eastmancolor-Cinema-
Scope). Decor: Cedric Gibbons, Arthur
Lonergan, Edwin B, Willis, Hugh Hunt.
Music: Andre Previn. Lyrics: Bery Com-
den, Adolph Green. Editor: Adriennc
Fazan. Asst.: Al Jennings. Costumes:
Helen Rose. Choreographers:  Gene
Kelly, Stanley Donen. Cast: Gene Kelly
(Ted Riley), Cyd Charisse (Jackie Leigh-
ton), Dan Dailey (Douglas Hallerton),
Dolores Gray (Madeline  Bradville),
Michacl Kidd (Angie Valentine), Jay C.
Flippen (Charles 7. Culloran), David
Burns (Tim), Peter Leeds, Alex Gerry,
Madge Blake, Hal March, Steve Mitch-
¢ll, Paul Moxie, Frank Richards, Lou
Lubin. Lyrics: (Previn/Comden/Green):
March, March (G. Kelly, D. Dailey. M.
Kidd) — Once Upon a Time (G.K.,
D.D., M.K.) — Paby You Knock Me
Out — Stillman’s Gym (L. Lubin and
chorus) — The Time for Parting (G.K.,
D.D., M.K.)—Blue Danube (G.K., D.D.,
M.K.) — Situation Wise (D.D) — I Like
Myself (G.K.) — Thanks a Lot, but No
Thanks.

1958 AUNTIE MAME. 143 min. Di-
rector: Morton Da Costa. Producers:
Robert Fryer, Laurence Carr (Warner
Bros.). Scenario: Betty Comden, Adolph
Green from the story by Patrick Dennis
and the play by Jerome Lawrence and

Robert E. Lee. Photography: Harry
Stradling  (Technicolor - Technirama).
Decor: Malcolm Bert, George James

Hopkins. Masic: Bronislau Kaper. Edit-
or: William Ziegler. Asst.: Don Page.
Costumes: Orry Kelly.  Cast: Rosalind
Russell (Auntie Mame), Forrest Tucker
(Beauregard Burnside), Coral Browne
(Vera Charles), Fred Clark (Mr. Bab-
cock), Roger Smith (Patrick Dennis),
Patric  Knowles (Lindsay Woolsey),
Peggy Cass (Agnes Gooch), Jan Handz-
lik (Partick Dennis as a child), _funﬁﬁai
Barnes (Gloria Upson), Pippa Scott (Pe-
geen Ryan), Lee Patrick (Mrs. Upson),
Willard Waterman (Mr. Upson), Robin
Hughes (Brian O'Bannion), Connie Gil-
christ (Norah Muldoon), Yuki Shimoda
(Ito), Brook Byron (Sally Cato), Carol

Veazic (Mrs. turnside), Henry Eran-
don (Acacius Page), Margaret Dumont,

1960 BELLS ARE RINGING. 127
min. Director: Vincente Minnelli. Pro-
ducer: Arthur Freed (Metro Goldwyn-
Maver). Scenario: Betty Comden. Adolph
Green from the musical "Bells are Ring-

ing.” Music by Jule Styne. Book and
Iyrics by Betty Comden and Adolph
Green. Photography: Milton  Krasner
(Metrocolor - CinemaScope).  Decor:

George W. Davis, Preston Ames, Henry
Grace, Keogh Gleason. Editor: Adrienne
Fazen. Asst.: William McGarry. Color
consultang: Charles F. Hagedorn.  Spe-
cial effects: A. Arnold Gillespie, Les Le-
Blanc. Costumes: Walter Plunket.
Choreographer: Charles O'Curran, Cast:
Judy Holliday (Ella Peterson), Dean
Martin (Jeffrey Moss), Fred Clark (Larry
Hastings), Eddie Foy Jr. (J. Otwo Prantz),

Jean Stapleton  (Sue), Ruth  Storey
(Gwynne), Dort Clark (Inspector
Barnes), Frank Gorshin  (Blake Bar-

ton), Ralph Roberts (Francis), Valeria
Allen (Olga), Steven Peck (First gang-
ster). Bernie West (Doctor Joe Kitchell),
Nancy Walters (Actress), Gerry Mul-
ligan (Ella's escort), Oliver Blake (Lud-
wig Smiling), Richard Collier (Man in
the streer), Frank Richards (Man in the
street), Joe McTurk (Man in the street),
Lenny Bremmen (Man in the street),
Stuart Holmes (Old man in the park),
Hal Linden ("Midas”™), Jacqueline Green,
Barbara Hines, June Kirby, Suzannc
Ames, Sandy Warner, Karen Scott, Susan
Avery (Seven girls at the party at Hast
ings’). Lyrics: (Styne/Comden/Green):
Overture (chorus) — It's a Perfect Rela-
tionship (J. Holliday) — Do It Your-
selt (D. Martin) — It's a Simple Little
System (E. Foy, chorus) — Better than
a Dream (J.H., D.M.,) — [ Met a Girl
(D.M., chorus) — Just in Time (D.M.,
J.H., chorus) — The Party’s Over (J.H.,
chorus) — The Midas Touch (H. Lin-
den, chorus) — Finale (chorus).

1964 WHAT A WAY TO GO. 111
min. Director: ). Lee Thompson. Pro-
ducer: Arthur P. Jacobs (20th Century-
Fox). Scenario: Betty Comden, Adolph
Green from the story by Gwen Davis.
Photography: Leon Shamroy (DeLuxe-
Color - Cinemascope). Decor: Jack Mar-
tin Smith, Ted Haworth, Walter M.
Scott, Stuart A. Reiss. Music: Nelson
Riddle. Lyrics: Betty Comden, Adolph
Green, Jule Styne. Editor: Marjoric
Fowler. Choreographer: Gene Kelly.
Costumes: Edith Head. Asst.; Fred R.
Simpson. Cast: Shirley MacLaine (Lou-
isa), Paul Newman (Larry Flint), Rob-
ert Mitchum (Rod Anderson), Dean
Martin (Leonard Crawley), Gene Kelly
(Jerry Benson), Robert Cummings (Dr.
Steffanson), Dick van Dyke (Edgar
Hopper ). Reginald Gardiner (Painter).
Margaret Dumont (Mrs, Foster), Lou
Nova (Trentino), Fifi d'Orsay (Bar-
oness), Maurice Marsac (Rene), Wally
Vernon (Policeman), Jane Wald (Pol-
ly), Lenny Kent (Hollywood lawyer).
Shooting title: | Love Louisa,

The Dire
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[ trust that the following account of my encounter
with Alfred Hitchcock will not disappoint his wildest
partisans. They may accuse me of being unworthy of
the privilege of confirming all their insights,  Cer-
tainly, where I am in doubt, 1 would prefer to give
them the benefit of that doubt. 1 cannot say that the
combined efforts of Schérer, Astruc, Rivette and Trui-
faut have entirely convinced me of Alired Hitchee wk's
flawless genius, particularly in his American work,
but they have at least persuaded me to (uestion
my previous skepticism.  Consequently, 1 can report
that I approached my assignment in good faith and a
constructive spirit by conscientiously assuming the
point of view most favorable to the director and by
insisting on his recognizing for himself and by him-
self every last morsel of meaning FFrench eritics had
assigned to his films. Moreover, | would have been
delighted if his answers had vindicated his champions
and if the reservations 1 had formulated about such
works as Rope, The Paradine Case and [ Conifess had
been reduced to rubble.

Before going any further, however, | propose some
critical axioms, which the Hitchcockians may scorn as
nseless and undignified alibis.

I will begin with an embarrassingly personal anec-
dote. Once upon a time 1 analyzed a certain scene in
The Little Foxes, the one in which Marshall is seen
about to die on the stairway, in the background, while
Bette Davis sits immobile in the foreground. The
fixed gaze of the camera seemed to me to be inten-
sifiecd (moreover, if 1 remember correctly, the remark
came from Denis Marion) by the fact that in the
course of his movement the actor moved out of the
line of vision and then came in again a little further
while the identified with
Bette Davis' implacability — did not deign to fol-
low him.

away, lens — somehow

When | attended the Brussels Festival in 1948 1
had occasion to meet William \Wyler, whose native
language is French, and T explained my interpreta-
tion to him. Wyler seemed astonished. He insisted
he had done everything quite simply with no intel-
lectual premeditation. As for my crucial point about
Marshall's departure from the field of vision, Wyler
explained the specific reason: Marshall had a wooden
leg and had difficulty climbing stairs: his cclipse per-
mitted a double to be substituted for the last few
seconds of the scene,

The anecdote was too funny to ignore even though
the joke was on me. | reported it in “Le Film
d'Ariane” (Roman Holiday) in Ecran Frangais under
the collective signature of the Minotaur and held my
cround as far as my initial analysis was concerned.
My candor was rewarded with an ironic letter about
critics of Spanish inns from some sly type reminding
me of the Minotaur's note which T was forced to ig-
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nore in order to continue to ascribe to Wyler aesthetic
caleulations, a hypothesis that he himself had de-
molished.

I have verified the truth of this edifying story on
several other occasions. There are, occasionally, good
directors, like René Clément or Lattuada, who pro-
fess a precise acsthetic consciousness and accept a
discussion on this level, but most of their colleagues
react to aesthetic analysis with an attitude ranging
from astonishment to irritation. Morcover, the aston-
ishment is perfectly sincere and comprehensible. As
for the irritation, this often springs from an instinc-
tive resistance to the dismantling of a mechanism
whose purpose 1s to create an illusion, and only
mediocrities gain, in effect, from malfunctioning me-
chanisms. The director's irritation springs also from
his resentment at being placed in a position that is
forcign to him. Thus, I have scen a director as n-
telligent (and conscious) as Jean Grémillon play the
village idiot and sabotage my debate on Lumiere
d'été evidently because he did not agree with me. And
how can [ sayv he is wrong? Is not this impasse
reminiscent of Paul Valéry's leaving the lecture hall
where Gustave Cohen had presented his famous com-
mentary on Cimetiére Marin with a word of ironic
admiration for the professor’s imagination? Must we
conclude then that Paul Valéry is only an intuitive
artist betraved by a pedant’s textual analysis and that
Cimetiére Marin is merely automatic writing ?

As a matter of fact, this apparent contradiction
between the eritic and the author should not trouble
us. It is in the natural order of things, both sub-
jectively and objectively.

Subjectively, because artistic creation — even with
the most intellectual temperaments — is essentially
intuitive and practical: it is a matter of effects 1o
attain and materials to conquer. Objectively, hecause
a work of art escapes its creator and bypasses his con-
scious intentions, in direct proportion to its quality.
The foundation of this objectivity also resides in the
psvchology of the creation to the extent — inappre-

ciable to which the artist does not really create
but sets himself to crystallize, to order the socio-
logical forces and the technical conditions into which
he is thrust. This is particularly true of the American
cinema in which vou often find quasi-anonymous suc-
cesses whose merit reflects, not on the director, but
on the production system. But an objective criticism,
methodically ignoring “intentions™ is as applicable to
the most personal work imaginable, like a poem or a
picture, for example,

This does not mean that knowing aufenrs person-
ally, or what they say about themselves and their
work, may not clarify the critic’s conception. and this
is proven by recently taped interviews that we have
published.  These confidences, on the contrary, are
infinitely precious, but they are not on the same plane
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as the eriticism | am discussing ; or, if you will, they
constitute a pre-critical, unrefined documentation, and
the critic still retains the liberty of interpretation.
Thus, when Wyler told me he had had  Marshail
leave the ficld of vision merely in order to substitute
a double, 1 thought to myseli that the flaws m the
marble were useful only to good sculptors and that
it was of hittle importance that the camera’s fixity was
imagined to come out of a technical contingeney. But
the following day when | saw Wyler again, it was he
who returned to the sllf:jt'tl and t'\]ll:lilll'l] to me that
Marshall’s going out of the frame was not part of his
artistic intentions aned that, in turn, the light and soft
quality of the background (the stairway where Mar-
shall is dyving) had been asked of Gregg Toland in
order to create an uneasy feeling in the speciator by
the imprecision of the action’s essential point. In this
context, virtually the entire film was shot in deep
focus. Quite possibly, the softness and the disappear-
ance had the same function: to camouflage the sub-
stitution of the double for the actor. Simply in the
case of the softness, the director was conscious of the
effect and the means, which suffices to elevate material
servitude to the dignity of artistic windfall.  Unless,
profoundly astonished that so many things could be
secen in this unfortunate sequence, he dreamed it up
during the night and, when he woke up the next morn-

ing, was retrospectively persuaded that he had done

The Thirty-Steps (1935): Robert Donat, Peggy Ashcroft, John Laurie. More vintage British period.

it on purpose. It is of no real importance in terms of
Wyler's glory and the excellence of The Little Foxes,
but 1 am more partial to this explanation than to my
original interpretation,

[ make the foregomg observations in order to re
assure and encourage those who, in this same issue of
Cahicrs di Cinema (2239, October 19534, will credit
\lired Hitchcock with more talent than is implied in
this interview. [ am also perfectly conscious of not
having pushed the auntenr of The Lady Panishes 1o
a point where [ could get past his defenses. Also the
relatively serious nature of my questions undoubtedly
had little in common with what he was accustomed to
i American interviews, and the sudden change in
critical climate may have upset him. Besides people
sav that his answers anywhere tend more to mask
than to reveal, and his penchant for straight-faced
jesting is familiar enough to lend credence to this
interpretation.

But now that I have raised cvery ]uwsi]llt- u||j:'\‘1i<l||
against my interviews with Hitcheock, T might well
add that 1 am personally convinced of my inter
locutor’s sincerity, and [ do not suspect for a moment
that he accommodated my questions in order that |
might judge his work less severely.

We met the first time at the lower market in Nice.
They were shooting a scuffle. Cary Grant was fighting

with two or three ruthans and rolling on the ground
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cood hour, during which time Hitcheock did not have
to intervene more than twice; settled in his armchair,
he gave the impression of being prodigiousiy hored
and of musing about something completely different.
'he assistants, however, were handling the scene, and
Cary Grant himseli was explaining Nice police judo
techniques to his partners with admirable precision,
The sequence was repeated three or four times 11 1my
presence before being judged satisfactory, after which
thev were to prepare to shoot the following sequence

an insert in close-up of Cary Grant’s head under
an avalanche of pink flowers. It was during this pause
that Paul Fevder, French first assistant on the film,
presented me to Hitcheock. Our conversation lasted
30 or 60 minutes (there were retakes) during which
time Hitcheock did no more than throw one or two
quick glances at what was going on. When 1 saw him
finally get up and go over for an earnest talk with the
star and the assistants, 1 assumed that here at lasi
was a matter of some delicate adjustment of the mise
en scene ; a minute later he came towards me shaking
his head, pointing to his wristwatch, and I thought
he was trving to tell me that there was no longer
enough light for color the sun being quite low.
3ut he quickly disabused me of that idea with a ver)
British smile: “Oh! No, the light is excellent, but
Mister Cary Grant's contract calls for stopping at
6 o'clock: it is six o'clock exactly, so we will retake
this sequence tomorrow.” In the course of that first
interview | had time to pose nearly all of the questions
I had had in mind, but the answers had been so dis
concerting that, full of caution, 1 decided to use a
counter-mterre l;_‘.‘llillII as a control for some of the most
delicate points. Most gracefully, Hitchcock devoted
another hour to me several days later in a quiet corner
of the Carlton in Cannes. What follows comes out
of these two interviews without, in general, any dis
tinetion heiween what was in the first or the second.

I must make it clear at the outset that 1 speak
and understand English too poorly to manage with-
out an interpreter. | had the good fortune to find in
Svivette Baudrot, French scriptgirl with the crew,
more than a faithful dragoman, a persistent collab-
orator. | take this opportuniiy to thank her cordially.
“While

traditional criticism often reproaches vou for bril

| attacked in more or less these terms:

liant but gratuitous formalism, several young French
critics, on the contrary, profess a nearly universal
admiration for vour work and discover, hevond the
detective story, a constant and profound message.
What do vou think about that?”

\nswer: 1 am interested not so much i the
stories | tell as in the means of telling them.” There
jollowed a long account of Rear Iindow i terms
of the technical improvisations that gave the film 1ts

originalitv.  The film takes us, once more, mto the

conducted in this instance by o convalescing magi
zine photographer, obliged to stay in his room I
canse his leg i in a cast. He is also to discover
crime and identify the criminal solely Iy observing
the comings and gomgs through the windows of the

apartment  building across  the courtvard.  During
the entire film the camera remains in the journalist’
room and sees only what he can physically see, either
with the naked eve or with the aid of hinoculars,
which in any event allows for the use of different
lenses. Telescopic lenses were ultimately required to
keep the action in some sort of meanigiul dramati
focus. The construction of the set posed equally con
phicated problems in order to permit the protagonis!
to observe as much as pn--i]l]t‘ of his 1|1'f;_'||]l'>l'-~ HU
tions without falsifving the architecture of an Amer
ican city. Hitchcock himself insisted that half  the
films action should be silent because the journalist
cannot be expected to hear his neighbors at the dis
tance he sees them. Thus the director had to resort
to the guile of “pure cinema’™ which he adored. I
ceneral, dialogue is a nuisance to him hecause 1t r
stricts cinematographic expression, and he reproaches
several of his films for this restriction.

At this point I did not abandon the point oi my
original inquiry by taking up the fallacious opposi
What Hitcheock calls

mav be, perhaps, only a more indirect (and

tion of form and content.
“means’
more unconscious ) manner of following, if not a sub
ject, at least a theme. | insisted, therefore, on the
unity of his work, and he agreed with me in a nega
tive wav. All he demands of a scenario s that 1@ go
his “wav.” lLet us stick our foot in the crack of that
door. What I wanted was the exact definition of this
Without hesitation, Hitcheock spoke  of

The

“way.”
certain relationship hetween drama and comedy
only films that may be taken as “pure Hitcheoek™
(sic) are those in which he has been able to play

Although this s

more a4 matter of the way of conceiving a story tha

with this discordant relationship.

content properly  speaking, i is, all the same, no
longer a question of simple formal problems. T risk
the word “humor.” Hitcheock accepts it; what he
is trying to express may well be taken as a form ol
humor and he spontancously cites The Lady anishes
as conforming most closely to his ideal.  Must wt
conclude from this that his English work 1s mor
“purely Hitcheock™ than his American?  Without

doubt. first of all because the Americans have much
100 ;|ll~ili\'l' a ‘-]lit'il to accept humaor. He could never
have made The Lady @anishes in Hollvwood : a sim
[iil' 1'1':u|11];: of the scenario and the ]l'!‘tlllll\‘l'l would
have pointed out how unrealistic it would be to send @
message with an old woman by train when it would T

[

quicker and surer to send a telegram. He thought |

55



would please his old Ttalian maid by taking her 1o see
[l Bievele Thief, hut all she felt was astonishment
that the worker did not end up horrowing a hike:
\inerica is rapidly hecoming less coloriul. Moreover,
i Hollvwood films are made for women ; it is toward
their sentimental taste that scenarios are directed he
cause 1t 1s [flt'_\ who account for the bulk of the box
oitice receipts. In England films are still made for men,
but that 1s also why so many studios close down. The
F-nglish cmema has excellent technicians but Faglish
films are not “commercial™ enough and Hitcheock de
clares, with pain mixed with shame, that they are idle
there while he 1s working, But it is still essential for
a tilm to bring in more than it costs; the director is
responsible for other people’s money, a great deal of

v and he has a duty, in spite of evervthing, to

be commercial. Hitcheock told me that his “weakness”
hes in being conscious of his responsibility for all this
maone\

What I am mserting here is parenthetical : At the
time of our second interview, the question came up
dran Hitcheock :l]l]ll':ll‘t'li to me to he \lll'l'll'\\:l.']! comn
ventonally concerned  with correcting that indirect
criticism of being commercial by affirming that it was
casyv 1o make an “artistic™ film, but the real difficuliy
lav in making a good commercial film, a very feasible
paradox, after all. Such as it was, the sense of his first
self-criticism was unequivocal and the necessity of re
nouncing adult, masculine humor i order to satisiy
\mierican producers was presented as an exquisite
torture, When he arrived from Lngland, and saw the
technicians standing in line with their mess-howls, un
der the clock, at the door of Warners', he anxioush
asked himself if, in all this hub-bub, film could pos-
\II';_- still he concerned with a form of the Fine Arts.

Faathful to my role of Devil’s advocate, T remarked
that, m the Hollvwood studios, perhaps he had gained
A sumptuousness of technical means that just suited his
ims=piration. Had he not alwavs been concerned with
imgenious and sometimes complex technical effects in
order to obtain certain effects of mise en scene? Cate
gorical answer: The importance of the technical means
placed at his disposal did not particularly interest him.
To the extent that they rendered the film more costly
the Voeven ,';u;_:lllu'llit'll commercial servitude, To sum
it up. his ideal is, under those conditions, to accomplish
pericction of “the quality of imperfection.” This rather
oracular line was one of those about which 1 was de
termmed to see Hitcheock again to pin him down to a
more precise confirmation, My interpreter, Hitcheock
and I ospent a good quarter of an hour on this one
point. He maimtained what he had said and comment
ed on i, but it never became perfectly clear. His exact
words, in English, were, "I try to achieve the quality
of imperfection.” T believe T understood that the qual-

itv in question was  American  technical perfection

(lacking in the Furopean cinema) and the “mperiec-
tion” that margin for liberty, imprecision and, shall
we say, humor that makes, for Hitcheock, the Fnglish
cinéaste’s position superior. Thus it is a question for
the director of [ Confess of :lt‘]lil'\'ill;_: the almost

impossibiec marriage ot perfect technical  execution

b il
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through Hollvwood's oiled and supple machinery with

the creative stumbling block, the unforeseen Acts of

God, as in the Furopean cinema. | am paraphrasing

here and foreing myvself to give a resumé of a conver
siation that, as far as | can see, was persistentiy obscure

due to my lack of intellectual agility with the nglish

language but also,

| strong

cock’s mstinctive mrom

taste for the el
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“God™ and “Good.™ This Inguistic playfulness assur-
edly corresponds to a cast of mind but undoubtedly it
15 also a certamn form of intellectual camouflage.  For
all that, I did not have the impression that this preoc-
cupation affected our dialogue more than marginally.
In general, the answers were clear, firm and categor-
ical. The circumstances were rare when, whether to
correct the excessiveness of an affirmation that was a
little too scandalous or paradoxical, or the question
was particularly embarrassing, he used this sort of
critical humor to rectify something or to pirouette his
way out of a statement. The general sincerity of his
answers and, 1 even dare to say, up to a certain point,
their naiveté (if 1 am not misjudging how much is
hravado and how much paradox) was indirectly prov-
en to me by his reaction to one of my arguments, Al-
ways pursuing my initial purpose of having him rec-
ognize the existence and the seriousness of a moral
theme in his work, | decided, in default of obtaining
an acknowledgment from him, to suggest one myself,
borrowing for this the perspicacity of the fanatic
Hitchcockians. Thus, 1 had him notice that one theme
at least reappeared in his major films that, because
of 1ts moral and intellectual level, surely went beyond

the scope of simple “suspense”™ — that of the identifi-
cation of the weak with the strong, whether it be in the
guise of deliberate moral seduction as in Shadow of a
Doubt where the phenomenon is underlined by the fact
that the niece and the uncle have the same name,
whether, as in Strangers on a Train, an individual
somehow steals the protagonist’s mental crime, appro-
priates it for himself, commits it and then comes to
demand that the same be done for him, whether, as in
I Confess, this transfer of personality finds a sort of
theological confirmation in the sacrament of penitence,
the murderer considering more or less consciously that
the confession not only binds the priest as witness but
somchow justifies his acceptance of the guilty role.
The translation of such a subtle argument was not
very easy. Hitchecock listened to it with attention and
mtensity. \When he finally understood it 1 saw him
touched, for the first and only time in the interview,

by an unforeseen and unforeseeable idea. I had found

the crack in that humorous armor. He broke into a
delighted smile and 1 could follow his train of thought
hy the expressions on his face as he reflected and dis-
covered for himself with satisfaction the confirmation
in the scenarios of Rear Window and To Cateh a
Thief. Tt was the only incontrovertible point made by
Hitcheock’s enthusiasts, but if this theme really exists
i his work he owes it to them for having discovered
it.

However, I did not keep the initiative very long and
the seli-eriticism that he pursued was rather severe. /
Confess, for example, was rejected for its lack of hu-
mor the comedy was not in step with the drama.
He is no longer enchanted with the plavers. Anne
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Baxter is an excellent actress but her personality is
not socially true to life in relation to Canada. He
would have liked Anita Bjork whom he greatly admir-
e in Miss Julie, but Hollywood had been scared off by
her extra-marital entanglements.  (Ingrid Bergman's
troubles still lingered in the studio’s memory. )

In opposition to this I remarked that he had, how-
ever, held on to this subject, taken from a little known
FFrench boulevard play, given to him four years earlier
by Louis Verneuil (“sold,” he corrected). 1f he had
not shot it before, he explained, it was only because
Warners was afraid of censorship; there was thus
nothing mysterious about the delay. Good; but must
we not assume that the films he produced would have
a hold on his heart? — Not at all, notably Under Cap-
ricorn which, in spite of its failure, had been principal-
Iv a commercial enterprise. All of his efforts to save
something from this film were in vain.  Hitcheock
complaimed that because of her fame Ingrid Bergman
was no longer tenable. “All the same,” | said, “the
brilliant sequences, continuous in time, that called for
the utmost in technical experience, in Rope . .. “Let
us talk about that!” he interrupted. “These continu-
ous scenes were boring enough later during the
montage ; there was nothing to cut!”

However, coming back to [ Confess, 1 obtained an
important concession.  When I praised the extreme
technical sobriety, the intensity in austerity, it was not
in order to displease him. It is true that he applied
himself here and that the film finds favor in his eyes
for these formal reasons. In order to characterize this
rigor of mise en scene it would be necessary to employ
an epithet from the “clerical vocabulary.” . . . | sug-
gested " Jansenist.” — “What is Jansemst 77 Sylvette
daudrot explained to him that the Jansenists were the
enemies of the Jesuits. He found the coincidence very
droll for he had studied with Fathers and, for [ Con-
fess, had been obliged to free himself from his educa-
tion! 1 did not tell him I would have thought him,
nevertheless, a beiter student. At least in theology.

\Which, then, at least among his American films, did
he consider to be the most exclusively commercial and
the least worthy of esteem? — Spellbound and Notor-
ious. Those that found grace in his eves? Shadozw of a
Doubt and Rear Window,

We have already spoken of the last one. What,
particular, does he like in the first? — the truth, the
social and psychological realism, in the framework,
naturally, of that dramatic humor we have already de-
fined. He was able to avoid the concessions and com-
mercial “fantasies”™ that more or less debased his other
American films.

The interview came to an end, not hecause my inter-
locutor had the air of becoming impatient, but because
I could see no way to bring the debate back to the es-
sential. T come now to the formal and secondary ques-
tions: is it true that he never looked through the cam-




era’ lxactly. This task is completely useless sinee
all the framing has been planned and indicated in ad
vance by little drawings that illustrated the cutting
technique. At my request he immediately executed
several, If T may, T will add a personal comment here

it seemed to me, as much from certain precise points
made in the conversation as from statements gathered
from Hitcheock's l‘nl!i:ﬁunl'.‘ttul'm that he had a perma
nent notion of mise en scéne, that of a tension in the in
terior of a squence. A tension that one would not know
how to reduce either to dramatic categories or plastic
categories but which partakes of hoth at the same time
[For him it is always a question of creating in the mise
en scene, starting from the scenario, but mainly by the
expressionism of the framing, the lighting or the rela

tion of the characters to the décor, an essential insta

hility of image. Each shot is thus, for him, like a2 men

t an anxious waiting, From Ge rman ex
pressionism, to whose influence he admits having sub
mitted in the studios in Munich, he :i:l-l--nlnhwil.\ learn
ed a lc SSO11, "II: he does naot t'll":li the spectator, W
need not be aware of a vagueness of impression in the
peril i order to appreciate the dramatic anguish of

Hitchcock's characters. Tt is not a question of a mys

terious “atmosphere™ out of which all the perils e
come like a storm, but of a disequilibrium comparable
to that of a }I(‘.’l\r\ mass of steel beginning to slide dow:
too sharp an incline, about which one could easily

culate the future acceleration. The mise en

would then be the art of showing reality only in those
moments when a plumb line dropped from the dra

1c center of gravity is about to leave the supportin
polygon, scorning the initial commotion as well as the

final fracas of the fall. As for me, | see the ke

Hitchcock's stvle, this stvle that is so indisputable tl

one recognizes at a glance the most banal still

one of his films, in the admirably determined quality
of this disequilibrium.

One more question to get off my conscience, the
swer to '»‘.hil'l! 1s casy to [‘I'!"iitl does he use any
provisation on the set? None at all; he had
Catch a Thief in his mind, complete, for two months
That is why T saw him so relaxed while “working.’

For the rest, he added with an amiable smile,

the siege, how would he have been able to devot
whole hour to me right in the middle of shooting

he had to think about his film at the same time

It was a charming way to end our conversation

e
To Catch A Thief (1955):

Mr. Cary Grant stops scuffling at six.

It's in his contract.



Suspicion (1941): Cary Grant, Joan Fontaine. The view is subjective.
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Skeleton Keys

By Francois Truffaut

When Caltiers die Cinema decided to devote an 1ssue
to the hilms of Alired Hitcheock, | )lI.’lnllt'-| that nn
contribution would be an article on Criticism  with
relation to Hitcheock's Films., But from the start of
my research [ was so put off by the amount of non
sense written about him that T gave up the idea, smee
[ still have a few friends in the profession! For
stance, one critic found fault with the happy ending of
Suspicion and, in another article, he was imdignant
that Cotten had been made to die at the end of Shadoz
of a Noubt. In both cases he accused the censor with
out realizing that he was definitely wrong m one of
the two cases. Besides, and 'l prove it further on,
he was wrong in both.

| Ili'l'l.l‘]' therefore, to give the readers of Cahie
some general reflections on a cinéaste who, according
to my personal hierarchy | place only after Renoir,
Rossellint and Hawks. However, what | find mor
serious—perhaps because of the very esteem whi
almost always accompanies it, i1s the misunderstanding
of which he is the complaisant victim. Placing hardly
anv value on what one calls “kevs,” since closed doom
should he battered open with erowbars, and revolving
doors don’t count since lIII“\. have no locks, | opted
from then on for this “bunch of skeleton kevs!”

\ndré Bazin was fortunate enough to have had two
long meetings with - Alired Hitchcock, and 1T must
quote here the most important passage of his article
“I made him ( Hitcheock ) reahze that one theme at
least kept recurring in his major films that of the
identihcation of a weak character with a stronger
held momoral captivity by the fascmation excercised
Very \ll‘lllﬂ'i'.l'[!'Ir\ over him X as in [ Confess, when
the transference of personality finds i the sacrament
of penance a kind of theological confirmation

“When he finally understood my meanng T saw
for the first and only time i that interview, that he
wits struck by a sudden and totally unforeseen idea
I had found the chink i that armor of humor,  He
smitled delightedly and | could follow the path ot the
idea on his face. Clearly, the more he thonght about
it, the more pleased he was to discover its aceuri
and 1t was from within himself that he found his con
firmation in the scenarios of Rear 1Mindowo and
Cateh a Thief. 1t 1s the only mmcontrovertible pomt
made by Hitcheock's enthusisasts, bhut af this theme
really exists in his work, he owes it to them for having
cdiscovered 1t.”

[ will attempt to prove to vou, my dear André, that

I Iitchcock, while he remaied silent, was thinkimg only
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of wavs of making vou believe that you had just re
vealed to him a secret of which he was unaware. |
ive it up: Hitchcock lied to you and if you
will only read this attentively, I hope you will admit it,

hecause | am well aware of yvour unfailing good faith.

A\ndré Bazin's extreme kindness incites him to
reassure us: in effect, what he is telling us is not to
worry, that he himself recently experienced a similar
disappointment with Wyler, and that my idea, though
’.:i\v‘ 15 '_:1"-1! because iI 15 i'\!‘_"l'l\i'lll‘.

SO 0ne miust conclude that we are had bediellows,
or that our pride is inordinate since we wish to admire
not the idea that we have of Hitchcock, but Hitchcock
iimself : we do not want a genius unaware of himself

[ claim that Alfred Hitchock is more aware than

Renoir and Rossellini and perhaps as far as I am
oncerned less oreat than they because of the total

thsence in his works of that which Gide called the
“share of God.”

In 1940 Hitcheock's hifelong dream was realized
he landed in America. The first film that he shot there
s Rebecca, and it is essential that 1 give a brief resumé
f its action.  Haunted by the death of his wile
Rebecca, mysteriously lost at sea. Maxim de Winter
falls in love with a voung woman, and marries her
From the moment of her arrival in the family mansion
Manderlev, the new Mrs. de Winter is harassed by the
coverness Mrs, Danvers, who was devoted body and
soul to Rebecca. At a f;m._\ dress ball Mrs, de \Winter
ippears in front of her husband dressed
secrecy with Mrs. Dan

m a costume

dl

which she had made 1 gre

vers' advice. \When he sees the costume Maxim e

O1Mes Vol }l'}\ angrv ; ‘h;. -]]'1 s= Wils 1]].‘ O11¢€ |\'| .\n‘u Ci

had worn. and the maneuver of Mrs. Danvers would

ave succeeded if the circumstances of Rebecea’s death
had not finally been revealed—finally to restore order
‘hus in Hitcheoek™s very first American film the
theme of the transierence of identity appears with a
nsvehological foree greater than the use of the double
vhich one finds in several of his Iinghsh films, among
ther Fhe Lady [Fanishes, and also Forcign Corre
ondent, which follow Rebecca in chronological order
orcign Correspondent tells the story of a voung

journalist who unmasks a Nazi spy (Herbert Mar

shall) and marries his daughter ( [.araime [1;1_‘. )
In 1942 Suspicion, where Joan Fontaine helieves
that her elegant and charming husband, whom she

knows definitely to be a gambler, a liar and a sw indler,
Wwants to porson ]|| r I. spectators notice 'lil:ll I-I'-l!‘:
[Lina's first suspicions the direction, ohjective as it was,

hecomes subjective and that from there on, sharing

her anguish, it is normal that we begin to dramatize
the least event with her. (Cary Grant loves his wife,
he is not a murderer, and has no desire to kill her).

That is why the end of the film is the hest ]lll--iMl‘

end for it, since there are innumerable films where the

husband is guilty and dies (Gaslight of Cukor, re
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make of Gaslight by Dickinson taken from

Hamilton., {'ndercurrent of Vincente Minnelh

which,

[ will pass quickly over Sabotcw

Correspondent, 1s nothing but an excellent
~IH1'\_|IH| | should like to mention that P

1
1

!-I'i-‘lil~'l' of German -}-il s, helieves that
poison her with a olass of milk, as
“Where there is an antidote, there 1s po
the detective n Bizarre, Bizarr

\nd so we come to Shadowr of a Donu

(after Swuspicion) Hitchcock's second ine'tm"

Here a sequence of 10 frames taken fro
itseli would express perfectly what [ want
since that is impossible, words will have to

inadequate as they are.

1. A furnished room : pensive, fully-dressed

ed out on i]!l' !u"], 1s | ncle ( harhe I_lll-l N

[mportant point : the head is towards the rigl

screen, and the door at the back is on the
of the wall
) I'

&. o

o men are looking for Cotten; he
of his house : he 1s followed, but manages
o I»HM\':'IIH"F

3. In a Little American town. Pensive,

stretched out on the hed 15 ( harlie Newtm

Wright ). Uncle Charlie's niece. The directs

sequence is identical with that in which «

first presented to us, but it is T versed

Wright's head and the door at the bacl
left of the screen.
\ sort of moral confusion takes posse

Newton  fannly Charlie sug

Charlie to spend a few weeks
for the post office to send the teleg
a cable arrives for the Newtons: Uncle (
nounces his arrival

5. Uncle Charlie arrives; the whole N

is waiting for him on the platiorm at the

6. Uncle Charlie has been the guest of tl
family for some davs, and all seems to b
it is only the audience which has guesse
Charlie is that murderer of rich widow

1 ‘ st g
police are 1ooKimg fOT

7. Tivoo voung men who claim to be jour

who the audience as well as Cotten guess t
men. come fvice to the house, question the

photograph Uncle Charlie, in spite of hn

8. One of the two “journalhists,” Jack Gral

the telegram, but

Charlie to the cinema. On the wayv back, the

on a public bench. Charlie refuses to beli

Unele’s guilt, but promises the police to
to him.

9. The investigation continues. Uncle (

mits two blunders which arouse and confir

suspicions
10. One morning, in front of the Churcl

tell Charlie that they will have definite pre




elli, etc.) suspect whose comings and goings in the towns where
like Forcign
nt detective
iscilla Lane,
they want to
:Y!f.fffa‘ilill.

poisnn." sandd

the murders were committed correspond to the dates
on which they were committed.

I1. Then follow fwo attempts to murder Charlie,
under the guise of accidents. (We are shown Cotten
sawing a step in the stairway, opening the exhaust of
the car and locking the garage). But one evening

Unele Charlie announces his departure. The man the
ubt which is police were following in the East, the second suspeet,
portant film.
m the film
t to sav. but

to replace 1t.

fied as they were about to arrest him at an airfield and
died, crushed by the propellers of a plane.
12, Convinced now of Uncle Charlie’s guilt, his

niece still hesitates to denounce him. “Your mother

would die if you did,” he savs: but she entreats him
ssed, stretch- to flee: he refuses.
sel)h Cotten).
e righ[ ol the

ke might side

13. The dossier for the investigation is closed, hut
will Charlie speak? Second scene at the station: the
Newton family accompanies their dear Uncle Charlie
to the train; the children want to get in also. Charlie

e comes out  8oes inwith them. The train starts, the children

ges to fool the descend, but Cotten prevents Charlie from getting off

with them, and as soon as the train picks up speed he

te. fully-dressed. tries to push her out: but she struggles and it is he

ewton (Teresa
direction of this
ach Cotten wis
versed : Teresa
ack are on the

who falls out, and is crushed by a train coming from
the nplunsitt' direction.
14. Last sequence. Second scene in front of the

Church: only Charlie and Jack who are to he married,
know the truth. From the Church one hears the
funeral eulogy for Uncle Charlie, the henefactor. But
jon of the this same Church later on will reverberate to the
amviting  Uncle strains of a wedding march : Charlie will hecome Jack's
1: sha leaves
£ just then :
‘Chm‘“l‘ an- |u'|n‘\‘l"||;,r 15 unconscious here, must cnrr(-g]m:ul an

wife, she will become a woman.

To the theme of identity, which T have difficulty in

obsession with the number Two. It is in fact in this
Newton family manner that the extraordinary rhythm of the film

b station. i1s constructed.

of the Newton
be going well § scenes at the Church, two scenes in the garage, two

Identical presentation of the two Charlies, two

| that Uncle visits by the police, two scenes of the Newtons'
ws whom theat the dining table, two murder attempts, two scenes
at the station, framing the action and, above all this
iO'l'lr":l”-""' bu which 1s admirable, two suspects, one in the West, the
k to 1“.1,..““-01111-{‘ in the last, who are both crushed to death,
the family an¢carrving their secret with them.
himseli.
c Graham. takethe other suspect, on his side, had murdered some of

For the rest, nothing prevents us from thinking that

k. they sit dowitthose widows,
mhl‘“l-“"' in he In Notorious as in Forcign Correspondent  the
to say nothinheroine is the daughter of a spy. The opening of
Notorious shows us Alicia, a high-society wreck, with

le Charlie conu life disrupted by alcohol, who becomes a spy he-
1 Charlierause of her undeclared love for Devlin. Her mis-
don leads her to marry the Nazi spy Sebastian.

the polis\Vhen, without her realizing it she has been found out,
i m a feind Alicia’s hushand starts to poison her slowly, Cary

a play by, days: the police are following in the East, another

Grant finally admits his real feelings for Alicia and
arrives just in time to save her.

In Under Capricorn, whose scenario Jean Domarchi
describes in detail elsewhere, Lady Henrietta will iol-
low the same road as Alicia, the road which leads from
alcohol to ]N)i.-un. Accustomed to the effects of alcohol
Alicia, as well as Henrietta, do not suspect that they
are heing poisoned, and it is only the fear of this
poisoning that is able to reveal to them the horror
of their past life, and efface it forever. One does not
pav enough attention, when speaking of {“nder Ca-
pricorn, to the fact that Sam Flusky payed for the
murder that his wife committed. Henrietta, having
killed her brother to defend Sam, accomplished in fact
Sam’s murder, ie. the murder that Sam could have
committed.

It is the same situation in Strangers on a Train.
Robert Walker offers to get rid of the tennis cham-
pion’s wife for him in return for which he, Farley
Granger, has only to rid him of his father, a stupid
old man. It 1s the same idea of murder-exchange out-
lined in Under Capricorn. But there are no Hitch-
cock couples without the idea of domination, and if
Judith Anderson, Cary Grant, Cotten, Madame Kon-
stanin and Margaret Leighton terrorize respectively
Joan Fontaine (Mrs. de Winter), Joan Fontaine
(Linda)., Teresa Wright (Charlie). Ingrid Bergman
(Alicia), and Ingrid Bergman (Henrietta), Robert
Walker and Farlev Granger in Strangers on a Train
as John Dall and Farley Granger in Rope, offer us a
sinister variant on the abject union of a madman and
a coward. Make no mistake about it: Hitchcock con-
demns the heroes of Strangers on a Train as unequivo-
cally as those of Rope.

I Confess, and those who can read between the lines
will understand Jacques Rivette's excellent criticism
of this film in Caliiers, takes up again this basic theme
of exchange: the priest lets himself be judged for a
crime he has not committed. But the criminal sacristan
is more innocent than the priest hecause, taken In
surprise while stealing, he kills in seli-defense. The
crime, then, was not Jhus but the priest’'s, since the
victim was blackmailing Anne Baxter because of the
priest, whose fiancée she had been long ago.

Dial M for Murder, like Strangers on a Train, deals
with a perfect crime through an intermediary. I know
very little about Rear HWindoze, but the subject of To
Catcl a Thief deserves to be described in detail in that
it renews with great ingenuity the theme of identi-
fication: Cary Grant is the chief of a gang of thieves
whose activities take on an international and quasi-
official standing, which saves him from heing bothered
by the police. Then follow, on the Cote d'Azur, a
series of robberies which bear the mark of Cary Grant,
of his pride and his glorv. They imitate, in a sort of
way, his hold-up technique. Naturally the police are
powerless and because of the harm caused, Cary Grant
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decides to set himself to catch the imitator, and arrives
at the conclusion : “Since he imitates me and plagiarises
from me., 1 can guess his intentions by asking myself
what T would do if I were me, that is if T were he
trving to be me.”

Ome sees how faithiul Hitcheoek has been to the
themes with which he has never ceased to deal since
Rebecea, enriching them from film to film by divest-
ing them of their carlier irrelevancies. It s with-
out doubt in {'nder Capricorn and [ Confess that that
which I dare, without laughing, to call the message of
Hitcheock, finds purest and |Jl'lilll|:'~1 l‘\’n't'--imL One
cannot demand of Hitcheock that each year he offer ns
a film of equal iImportance particularly since these
two were the least commercial and least appreciated
by the ertics.

Ome does not realize clearly enough the inferior po-
sition in which we eritics find ourselves when face to
fnce with the creator of a film. We spend two hours
watching a film, seeing it badly hecaunse if the story sets
us thinking about one image, the rest rush past a
vacant stare. But on leaving the film we still demand
to know as much as the director who prepared his ilm,
shot it, supervised the editing of it. All directors, even
Marcel Blistene, know their films shot ]l) shot, and
the sound-track by heart. The homage that one can
payv to an author or film-maker is to attempt to know
and understand his book or his film as well as he does
himself,

When, on seemg Hitchcock's hilms over and over
again one realizes that in spite of the variety of sources
and script-writers, the themes, the situations, are al
wavs the same, it becomes obvious that when Hitcheock
savs, “Well! !t is true, but | never noticed it,” he les
deliberatelv. Because one cannot work for vears smce
1947,

aware of its similarity to Kebeeca, Suspicion, \otor!

on the scenario of [ Confess without being

ons, Under Capricorn and Strangers on a Tram. 1t 15
not due to the machinations of the Holv Ghost that
the films are so perfectly fitted together. One does not
improvise the construction of 2 scenario such as that
of Shadow of a Doubl,

\\ hy Does Hitchcock Tae?

1. He was brought up by Jesuits,

2. Its secret, because sceret there s, 15 S0 ~Il|||wi|
and Dased on so few words and so many images that
it is from them that the simple formula emerges. And
morcover, the secrets of its making are not divulged.
Hitcheock revels in being misunderstood, more so he
ause it s on misunderstandings that he has con
structed his life. Whereas a Graham Greene for ex
ample aspires to be a Catholic novelist and his novels
to be metaphysical, Hitchcock prefers to remain in
front of one’s eves, the master of suspense. n the
same way, the intellectual Hawks makes westerns and
comdies, while Yves Alle
lectual cinema.”

gret “dabbles in the intel-

\lired Hitchcock 1s modest. He 1s
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not interested in festivals, with a jury to discuss the
prize he should receve He does it better himself
He has always told journalists “Myoonly cood film
is the one 1 have just finished.” Sinee he has made
this announcement 18 times, he must like all his films,
and vet, to Chabrol who asked him: “Which 1s your
worst film?*” he answered: “AlIL" Lies.

3. Hitcheock is a Hitcheockian character ; he loathes
having to explain himscelf. He must realize, however,
that one day he will have to hehave like his characters
who assure their salvation by admitting this. But to

admit ti
It 1s tru
We o
\'H\'lu (G
sponsth
It 1s
cver,
refutabl

reveal a

lurder (195.




to discuss the

setter himseli.
mly good film
» he has made
e all his films,
Which is yvour
1

‘ter ; he loathes
alize, however,
e his characters
ig this. But to

admit that he is a genius is difficult, particulariy when
it is true,

We can never dispute the formal genius of Hitch
cock, even though we are still squabbling over his re
sponsibality for the scenarios that he shoots,

It is evident that this permanence of themes what
ever, so very rare in the history of cmema, is not ir
refutable proof of his genmus. In another this would
reveal an “idée lixe™ and an incapacity for self-renewal.

Since Hitcheock has heen a Hollvwood filmmaker for

15 vears now, let us remain in the ficld of American

cineni.

In 30 vears of silent lms, Hollywood has produced
some masterpicces among which Grithith’s True Heart
Susie and Murnau's Sunrise appear to me to he the
purest. In the same way that T am incapable of seeing
True Heart Susic without thinking of Sergeant York
of Hawks, | cannot see Swnrise without thinking of
Hitcheock. If in Murnau's film the country woman is
Hawksian, it is the same stylization of acting as when
Milly dances perfidiously around Sam Flusky. The

gag of the straps could be Hitchcock. There is agam,

lurder (1954): Ray Milland, Grace Kelly. Conscience through collage.




the beauty of ideas, their finesse, their rarity, behind
the 1mage which they create.

In ats persevering medioerity, French cinema ofters
the advantage of presenting us with touching fidelity,
the mage of what one must never do.

\n Idea from the French Cinema
In Les Orgueilleny, Michele Morgan, newlv-widow-
ed, at the end of her resources, sends a telegram to
her fannly, asking for monev., The employvee at the
P’ost Ofhice counts the number of words and tells her
the amount, to which she replies, “Take out ‘love’.”

\nd that is typical of the ideas one finds in almost
all French films It is not an idea of the director
Yves Allégret, but of the seript writer Jean Aurenche.
It has the double merit of being impressive and of
civing Genevieve Agel something to think about. Tt
has, on the other hand, the triple mconvenience of
heing base, of making each spectator an intellectual,
and of affirming the superiority of authors over their
characters since Michele Morgan is unaware of the
crueltv of her “mot d'enfant™ (child’s word).

And Here, an Idea of Alfred Hitchcock's
My well-known impartiality led me to pick two films
which have a common subject the downfall of a
woman, and her salvation.

In Under Capricorn Ingrid Bergman is at the height

of her downfall. In order not to see the reflection of

her moral ugliness in her own eves, she removes all

Michael Wilding who has

taken on the seli-imposed task of making her com

nirrors trom her home.
alive again, evokes for her the beauty of his native
[reland where “the gorse still grows on the top of the

hills.”

dow-pane and forces Henrietta-Bergman to look at her

He takes off his jacket, holds it hehind a win

still-intact beauty, as in a mirror.

Since the job of dialogue-writers is to write dialogue,
one knows hetter than to attribute this idea to them
This 1s an 1dea of Hitcheock's, like the glass of water
on '[111' fllﬁ']ll'.‘l!l ul- l]ll' \Hlll'lll'_\ (;t'lll'l‘;l| m ." Confess
These are directorial 1deas. A ve r\ _!._'IIIIII idea!

Renoir and Rossellini are the greatest contemporary
directors, because they frequently transcend the bar
and it s thus that their genius is

rier of sound,

atfirmed.  In this penetration of the barrier of sound
thev pass from the false to the more real than real
\With the idea of the window-pane in {'nder Capricorn
I was seized by a similar vertigo, and that is why, as
long as I am not able to find a similar idea in other
directors, T will continue to isist on placing Hitchcock
above them. On the other hand, it is only normal that
we \\Hll]ll .'l'[HIiI':' ”.’i\\]w- :llll! ||flr]u'-u'|\. the llll]'\
cinéastes who appear to have absorbed the heritage
of Griffith and Murnau, with something added. For,
The [ "nder Ca-

pricorn, the cinema has entered what we can well call

smce Rizer, Monkev Busimess and

“The Phase of Intelligence.”
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real than real leading surface impressions of characters supposedly
s conceived solely in terms of the artificial conventions

that is why. as of “suspense.” The devices of the detective story are

ar idea in other always exterior to the characters and independent of

lacing Hitcheock them, and the problems posed are never such that a

onlv normal that well organized detective story cannot resolve them.,
1‘“."..'57._ the only The objective in Hitchcock’s films 1s of a different
hed the heritage order entirely ; the type of question posed is always,
ing added. For, definitively, a moral dilemma most often limited to a
‘H‘“l [nder ( relatively small number of characters, and the cameras
we can well call are always tirelessly aimed at these characters, as

objectively as possible (the characters in relation to

the intrigue) and, at the same time, as subjectively

as possible (Hitchcock in relation to his characters).

he police, or let us say the security apparatus, the
dewr ex machina of every detective story, appear here
as an instrument of forces already set in place, like
certam llll_].f'l'l‘- or |)~)\|l<'|ll;:i\:l| characteristics, and
they serve, at the discretion of the autenr, sometimes
1s a protective shield and sometimes as an instrument
f torture. The crime itself has no -i_‘.:l|iﬁ(.’l1h'(' of 1ts
wn. Thus to deseribe Hitchecock as “sadistic,” ob
sessed or as a dangerous maniac would be nothing but

wlemics, stupidity, blindness or disagreeable name

alling. Even a rapid and superficial examination of
s work easily proves this: either the crime is con
ured away ( Under Capricorn, Rebecca, The Paradine
ase, I Confess) or transcended by the mode of nar
ration (Strangers on a Train) or purely and simply
ICCESSATy ll'\'-J,". ).

I'he erime represents for the Hitchecockian char
cler 'HII_\ a test, '|l']f|=l‘l':LIt'|_\ chosen because it 1s the
st difficult and the most vertiginous situation in
hich a being may be placed.

It 1s striking that Hitcheock’s lesson helongs to the
omain of Ethics: I mean that his moral conceptions
1id up being

b

integrated into a metaphysic. It is quite

Saint Basile

with his dignity, But behind that there remains a more
profound truth than that of moral laws, a truth which
the artist can attain only by circumvention ; this truth
that haunts him cannot be handed us on a silver plat

ter: it is up to us, as we discover its moral significance,

to look behind the act or gesture and grasp its defim
tive meaning, for which it was brought into being for
all etermity, and which can never be expressed
words, We should never forget that this Englishman
studied with the Jesuit Fathers, a fact which explams
his important dialectical and moral formation: nor
should one be astonished that his work has as its main
axis Man and the battle he must sustain. How lack
img m vision are those who reproach him for his
choice of subjects and their arbitrariness, and how un
comprehending of their admirable continuity ; a con
tinuity such that no work is independent of the others
but a perpetual deepening, a perpetual enrichment,
until the highest justice is ultimately rendered.

It would no more enter Hitchcock's mind to illus
trate, more or less flatly, a day in the life of Vincent
de Paul, than to be tempted to ask Jules Berry or
Palau to represent with or without horns f<vil,
of which he has, thank God, a more correct concep
tion, and which his masters as much as his own
thoughts have taught him not to try to concretize. He
knows that Mephistopheles is the image of only one
complex notion among all the ones he has sought,
throughout his work, to express as rigorously as pos
sible. As it must, Satan’s whisper ceaselessly pervades
his films, but we will only discover it by signs, hy more
and more perfectly exact svmbols ; he is the first, with
out a doubt, to have suggested the infernal presence to
us without being compelled to point it out expressly,
succeeding there where Balzac, Dostoevsky and Bern
anos half-failed—not because he has more genmus than
thev, to be sure, but hecause he has in his hands a
medium of expression with the greatest resources, a

medium whose miraculous power he is one of the
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Hitchcock Confronts Evil

By Claude Chabrol

“Do not think of

Fvil

a material substance :

perversity does not subsist as if it were some living

thing ; it will never appear before your eves as if it

really existed, for vil is simply the denial of Good

In order to penetrate the Hitcheockian universe in
good stvle, we must begin by rejecting certain mis-
leading surface impressions of characters supposedly
conceived solely in terms of the artificial conventions
of "am]wnnv." The devices of the detective story are
always exterior to the characters and independent of
them, and the problems posed are never such that a
well organized detective story cannot resolve them.

The n]ljrt‘ti\'(' in Hitchcock's films is of a different
order entirely ; the type of question posed is always,
definitively, a moral dilemma most often limited to a
relatively small number of characters, and the cameras
are alwavs tirelessly aimed at these characters, as
objectively as possible (the characters in relation to
the intrigue ) and, at the same time, as subjectively
as possible ( Hitchcock in relation to his characters).

The police, or let us say the security apparatus, the
deny ex machina of every detective story, appear here
as an instrument of forces already set in place, like
certain n]l_‘ic'(‘h or I:‘-_\L']]cllllgil.‘;ll characteristics, and
theyv serve, at the discretion of the antfeur, sometimes
as a protective shield and sometimes as an instrument
f torture. The crime itself has no significance of its
wn. Thus to describe Hitchcock as “sadistic,” ob-
iessed or as a dangerous maniac would be nothing but
olemics, stupidity, blindness or disagreeable name-
alling. Even a rapid and superficial examination of
s work easily proves this; either the crime is con-
ured away ( Under Capricorn, Rebecea, The Paradine
‘ase, I Confess) or transcended by the mode of nar-
ation (Strangers on a Train) or purely and simply
ecessary l\'l‘['l. ).

The crime represents for the Hitchcockian char-
‘ter llll]_\ a test, tIt'“]lt‘T.‘lll';} chosen because it 1s the
st difficult and the most vertiginous situation 1in
hich a being mayv be placed.

It is striking that Hitchcock's lesson helongs to the
“omain of thies: 1 mean that his moral conceptions
il up being integrated into a metaphysic. It is quite
bident that, on the human scale, morality constitutes
e only constructive metaphysic and that man’s hope
which is the motif itself of the Hitchcockian tapestry
is, in the final analysis, strictly confounded there

Saint Basile

with his dignity. But behind that there remains a more
profound truth than that of moral laws, a truth which
the artist can attain only by circumvention ; this truth
that haunts him cannot be handed us on a silver plat
ter:it is up to us, as we discover its moral significance,
to look behind the act or gesture and grasp its defini
tive meaning, for which it was brought into being for
all eternity, and which can never be expressed in
words. We should never forget that this <nglishman
studied with the Jesuit Fathers, a fact which explains
his important dialectical and moral formation: nor
should one be astonished that his work has as its main
axis Man and the battle he must sustain. How lack
ing in vision are those who reproach him for his
choice of subjects and their arbitrariness, and how un
comprehending of their admirable continuity; a con
tinuity such that no work is independent of the others
but a perpetual deepening, a perpetual enrichment,
until the highest justice is ultimately rendered.

[t would no more enter Hitchcock’s mind to illus
trate, more or less flatly, a day in the life of Vincent
de Paul, than to be tempted to ask Jules Berry or
ovil,

of which he has, thank God, a more correct concep

Palau to represent — with or without horns

tion, and which his masters as much as his own
thoughts have taught him not to try to concretize. He
knows that Mephistopheles is the image of only one
complex notion among all the ones he has sought,
throughout his work, to express as rigorously as pos-
sible. As it must, Satan’s whisper ceaselessly pervades
his films, but we will only discover it by signs, hy more
and more perfectly exact symbols; he is the first, with
out a doubt, to have suggested the infernal presence to
us without ]u'ill;_." ('l‘l'l!l[ll'”('ll to ]llli]lt it out I'\]'I'I'N\I}.
siicceeding there where Balzac, Dostoevsky and Bern
anos hali-failed—not because he has more genius than
they, to be sure, but because he has in his hands a
medium of expression with the greatest resources, a
medium whose miraculous power he is one of the
few to have understood and known how to utilize
Thus rather than recognize in a character a satanic
presence that can only be a nothingness or a lack and.
in this way, resign oneself to never understanding



Rebecca (1940): Joan Fontaine, Judith Anderson.

Hitcheock's work, it is advisable to stop and think
about these implicit indications: The grimacing paint
ing that haunts Anny Ondra throughout Blackmail,
I'rofessor Jordan's missing phalanx finger. Rebecea’s
disappearance, the chasm created between the husband
and wife in Suspicion, Gregory Peck’s ammnesia n
Spellbound, why Father Benoit's bicvele is off-halance
in [ Confess.

The Catholic 1‘1v|1|'(‘]vlilnll of existence, which 1s
Hitcheock's, cannot envisage the direct (1 understand
living) intervention of God in this struggle, in which
the prize is Man's salvation, for Man is considered m
the last resort, to be perfectly free. Tt is within him,
on his own ground, that the battle takes place: it
is up to him to sink or swim. Also, even though ther
are irequently in Hitcheock's films hrutal plot revers
als that are also manifestations of divine ommipotence,
like the Bible that Hannay carries—zithout knowing
it—over his heart and which keeps him from being
:\i“l‘l] Iy ‘|HT'~I:H|. |i1\|‘ l||l' Ji]-l'lllll lli-t‘n\l'l') '-T- i\'l‘]ut‘\':t.-
hoat at the moment when Joan Fontaine, driven by
despair, is on the verge of committing suicide, or the
confession by the sacristan’s wife when the priest 1s
coing to be lvnched ; even though, by the very nature
of things, the traps set by the devil are so many vic
torious occasions for the one who, more cunning than
the devil himself, knows how to be worthy—most

often we find ourselves in the presence of a human
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heing, armed by his unique nature, a prey to tempta
tion. This is hecause Hitchcock knows very well tha
this battle, the most decisive phases of which he pres
ents to us with a marvelous clarity, is only the huma
reflection of the true. Also, he occasionally applic
himself to the issue with a single gesture or a singl
word. The glass of milk in Suspicion is the last object

the one that will conclude things: it matters little

it he poisoned or not (in fact, it is infinitely stronge

and more characteristic that it not be), what 1s in

portant is that Joan Fontaine believes that it 1s.
is the ultimate trap around which the entire film

built. To drink it is a suicide to which the vow

woman has just been artfully tempted. (“Daoes it leae

traces® Must one suffer ?"—"No trace at all, my dea

and one dies as i gomg to ~1|'|'|>“|. to drink it is

give the triumph to despair which 1s by far the mo

formidable arm of the Demon.

Similarlv Father Togan has but to sayv one wo
to establish his innocence and end his torments, |
this would be to betrav, less his mimistry than 1

faith. and to lose that dignity which Montgomery Cl
all times (one has only to
\s,

hand, Ingrid Bergman's fall in {'nder Capricorn

.
expresses admirably at
reminded of the ferrvboat scene).
expressed, in the hallucinatory sequence of the shru
en head. by the fact that Bergman cannot refraimn fro

contemplating it.
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his latter film shows us, moreover with an aston is the immstieator of his crime, so Brandon wishes to

ishing clarity, that the unhappiness of beings is caused make Cadell the source of his inspiration. But, thanl
v therr misunderstandinge their own force. The can God, the parallel stops there. While Zarathrustra goes
cer that gnaws at this couple originates in their mutual awayv without reallv knowing what to answer, head
sacrifices, hike the way Bergman and Cary Grant spend lowered and “chilled to the very marrow™ (this, pa
a long time on the borderline of happiness hecause of enthetically, 1s bad publicity for Nictzchean philoso
the repugnance they feel toward self-explanation. This phy ), Cadell, who is not an atheist, knows how to save
necessity for confession, for explanation, this recogm face. He rejects the idea of complicity (“Something
tion of oneself, this will to accept not one’s destiny in me would have kept me from doing 1t™7), but real
(the Hitcheockian characters are free and masters of 1izes perfectly that theht would he undignified  and
their life) hut one’s personality, 15 presented to us by therein lies the trap. Thus he accepts his responsi
Hitchcock as the supreme exorcism and the principal hility for the crime, for m spite of evervthing he s
condition of Man’s final triumph, responsible  (whence  the admirable svmbol of - the
Such a notion mmplies the acceptance of responsi wounded hand) before mankmd, and the hnal mage
!walilln--_ 11 IFU- wayv the |||‘|'||H|f' u:' U nder Capricorn -!In\'.- him with two wretches m an :NI:_'IH\III"] Wittt
can only save her happmess by confessing her erime for the moment when the sirens will stop, weary,
md accepting the consequences, joining, for example, heaten, near the coffer from which the books have
\uny Ondra i Blackmail; this situation 1s the very fallen, and feeling a remorse his students do not know
subject of Rope. how to feel. This unconsciousness i criminals, alwayvs
o consider this latter film as Nietzschean in pushed to go to the limit of their abjectness, this mon
-]'HJIIiHH escapes l't"!l'_' absurd HII!V\ iT. one III‘I‘I‘]\ HE strous and terrible !-I'Ilfcj which will he even more

reference the chapter devoted to the murderer of God pronounced in Robert Walker in Strangers on
(chapter V1T of book I\ in Zarathrustra. This chap raim, can justly quahfy only as demonic. But 1t would
ter clarihies, as well, the profound motivation of he absurd to see i these characters a more or less

4 ’Qf Brandon® (to want to take God’s place—is it not to
% % seek to kill him ?) and offers us all the more a I,_-”'.-l”,-] ' The immediate motivation is well understood to be of a
between Zarathrustra himseli and Rupert Cadell: as purely sexual order: it is a question of two partners in search
e . of new sensations (one has only to remember the dialogu
the Murderer of God afhirms to Zarathrustra that he that follows the crime). f
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svmbolic figuration of Satan. They are only the rep-
resentation of those who have given up, like Cotten
in Shadow of a Doubt, like Claude Rains in Notorious.
Demonic, more exactly possessed, they have become
thus only by their own will. If a chance of salvation
still exists for them, it lies in repentance and confes
sion. This last chance is seized by Otto Keller, and.
if vou will. by Bergman in [Under Capricorn, and n
\nne Baxter in [ Confess. Tt is always possible to re
treat.

This chance is rejected by Uncle Charlie when he
decides, once more, on the train, to do away with his
niece, and by Bruno Anthony as well when, dving
(and no longer having anvthing to lose but his soul).
he hes :l_'..::li!l in order not to confess. \What these peo-
ple, carried away by a not uncommon aberration, want
is to find some sort of grandeur in pride: what they
achieve |u'1|-ll_u_- to lLucifer himself and lies t'nlil't'l_\
in the realm of :lfajt'rl:u'w~_

Hitcheock conserves in all his characters their deep
seated ambiguity. There is not one for whom he does
not feel some affection. He has too much faith i man.
too much love for him. not to seek some excuse for
those who founder. Rebecea’s cancer, Uncle Charhe’s
childhood accident, Bruno's love for his mother are
so many reasons that justify their weakness. Brandon
himself—the most repugnant of all, without a doult
is touching in the naiveté of his love for Cadell. The
sacristan of 1 Conjfess steals and is pushed to kill only
hecause of love for his wife (this is, moreover, the
reason why she keeps her silence for so long). His
crime is for him only an accident, without any pre-
meditation at all, a reflex of justifiable self-defense
his eves. Tt is through this breach that Satan rushes
in, like the wind in drafty houses. His confession is
doubtlessly sincere. But when Keller, after having
wept on his wife's knees, raises his head. his look,
insinuating
And

that genuflection, first filled with defiance but ending

now overcast and malevolent, and his

voice have become those of the Devil himself.

with lowered eves, that téte-a-téte with the priest sev
eral instants later when the look of the possessed can
not withstand the transparent gaze of the antagonist
and is embued with terror, are so many testimonies of
the infinite powerlessness of Satan. And when, finally,
Keller is no longer anvthing but a gesticulating sil
houette at the foot of a profane altar, an unknown
voice rises from him, cavernous and frightful. smigy-
gering, believing it is celebrating the defeat of the
man of God. Yet when this man of God advances,
he finds himself face to face with only a poor, desper-
ate, distracted man, who seeks to kill the priw«: out
of pity, believing him to be as alone as he is himself,
and ends by dying piously in the priest’s arms.

In this fight, the child can never be a protagonist.
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Sice the \‘iL‘l'll’_\ of Ewvil can be the result lll\lf.
the defeat of man, Satan’s immense pride cannot at-
tack total innocence; the child, set aside, remains an
unconscious instrument in the hands of those who
avail themselves of him as they would certain objects.
Sometimes one sees him used for the most abject
ends. as in Sabotage, in which he unknowingly carries

1

4 murderous time-homb: sometimes he will serve to
brandish the revealing object which will unmask the

cleverlv camonflaged 1vil, as is the case in Stage

Fright
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Moreover, the subject itseli (in part) of this film
and also that of Shadow of a Doubt is the abrupt rev-
elation to childish innocence of the terrible reality
of Evil. Jane Wyman and Teresa Wright learn to
know the horror of the malediction of the dammned
and also their unfathomable solitude. Also, may 1 be
permitted to consider Patricia  Hitchcock’s  terror-
stricken face in Hitcheock's Strangers on a Train,

after Bruno tried to somehow mentally strangle her,

Stage Fright (1950): The child is innocent, but Marlene Dietrich is guilty.

as being that of the little girl with glasses m Shadoze
of a Doubt to whom the vertiginous depth of the
Shadowy Abyvss has just been revealed,

And mayv Hitchcock himself pardon me for having
tried to clarify this important motif of his work whicl
he has always sought, with so much care and modes
to conceal,

My excuse is that this enterprise will perhaps help
to clear up a misunderstanding that was causing con

fusion




Cabiers Critiques
- JEAN-LUC GODARD: Pierrot Le Fou, Anna Karina, Jean-Paul Belmondo.
CLIVE DONNER: What's New Pussycat?, Romy Schneider.

FEDERICO FELLINI: Juliet Of The Spirits, Alba Cancellieri, Lou Gilbert.
MICHELANGELO ANTONIONI: L'Avventura, Dominique Blanchar, Renzo Ricci.
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Eye of the
Cyclone

PIERROT LE FOU. French film in
Techniscope and Eastman color by JEAN-
LUC GODARD. Scenario: Jean-Luc Go-
dard, from a novel by Lionel White. Pho-
tography: Raoul Coutard. Music: Antoine
Duhamel. Editor: Francoise Colin., Cast:
Jean-Paul Belmondo (Ferdinand), Anna
Karina (Marianne), Dirk Sanders (the
“brother”), Raymond Devos (the man
of the port), Graziella Galvani (Maria),
Roger Dutoit and Hans Meyer (the
gangsters), Jimmy Karoubi, Christa Nell,
Pascal Aubier, Pierre Hanin, Lazlo
Szabo, Jean-Pierre Léaud, Samuel Fuller.
Producer: Georges de Beauregard-Rome
Paris Films (Paris) —Dino De Laurentiis
(Rome), 1965. Distributor: S.N.C.—Im-
perial. Length: 1 hour 52 minutes. If the

brilliant beauty of Pierrot le fou makes
an impression at first viewing, it remains
no less true that this latest (soon next to
the last) Godard discourages analysis on
account of a dangerous obviousness that
has been begged o often. The im-
mediate tempration is to affirm defiantly
the astonishing richness of the film,
strike up a few aphorisms, and close
the paragraph on a lyrical note that
should answer possible contradictors
ahead of time. So it is with a deplorable
unconcern that the commentator would
set out on a course of praise if only one
question did not persist in disturbing
his moral comfort: why does this new
Godard appear to be situated in a new
perspective in relation to the earliest
works of this auteur? A second ques-
tion — aimed at the difficulty of ap-
proach to the work by the roads of
criticism—>brings a rudimentary answer.
If it 1s more difficult to write about
Pierrot le fou than about Les Carabiniers
(The Riflemen) or Une femme est une
femme (A Woman Is « Woman), this
is not because we are confronting a
resumé-film or an anthology—as people
have been only too willing to say. It
15 not a new facet that is offered us.
Not even the synthesis of the earlier
works, but more probably a new dis-
closure that compels us to reconsider
the reference points we had been able
to believe were definitely set.

In the multiple work of J-L Godard,
bent on exploring new cinematographic
regions, Pierrof occupies a place apart
and marks perhaps the start of a new
period, as A bout de souffle ( Breathless)
opened the chapter that would close on
Alpbaville. Work indeed multiple, still
unclear to certain critics obstinately
recognizing in it an incomprehensible
uniformity, but whose most immediate
aspect has been left in the shadow too
often, Contrary to the opinion generally
held even by those who praise his work,
I have always thought that Godard ad-
dressed the sensibility of the viewer be-
fore addressing his intelligence. Only a
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deliberate desire to experiment presid-
ing over the elaboration of each film has
succeeded in masking this  essential
quality until now. This time Godard
refutes stylistic experimentation to make
Pierrot le fou a continual questioning
of the film itself. Without even the
flimsiest general line in advance, Godard
seems subject to a necessity that belongs
more to the film than to the auteur
confronting this work as it elaborates
itself day by day with a kind of passion-
ate spontaneity that leads straight to the
essential. As Sam Fuller defined it to
Ferdinand-Belmondo, the cinema is a
battle, and it is no longer a question of
conjuring away its ups and downs from
the public, but on the contrary of show-
ing its slightest encounters and rework-
ings to the point of making them the
very essence of the work.

I don't mean that the technique is
obvious here—as was the case for The
Collector for example—but, on the con-
trary, that the film never preexists its
shooting, and that every image reveals,
as its watermark, the auteur’s will to
say everything and the rhythm of his
own life. What then more natural, if
the tempo of this action filming seems
to be the heartbeat of a being bent on
discovering, after a procceding that hes-
itates between Céline and Husserl, the
tangible proofs of his existence? Before
the film tiles toward this “controlled
happening” that is the expression of life
itself, the first sequences make up an
entomological description of a con-
gealed universe, a kind of air-condi-
tioned nightmare that the auteur con-
templates not without fear, witness the
color filters that establish a necessary
distance. To this spirit of scientific anal-
ysis  (spectral decomposition)  corres-
ponds a new vision, polychromatic even
to saticty, coincidental with Ferdinand's
escape. But from the first chapter of this
adventure, before the column of black
smoke rises, or before he discovers the
fatal signs in people’s looks, Ferdinand
knows that he is only a dead man on
leave. He does not satisfy himself with
learning this truth, he actually assim-
ilates it to the point of making it his
reason for living. That is why one must
not smile (in spite of the ceaseless pas-
sages from the grotesque to the tragic)
if he declares he wants to stop time be-
cause one morning, on the harbor, a
slightly mad queen, the sunlight, some
vibration of light and the presence of
Marianne found again make him per-
ceive more acutely than ordinarily the
flow of life in his body. This new aware-
ness will be accompanied immediately
by another revelation superimposed on
it, the impossibility of making two uni-
verses coincide entirely.

If Godard has willed to recompose
an impression starting from its various
elements, it is to the opposite proceed-
ing that Ferdinand gives himself, hoping
by analysis to identify a phenomenon
that escapes him since he himself is its
center. Life is in him but its manifesta-

tions remain exterior to him. How to
seize the central phenomenon? How can
one film the eye of a cyclone?

Before this near-impossibility he as-
signed himself, Godard chooses to say
everything at each image: anxiety, vio-
lence, the wavelength of solar radiation,
death and the look of Marianne Renoir.
The Godardian art of digression here
reaches its culminating point, deliber-
ately reducing the story to an “inco-
herent” web (incoherent in the custom-
ary meaning of the word) by a single-
minded will to capture the event under
a multitude of simultancous lightings,
an  enterprise  scarcely easier  than
photographing the other side of the
nebula of Andromeda. Nothing aston-
ishing, then, if this itinerary in the form
of free fall offers us only episodic pulsa-
tions corresponding to the instants of
calm. Clearly it is to paint life that
Godard chooses to film the dead times,
deliberately chopping the rare moments
of action, conjuring them away, reduc-
ing them to the rhythm of the thought
which does away with itself suddenly
to concentrate itself into gesture, like
an unforeseeable airpocket, to press a
trigger, to plunge a blade into an absurd
nape.

After having crossed a France
changed for them to a tropical forest,
Ferdinand and Marianne (or else it is
Franz and Odile) recapture their own
distances from which an artificial tra-
jectory had removed them, the interval
of one revolution. Marianne killed by
his hand, all that remains for Ferdinand
is to pursue this fall, suspended a mo-
ment, and now deliberate like that of
Nicholas de Stael from the ramparts of
Antibes. With a frenzy that we care-
fully civilized Occidentals will have dif-
ficulty understanding, mad Ferdinand—
Ferdinand le Fou—dynamites himself,
masked in blue, like the sea or that
moon whose last inhabitant had run
away to love Marianne, and wearing a
tragically grotesque helmer of TNT.
Perhaps all the film is contained in that
last second when Ferdinand decides oo
late to extinguish the fuse. Perhaps
Pierrot is this fraction of eternity before
the explosion, these last visions thac file
past, they say, at 186,000 miles per
second. Perhaps this hesitation sums up
the entire work and gives new mean-
ing to the sea, to this improvised bal-
let or to that electric blue set on flat
white. In the end, to life, which, in the
space of a deflagration, will have worn
the horrible mask of a death in a day.

Michel CAEN

Restrictive
Satire

NOTHING BUT THE BEST. English
film in Technicolor by Clive Donner.
Scenario: Frederic Raphael, from a story
by Stanley Ellin. Photography: Nick
Roeg. Music: Ron  Grainer. Decors:
Reece Pémberton. Editor: Fergus Me-
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Editors Eyrie

The first issue of Cabiers du Cinema
in English was intended primarily as an
introduction to cinephilia on the Seine.
Now the hard work begins. It is sull
too early to assess the reactions to this
enterprise, but I will seek to answer two
of the more interesting queries received
in the mail. First, Mr. Edgar F. Daniels
of the English Department of Bowling
Green State University, Bowling Green,
Ohio: "Some reactions to CACIiE No. 1:

1. 1 wish the flashback articles had
been dated. 1 gather that Truffaut’s ar-
ticle precedes his film-making, but surely
it would be relevant to have that fact
indicated boldly at the outset.

2. From the ads for CdCGiE, I assumed
it would be an English-language edition
of CdC, and from your opening editorial
I'm still not sure whether subsequent
issues will contain (a) the precise con-
tents of the current French CdC, (b)
articles written expressly for CAdCiE, or
(¢) both. (But the ad on p. 74 scems
to make that clear.)

3. Having been puzzled by the term
mise en scéne, which I have seen tossed
around w/o definition, I cagerly applied
myself to Astruc’s article. 1 am stll no
wiser about mise en scéne, but I now
know that gobbledegook is not exclu-
sively an American vice.

4. 1 am grateful for the chance to
read these things, which might other-
wise have never become available here
in  English. Best of luck with your
magazine.”

1. Henceforth, Mr. Daniels, all
Cabiers articles will be dated. For the
record, Francois Truffaut’s “A Certain
Tendency of the French Cinema” ap-
peared in January 1954. The other dates
for the flashback articles are as follows:
“Fire and lIce” by Alexandre Astruc:
December 1952, "On the Politique des
Auteurs” by André Bazin: April 1957.
"My Experience” by Max Ophuls: March
1958. "Bergmanorama” by Jean-Luc
Godard: July 1958. "Ambiguity of the
Cinema” by Roger Leenharde and "What
is Mise en Scine” by Alexandre Astruc:
October 1959, “Night, Eclipse, Dawn

An interview with Michelangelo
Antonioni by Jean-Luc Godard: Novem-
ber 1964,

2. I hope our second issue will answer
some of the questions raised by the first.
Cabiers has a rich tradition which we
do not wish to abandon entirely. On the
other hand, Cabiers is on the firing line
each month, and we will try to keep
up with current events as closely as pos-
sible. Cabiers du Cinema will therefore
represent a fusion of the classical and
dynamic elements of Cabiers, the past
and the future. How much past and how
much future? Who can tell? We can

Auncren Sarris

only scan the cinematic horizon cach
month to sce what articles seem most
timely.

3. 1 beg to differ with your appraisal
of Astruc’s article on mise en scéne as
“gobbledegook.” It is about the best
picce of cinematic criticism | know. It
renders the intangible tangible and the
invisible visible. Yet it is as compact
as it is complex, and hence difficult on
first reading.

4. We are all grateful here for your
kindness and forebearance during these
first months of infancy. We value your
advice and felicitations, and we hope to
hold your interest and gain your re-
spect.

Mr. Philip J. Zemanek of 5370 Lee
Road, Number 202, Maple Heights,
Ohio, raises some pertinent questions on
Cabiers vocabulary:

"I wish to take this opporwunity to
say that Cabiers du Cinéma is the very
finest film magazine 1 have yer had the
pleasure of reading.

I would be very grateful for the
transliterations of the following French
terms of which I have only a vague
literary concept since some of the cel-
luloid terminology differs from  the
direct definitions:

A. Cincaste.

B. Mctteur en scéne.

C. Politique des autcurs.

D. Mise en scéne.

I am grateful for your time and ef-
forts and will be looking forward to
perusing through the forthcoming edi-
tions of your magazine.”

I would like to discuss this “celluloid
terminology” less as a polemicist than
as a lexicographer. What do these words
convey in current usage? In English, par-
ticularly, they have a certain ring, a
certain charge, that is far from being
transliteral. Volumes and volumes could
be written on the implications and con-
notations, the shadings and the nuances,
the ambiguities and the ironies lurking
in this terminology. Obviously my defi-
nitions must be shorter and more tenta-
tive than those of the Messrs. Astruc
and Bazin. At first glance, "cinéaste”
seems the least ambiguous of the terms
under discussion. Stuart Byron, the lucid
American  Cahierist  of Pathe-Contem-
porary, insists that “cinéaste” should be
defined plainly and simply as “film-
maker” and withdrawn from the Eng-
lish language. | am not so sure.
“"Cinéaste” does not happen to be one
of my favorite words, and I have never
been quite sure what it meant. It seems
to connote a fancy film-maker, or per-
haps, a film-maker the writer happens
to admire. Also, a secondary definition
has emerged from English-language film
periodicals, that of the cultivated film

enthusiast. Ultimately, “cinfaste” seems
to suggest some complicity between the
critic and the creator as if they were on
the same level or, perhaps, even the
same person. Cabiers du Cinéma in Eng-
lish will continue to translate “cinéaste”
as “cinéaste” and let the context take
care of itself.

“Metteur en scéne” can be translated
quite simply as “director.” In certain
contexts, however, the term serves as a
critical diminutive. A mere “metteur en
scéne” limits himself to the technical
tasks assigned to him by producers,
writers, players and technicians. He is
nominally in command, but he fails to
impose his personality on his films, Un-
fortunately, even Truffaut and Godard
have different conceptions of what is
implied by the term. In our very first
issue, Truffaut painted a picture of the
mere metteur en scéne with the features
of Jean Dellanoy and Yves Allegret. For
Godard, the mere metteur en scéne was
no less a personage than Luchino Vis-
conti.

We will continue to define “"metteur
en scéne” as “director” unless there s
a pejorative connotation involved. In
the latter instance, “metteur en scéne”
will be rendered simply and sneeringly
as “metteur en scéne.”

"Politique des auteurs” refers to the
policy at Cabiers to be for some direc-
tors and against others. That takes care
of “politique.” "Autcur” is more per-
plexing, as I should be the first to recog-
nize after all the controversies the term
has caused me. Strictly speaking,
“auteur” means “author,” and we so de-
fine it whenever the critic is speaking
of literary figures. When Truffaut talks
of Gide or Giraudoux, and refers o
them incidentally as “auteurs,” there is
no special point being made, and Tau-
thor” is both an adequate and accurate
translation. It is another matter, cn-
tirely, when Truffaut describes Hitch-
cock and Hawks as "auteurs.” “Author”
is neither ;tdcqumu nor accurate as a
translation into English mainly because
of the inherent literary bias of the
Anglo-American cultural establishment.
In terms of this bias, Ingmar Bergman
did not become an author untl his
screenplays were published in cold print.
The notion that a non-literary director
can be the "author” of his films is dif-
ficult to grasp in America. Since most
American film critics are either literary
or journalistic types with no aspirations
or even fantasies of becoming film di-
rectors, the so-called "auteur” theory
has had rough sledding indeced. Truf-
faut's greatest heresy, however, was not
in his ennobling direction as a form
of creation, but in ascribing authorship
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to Hollywood directors hitherto tagged
with the deadly epithets of commercial-
ism. Whenever, we translate "auteur” as
“auteur,” the reader may be sure that we
are describing a "metteur en scéne” with
an expressive style and an emotionally
meaningful personality. When we trans-
late "auteur” as "author,” we are merely
describing a scribe like Scribe, or for
that matter, the Shakespeare that is in-
scribed in cold print.

As for "mise en scéne,” it will be
translated as is, and the reader must
simply work along with it as we have
been doing ourselves. 1 certainly can't

improve Astruc's essay, and | won't try.
There is no point. "Mise en scéne” is
what Cubiers is all about, what the
cinema is all about, and it will take
more than one life-time to tag this
transcendental term with a finite defini-
von. If I sound mystical, it is probably
because I am intoxicated by the impre-
ciseness surrounding the term, bur if 1
were compelled to take a stab at a defi-
nition, it would go something like this:
“"Mise en scéne” is what an inspired
"metteur en scéne” (or "auteur”) places
before us on the screen, It is that which
cludes most film critics as they listen to

the script being read aloud. Hence, the
specialization of Cabiers.

Errata: The still on page 72 should
have been captioned Tubu rather than
Noaosferatu, The error is so obvious, it is
obviously inadvertent, but is the still on
page 70 from Tartuffe or Faust or what?
For that martter, is it Camilla Horn?
Finally, Orson Welles should have been
described by Roger Leenhardt on page
50 as "a man of the word” and not as
“a man of the world,” though, of course,
Welles is eminently qualified in both
spheres.

8 French films

Les Baratineurs, film of Francis Ri-
gaud, with Francis Blanche, Darry Cowl,
Jean Poiret, Michel Serrault, Pascale
Roberts, Héléne Duc, Bénédicte Lacoste.
— The bone structure is  beautifully
pure:  Serrault-Poiret, swindlers in the
sccond hand trade, try to extort a XVith
century retable from Francis Blanche,
worldly fishmonger and vague heir of
the Bonrgeoise Gentilbomme. About it,
alas, not the least flesh, Someone should
project for the students of LD.H.E.C.
this anthology of failures, or the art of
not coming off successfully: 1) the ac-
tors’ numbers (Darry Cowl, Galabru,
Roger-Pierre and  Jean-Marc Thibaulo);
2) the mistaken identities of American
comedy: 3) the chase-pursuits of the
slapstick style. — M.M.

Dis-moi qui tuer, film in color of Etien-
ne Périer, with Michile Morgan, Paul
Hubschmide, Dario Moreno, Germaine
Montero, Daniel Emilfork, Jean-Roger
Caussimon. — Pitiful attemprt to recon-
cile the taste for detective fantasies Eng-
lish style and pro-yéyé demagogy. A
treasure to recover, a German and a
band of young people seeking it out,
serve as pretext for one of those "witty
comedies” in which every gag falls flat.
Micheéle Morgan plays the madcap, in
pants dernier cri no doubt because she
finds that really funny. She is the only
one. — M.M.

Fantomas se déchdine, film in scope
and in color by André Hunebelle, with
Jean Marais, Louis de Funés, Myléne
Demongeot,  Jacques  Dynam, Robert
Dalban, Olivier de Funés.—No effort at
the scenario, but the proud announce-
ment of “entirely original new adven-
tures.” Fantomas needles a savant, Fan-
dor and Juve run after him, mocking
James Bond, and find the means to de-
scend still lower. Only one gag is amus.
ing—since in our days, so it seems, one
must laugh at Fantomas. Max Douy has
composed for it his most consequential
and ugliest décor since Margurite de la
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Paris Openings

From Nov. 24 to Dec. 21, 1965
nuit,—M.M.

Les Féites galamtes, film in color of
René  Clair, with  Jean-Pierre  Cassel,
Philippe Avron, Jean Richard, Gene-
vieve Casile, Marie Dubois, — It is not
even a satire of the "folly of men.” Face
to face, a fortress and its besiegers. From
one camp to the other hop a crafty
mercenary  and  an  uncomprehending
bumpkin. The couple mediate to accom-
plish a marriage that will end the war.
without victor or vanquished. Not only
does René Clair not concern  himself
with his period, but, under form of
apologue, and giving himsclf all the dis-
tances and all the "degrees” imaginable,
he has clearly nothing to say. This diver-
usement that strikes out in every scene
(when you are the Moliire of the cine-
ma, that shows), and which poses as
a model of grace, of finesse, of "French”
wit, does not deny itself any stupid
blunder. “Finesse,” yes, as they imagine
it in France-Dimanche. The last scenes,
of an accomplished ridiculousness, give
the tone. A bluestocking's epigram.—
M.M.

Nick Carter et le Trefle rouge, film
of Jean-Paul Savignac, with Eddie Con-
stantine, Nicole Courcel, Jo Dassin,
Jeanne Valérie, Jean Ozenne. — Badly
recovered from his visit to Alphaville,
Constantine has kept his terrifying and
impassive mask of Martian Keaton. In
this adventure that takes up again the
classic Eddies (someone has stolen some
rockets loaded with a deadly gas: how
to recover them in four days?), this
gravity surprises, chills, and, in a word,
gives a tone to the film. An incoherent
and prctentious narration, with “flashes”
in the style of Resnais, does not prevent
the discovery of a tenacious climate,
made of melancholy and of poetry, in
which the passion for the nonsensical
is worth less than a certain tendency to
the neo-Feuillade, captivating if it is
sincere.—M.M.

Terrenr sur la savane, film in color
of Yves Allégrer, with Nicole Courcel,

Roger Pigaut, Jean Lefebvre, Guy Dik-
olo, Sophie M'Bali, Paul Kantole, 1962.
—More than four years old, this film,
made in the Congo in the middle of the
disturbances of decolonization, describes
the tribal struggles between Luluas and
Balubas. It seems to owe its release, un-
publicized and delayed, at Pix, more to
a relatively honest treatment of the po-
litical problems envisaged than to the
quality, often deficient, of a mise en
sctne in large part improvised depend-
ing on events, The mixture of document-
ary and fiction is not alwavs happy, if
it remains rather sympathetic in its
heroic bareness.

Les Tribulations d'un ""Chinois” en
Chine, film in color of Philippe de
Broca, with Jean-Paul Felmondo, Ursula
Andress, Jean Rochefort, Darry Cowl,
Maria Pacome. — A marvelous, splen-
did subject, botched by the lack of a
feeling for character, bumenr, and for
comedy, bumounr, in the group entrusted
with illustrating it. The debauch of
color and of complaisant exoticism furn-
ishcd by the locales of the shooting
Indics. Hong Kong, Nepal) are not
e¢nough to give an account of the dream-
adventure flavor of Verne's fine novel,
por to restore the enchantments of the
gilt edges and illuminations of its first
editions., However one sees that de
Broca went to a great deal of trouble
and that he believed, at least partly, in
his enterprise. Les Tribulations is su-
perior to L'Homme de Rio (That Man
from Rio) and more diverting, on the
whole. But how many bits of short-
winded bravura (scencs in fast motion),
how many futile lickings of the lips
(idyllic episode at the water’s edge)!
The photography of Séchan, in his opin-
ionared sub-Decae, is evervwhere ag-
gressively ugly. If Belmondo is a re-
spectable  Arthur  Lempereur, Ursula
Andress once more proves her marble
ineptitude for comedy, and the sup-
porting players are too often used for
their quirks. As often in this genre of
film, the inevitable acceleration of the
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rhythm disperses and wearies the in-
terest instead of reviving it: it is a work
that will go very well, in a few years,
in ten minute slices on a third chain
(that in color) of French television, be-
tween a remake of Tintin and  the
Magazine des explorateurs.

Viva Maria!, film in color of Louis
Malle, with Brigitte Bardot, Jeanne
Moteau, George Hamilton, Gregor von
Rezzori, Paulette  Dubost, Claudio
Brook, Carlos Lopez Moctezuma, Jose
Baviera, Alberto Pedret.

8 Kialian films

Il compagno Don Camillo (Don
Camillo en Russie), film of Luigi Com-
encini, with Fernandel, Gino Cervi. —
New and painful episode of a guerilla
warfare that is fizzling out, and that
this time again concludes on the recip-
rocal recognition of the numerous merits
of the peaceful coexistence of Marx and
Saint Thomas. The low blows in it are
more numerous and more senile than
usual. The noble duel of the crucifix
and the sickle concerns Gino Cervi and
Fernandel as little as it does the spec-
tator. A misplaced allusion to the ad-
mirable Ninotchka does not mend mat-
ters, already badly out of whack., —
J-A.F.

La cripta ¢ U'incubo or La Malediction
de los Karnstein (La Crypte du Vam-
pire), film of Camillo Mastrocinque
(Thomas Miller), with Christopher Lee,
Audry Amber, Ursula Davis, Vera Val-
mont. — Under the pseudonym of
Thomas Miller is concealed, with amply
justified prudence, a Camillo Mastrocin-
que at the very bottom of his form and
whose total indifference succeeds in
ruining a rather good subject inspired
by the Carmilla of Sheridan LeFanu. In
spite of the efforts of a commendably
eclectic coproduction, the ultra-reduced
budget of the film does nothing but
bring out the stylistic inadequacies that
presided from all sides at its elaboration.
Christopher Lee, in a role devoid of all
interest, seems  stricken with a para-
doxical anemia, laid low no doubt by
casting as unconvincing as uninspired.
The few attempts at  demonological
eroticism are doomed at once by the
bovine incomprehension of the partic-
ipants.—M.C,

Ercole contro i tiranni di Babilonia
(Hercule contre les tyrans de Babylone),
film in scope and in color of Domenico
Paolella, with Rock Stevens, Helga Lin,
Livio Lorenzo—Although one of the
tyrants is revealed tyrantess, Hercules’
adversaries are scarcely more attractive
than he, and this Babylon makes one
regret the island where not long ago
the same Paolella stressed the much
more convincing arguments of some lost
girls.—J.B.

Jobuny West il mancino (Les Fréres
“"Dynamite”), film in scope and in color
of Gianfranco Parolini, with the wrest-

lers André Bollet and Roger Delaporte.
—French  western  superior  to Les
Grands Chemins and Gueules, No doubt
vou will object that that is not a recom-
mendation, but, with André Bollet and
Roger Delaporte as the starring pair,
it was necessary all the same to make
it. Mark a day.—].B.

Rapina al quartiere Ovest (Hold-up a
l'aube) film of Filippo Rat, with Law-
rence Montaigne, Mara Fié, Jacqueline
Rogers, 1963.—Nothing to point out ex-
cept a respectably lighted shot thirteen
minutes and thirty-one seconds before
the final hold-up which otherwise flops
lamentably.—A.J.

I sette contro Sparta (La Révolte de
Sparte), film in color of Alberto De
Martino, with Tony Russell, Massimo
Serato, Helga Lin. — Milon tyrannizes
Sparta, alias Lacedomia. Kyros, a de-
prived person, is going to set matters
in order; he stirs up the school of the
gladiators and removes from office the
dictator, who is killed by the javelin of
his friend Basso. And then, there are
many detours, a temple, a vestal and
the god Arés: nothing laconic.—].-P.B.

I spie uccidono a Beirut (Les Espions
meurent a Beyrouth), ilm in scope and
in color by Georges Combret, Nino Loy,
Sergio Martino, with Richard Harrison,
Dominique Boschero, Wandisa Guida.—
Doubtless we go to Lebanon for some
reason of coproduction. Then it hap-
pens that the place glues iwself to the
subject, Beirut being the door between
the Orient and the Occident. So it is
here that the spies of the world meet
and struggle as formerly at Tangier.
The Occident (Americans siding with
Russians) will ward off again this time
the yellow Orient and its blonde woman
spy. It took three directors to film this
slapdash job.—].-P.B.

Vaghe stelle dell'Orsa (Sandra), sce,
in Cabiers no. 161-2 Lettre de Rome
(Morandini), p. 141; in no. 171, Vis-
conti interview p. 414, report (Fieschi-
Téchiné), p. 50; and texts in this issue,
P 12

6 American films

Arizona  Raiders (Représailles  en
Arizona), film in scope and in color of
William Witney, with Audic Murphy,
Michael Dante, Ben Cooper, Buster
Crabbe.—After the sorry  Enfunts du
Diable, return in rather good form of
William Witney, veteran of the serial,
always hard at it. The originality of
the script which makes Murphy, by
turns, one of the looters of Quantrill,
a convict, then an Arizona Ranger; the
introduction of unusual characters (the
young Indian girl who wants to be a
nun); and the efficacity of the mise en
scine, violent and rapid, connect this
little Western with the minor successes
of the genre. On the other hand, In-
dians resort to an unaccustomed weap-
on, cactus.—P.M.

The Big Night (La Grande Nuit),
film of Joseph Losey, 1951. — Sec in
Cabiers no. 102 Billet Londonien (Mour-
let), p. 41; no. 111, Special Losey; and
review in the next issue.

Blood on the Arrow (1000 dollars
pour ume Winchester), film in color of
Sidney Salkow, with Dale Robertson,
Martha Hyer, Wendell Corey, Dandy
Curran, Paul Mantee, Robert Carricart,
Ted de Corsia. — If the point of de-
parture is rather amusing (the bandits
steal weapons from the soldiers to give
them to the Indians in exchange for a
voung boy), it is, alas, to give rise t0
down at the heel situations. Only the
appearances of the microphone (num-
erous), of the perch, and of the entire
technical crew, camera and cameramen
in the lead, sharpen the attention, some-
what somnolent, of the spectator.—P.B.

Cat Ballou (Cat Ballon), film in color
of Elliot Silverstein, with Jane Fonda,
Lee Marvin, Michael Callan, Nat King
Cole, Dwayne Hickman.—See Cabiers
no. 171, Berlin (Delahaye), p. 11 — 1If
it were necessary again to demonstrate
that the saga of the West supports par-
ody with difficulty, Cat Ballou is ex-
emplary proof. Where the satire and
boundless verve of a comic strip signed
Jack Davis or Will Elder was needed.
Silverstein systematically scuttles all the
possibilities offered him and gives birth
to a syrupy and anaemic worklet. The
resurrection of the Kid—the most ac-
ceptable moment of the film — shows
clearly enough what are the limits of
a continually muscular burlesque. Lee
Marvin, as a fallen gunfighter, in spite
of shameless histrionics, does not suc-
ceed in making us forget the aged killers
of Guus in the Afternoon. Jane Fonda,
who no doubt would have preferred
Peckinpah to Silverstein, seems to dis-
sociate herself totally from the affair.
It is not we who will say she is in the
wrong.—M.C.

Sandy the Reluctant Nature Girl or
The Reluctant Nudist (Le Cri des nud-
istes), film in color of Stanley Gelec,
with Annette Briand, Jeremy Howes,
1963. — Nu: very old word of the
French language, already in La Chanson
de Roland in the twelfth century. It
comes from the Latin wadus and means
“which is not clothed.” Everything is
so ugly that one understands that phrase
of Fénelon: “Have a horror of nuditics
of the throat and all other immodesties.”
—J].-P.B.

Shell Shack (Groupe de choc), film of
John Patrick Hayes, with Beach Dicker-
son. Carl Crow. The odyssey, henceforth
classic, of some G.L's in ltaly during
the Second World War. The wealth of
precise notations; a more than usually
honest study of character (the traumat-
ized soldier, the sergeant with murder-
ous intentions towards his own men)
and finally a violence at (almost) every
moment make one overlook the dead-
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broke side of an enterprise that does
not have the strength of War Hero or
of Paratroop Command —P.B.

t English films

The Naked Brigade (La Brigade sans
peur), film of Maury Dexter, with
Shirley Eaton, Ken Scott.—Nth grinding
out to the glory of the Greek resistance
in face of the Nazis. Staying away be-
comes a duty here.—P.B.

No Road Buack (Les Criminels de
Londres), film of Montgomery Pully,
with Skip Homeier, Margaret Rawlings,
Sean Connery, 1958.—Put no trust in
the soliciting drawings or photographs
of James Bond which scarcely invite
one to enter the theater. In fact one
can go there. It is a matter of a touch-
ing English botch, a naver (turnip), in
which 007 is very convincing as a stut-
tering burglar eighteen and three quar-
ters years old who quickly participates
in a shabby doublecross. The rest of the
time, some unsavory grannies, one of
whom is deaf, dumb and blind, commu-
nicate by tapping the hollows of one
another’s hands. See it to believe it.—
J1.B.

Nothing But the Best (Tout ou rien),
film of Clive Donner. See Cabiers no.
159: Locarno p. 38 and critique in this
issue page 72,

Thunderball (Operation
film in scope and in color of Terence
Young, with Sean Conery, Claudine
Auger, Luciana Paluzzi, Martine Bes-
wick, Molly Peters. — In spite of the
return of Terence Young, who formerly
showed a certain sense of the baroque,
in spite of the 5,500,000 dollars and the
use of Panavision, this fourth panel will
appear more than ever false Bond, and
007, taking on age, finds himself reduced
to the dimension of one of the most

tonnerre),

be an angel
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mediocre gadgets. Bond is just barely
still capable of throwing a punch. For
the rest, a lethargy verging on helpless-
ness destines the film to the agonies of
the diverse mechanisms that, after a
fashion, supply its inadequacies: fanta-
coptery, faked DB-5, submarine scooter,
ete, If they were not so rigorously bent
on working for grown-up good little
boys and girls, perhaps the gadget-men
of Eon Films would disclose to us the
erotic accessories of Bond, whose per-
sonal merits lessen from film to film.—
M.C.

2 German films

Werfubrung am Meer on  Ostrva
(L'He du désir), film of Jovan Zinanovic,
with Peter van Eyck, Elke Sommer,
Blazenka Katalinic, Tori Jankovic. —
New geographic variation on a well
known theme. The subject (a Robinson
seduced by a little student, amoral and
greedy, who is caught in her own game)
lacks ambition, and the mise en scéne
suffers from the most widespread malady
in German cinema, pretentiousness, —
P.B.

Witwer mit Funf Tochtern (Veuf
avec cing filles), film of Erich Engels,
with  Susanne Cramer, Elke Aberle,
Christine Kaufmann, 1957. — A tudal
wave of worthy sentiments and the his-
trionics of Heinz Ehrhardt prove (but is
there stll need of it) that German
comedy has only one rival, that of per-
fidious Albion. That said, and adding
the ugliness of the five girls, you ask
vourself—Why, for ten years, have we
been sceing only the dregs of German
production?—P.B.

2 Czeceh films

Az prisde Kocour (Un jour un chat),
film in scope and in color of Vojtech
Jasny, with Emilia Vasaryova, Vlastimil
Brodsky, Jiri Sovak, Jan Werich, Jaro-
slav Mares, 1963.—See Cabiers no. 144,

Cannes (Douchet), p. 37 — Like threc
out of four films of the East Un jonur
un chat is a satire, would you believe it,
on burcaucracy. But, also a fable danced,
sung, and mimed, on the freshness of
simple feelings, the horror of hyprocrisy,
of wickedness, etc. In short, provincial
and pastoral East Side Story. Jasny has
conviction and graciousness, but all that
somewhat lacks a real freedom, a real
aptitude for dreaming aloud. Neverthe-
less one will appreciate the cleverness of
the title (One day a cat), some very suc-
cessful passages, and especially the won-
derful setting of the little town with
pointed roofs, a true invitation to travel.

Cerny Petr (L'As de pique). See
Cabiers no. 159: Locarno (Bontemps),
p. 38 no. 166-7: Contingent 65 I A
(Mallet), p. 60; no. 174, French edition,
critique, p. 61,

I Russian film

Don Quichotte, film in scope and in
color by Grigori Kozintsev, with Nicho-
las Tcherkassov, Y. Tolubeyev, 1963.—
See Cabiers no. 160 San  Sabastian
(Piesse), p. 65.—The print shown last
year on French television had allowed
us to sce that this very, very flac illus-
tration. in spite of Tcherkassov's re-
markable looks, was far from being the
best film of Kozintsev. At least it spared
us the color, if you can give that name
to the insane smudge that Kinopano-
rama dares to exhibit. The irecatment of
the theme suffers thereby from a blurred
and imprecise aspect that harmonizes
badly with the literary and visual rich-
ness of Cervantes, monstrously conjured
away by these hollow and vulgar im-
ages.—].-A.F.

These notes were drawn up by Jean-
Pierre Biesse, Jacques Bontemps, Patrick
Brion, Michel Caen, Jean-André Fieschi,
Albert Juross and Michel Mardore.
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—Judith Crist, Herald Tribune
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