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    Introduction


    


    I wrote my first (and somewhat short) essay on film history back in the early 1960s. It was published in the June 1963 issue of a slim, and long forgotten, periodical, Cinema Studies, published in the U.K. by the Society for Film History Research. In a desperate effort somehow to be involved in film, I had put myself forward for the position of Honorary Secretary of the Society, and, there being no other volunteers, I was appointed. Since then, I have written or edited innumerable books (beginning in 1970 with Early American Cinema), and contributed articles on aspects of entertainment history to a variety of publications, some academic, some specialist, and some relatively popular.


    Many of those articles have since been integrated into the body of later books. Some have never been reprinted or recycled. It is those that I am reprinting here — in large part because I believe they deserve to be preserved in a more definitive form and, equally, because I would like them to find a new readership. I have made minor revisions or corrections, but basically the pieces are reprinted as they appeared originally.


    I have to confess that some of the subjects are perhaps of less interest to me today than they were when I first researched and wrote about them. However, I do not believe any are worthy of being forgotten — even if the periodicals or events to which they relate seem of little relevance or importance today.


    I have deliberately not included academic essays in that I wanted as much as possible to avoid footnoting or endnoting. And I wanted the essays to be accessible and readable. They may not be academic, but I hope they might be recognized as scholarly, even if the approach is a popular one.


    The individuals and subjects under discussion are primarily in the field of the motion picture, but certainly television is also represented here. The essays and articles, for whatever reason, are primarily from the 1980s. There are a few from the 1960s, 1970s and 1990s, and a small number from the 21st Century. Articles I have written in recent years have primarily been published on the Alt Film Guide website and are still accessible. I also seem to have written an extensive number of introductions to various books. Those will not be reprinted, and I cannot somehow see myself comparable to George Bernard Shaw and publishing an anthology of prefaces. There was a complaint that Shaw could write very long prefaces to very short plays. I would like to believe that I write average-length articles whose number of words is determined by what I have to say and how succinctly I can say it. (The longest book I have ever written, The Encyclopedia of Vaudeville, is 620 pages. The shortest, She Could Be Chaplin, is 134 pages. I have always regarded the latter as a monograph rather than a book, but my publisher and those criticizing the length seem to disagree.)


    For the record, I have included a complete bibliography of my work, listing not only the books that I have written, but also the titles in the three series of volumes I edited for Scarecrow Press. (I might also note that I have edited a number of additional volumes that do not fall into any of those series.)


    After some careful consideration (and doubts) I decided I would include my first Cinema Studies piece on “Hull Cinemas.” I am also including two further essays relating to Hull under this same general heading. My fourth piece for Cinema Studies had as its subject a Welsh film pioneer, William Haggar, and that I have also decided to reprint. It stems from correspondence I had at the time with his daughter, and perhaps contains information not accessible elsewhere. Hull is a British seaport in East Yorkshire, and for those wondering as to my connection, it is that at the age of sixteen I left school, my parents moved to a village just outside of Hull and I got my first job with the Education Department of the City of Kingston upon Hull (to give Hull its full title). I was truly desperate to research and write on film history, and this seemed to be a subject that was accessible to me — far removed from the glamor of Hollywood — in a city where the smell of fish permeated the air and its most famous resident was poet Philip Larkin.


    As to the title of this volume, I realize there are those who might suggest that it might, more appropriately, be called The Truth at Sixteen Frames per Second in that I am more frequently identified as a historian of silent film. However, and perhaps surprisingly, there are few pieces here on that subject. The sound era predominates. Hence the title. As to “The Truth,” well, that is something I have always sought to embrace in whatever I have written. At times, my seeking after truth has not always pleased my readership. But I believe strongly that a historian must always be on the side of truth — no matter how controversial it may be. Obviously, I am somewhat biased in that I have determined those individuals and subjects about which I want to write. But once I decide on the individual or subject, I have never shied away from honesty in my observations and interpretations.


    We are living in a dangerous age, where history (including film history) is being revised and rewritten often with little or no regard to reality. Back in the Blacklist era, academics put their careers on the line to stand up for what they believed in. There seems little enthusiasm from the academic community to take the same stand today and reject revisionism when it is nothing more than a short-sighted effort to embrace political correctness.


    The first essay here, in fact, discusses issues relating to the “truth” as applied to the motion picture. It is often difficult, if not impossible, to ascertain what is the “truth” (as Pontius Pilate said). As I have already noted, I like to believe that I have always done my best to be honest and fair, but at the same time I realize there are limitations, which it is somewhat impossible to surmount. It seems that D.W. Griffith no longer deserves credit for introducing the grammar and syntax of film, or, for that matter, making a film of such monumental length, or such historical significance as The Birth of a Nation, which, more than 100 years after its release, still demonstrates the power of the motion picture as a tool of propagandism and preachment.


    So what I am presenting here to you, the reader, is what I know and want to share on a variety of entertainment-related matters. Obviously, there is subjectivity — not in the opinions (or at least I hope not) but in the selection that I chose initially to write about, and which I choose to offer here.


    The volume concludes with the only original piece to be found here — a collection of comments by veteran actor Norman Lloyd whom I have known since the 1970s and whose continuing presence reminded me so much of Jean and Dido Renoir (particularly the latter) who came into my life at the same time.
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      1986: Anthony Slide with Lillian Gish, who has described him as “Our pre-eminent historian of the silent film.”

    

  


  
    The Return of Becky Sharp


    Films in Review, March 1985, pages 148-153


    


    “A film is like a child, and when you see a print fading away, the wrong colors and out of focus, as it would hurt a parent. Suddenly you sit there, years later, and the thing comes back, and you see your child the way it was. I can’t tell you how happy and most grateful it makes me.” The speaker is Rouben Mamoulian, and the film about which he is talking is Becky Sharp, restored almost to its former self after three years of laborious and painstaking work by Robert Gitt, Preservation Officer of the UCLA Film and Television Archive, and Richard Dayton, of the Burbank-based YCM Laboratory, which specializes in archival work.


    Why is Becky Sharp so important? Because is the first three-strip, or full color, Technicolor feature. As the Literary Digest (June 8, 1935) commented, there had been two phases in the history of the motion picture. The first came with The Birth of a Nation’s transforming entertainment into art; the second came when The Jazz Singer brought sound to the screen. Becky Sharp heralded the third phase — color. Of course, there had been earlier color processes and an early Technicolor two-color process, and, certainly, full color had been utilized for shorts such as Flowers and Trees (1932) and La Cucaracha (1934) and for sequences in a number of features — The Cat and the Fiddle (1934), The House of Rothschild (1934) and Kid Millions (1934). But Becky Sharp was the first feature to be shot entirely in full color, to utilize the full color spectrum, and the first to demonstrate the dramatic possibilities of color. (For a good succinct history of Technicolor, see Rudy Behlmer’s article in the June-July 1964 issue of Films in Review.) To Andre Sennwald in the New York Times (June 14, 1935), “It produces in the spectator all the excitement of standing upon a peak in Darien and glimpsing a strange, beautiful and unexpected world. As an experiment, it is a momentous event, and it may be that in a few years it will be regarded as the equal in historical importance of the first crude and wretched talking pictures…it is a gallant and distinguished outpost in an almost uncharted domain.” (Coincidentally, Becky Sharp’s producer Kenneth Macgowan, saw the new Technicolor process as the industry’s strongest weapon against television, which in 1935 was seriously worrying studio executives; Macgowan expounded his theory in the May 31, 1935, issue of the Technical Bulletin of the Academy of Motion Picture Arts and Sciences and in the July 6, 1935, issue of Commentator.)


    The two major figures behind Becky Sharp were Merian C. Cooper and John Hay “Jock” Whitney. Cooper, the former head of production at RKO, impressed his enthusiasm for the Technicolor process on young playboy millionaire Whitney, and the two formed Pioneer Pictures to produce Technicolor films, with Whitney also purchasing an estimated fifteen percent of the stock in Technicolor. For its first production, La Cucaracha, Pioneer hired the noted stage designer, Robert Edmond Jones (at $1,000.00 a week), and spent $65,000.00 on a two-reel short, with no star names, at a period when the average short cost $15,000.00.


    The contribution of Robert Edmond Jones to the artistic success of three-strip Technicolor cannot be underestimated. “Color in pictures does not mean that the screen will be deluged with brilliant hues,” he explained. “Color is rather the ‘tone’ of the picture, or the underlying harmony of all tones. Each square inch of the picture must be related to every other square inch.” He experimented by filming a scene of John Barrymore in Hamlet, and he tried shooting various scenes of actress Nan Sunderland with “mood lights” played upon her. Andrew R. Boone reported on Jones’ work in the May 1935 issue of Popular Science:


    “Twenty boys, each manning a ‘gelatin’ or colored spot light, stood off-stage when the cameras began to grind again. Jones called for first one combination of lights, then another. At first the actress was enveloped in cold, tragic blue. This drab color literally painted her in gloom as she contemplated the loss of her lover. Then she heard footsteps and turned expectantly, hoping for his return. As she smiled the screen changed to the colors of dawn, her face flooded with rose and yellow.”


    These tests still survive and are exactly as reported.


    Pioneer considered a number of projects for its first feature-length production, including Peacock’s Feather (to star Ann Harding), The Last Days of Pompeii (which Cooper was scheduled to produce to wind up his RKO contract) and The Miracle. However, the ultimate choice was Becky Sharp, an adaptation of Langdon Mitchell’s 1899 play (which had starred Mrs. Minnie Maddern Fiske), and which, in turn, was adapted from William Makepeace Thackeray’s novel, Vanity Fair. Helen Gardner first played Becky Sharp on the screen in 1911; Mrs. Fiske made a film version in 1915; Mabel Ballin played the character in a 1923 version; and in 1932 Myra Loy starred in an atrocious modern-dress version, directed by Chester Franklin.


    As Becky Sharp’s producer, Whitney and Cooper selected Kenneth Macgowan, whose work on the stage with Eugene O’Neill was exemplary and who had co-authored a 1922 book — Continental Stagecraft — with Robert Edmond Jones. The latter shot a variety of screen tests with various performers, including Mrs. Leslie Carter (who was presumably to have played the role eventually portrayed by Alison Skipworth), Elsie Ferguson (who was, perhaps, considered for the part of the Duchess of Richmond), and Zita Johann (in the Frances Dee role). The Hays Office gave its approval to the script on November 19, 1934, at which time Joseph I. Breen wrote Macgowan that “We believe it vitally important that the heroine should be played as a Nineteenth Century golddigger but in no sense, at no time, should there be any suggestion that she is a loose woman sexually.” The film was shot at the RKO-Pathe Studios in Culver City, later known as the Selznick Studios and Laird International.


    Miriam Hopkins was the company’s choice for Becky Sharp, and Lowell Sherman was signed to direct. Production officially began on December 3, 1934 — although Jones had been shooting tests since November 28 — and continued without problems until Sherman developed a severe cold. He continued filming with a nurse on the set until December 27, when he was taken to Cedars of Lebanon Hospital. He died the following day of pneumonia, the same day as Universal was scheduled to preview what was to be his last production, Night Life of the Gods.


    Production was temporarily halted until January 7, 1935, when John Hay Whitney’s choice as Sherman’s successor, Rouben Mamoulian, took over production. It was initially announced that he would retain the footage that Sherman had shot, but on January 19, Daily Variety, reported that following a meeting between Mamoulian, Macgowan and Whitney, it was decided to remake the earlier sequences.


    According to Mamoulian, he demanded certain changes to the script by Francis Edwards Faragoh, and also questioned Jones’ contract which gave him responsibility for the color coordination. Mamoulian recalls, “I said, ‘Look, if he’s in charge of colors what do you want me for? My only interest in this would be to work with colors. I’ve worked with them on stage all my life.’ Well, Mr. Jones — he was an exceedingly nice man — said to me, ‘I’ve watched your productions on Broadway and I think in this case I would be quite willing to give up my right to be in charge of color, and I’ll just do whatever you want me to do as a set designer.’ ”


    With the use of colors such a crucial reason for Becky Sharp’s appeal, it is unfortunate that one must act almost as a judge and jury with regard to whether the credit goes to Mamoulian or Jones. Certainly, according to an interview in the June 1935 issue of New Theatre, Jones worked for four months prior to shooting, making color sketches of key scenes, planning the dominant colors to be used in each sequence, and even the transitions from one scene to the next. “He worked out a plot for the progression of color throughout the entire film: beginning with low values so that the color is almost unperceived in the opening shots, and building climatically to bright posteresque color harmonies in the scenes of dramatic action.”


    The most impressive use of color occurs at the Duchess of Richmond’s ball, which reaches its climax with news of Napoleon’s proximity to Waterloo. Mamoulian recalls in great detail devising the color coordination for that sequence, building up to red as the climactic color. Certainly there is a dramatic intensity to the sequence not apparent in the extant tests of the ball scenes shot by Jones. It was Mamoulian also who claims to have cast William Faversham for the small, but dramatically important role of the Duke of Wellington, and who also requested Doris Lloyd for the part of the Duchess — she had also been in his first play, The Beating on the Door (1922).


    Mamoulian had two heroes — Napoleon and Buffalo Bill — and when it came to showing the former in Becky Sharp, the director decided to use only a shadow. “I thought I don’t want to make him that real,” says Mamoulian. “I thought I’d do it with a shadow, and, therefore, I needed a real Napoleonic profile. And there was one extra, a short, little man, very shy, but he had a good profile, and I said, ‘I’d like you to play Napoleon.’ I told my assistants and everybody connected with the picture, from now on, address this fellow as Your Majesty. And gradually, from day to day, this fellow is getting more and more Napoleonic until finally he thought it enough, and we did this shot. Sometimes a shadow is better than reality.”


    If Mamoulian had no problems working with Jones, the same is not true of the best known member of the Technicolor family. “I came on the set the first day and I saw this lady, telling the electricians how to light it. I said, ‘Pardon me, what are you doing?’ She said, ‘I’m Mrs. Kalmus. I’m in charge of color.’ Everybody’s in charge of color! So I went to Jock Whitney and Kenneth Macgowan and said, ‘Look, tomorrow, either she is not there or I am not there.’ ”


    Miriam Hopkins added to the production’s delays by also being taken ill with pneumonia, and spending ten days — January 18 through January 28 — off the set. As an actress, she gave Mamoulian few problems — he liked her and enjoyed working with her once he had established who was in charge. She did give Nigel Bruce problems by constantly upstaging him and even, once, reducing the actor to tears.


    Becky Sharp must surely be one of the most ill-ridden productions in the history of the cinema, Aside from the death of its first director and the illness of the star, there were problems with the sound, so much so that some of the dialogue was unintelligible, and the entire soundtrack had to be electronically re-recorded. Also, the work print of the Duchess of Richmond’s ball sequence caught fire in the projection room, and it took weeks for the editor to reconstruct the reel from whatever written notes had been retained.


    With an eventual cost estimated at one million dollars, Becky Sharp received its world premiere at Radio City Music Hall on June 13, 1935. Critical reception was mixed, ranging from the New York Herald Tribune’s pronouncement that Becky Sharp was “the most important cinematic experiment since moving shadows first became articulate” to the New York Mirror’s view — which seemed to be the general consensus — that “its pictorial beauty compensates for its lack of action, depth and suspense.” The only negative comment concerning the color came from George Lewis in New Theatre (August 1935), who wrote, “In many respects the new color has the appearance of an animated colored photograph of the kind now adorning magazine back covers in the interests of cigarettes. It has that brash, noisy overemphasis, which, while necessary to capture attention in an advertisement, is hardly a recommendation for the development of an art form.”


    In 1943, the rights to Becky Sharp were acquired by Film Classics, which reissued the film in the inferior, but far cheaper, Cinecolor process. At the same time, Film Classics cut all the 35mm release prints from eighty-four minutes to sixty-six minutes. By the late 1950s, the film had been acquired for television by National Telefilm Associates (NTA), which made it available only in 16mm black-and-white, cut versions. (Columbia also planned a remake in 1946.)


    Of the 448 prints originally made of Becky Sharp by Technicolor none are believed to have survived, and the Technicolor Company retained only a 35mm nitrate print of the first reel. Working with this one reel as a color guide, Robert Gitt and Richard Dayton have restored the film to its original three-color look for sixty-four minutes of its length, to good quality two-color for a further ten minutes and to acceptable two-color for the remaining ten minutes. Their task is an extraordinary one, fully documented in the November 1984 issue of American Cinematographer, involving working with incomplete negatives, protection masters, and 16mm negatives and prints. Registration of the three colors — yellow, cyan and magenta — was a major problem due to shrinkage of original nitrate materials, and an even greater problem when some elements were missing altogether.


    The result of Gitt and Dayton’s work has been widely praised at screenings at the 1984 New York Film Festival — where Becky Sharp was the first film to sell out — and at the West Coast re-premiere in Los Angeles. What exactly can a contemporary audience appreciate in Becky Sharp?


    Certainly, the colors are lush and beautiful, and salvage a feature which has little dramatic intensity. Miriam Hopkins’ performance is played on one, very strident level, but she is also very much the character of Becky Sharp, delivering devastating one-liners and artificial platitudes with a delightful fervor. Alan Mowbray is acceptable, and does his best with some atrocious dialogue, notably the comment, “I worship you from your little toes up.” Cedric Hardwicke dominates all his scenes, with remarks such as “poor innocent lamb,” to Becky’s pleading that he is not such a bad wolf, or his final rejoinder to Becky’s husband, “Why squabble about something that you don’t own and I don’t want.”


    To a large extent the film relies on the ensemble playing of a distinguished cast, many members of which have exceedingly small roles. Billie Burke, for example, has little more than two lines of dialogue in one scene. Tempe Piggett, whose name appears way down in the cast list, has a far bigger part. William Stack is ingratiatingly slimy as the elder brother, breathing lustful, religious platitudes to Becky. Nigel Bruce is full of good humor and steals every scene even if his performance lacks depth and can hardly have taxed his acting ability. And, yes, Mrs. Richard Nixon is also in the film — as an extra at the Duchess of Richmond’s ball.


    Becky Sharp is also a film which plays very well with a big audience. It does not work on viewing in an isolated environment, but it has the strength and vitality to carry an audience along with it. The film never takes itself too seriously — it is a comedy of manners, a flawed 18th Century screwball comedy. Perhaps because audiences are a little uncertain as to whether they really should be laughing, Becky Sharp has come in for a little too serious analysis and criticism.


    One major flaw in Becky Sharp, and one of which critics appear to be unaware, is a lapse in continuity in the last reel, which takes place in Becky’s lodgings in Bath. As is apparent from the opening of the sequence, when Nigel Bruce and Frances Dee climb up a flight of stairs to Becky’s room and from the closing sequence when Becky opens the window of her room and throws the book at William Stack, her lodgings are quite definitely on the second floor of the building. And yet, throughout the scene, couples can clearly be viewed walking by outside her window, which must be a good fourteen feet above street level!


    Whatever one’s feelings towards the film, praise is due Robert Gitt and Richard Dayton for having restored it so closely to its original form. A dubbed print of Becky Sharp has recently been discovered in Italy, and it could be that the last reel of the film of this print will help restore full color to the last reel of the restored Becky Sharp, which is the most inadequate as far as color quality is concerned.


    “Everything that is beautiful to the eye is a great gift to humanity,” wrote Rouben Mamoulian in 1935. “Color on the screen is such a gift.” The restoration of Becky Sharp was kept to a minimum of around $30,000.00. If film preservation is to continue — and Gitt and Dayton are about to start work on restoring the first two-color Technicolor film, The Toll of the Sea — there must be great gifts forthcoming not only from the private sector but from the government through the National Endowment for the Arts.


    


    [Robert Gitt and Richard Dayton did restore The Toll of the Sea. In 2019, Paramount Pictures, under the leadership of Andrea Kalas, produced a digital restoration of Becky Sharp.]

  


  
    Censored Screams! Horror Films and the Production Code in the 1930s


    Filmfax, April/May 1999, pages 38-43, 80


    


    The Production Code Administration (PCA) was established in 1933 by Will Hays as a division of the Motion Picture Producers and Distributors of America (later the Motion Picture Association). It was a desperate attempt by the film industry to self-censor its productions rather than run the risk of the introduction of Federal screen censorship. To head the new organization, Will Hays hired Joseph I. Breen, and he and his staff became the arbiters of what was acceptable in the content of all films screened in the United States, using as a basis for their judgment, the Production Code, which was occasionally revised through the years, and copies of which can be found in the annual International Motion Picture Almanac.


    The Production Code was a “moral document,” which encompassed three general principles:


    


    No picture shall be produced which will lower the moral standards of those who see it. Hence the sympathy of the audience shall never be thrown to the side of crime, wrongdoing, evil, or sin


    


    Correct standards of life, subject only to the requirements of drama and entertainment, shall be presented.


    


    Law, natural or human, shall not be ridiculed nor shall sympathy be created for its violation.


    


    The files of the Production Code Administration (which is often described as the Hays Office or, more correctly, the Breen Office) provide a wealth of documentation on how films were “censored” in the United States, but also provide insight on working titles, production schedules, and foreign censorship decisions. Being “working files” rather than archival entities, they contain only what a PCA staffer involved with the film chose to keep. Some of the files contain a minimal amount of material. Some of the files — for example that for Freaks — are missing or may never have existed.


    Following are fifteen of the most prominent horror films of the 1930s, and below each a summary of what the files reveal as to their censorship, both in this country and abroad. These findings are not a condemnation of the work of Joseph I. Breen and his staff. What they reveal is the incredible efficiency of the PCA staff, who could read a script in less than two hours, or a novel in less than a day, and immediately document its failings under the Production Code. Their efforts were not directed toward the emasculation of a script or storyline, but rather to making it more palatable both to American audiences and, equally important, to foreign audiences and foreign censoring agencies. They were neither naïve or hypocritical. They were sophisticated enough to recognize lesbian undertones in, say, Dracula’s Daughter, and as politically correct (by modern standards) to oppose the use of racist terms and animal cruelty.


    


    The Black Cat (1934)


    After an initial reading of the script, the PCA staff met on February 26, 1934, with Universal’s Efe Asher, Peter Ruric and director Edgar G. Ulmer, to discuss the “gruesomeness” suggested by a script involving the skinning of a man alive and the killing of a cat. The PCA’s primary concern was over the latter. Among the more than a dozen changes required, it was agreed that a photographer — in the opening wedding sequence — would not be portrayed as homosexual, that a derogatory reference to Czech Slovakians (sic) as devourers of the young be changed, that there be no indecent exposure of Joan in the shower, and that the guests not be identified as German. When a second script was submitted two days later, there were no changes except for the elimination of the Czech Slovakians. However, when the PCA viewed a rough cut on April 2, 1934, it conformed with the provisions of the Code. Although the file contains no evidence to that effect, it is assumed that a Certificate was issued. A reissue Certificate No. 4601-R was issued on August 12, 1938.


    


    Bride of Frankenstein (1935)


    On July 28, 1933, PCA’s James Wingate wrote to Universal that the initial script for a film titled The Return of Frankenstein had been read. There were only minor problems; primarily three references to God, and the tag line of a baby wetting its diaper. After submission of a new script, also titled The Return of Frankenstein, Breen wrote to Universal on July 24, 1934 that references to and by Frankenstein, comparing him to God, should be deleted or changed to “creator.” Other minor problems included the monster’s use of the word “mate,” suggesting his desire for a sexual companion. The next script elicited a strong response from Breen on December 5, 1934:


    


    We counted ten separate scenes in which the monster ether strangles or tramples people to death — this, in addition to some other murders by subsidiary characters. In a picture as basically gruesome as this one, we believe that such a great amount of slaughter is unwise, and we recommend, very earnestly, that you do something about toning this down.


    


    Care must also be used to avoid any suggestion of irreverence, particularly with the use of the name of God.


    


    Your studio is, of course, only too well aware of the difficulty which attended the release of the first Frankenstein picture in a great many parts of the world. The criticism at that time, directed at the picture, seemed to be based primarily on two elements of undue gruesomeness, and an alleged irreverence on the part of some of the characters, particularly wherever they even suggested that their actions were paralleling those of the creator. It is our belief that the ending should carry a sufficient moral message to obviate this latter criticism, provided you take the greatest care with your dialog.


    


    On December 7, 1934, director James Whale met with the PCA’s Geoffrey Shurlock and Islin Auster. It was agreed, among other things, that the killings be minimized, an owl or bat be substituted for a rat, the mermaid would have “impossibly long” hair enveloping her body, and the figure of Jesus on the cross be eliminated. Whale assured everyone that his intention was to shoot a film “with the utmost care and good taste,”


    Once the film was completed, it was viewed by the PCA on March 20 and 21, 1935. Twelve cuts were required, including shots of the monster in the pool drowning Hans, the monster actually pushing Hans’ wife into the cistern, the mother carrying her dead baby in her arms, the idiot nephew strangling his uncle, the murder of the woman by the halfwit, a shot of a heart being taken from a jar with forceps, and the monster throwing a man over the roof. Universal was loath to make all the cuts, and a meeting between Universal’s Junior Laemmle (the son of Carl Laemmle and the studio’s production chief) and Breen was organized on March 25, 1935. At this time, the studio agreed to six cuts, including “offensive breast shots” in reel one, the monster actually drowning Hans, and partial deletion of the halfwit’s murder of the woman.


    Universal made additional changes to the print, lengthening the scene between the monster and the girl to maintain suspense, lengthening the scene in the jail where the monster is chained to the floor, and a new scene of the monster stalking Frankenstein’s wife. These were approved by the PCA on April 8, 1935. On April 11, the PCA viewed what was to be the final cut of the film, and Certificate No. 768 was issued on April 15. Two days later, Universal advised that a “happy ending” had been added. On May 21, 1935, Universal thanked Breen for his help, noting the film has been passed by the British Board of Film Censors with only one minor cut.


    Bride of Frankenstein was banned in Hungary, Palestine and Trinidad. Heavy cuts were required in Japan and Sweden.


    


    The Crime of Dr. Crespi (1935)


    Film Daily (September 24, 1935) described The Crime of Dr. Crespi as “a sordid tale almost unrelieved by any touches of refinement, character, humor, or situations.” The Production Code Administration was inclined to agree. On January 15, 1935, Breen wrote to Will Hays, “My confidential information is to the effect that this picture is probably the most revolting and nauseating picture which has ever been photographed.” The next day, Breen wrote to Vincent Hart in the PCA’s New York office, “We have an inside tip here that the film is most revolting and offensive. If any attempt is made to submit the picture to you for approval, you will, of course, refer it to this office.


    The film was submitted and, after a private screening, rejected by the PCA on February 7, 1935. Producer John H. Auer viewed a print with Geoffrey Shurlock on March 7, 1935. The film was reviewed on March 14, with Breen present, and it was agreed that the following cuts would be made:


    


    The scene of the operation on Dr. Ross’s skull to be reedited to eliminate the sounds of cutting and scraping and the close shots of the efforts necessary to cut the skull, the horrified reaction of the assistant, and those shots “which tend to accentuate the horrible and gruesome quality of the scene.”


    


    The scene in the hospital morgue to be cut to eliminate shots of the ‘stiffs.’


    


    The shots of Ross’s head to be cut to the absolute minimum.


    


    The shot of the injection of the hypodermic needle to be eliminated.


    


    The second scene in the morgue with the embalmer to be deleted.


    


    The close shots of Crespi’s hands around the man’s neck to be deleted.


    


    All shots of the dead man at the funeral to be deleted.


    


    The shot of Ross’s wife and child at the side of the coffin to be deleted.


    


    All shots of Ross in the graveyard to be deleted.


    


    The autopsy scene to be edited to reduce shots of Ross to an absolute minimum.


    


    Shots showing the cutting of Ross’s body and the reaction of the doctors to be deleted.


    


    As much as possible of the shot showing the enormous surgical dressing on the back of Ross’s head to eliminated. (The producer was unable to cut this sequence because he had no alternate shots available.)


    


    The shot of Crespi after he has shot himself, with blood running from a wound in his head, to be eliminated.


    


    The film was again viewed on March 29 and April 2, 1935, and still further cuts were required. Eventually, after a final PCA viewing on April 17, 1935, Certificate No. 789 was issued.


    The film was banned in British Columbia, India, Malaya, Quebec, and Ohio (where it was subsequently released in 1942 with substantial cuts).


    


    Dracula’s Daughter (1936)


    “Off the record,” on September 5, 1935, Junior Laemmle sent Joseph Breen a copy of the initial script for Dracula’s Daughter. It was read by Geoffrey Shurlock, and Breen informed Junior that it contained “countless offensive stuff,” making it “utterly impossible” for Code approval. Junior advised Breen that R.C. Sheriff was rewriting the script, and that revised version was submitted on October 21, 1935. Two days later, Breen responded with a six-page letter, noting the script was “not quite acceptable,” and raising a number of points, including:


    


    When Dracula’s soldiers bring a group of young women to the castle, it should be clear that they were only to be dancing partners for the Count’s guests.


    


    It should be established at the outset that the beautiful girl whom John meets is a vampire bat, and that the doctor should make it “definitely and frankly” clear that vampire bats must consume human blood to survive. (This was presumably to make clear that there was no potential sexual relationship between John and the girl.)


    


    Other changes included elimination of excessive drunkenness — “jollity but not debauchery” — that the lover become the husband, that the peasants not be seen crossing themselves, that there be no sexual connotation in the shot of Dracula crushing the girl, and that the rats, “huge or otherwise,” be eliminated.


    On January 14, 1936, Universal informed Breen that the entire first script had been discarded, and that a new script was being prepared, with shooting to commence of January 15, 1936. On that same date, Breen wrote that the basic story
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