
  
    [image: Cover]
  


  
    


    


    Classic Cinema.


    Timeless TV.


    Retro Radio.


    


    


    BearManor Media


    


    [image: BearManorBear-EBook]


    See our complete catalog at www.bearmanormedia.com

  


  
    Interviews with English Filmmakers: Powell to Pawlikowski


    © 2018 R.J. Cardullo. All Rights Reserved.


    


    No part of this book may be reproduced in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, digital, photocopying or recording, except for the inclusion in a review, without permission in writing from the publisher.


    


    This version of the book may be slightly abridged from the print version.


    


    [image: BearManorBear]


    Published in the USA by:


    BearManor Media


    PO Box 71426


    Albany, Georgia 31708


    www.bearmanormedia.com


    


    ISBN 978-1-62933-254-3


    


    Cover Design by Robbie Adkins, www.adkinsconsult.com.


    eBook construction by Brian Pearce | Red Jacket Press.

  


  
    Table of Contents


    


    Acknowledgements


    Introduction


    


    The British Are Coming


    


    “ ‘It’s Not Too Late to Do It Again’: An Interview with Michael Powell”


    “Carol Reed on Directing Orson Welles in The Third Man”


    “ ‘I’m a Picture Chap’: David Lean on A Passage to India”


    “Charles Crichton at Ealing Studios: An Interview”


    “The Filmmaker and the Critic: An Interview with Lindsay Anderson”


    “Novels, Screenplays, and Films: An Interview with Karel Reisz”


    “A Kind of Filming: An Interview with John Schlesinger”


    “The Movie Lover: An Interview with Ken Russell”


    “Money Matters/Movie Material: An Interview with Tony Richardson”


    “ ‘Who Would Have Believed It?’: An Interview with Nicolas Roeg”


    “ ‘It’s Not Just about Me’: Ken Loach and the Cinema of Social Conscience; An Interview”


    “The Complexities of Cultural Change: An Interview with Stephen Frears”


    “Peter Greenaway Holds Court: An Interview at the Venice Film Festival”


    “ ‘Making People Think Is What It’s All About’: Mike Leigh and the Cinema of Subversion; An Interview”


    “Of Time, Memory, and the Movies: Talking to Terence Davies”


    “ ‘Girls Are the New Men’: An Interview with Pawel Pawlikowski”


    “Sharing an Enthusiasm for Shakespeare: An Interview with Kenneth Branagh”


    


    Americans Abroad


    


    “Screenwriters, Critics, and Ambiguity: An Interview with Joseph Losey”


    “Only Connect: James Ivory on Howards End”


    “ ‘All Film Is Fantasy’: An Interview with Richard Lester”


    


    Directors’ Feature Filmographies


    General Bibliography of British Cinema

  


  
    Acknowledgements


    


    My thanks to the following journals, organizations, individuals, and publishers for granting me the right to reprint material originally contained in their pages or recorded by them: Films and Filming (defunct), G.P. Putnam’s Sons/Penguin, Film Comment, Film Criticism, Literature/Film Quarterly, Leo Verswijver, Film Quarterly, John Stezaker, The Minnesota Review, Cineaste, Cinema Journal, Matt Zoller Seitz, Sight and Sound, The Guardian, and the British Film Institute.

  


  
    Introduction


    


    The British cinema had always been a stepchild of the American film industry, and during the 1920s it had almost ceased to exist. But in 1927 Parliament passed the Cinematograph Film Act, setting strict quotas on the number of foreign films that could be shown in the country; this had the effect of stimulating domestic production and investment. The British film industry therefore doubled in size from 1927 to 1928. This expansion continued well into the 1930s, enabling the British to compete with Hollywood not merely nationally, but — for the first time in its history — internationally, on a modest scale. Many of the films produced by the new boom were “quota quickies” — the British equivalent of the low-budget American B-movie — but some were ambitious undertakings by serious producers such as Alexander Korda (1893-1956) and Michael Balcon (1896-1977).


    By 1937, the British industry had the second largest output in the world (225 features), and British films were competing strongly with American films on an international scale. Yet British producers were also deeply in debt, and the following year witnessed many bankruptcies and studio closings. In 1938, fewer than 100 features were made and fewer still were released, a reflection of Europe’s uncertain political future and the troubled world economy. By the end of the decade most British commercial production was geared toward making second features to accompany American films on double bills.


    Before World War II, however, Britain had produced a vastly important contribution to documentary cinema in the government-funded work of John Grierson (1898-1972) and such protégés of his as Alberto Cavalcanti (1897-1982), Basil Wright (1907-87), Harry Watt (1906-87), and Humphrey Jennings (1907-50). During the war, these filmmakers moved toward a blending of narrative and documentary form in such pictures as Watt’s London Can Take It (1940), Jennings’ Listen to Britain (1942) and Fires Were Started (1943), and Pat Jackson’s Western Approaches (1944). Meanwhile, the commercial industry produced its own quasi-documentary features praising the armed forces — the navy, in Noël Coward’s In Which We Serve (1942); the army, in Carol Reed’s The Way Ahead (1944); the air force, in Anthony Asquith’s The Way to the Stars (1945); and the home front, in Thorold Dickinson’s Next of Kin (1942).


    Moreover, during and after World War II, a traditional staple of British cinema — literary adaptation — experienced a sharp upswing. The actor-director Laurence Olivier (1907-89) offered distinguished adaptations of three plays by William Shakespeare: Henry V (1944), Hamlet (1948), and Richard III (1955). David Lean (1908-91), after adapting several plays by Noël Coward (Blithe Spirit [1945] and Brief Encounter [1945] among them), produced two carefully crafted, atmospheric adaptations of Charles Dickens’ works: Great Expectations (1946) and Oliver Twist (1947). Anthony Asquith (1902-68), who adapted Bernard Shaw’s Pygmalion (1938) before the war, proceeded after it to adapt Terence Rattigan’s plays The Winslow Boy (1948) and The Browning Version (1951), as well as Oscar Wilde’s comedy The Importance of Being Earnest (1952). And Carol Reed (1906-76) directed The Fallen Idol (1948) and The Third Man (1949), adapted from stories by Graham Greene, as well as Outcast of the Islands (1951), taken from the novel by Joseph Conrad.


    Among the most important British films of the postwar period was a series of intelligent and witty comedies made for Michael Balcon’s Ealing Studios. These movies were directed by Charles Crichton (1910-99) — Hue and Cry (1947), The Lavender Hill Mob (1951), and The Titfield Thunderbolt (1953); Alexander Mackendrick (1912-93) — Whisky Galore (1949), The Man in the White Suit (1951), and The Ladykillers (1955); Henry Cornelius (1913-58) — Passport to Pimlico (1948) and Genevieve (1953); and by Robert Hamer (1911-63) — Kind Hearts and Coronets (1949) and Father Brown (1954). The splendid work of the actor Alec Guinness (1914-2000) in a number of these films made him an international star.


    Nonetheless, by the mid-1950s, British cinema had begun to decline into cliché, and Britain was once again in danger of becoming a Hollywood colony. Lindsay Anderson (1923-94) and Karel Reisz (1926-2002) tried to change all that in the mid-1950s by organizing the Free Cinema Movement, which, like Italian neorealism, celebrated, as a manifesto put it, “the importance of the individual and…the significance of the everyday.” Like the French New Wave, Free Cinema was dedicated to the belief that film should be a medium of personal expression for the filmmaker, who should be socially committed to illuminating the problems of contemporary life. In practice, Free Cinema meant the production of short, low-budget documentaries like Anderson’s O Dreamland (1954), a satirical assault on the spiritual emptiness of working-class life, set in an amusement park, and Reisz and Tony Richardson’s Momma Don’t Allow (1956), a study of postwar youth in the environment of a London jazz club.


    At the time that the Free Cinema movement emerged, a revolution was under way in British theater and literature in which liberal, working-class values emanating from the East End of London and the provinces were overturning the established bourgeois — if not aristocratic — tradition of the preceding decades. John Osborne’s diatribe Look Back in Anger rocked the world of traditional culture when it was staged at the Royal Court Theatre in May of 1956 by calling into question the whole class structure of British society and assailing the moral bankruptcy of the welfare state. The following years witnessed the appearance of a new group of young, anti-establishment, working-class writers such as David Storey, John Braine, Alan Sillitoe, and Shelagh Delaney, who treated similar themes in a style that can be accurately characterized as “social realism.” By 1959 — significantly, the year in which the filmmakers of the French New Wave won a number of prizes at the Cannes Festival — the time was ripe for the overthrow of the class-bound British feature cinema in favor of working-class social realism.


    In that year, the industry itself produced two films that announced the revolution: the adaptation by Jack Clayton (1921-95) of Braine’s novel Room at the Top, and the adaptation by Tony Richardson (1928-91) of Osborne’s Look Back in Anger. Both movies were big-budget commercial productions with well-known stars that nevertheless dealt seriously with the disillusionment and frustration of the British working classes, and both were international hits. Reisz’s Saturday Night and Sunday Morning (1960), a version of the Sillitoe novel, subsequently became the prototype for what may be fairly labeled British “New Cinema,” a social-realist movement whose themes were borrowed from Italian neorealism and whose techniques were modeled upon the Free Cinema documentaries of the mid-1950s and the films of the French New Wave.


    The products of New Cinema were generally set in the industrial Midlands and shot on location in black and white against gloomy backgrounds. Their protagonists (usually played by unknown young actors) were typically rebellious working-class youths who used a tough vernacular speech until then unheard in British films, and who were contemptuous of the spiritual torpor that had been induced in their parents and friends by the welfare state as well as by the mass communications industry. Major New Cinema movies include Richardson’s The Entertainer (1960), A Taste of Honey (1961), and The Loneliness of the Long Distance Runner (1961); John Schlesinger’s A Kind of Loving (1962) and Billy Liar (1963); Anderson’s This Sporting Life (1963); Sidney J. Furie’s The Leather Boys (1963); and Reisz’s Morgan: A Suitable Case for Treatment (1966).


    Like the French New Wave, British New Cinema reached its peak around 1963 and then rapidly declined as a movement while its directors went their separate ways. During the mid-1960s, in fact, a reaction to the bleakness of social realism set in, and the depressing images of the industrial Midlands were replaced by those of “swinging London” in big-budget widescreen color productions like Alfie (1966) and Joanna (1968). Still, by the late 1960s, with the decline of social realism and the increasing influence of American investment in the now lucrative British cinema (90 percent by 1968), the distinctly national flavor of British films was lost. A number of American directors (such as John Huston and Stanley Kubrick) came to work in British studios during these years, as did such major Continental figures as Roman Polanski (Repulsion, 1965), François Truffaut (Fahrenheit 451, 1966), and Michelangelo Antonioni (Blow-Up, 1966). Meanwhile, British-based directors like Richardson, Schlesinger, and Reisz began to make movies within the American industry or became involved in big-budget international co-productions. (Oddly, the “Britishness” of British cinema was enhanced during the 1960s and 1970s by two American expatriates: Joseph Losey [1909-84], with The Servant [1963], Accident [1967], and The Go-Between [1971], and Richard Lester [born 1932], with A Hard Day’s Night [1964], The Knack [1965], How I Won the War [1967], and The Bed Sitting Room [1969].)


    Again like the French New Wave, then, from which it partially sprang, the British social-realist cinema disappeared along with the social context that had motivated it. But its formal and thematic legacy to British national cinema was great. It bequeathed the then-radical stylistic conventions of the New Wave to a cinema stagnant with armchair narrative traditions carried over from the prewar era. And in its concern for the aesthetics of everyday life and outspokenness about the dynamics of sex, class, and power in the post-industrial world, it gave the class-ridden, hidebound British film a vastly wider range of themes than it had ever known before. Social realism also produced a handful of important directors like Lindsay Anderson, John Schlesinger, Tony Richardson, and Karel Reisz, as well as a new pool of international acting talent including young and previously unknown stars such as Albert Finney, Alan Bates, Tom Courtenay, Susannah York, Michael Caine, Julie Christie, Glenda Jackson, James Fox, Michael York, and Vanessa Redgrave.


    The fact that British film has rarely been a major force in world cinema is partially explained by America’s dominance of the English-language market, and partially by the innate conservatism of British visual and aural culture. Satyajit Ray once said that the British are “temperamentally unsuited” to cinema, and François Truffaut claimed that the terms “cinema” and “British” were incompatible. As if to confirm this, the preponderance of successful British movies in the later twentieth century and early twenty-first century fall into a culturally conservative genre known as “heritage cinema,” whose origins can be traced back to the patriotic Chariots of Fire in 1981. These are essentially period or costume dramas, which include adaptations from canonical works of national literature — in which the British are exceedingly rich — as well as historical reconstructions based on modern texts. They have conventionally structured narratives and display conservative social attitudes; and, in their heavy reliance on a pictorialist camera style and their fetishization of accurate period detail, heritage films can best be described as having a museum aesthetic.


    In the former, canonical category you will find such films as Sense and Sensibility (1995), Emma (1996), Mansfield Park (1999), Little Dorrit (1987), Wuthering Heights (1992), Jane Eyre (1996), The Portrait of a Lady (1996), The Wings of a Dove (1998), An Ideal Husband (1999), A Handful of Dust (1988), Mrs. Dalloway (1997), A Passage to India (1984), A Room with a View (1987), Where Angels Fear to Tread (1991), Howards End (1991), Much Ado about Nothing (1993), Hamlet (1996), A Midsummer Night’s Dream (1996, 1999), and Twelfth Night (1996), among many others. The category of historical reconstructions would include dramatized portraits of British royalty, such as The Madness of King George (1995); adaptations from contemporary literature set in the past, like Heat and Dust (1982), White Mischief (1987), The Remains of the Day (1993), and Angels and Insects (1995); political and literary biopics, like Gandhi (1982); and, finally, period dramas based on original screenplays — e.g., Another Country (1984) and Shakespeare in Love (1998).


    Despite the conservatism of heritage cinema, the spirit of New Cinema lives on in Great Britain in the work of a handful of directors, some of whom did their apprentice work under its major figures. I am thinking particularly of the social realist Ken Loach (born 1936), with such films as Kes (1969), Family Life (1972), Riff Raff (1990), and The Navigators (2001); Mike Leigh (born 1943), who harks back to the “kitchen sink” realism of New Cinema in such films as High Hopes (1988), Naked (1993), and Secrets and Lies (1996); the eclectic Stephen Frears (born 1941), who has directed important films like My Beautiful Laundrette (1985), Prick Up Your Ears (1987), and Sammy and Rosie Get Laid (1988); and Terence Davies (born 1945), noted especially for two quasi-autobiographical films that capture the pathos of working-class life in his native Liverpool, Distant Voices, Still Lives (1988) and The Long Day Closes (1992). To this list may be added the Irish filmmakers Neil Jordan (born 1950) and Jim Sheridan (born 1949), the Scottish directors Bill Forsyth (born 1946) and Danny Boyle (born 1956), and the Welshmen Chris Monger (born 1950) and Paul Turner (born 1945).


    The independent producer Bill Cartlidge once said that the British film industry is “permanently ill, but goes into remission now and then.” Interviews with English Filmmakers: Powell to Pawlikowski is a collection interviews chiefly on that cinema when it has been in remission — that is, on the British art cinema as it emerged particularly in the post-World War II period and prospered until the turn of the twenty-first century (when Internet piracy began to put more and more pressure on producers and directors to make strictly commercial, international, blockbuster-style films that could turn a huge profit within the first few weeks of their release).


    Interviews with English Filmmakers: Powell to Pawlikowski includes interviews with seventeen British filmmakers: Michael Powell, Carol Reed, David Lean, Charles Crichton, Jack Clayton, Lindsay Anderson, Karel Reisz, John Schlesinger, Ken Russell, Tony Richardson, Ken Loach, Stephen Frears, Peter Greenaway, Mike Leigh, Terence Davies, Pawel Pawlikowski, and Kenneth Branagh. Also included are interviews with the following three Anglo-American directors: Joseph Losey, James Ivory, and Richard Lester. Supplementing all of these interviews are a historical introduction to English cinema, a feature filmography for each director interviewed, director-specific bibliographies, a general bibliography on British film, and a comprehensive index.


    Interviews with English Filmmakers: Powell to Pawlikowski is hardly designed to be an exhaustive book on the art of British film, but it is intended to be a representative one. This volume is aimed not only, as one might think, at scholars, college students, and teachers of university-level courses in British cinema and the history of film. Interviews with English Filmmakers is also aimed at cultivated moviegoers and theater patrons. It is thus not an erudite or pedantic tome targeted only at a limited audience of specialists; instead, this volume is meant to be a highly accessible yet subtly expressive and copiously illustrated collection of interviews, all of which deal with cinematic (as well as dramatic) questions of interest to many educated readers and spectators — not just British ones.


    The operative term in Interviews with English Filmmakers: Powell to Pawlikowski, it should be clear, is “art.” I have nothing against money (who really does?), but I like my film art — British or otherwise — divorced from it, or divorced from dependence on it, as much as possible. I hope the reader will agree and read on — or carry on, as the English say — with pleasure as well as profit.

  


  
    


    


    INTERVIEWS


    The British Are Coming

  


  
    “ ‘It’s Not Too Late to Do It Again’: An Interview with Michael Powell,” by Tony Williams, from Films and Filming, no. 326 (Nov. 1981): 10-16.


    


    Michael Powell (1905-90) graduated from “quota quickies” of the thirties to a distinguished career in partnership with Emeric Pressburger, directing such classics as 49th Parallel (1941), A Matter of Life and Death (1946), Black Narcissus (1947), The Red Shoes (1948), and The Tales of Hoffman (1951). The Powell and Pressburger team came to be relied upon for superbly crafted, highly individual, emotionally, imaginatively, and visually intense works that show the British cinema at its most creative and accomplished.


    Although he made a string of British cinema classics — including, in addition to the above-named films, The Life and Death of Colonel Blimp (1943) — Powell was for many years a somewhat neglected figure, until rediscovery on both sides of the Atlantic brought him back into the limelight at the start of the 1980s. One of the reasons for this neglect was Powell’s most controversial work, Peeping Tom (1960), made after an amicable split with Pressburger in 1957. This film damaged his career but has experienced a sharp turnaround in critical opinion since Martin Scorsese led its revival in the late 1970s. In 1986, at the age of eighty-one and four years before his death in 1990, Powell issued the first volume of his autobiography, A Life in Movies.


    In 1981, Tony Williams interviewed Powell at the Zoetrope Studios in Hollywood where he is based, working as a consultant to Francis Ford Coppola.


    


    Tony Williams: What are you currently doing at Zoetrope Studios?


    


    Michael Powell: I came down last year in March to look things over. At that time they were shooting Hammett [1982], a film about the early days of Dashiell Hammett in San Francisco. He was writing detective stories for a magazine called The Black Mask. This is really a story within a story. You see Hammett creating the characters with whom he has to deal. They’re not just fictional characters but people who walk off the street and start behaving immediately like Dashiell Hammett characters. It’s a nice idea.


    Frederic Forrest plays Hammett, a nervous, imaginative, almost white-haired, moustached man. He also plays the lead in Coppola’s One from the Heart [1982], which we’re just finishing, as a very sturdy young American who owns half a junkyard at Las Vegas, a man in his thirties, tough, sentimental, brutal, and kind — like most Americans. It’s an American comedy, sort of It Happened One Night in Las Vegas in 1981. He and Teri Garr are two young Americans, both attractive, always fighting, surrounded by every possible modern gadget that they don’t even notice, ordinary supermarket Americans but filled with immortal longings, passions, hatred, and love. I think the film will be a bigger success in Europe than here. It all takes place in Las Vegas on July 4th, so it’s got plenty of production.


    


    TW: The usual impression about your role, in England now, is: “How unusual it is for a British director to be working in an American studio!”, but throughout your career you’ve always had a Hollywood connection. I believe you began as an assistant to Rex Ingram in France in 1925?


    


    MP: Yes, that’s quite right. I spent the weekend with Walter Strohm, who used to be studio manager at Culver City and MGM. He and I both joined Rex Ingram together in 1925. He was filling me in over what had gone on in those fifty fabulous years in between. We hadn’t met since those early days but had hundreds of acquaintances in common. When I went to England first, I was determined to get into British pictures and make big British films, but after I made The Edge of the World [1937] I got such a bad reception. Nobody wanted to know about the film. The only people who praised it really (apart from one English critic called George Atkinson — I’ll always remember him with gratitude) were the Americans. The American film critics chose it as the best foreign film of the year. So, I thought I’d go to Hollywood. I had a lot of friends there from the old Rex Ingram-Ben Hur [1925] days. In fact I had a job waiting for me at MGM. Then my agent, Christopher Mann, asked Alexander Korda to see The Edge of the World. Although he didn’t have much money at the time he gave me a year’s contract without quite knowing what I could do for him, but just to keep me in the country. I’ll always remember that.


    


    TW: Didn’t you direct The Thief of Bagdad [1940] in America?


    


    MP: No. People got that wrong. We all knew the war was coming but not when, of course. Alex had already promised Churchill that as soon as war was declared, all the top technicians he had working on The Thief of Bagdad would immediately pitch in under the leadership of Ian Dalrymple, who was a very good editor as well as producer, and make the first propaganda film of the war, which was The Lion Has Wings [1939].


    When war was declared, I was working on the flying carpet sequences with Sabu. That was on Sunday. On Monday I was already shooting for the Royal Air Force (RAF). We were flying over the balloon barrage and going down to Mildenhall, which was a bomber station, so I was able to get them leaving on the first air raid of the war to Kiel. Others took over various parts of The Lion Has Wings, so filming on The Thief of Bagdad came to a complete stop. Then Korda tucked the whole thing under his arm, including Conrad Veidt and Sabu, his brothers, the whole production, really all that was left — the big scene in the Temple with the all-seeing Eye and the Spider and the Grand Canyon scenes. That was all filmed here in this studio (i.e., the present site of Zoetrope). The scenes were constructed here and were shot either by Alexander or Zoltan Korda.


    


    TW: What led to your collaboration with Emeric Pressburger and who did what?


    


    MP: Emeric’s the writer and I’m the director. We only called ourselves producers to stop others from calling themselves producers. Korda introduced us. Emeric was a contract writer for Korda and I was a contract director. When Korda and Irving Asher, the producer, decided to make The Spy in Black [1939] with Conrad Veidt and Valerie Hobson, Emeric was brought in to re-write the script because Veidt’s part was not good enough. I was taken over from the contract I had with Korda to direct it and we made a big success of it. It opened during the first week of the war and was a huge success — about a heroic German! By that time I was working on The Lion Has Wings and so I said to Emeric, “Sit down, old chap, and write an original — Contraband [1940] with Conrad Veidt and Valerie Hobson — because it looks like the film business is folding up, so, before that, let’s make another picture.” It turned out to be the first of hundreds during the war.


    


    TW: One scene in Contraband intrigued me. Toward the end of the film there is a fight in an attic room with all these busts of Chamberlain. When one character knocks another out cold with a bust, he speaks the line, “The old boy still has some fight left in him yet.” Wasn’t this the period when Chamberlain had left the office of Prime Minister?


    


    MP: No, he was still in office. When France fell, Chamberlain was out and Churchill in. But, at the time, Churchill was Lord of the Admiralty and Chamberlain still Prime Minister. But, of course, he was already the laughing stock of the Nazis and of his own people.


    


    TW: I notice the influence of America even in your British films. In The Life and Death of Colonel Blimp [1943] you have the World War I American Negro soldier, there’s John Sweet in A Canterbury Tale [1944], and, of course, the final romantic alliance between Briton and American in A Matter of Life and Death [1946].


    


    MP: We were following a rough propaganda line dictated by the Ministry of Information but, as you rightly say, I’ve always had this link with Hollywood because there were always people here I’d either met when we were quite young or knew about. We had mutual friends as when William Wyler first came over to England to do one or two propaganda films for the war effort. I’ve always been a great believer in London and Hollywood being closely in touch. Hollywood very badly needs a flourishing industry with London because of all the actors, writers, and general talent. We need an exchange of talent all the time and it’s very bad for the business if everything is concentrated in Hollywood as it is now, with only one or two pictures being made in London. It’s out of balance.


    


    TW: So what exactly is your present role as a creative consultant?


    


    MP: I come in on nearly everything. My advice is asked. It doesn’t have to be taken. Quite often Francis will ask my opinion about sequences and rushes even when we’re shooting. We also discuss other films that are going to be made here. Scripts are written. I read them and give my opinion. There’s a good deal to do. I’m pretty busy. I find I’m busier advising than making a film!


    


    TW: Your special project is Ursula Le Guin’s The Earthsea Trilogy [1975]. What attracted you to this project in particular?


    


    MP: Ten years ago, the first book in this trilogy — A Wizard of Earthsea — was published by Puffin in England. It got the most fabulous review in The Times Literary Supplement. I liked the sound of it and went right out and bought it. I read it and could not believe that such a distinguished piece of writing was published by Puffin. That’s not saying anything about Puffin but Puffin’s for kids, and this is by no means only for kiddies. It’s for everybody. So I wrote a letter saying, “It’s great!” “Who are you?” “Who did the map?” and “Why are you being published by Puffin?” This started a correspondence that went on for the next ten years. She published two more books in the trilogy. Each one was just as good as the other, so gradually when I gave up the idea of doing The Tempest in England — because people said, “Oh Christ! Now he wants to do The Tempest! It’s a good script but you know Micky Powell and you never know where it will end!” — I began to rough out a script of the Ursula Le Guin trilogy. Having done a few sequences, I summoned up courage and sent them to her. She was delighted with them. I said, “In that case, let’s do the script together.” We have done it so by correspondence. We have met only twice, once in San Francisco and Portland, Oregon, where she lives. It’s been a most happy collaboration and it’s still going on.


    


    TW: Throughout your career you’ve had several fruitful collaborations with actors — Conrad Veidt, Anton Walbrook, Pamela Brown, Esmond Knight, and, of course, the best screen performance from Wendy Hiller in I Know Where I’m Going [1945].


    


    MP: I love working with good actors. It’s really a creative process, what goes on between you, if you trust each other. It’s the way that Scorsese is cultivating a wonderful relationship with Robert De Niro. They now understand each other’s slightest thoughts. It makes for wonderful support on the screen, not just in life. Esmond Knight was an old friend and I knew what a versatile actor he was. Everyone else just knew him as a handsome leading man.


    


    TW: I find in your English films an interesting critique of British institutions and insularity, particularly in Colonel Blimp. What gave you the idea for this film?


    


    MP: It was the previous film — One of Our Aircraft Is Missing [1942]. It had Godfrey Tearle playing an old rear-gunner based on the character of Arnold Wilson, who was lost but said, “I’m going to fight this war and not hide behind the bodies of young men!” He had a scene with the pilot (Hugh Burden) in which they talked about the girls (one of whom was Pamela Brown) and he said, “You know, you’re very like me when I was young and you’ll be just as I am when you’re old.” The young man said to him, “Do you feel all right, George?” This scene was cut out of the picture. It came at an awkward time and was a bit too long. But Emeric said to me afterwards, “Let’s make a film about that idea” — the young man who can’t understand what the old man was talking about and the older man who remembers how he was when he was young.


    


    TW: We’ve now seen the full version In England, particularly the opening confrontation scene (properly restored) between James McKechnie’s young officer and Roger Livesey’s Blimp.


    


    MP: He says all sorts of insulting things and the old Blimp says, “How on earth can you know what I was like forty years ago?” We then go back and see that he was just as hot-headed, only the War Office cracked down on him or he decided to settle down to being a jolly good soldier.


    The full version is an entirely different picture, because it was central really to hear the incomprehension of the young man and then go back to relive the life of the old man. Emeric Pressburger and I owe that to the BBC (British Broadcasting Corporation) and BFI (British Film Institute) because they got together and decided to reconstitute it.


    


    TW: There’s a remarkable scene between Blimp and a South African soldier in World War I. The latter believes in torturing information out of captured Germans while Blimp still holds to the anachronistic British sense of fair play.


    


    MP: That was a good sequence later completely cut out. The actor was Reginald Tate, who had played Rochester in the stage version of Jane Eyre just before that.


    


    TW: It was quite forward for a movie made at that time to show that Britain has to adopt some unorthodox methods to survive.


    


    MP: Oh, sure. We meant it to be hard-hitting. It wasn’t cut at the time, just criticized. The War Office was shocked about it.


    


    TW: Didn’t Churchill try to suppress the whole film?


    


    MP: That was because old James Grigg at the War Office was making such a fuss about it. “It’s bringing the Army into disgrace!” I don’t think that Churchill ever read the script.


    


    TW: Though I haven’t seen it for over ten years, 49th Parallel [1941] seemed to have a certain degree of complexity.


    


    MP: Not really. It’s a very simple idea, like the one in Agatha Christie’s Ten Little Indians [1939].


    


    TW: As a propaganda movie it seems to have a simple idea, but in the film I end up admiring Eric Portman’s German officer. He does make it to the U.S.A. but he’s brought back to British territory by very unfair means. There are characters supposed, at the time, to represent the best of Allied ideals but I find them very difficult to believe in — Olivier’s obnoxious French-Canadian, Walbrook’s weak Huttie, and Leslie Howard’s silly Englishman. At one point in the film he’s criticized by a German character for escaping to Canada to avoid conscription. At no point of the film is this ever refuted.


    


    MP: Well, what about it? People are complex. They’re not just black and white.


    


    TW: It seems very remarkable for a film of its time, when Germans were generally painted very black elsewhere.


    


    MP: It’s certainly remarkable in that we were both very civilized people. We thought — and still think — that the best propaganda is insidious propaganda. Nobody believes black-and-white propaganda.


    


    TW: I believe you once described A Canterbury Tale as a crusade against materialism?


    


    MP: One of the themes of the story was that. Emeric said, “Why don’t we make a film about the sort of ideals we are fighting for?” Obviously, one of the most interesting characters in a discussion of that kind is the complete materialist played by Dennis Price.


    


    TW: At the climax he does get to play in Canterbury Cathedral.


    


    MP: Yes, but he’s only one of the pilgrims. They all get their desire. The girl finds her young man, whom she thought was dead; John Sweet learns that his fiancée has gone to Australia with the WACs; and Dennis Price plays the organ before going overseas and probably getting killed. All get their desire except Mr. Culpepper.


    


    TW: I find that the three pilgrims who get their desire are all learning. They have their traditions behind them, like Dennis Price, who wants to play the organ properly. The American is interested in the English heritage. Eric Portman also reveres England but his other side is “The Glue Man,” pouring glue on English girls to stop them from fraternizing with GIs.


    


    MP: The trouble with a man like that is that he’s a loner. If he had had a wife, she’d have told him not to be so silly and taken his glue away from him. But he’s a typical Englishman in that way. I tried to indicate that by the type of things he was interested in. You see in his room mountain climbing and walking scenes — things you do alone. So a chap on his own gets a bit cracked sometimes — monomaniacal.


    


    TW: The opening scenes of a falcon transferred into an aircraft and the falconer into a soldier to abruptly show the passage of time in a second seemed very reminiscent of what happens to the bone in the “Dawn of Man” sequence from Kubrick’s 2001 [1968].


    


    MP: Others have pointed that out to me. We always borrow from one another. Martin Scorsese always says he borrowed this or that from Peeping Tom [1960] or The Red Shoes [1948].


    


    TW: What was your basic intention in making A Matter of Life and Death?


    


    MP: We were asked by the Ministry of Information to make a film about Anglo-American relations. They said that, as long as we were losing the war, relationships were very good but, when we started winning together, relationships were deteriorating a bit. People started to criticize each other. You remember some of the things that General Patton said. So they suggested we make something amusing and witty about American relationships with the British. The whole film was based on that. All the different characters are designed towards that end. The man who does not die falls in love with an American girl when he should have reported in Heaven. From then on, it’s a fight on Earth and in Heaven for the love and happiness of these two people — quite a simple idea but a big idea. I liked it very much. It’s my personal favorite of all my films. But I don’t think I could have made a fantasy of it. That’s why all the miracle stuff came in. I got all that from all the doctors who’d been in the war and had seen so many brain injuries happening around them.


    


    TW: What made you decide to do the Heaven scenes in monochrome and the English scenes in color?


    


    MP: We thought they should be opposed to each other. It seemed pretty obvious. It was Emeric’s idea that one should be in monochrome and the other in color. Then it seemed quite natural that the world everybody knew should be in color and the world they didn’t in monochrome. As the angels were going to have white wings anyway, it would be all right. It all fitted in.


    


    TW: Was there a critique of British insularity and imperialism along with the sexual repression themes in Black Narcissus [1947]?


    


    MP: Not really. There was some of that in the book and we admired the book very much. It was one of the few films we made taken from a book, Rumer Godden’s 1939 book. It was very well balanced about the Indians and the British, as in her 1946 novel The River, filmed by Renoir in 1951.


    


    TW: Were not the nuns destroyed not only by their personal flaws but also by the nature of the environment?


    


    MP: It was because of the special environment. They were obviously successful down in Calcutta where the mother monastery was. But when they were put in this extraordinary, windy palace, it was too much for them — the atmosphere and the loneliness and, as they say, the wind. And, of course, Deborah Kerr in her big scene when she describes to David Farrar and Kathleen Byron how she had a lover in Ireland and he went away. Because she was so ashamed at being deserted, she became a nun.


    


    TW: I notice that, in contrast to Hitchcock, as a director you seem fascinated by red-haired women in your films — Kathleen Byron, Pamela Brown, Maxine Audley, and Moira Shearer, to name a few.


    


    MP: I do like red hair very much. It usually goes with a quick temperament and lovely skin.


    


    TW: Gone to Earth [1950] was a co-production with David Selznick?


    


    MP: It was. Funnily enough, I’m gong to have dinner with Jennifer Jones this week.


    


    TW: One reference work mentions narration by Joseph Cotten.


    


    MP: There was some narration in the American version — that is the Selznick version — but not in ours. It was slightly different from Selznick’s. He shot some extra scenes and they were directed by Rouben Mamoulian. He told me about them and said they were not very important changes.


    


    TW: Was Jennifer Jones’s role similar to her Duel in the Sun [1946] image?


    


    MP: No, it was a very much more moving role. She was a very simple childlike sort of girl. Esmond Knight played her father, a coffin-maker. She was a real Shropshire country girl, very simple and attractive. She marries the parson and runs off with the squire.


    


    TW: Was this a project you wanted to do yourself?


    


    MP: No. But many English filmmakers were interested in Mary Webb. At one point they were going to make a film of her novel Precious Bane [1924], which was a very big bestseller. Robert Donat was going to star in it but because of the war they did not make it. Korda had bought the rights to the Mary Webb book Gone to Earth and so he asked us if we would like to film it. All my family on my mother’s side come from Worcestershire and Shropshire (my father’s side is from the Welsh Marches), so I was quite keen to do it as I knew the people, the country, the voices. It was a very good story but rather melodramatic. Gone to Earth was our most popular film in France up to that time, where it was called Le Renarde — The Vixen — and still is.


    


    TW: Were you satisfied with the final version?


    


    MP: Yes, I thought it was a beautiful film. If you want to criticize it, it was a little long-winded. It’s a simple theme. There wasn’t much complication in it except, “Will she run away with the squire?” and “Will she run away from the squire to the parson?” That was about it. So I made a gorgeous picture with marvelous hunting scenes. I re-created the country of my childhood with all the horses, dogs, dog-carts, traps, and the kind of people I knew when I was a child.


    


    TW: I find in British criticism, particularly journalism, a suspicion of the operatic use of cinema. Anything highly visual and colorful that cannot be confined within the canons of good taste, straightforward narrative, and low-key control, is regarded as being in “bad taste.” It’s a smear that has been used unjustly against your films, particularly The Red Shoes, The Tales of Hoffmann [1951], and Oh…Rosalinda!! [1955], which are based on the operatic effect.


    


    MP: Yes, that’s right. Of course, they can always criticize my taste. I don’t mind that.


    


    TW: The Red Shoes was considerably successful at the time?


    


    MP: The film went considerably over budget because we did not realize that when we had a ballet company we also would have to see them quite often in the course of the story, because it’s all about a ballet. So we found that we used them about every day for scenes and rehearsals. This took us over our original budget for the dance part of the film, but it was still the most commercially successful film we ever made.


    


    TW: Was The Tales of Hoffmann a difficult project to get off the ground?


    


    MP: Not terribly, because we weren’t too happy with the films we had made with Korda up to that time. This was the second time we were with him after the war and they hadn’t quite come off. We couldn’t agree on a subject between us. Thomas Beecham, who enjoyed working with us on The Red Shoes, asked us to come and see him and suggested we do an opera — The Tales of Hoffmann. We liked the idea and, when we suggested it to Korda, he asked one or two people and they were all enthusiastic. Korda had never seen the opera. So it was quite a happy picture because everybody agreed to do it. We got all the old gang from The Red Shoes together again — Helpmann, Massine, and Moira — and got happily to work. It was a very happy picture and got quickly done. We worked for some time with Sir Thomas on the cutting and arranging of the score. It was not new music but the themes had to be developed a little bit differently from the opening — the “Dragonfly” ballet and things like that. When we were quite satisfied with all that on the piano, Sir Thomas did the orchestration and we recorded the picture with selected voices. They were selected to look like the actors, actresses, and dancers who played the parts in the film. Then the whole film was made to playback. It only took about forty-five days and was what I call a “composed film.” What had been done before — and I always thought it was a good idea — was a film called The Robber Symphony [1936], in which Friedrich Feher wrote the music, recorded it, and then did a film to the music. I said, “This must be the only way to do an opera, so let’s record it with singers and mostly record it with dancers, then we’ll have a wonderful picture.” In effect, that’s the way it worked out. We had the first night in America at the Metropolitan Opera.


    


    TW: This is very reminiscent of silent film directors who had an orchestra on set to play to their actors for inspiration.


    


    MP: Yes. I go back a long way. I worked with big directors who had their four-piece orchestra on the set, like Rex Ingram. The first film I worked on — Mare Nostrum [1926] — had a theme tune continually being played, “The Serenata to Shelley.”


    


    TW: Was your idea with Oh…Rosalinda!! to make a popular version of an opera with general appeal, using star names of the time?


    


    MP: It was Emeric’s idea. The girls were very good. Mel Ferrer was a good comedian. I liked the idea but I think we tried too hard on that. It became a little complicated and wasn’t simple enough.


    


    TW: I found problems of synchronization with the music.


    


    MP: Yes. An operetta’s a very tricky thing to produce, much more than an opera. It’s difficult to make into a film because the plot is stupid, intentionally stupid, and you don’t go out of your way to make a stupid plot in a film. Sometimes they arrive on your lap but you shouldn’t try to do them. An operetta has to have excuses for misunderstandings like a farce, nice frothy numbers, everybody having a good time. It’s not quite on the same level as a fine film.


    


    TW: Obsessiveness and creativity link many of your characters — Anton Walbrook in The Red Shoes and The Tales of Hoffmann and Mark Lewis of Peeping Tom.


    


    MP: All artists are more or less obsessed. They’re more interesting when they are — and more obsessive.


    


    TW: What led you to make Peeping Tom?


    


    MP: I got in touch with Leo Marks because I’d heard that he’d done a very clever scene involving a cryptogram for Carve Her Name with Pride [1958]. It was just after I’d parted from Emeric Pressburger. He first suggested a story of a double agent who betrays both sides, but I said I didn’t want to do a spy story. We talked for two or three weeks. Finally, he came to me with this idea, “Would you like to make a film about a young man who murders people with his camera?” I said [clicking his fingers], “Yes! You’re on! Just tell me the idea.” He gave me some ideas and I commissioned him. After that he came round twice a week with more sequences and I would criticize them and he would re-write them. Gradually the script was done that way but he wrote the whole script. It was his idea: Leo Marks.


    


    TW: Was the idea of audience identification with the killer there from the start?


    


    MP: Yes. It’s the way you shoot it. You can look on at a thing or you can preach about it or you can absolutely identify yourself with the young cameraman. Since any good director turns himself into a camera — I Am a Camera [1955] is the story of every director — I decided to do it that way. I did the horrifying sequence with the young boy with my son Columba, who was about seven at the time, because I knew he wouldn’t be frightened if he did it with me. The, as he played my son, I played his father in the film-within-the-film. It gradually grew like that, so the whole thing became a family affair and the family practically turned into a lens.


    


    TW: Did you anticipate the storm that arose when the film was released?


    


    MP: No. I was very surprised because they weren’t just bad reviews but vicious attacks. They more or less said that I was morbid and diseased in my mind and was trying to influence other people to be the same. I don’t think any director ever had a worse attack. I was completely taken aback, very surprised, and it did me a lot of harm professionally. It meant that any subject I wanted to do that was unusual — and I have a whole shelf of them — I wasn’t allowed to. I could not raise the money. What I should have done when I realized this, was that I should have come straight here. They have not got the prejudices here. I knew my films were known there. I didn’t know they were so admired, although I’ve kept friendships here for the forty or fifty years since I started with an American company. But I clung to England because I’m English and naturally wanted to make English films. But I should have seen the writing on the wall and cut and run.


    


    TW: Was Peeping Tom’s voyeurism influenced by Hitchcock?


    


    MP: No, not at all. In Psycho [1960], which I think is his best picture, there’s so much humor inside that saves it. I think he got criticized, but they didn’t take it as seriously as they took Peeping Tom.


    


    TW: Don’t you think England has a particularly negative attitude towards creativity, and people doing things in new directions, which is harmful in the end?


    


    MP: I don’t know whether it is a general thing. If they do attack an artist, they’re worse than anybody because a certain amount of hypocrisy comes into it as well. Look at Francis Bacon. He really got severely mauled. But I don’t think the English public and cognoscenti are worse than any others. Perhaps there is a source of hypocrisy that gets added to it. Also, being islanders, they really are insular. They’re a bit isolated from Continental thought and I never have been. I’ve always been very closely identified with everything that’s happening there. I know a lot about it, a lot about art, and they may be a little bit jealous of that.


    


    TW: I’ve read that you originally wanted Pamela Brown to play Anna Massey’s mother instead of Maxine Audley.


    


    MP: Yes, because she and Anna Massey could easily be mother and daughter. They look a bit like each other and have almost the same color hair. Pamela’s was a deep red. Anna’s was more chestnut. They would have made a wonderful mother and daughter.


    


    TW: Mark’s stepmother is blonde. So are the prostitutes he kills. Was he taking something against his stepmother out on them?


    


    MP: Well, I didn’t go that deeply into it except instinctively.


    


    TW: You’ve done cameo appearances before in One of Our Aircraft Is Missing and in The Edge of the World.


    


    MP: In both cases it wasn’t just as a show-off, because the kind of actor we’d have had to take to the island of Foula in The Edge of the World would have been unbearable, so I played the part and my wife played the girl. Then the part in One of Our Aircraft Is Missing — it just happened that the actor didn’t arrive at the airfield where we were shooting or else he didn’t have his pass. So I just stepped in and did the part for him.


    


    TW: For the BBC-TV showing of The Edge of the World, you shot a new prologue and epilogue, returning there forty years later. The North Sea oil was proposed as something that changed the situation of the islanders. I’ve heard from some people living on the Scottish coast that the oil has not preserved the communities but scattered them even more. Accommodation, particularly in Aberdeen, is now very expensive.


    


    MP: On the mainland, yes. But you’ll find that it’s had a tremendous effect in Shetland. What it’s done for Lerwick is known. They are frightfully good negotiators. The Shetlanders did the deal themselves with the oil companies. They only leased them the port. The big oil port up there is leased only for twenty years. After that, they own it. It’s revolutionized the economy of Shetland. They’re a very hardheaded and good-humoured people. Very difficult to get round them.


    


    TW: I read somewhere that you have stated your admiration for Walt Disney.


    


    MP: He was one of the great innovators in film. One of the things I disliked was that, when talkies came in, a lot of the timing of silent films went out the window and nobody made those marvelous slapstick comedies anymore, because there were only verbal jokes. But Disney kept on making those wonderful cartoons for at least another ten years, so he kept alive the whole idea of film comedy and narrative-through-image. People don’t realize that they owe an enormous lot to him. His films still move. For five years pictures just bogged down in a welter of talk. He was a great inventor and innovator. I was very fond of him; whenever I was in Hollywood after the war, I always spent a day with him.


    


    TW: There are surrealistic and fantasy elements in all of your films, particularly The Small Back Room [1949]. Which branch of surrealism interests you?


    


    MP: I don’t altogether agree about surrealism because, trained as I have been from the very early days, films are surrealistic. Any film. Because anybody who can start to tell a story in a street or a field just using a camera and an actor — that’s pure surrealism. Anything may happen. It’s more expressionism that you are referring to. There was a sequence where David Farrar was waiting for the girl to come back to the room. There’s a wonderful shot of him underneath, with the bottle falling over on him. We made several bottles of different sizes and shot them from different angles and had great fun doing it. But the critics jumped on me immediately, “Oh, Michael Powell with his German tendencies and German art director must have these German expressionist ideas!”


    


    TW: There are some things that have worked very well, like those giant pencils in Mark’s pocket in Peeping Tom.


    


    MP: They were about three-and-a-half feet long. That’s the only way you could have done that. Leo wrote the sequence just like that — the pencils fall out of his pocket. I said, “You realize, Leo, pencils are only so big. The gantry of a studio is forty feet up. But I can do it all right.” When he saw it, he said that it was one of the best shots in the picture, yet he never knew at the time. I asked the prop man to give me some dummy pencils and pens to drop in this sequence, over three feet long! And it worked.


    


    TW: After making The Earthsea Trilogy, do you see yourself based in America permanently?


    


    MP: No, I hope not. One of the things I hope to get together is a group of producers and then a studio like Pinewood. That’s why Coppola and I were thinking of buying Pinewood. Also, I hear that a consortium in England would like to do the same thing. Good luck to them because it’s no good having the dead hand of Rank over the whole thing. If Rank is not going to make pictures, then let them get cut. What isn’t fair is to sit on the whole thing and say, “We’re not going to make any more pictures.” It has a dampening effect on the whole British film industry. I would like to get together a group of five or six clever producers — some of whom are over here making pictures — to guarantee Pinewood a certain number of pictures per year. That’s how we did the old independent producers set-up when we went from Denham Studios to Pinewood with David Lean, Ronald Neame, Carol Reed, and that bunch. It’s not too late to do it again.
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    Immediately after the Second World War, Carol Reed (1906-76) ascended to the front rank of British filmmakers with Odd Man Out (1947). This coincided with his becoming his own producer, and, for the next four years, everything he touched as a director turned to gold. Odd Man Out was a beautifully complex psychological thriller that overcame its grim subject — the final hours of a mortally wounded IRA gunman on the run — to become a critical and box-office success on both sides of the Atlantic. Along with Michael Powell and Emeric Pressburger, David Lean, and Frank Launder and Sidney Gilliat, Reed was part of that generation of British filmmakers whose movies transformed the British film industry


    The success of Odd Man Out led to a contract with Alexander Korda, for whom Reed made five films, beginning with The Fallen Idol (1948). This was a superbly crafted thriller that turns on a child’s misconception of adult emotional entanglements. It was followed in 1949 by the director’s acknowledged masterpiece, The Third Man. This was Reed’s second collaboration with Graham Greene and is the best film noir ever made in Great Britain. Like all the best of the genre, the film is deeply romantic, despite its surface cynicism, and it’s this that has caused it to remain in the public memory for so long, together with the fact that The Third Man did not underestimate its audience’s intelligence. The picture is set in a crumbling, depressed postwar Vienna, which, as beautifully shot by Robert Krasker in atmospheric black and white, seems almost to be a character in the story.


    After his excellent but unjustly neglected Outcast of the Islands (1951), Reed found his critical reputation taking a somewhat downward turn in the 1950s and early ’60s, when he turned out a number of more expensive but less meticulously crafted productions such as the Hollywood-made Trapeze (1958) and The Agony and the Ecstasy (1965). His fortunes revived with Oliver! (1968), an exuberant musical version of Dickens’ Oliver Twist, which won six Academy Awards, including Best Picture and Best Director.


    


    Charles Thomas Samuels: You’ve said that much of the excellence of The Third Man [1949] is due to location shooting. If you had your choice, would you shoot everything on location?


    


    Carol Reed: Yes. I suffered a lot of opposition over going to Vienna with The Third Man. In those days, one didn’t take actors on location. But here’s an example of the way finance does dominate the business. If you’ve got five weeks on location, you know you’ve got to get all your shots in that period. We had a day and a night unit. The actors we used at night didn’t work in the day and vice versa. We worked from eight p.m. to five a.m., then went to bed, got up at ten a.m., worked with the day unit until four, and then went back to bed until eight. That way we got double the work done in the same time. It’s a bit of a rush, but it’s better to rush than not get it all and have to match things in the studio.


    


    CTS: Despite your expressed admiration for producers, you’ve often acted in that role yourself. Why?


    


    CR: Because on those particular pictures I didn’t need a producer, the money was set. But a producer can be very valuable…I’ve never had problems with producers except when they’ve tried to rush me. Some producers are inclined to do that even when they know you’re not behind because they hope to earn some time in case you fall back. When they do that to me, it has the reverse effect.


    


    CTS: How much supervision do you give your editor?


    


    CR: I edit as I go along — during the lunch break. I never take lunch in the studio; I don’t like to sit down or see anyone else sitting down. I feel more lively when I stand. I go into the cutting room at one every day to see the previous day’s rushes. Then each Saturday I work with the editor (if we’re not shooting) so that the final cut only takes two days after shooting’s done.


    


    CTS: Your editing is very brisk.


    


    CR: David Lean told me I cut too much.


    


    CTS: He cuts too little. Tell me, why did you use Robert Bearing to edit so many of your films?


    


    CR: I had no control. He was chief editor for all films made at Gainsborough. I didn’t get on with him.


    


    CTS: Could he change your work?


    


    CR: It was such a different business then. Bob Bearing was inclined to resent directors. Very often I wasn’t even invited to see the editing. But a director must work with his editor. Directing is conveying to actors what you had in mind while working with the author. After that, the editor must understand not only what you did on the floor, but what the author had in mind — a man the editor has never even met.


    


    CTS: Let’s move from technique to content for a minute. Although several of your films are outstanding, they rarely move outside traditional practices — except one in particular. You like unhappy endings (that’s why I find The Fallen Idol [1948] case puzzling). Is this a conscious rebellion against commercial formulas?


    


    CR: You must always do as you like, gambling on the possibility that what you like is also commercial. I used to be very much criticized for ending my films unhappily. At one time, it was thought that every picture must end with an embrace so that the audience could go out happy, but I don’t think that’s what it did. A picture should end as it has to. I don’t think anything in life ends “right.” The ending of The Fallen Idol is only partly happy. After all, the boy is now finished with the butler, although he used to adore him. In The Third Man, Graham Greene wanted Joseph Cotten to overtake Alida Valli in that car; then the film would finish with the couple walking down the road. I insisted that she pass him by. David Selznick had some money in the film (I think it took care of Cotten and Orson Welles’s valet). I must say he was very nice and appreciative about the picture as soon as he saw it, but he said, “Jesus, couldn’t we make a shot where the girl gets together with the fella?” “It was in the original script,” I said, “But we chucked it out. I’m not sure if it was a good idea.” But I mean, the whole point with the Valli character in that film is that she’d experienced a fatal love — and then along comes this silly American!


    


    CTS: Whose idea was it to cast Orson Welles as Harry Lime?


    


    CR: Mine. I was having dinner one night with Orson. I’d just gotten the synopsis from Graham Greene, which I thought was all right, so I told Orson that there was a wonderful part in it for him. He asked to read it, but I said, “Look, the script’s not ready yet, but I’m sure you’ll like it even though you don’t come on until halfway through.” “I’d much rather come in two-thirds of the way through,” he replied. After a week, I got Greene’s treatment, which I accepted. By this time David Selznick wanted me to do Tess of the D’Urbervilles [1891, Thomas Hardy], which I wasn’t very keen on. He had a script, which we both thought was pretty bad, so I asked him to have work done to it and meanwhile let me go ahead with The Third Man, since it was something we could knock off quickly. I said I wanted Orson and Cotten, who I knew was under contract to Selznick, as was Valli. “Cotten and Valli you can have,” he said, “but you can’t have Orson.” I asked why, knowing very well that Orson wasn’t under contract to him and that he preferred me to use someone who was. Besides that, I think Orson one day had made a pass at Jennifer or something. Selznick was very strong on Noël Coward’s playing Harry, but of course that would have been disastrous. It went on and on. When I started the film, Selznick was still going on about Noël. Alexander Korda, the producer, didn’t care, however, so in the end I got Orson.


    


    CTS: What was Welles like to work with?


    


    CR: Wonderful! Marvelous!


    


    CTS: He didn’t try to direct himself?


    


    CR: He was difficult only about the starting date, telling me how busy he was with this and that. So I said, “Look, we’re going on location for five weeks. Any week — give us two days’ notice — we’ll be ready for you. And give me one week out of seven in the studio.” He kept to it. He came straight off the train in Vienna one morning, and we did his first shot by nine o’clock. “Jeez,” he said, “this is the way to make pictures!” He walked across the Prater, said two lines to Cotten, and then I said. “Go back to the hotel, have breakfast; we’re going into the sewers, and we’ll send for you.” “Great! Wonderful!” He comes down into the sewers and says, “Carol, I can’t play this part!” “What’s the matter?” “I can’t do it. I can’t work in a sewer. I come from California! My throat! I’m so cold!” I said, “Look, Orson, in the time it’s taking us to talk about this, you can do the shot. All you do is stand there, look off and see some police after you, turn, and run away.” “Carol,” he said, “Get someone else to play this. I cannot work under such conditions.” “Orson, Orson, we’re lit for you. Just stand there.” “All right, but do it quick!” Then he looks off, turns away, and runs off into the sewers. Then all of a sudden I hear a voice shouting, “Don’t cut the cameras! Don’t cut the cameras! I’m coming back.” He runs back, through the whole river, stands underneath a cascade over his head (this out of camera range, mind you!), and does all sorts of things, so that he came away absolutely dripping. “How was that?” he asks. “Wonderful Marvelous!” I said. “Okay. I’ll be back at the hotel. Call me when you need me.” With Orson, you know, everything has to be a drama. But there were no arguments of any sort at all.


    


    CTS: He improvised that scene! But surely not the famous hand coming through the grate!


    


    CR: That was my hand; I did it on location before he arrived because I knew that Harry must try to escape the sewers. The shot immediately preceding that was done with Orson in the studio, because in Vienna there isn’t any staircase leading directly up to a drain…And the censors objected to Cotten’s shooting Harry Lime (since it was a mercy killing). That’s why Trevor Howard now shouts from off-camera, “If you see him, shoot.” Cotten isn’t killing a friend, you see, he’s only following orders.


    


    CTS: Who was responsible for the marvelous business in the introduction of Harry: the great idea of his being exposed by the cat?


    


    CR: Oh, God, so many cats! That was all improvised.


    


    CTS: How?


    


    CR: I do happen to remember this. I was worried about finding Harry in that doorway; I didn’t want Cotten just to pass by and see him because then the audience wouldn’t know who the man in the doorway was. When Cotten brings Valli
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