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‘When I am writing I talk about what I feel and what I want to see. The screenplay is words, sentences, which make the picture. It’s a beautiful craft because I have to create the pictures in my mind.’


Krzysztof Piesiewicz       



















Introduction





After working for a Hollywood film studio in my early twenties and reading a lot of screenplays on the weekends, I tried my hand at writing a script. Why not? Everyone else in LA was doing it. What followed was a bit of a mess, a 140-page detective comedy about a forty-two-year-old bachelor who lives in his parents’ garage and thinks he’s Magnum P.I. Sensing a foul odour, I only asked one friend to read it. He hated it. I put it in a drawer and it hasn’t been seen since.


Six years, a different country, and hundreds of ‘coverage reports’ later, I was still interested in screenwriting. I was curious to know how things were done, and I’d been searching for the elusive answers for some time. I started with Syd Field’s ubiquitous book Screenplay, I read Christopher Vogler’s clever review of Joseph Campbell’s ideas, I flipped through Robert McKee’s bible, I watched nine hundred films in three years, and I even earned a Masters Degree in Film History. But when it came down to writing a screenplay, I still didn’t know how it was done.


Then I envisioned a book wherein aspiring screenwriters could learn about the craft from professionals as they revisit their work. Imagine the possibilities: instead of poring over story charts or pondering mythical archetypes, the student could have a private audience with the professional screenwriter as they are guided through the creation process of the film. The screenwriter could have the space to comment on what worked and what didn’t in the finished film; why that happened; and how they handled the painstaking process of creating a three-dimensional world out of images previously seen only within the privacy of their own mind. The more I thought about the idea, the more it appealed to me. Screenwriters’ Masterclass could offer an innovative approach to the subjective task of learning the trade of screenwriting. In the process, it could create a valuable case history of the films explored; offering film historians and enthusiasts a rare glimpse behind the scenes to learn about how these movies came into existence.


Of course, the quality of this book would depend on the writers interviewed. That’s why I then considered widening the spectrum, interviewing not only the top Hollywood pros, but also leading European screenwriters, whose relationship to the audience is inevitably different. Falling in love with the sound of my own logic, I also realized, selfishly, that if I could find a publisher then I could also get them to pay for my travels to call upon my favourite screenwriters in person. Imagine it! New York City, London, Hollywood (not so exciting, but still …), Paris, Mexico City, even Malmö, Sweden.


I did indeed travel to some amazing places and, more importantly, met some amazing people. I sat in the window of a hotel bar on the southern tip of Sweden and watched passers-by gawk at Lukas Moodysson, the director of Together, which was more popular in Sweden than Titantic. I played basketball in Mexico City with Guillermo Arriaga, the screenwriter of Amores Perros. He was like the mayor of his neighbourhood, challenging his young son and his friends to take him on (he won every game). In New York, I sat in Wes Anderson’s office, under the family portrait of the Blumes that you see in the opening of his film, Rushmore. Bill Murray in an oil painting. Where else can you see that but in Wes Anderson’s office? In Paris I spent a cold spring morning with Michael Haneke in his flat off rue Jacob. When I greeted him I was hungover and cotton-mouthed, and he offered me pretzels instead of water. The interview fared much better. I returned to Paris and spent a hot summer afternoon with François Ozon. He was both elegant and funny and made jokes about Eric Rohmer being a cheapskate. I liked him very much. In fact, I liked them all very much. I hope this book doesn’t suffer as a result. There’s nothing worse than an interviewer who kisses ass.


What was very important from the outset was that we focus on one film in each writer’s body of work. This way, we could go deep into that film’s creation process and discover each writer’s individual working methods. The original concept behind this book was to watch one movie with each screenwriter. I did this in my first interview. The guinea pig was the Academy Award winner Ted Tally, the film The Silence of the Lambs. It was an amazing experience, sitting there in his hotel room as he told me what it was like to be on set with Jonathan Demme, Jodie Foster and Hannibal the Cannibal. His lucid comments brought this book to life. Other screenwriters elected not to watch their films for different reasons. I found that their interviews were just as fascinating as Ted Tally’s as they travelled back in time and revisited a time of intensive writing and revisions (and writing and revisions, and writing and revisions … and hand-wringing and, as a final kick in the teeth, crippling moments of self-doubt).


These interviews are here to both entertain and inform. They are meant to give film students hope, aspiring screenwriters knowledge, film enthusiasts the inside dirt and professional screenwriters a stick by which to measure themselves. More importantly, this book endeavours to treat screenwriters as artists, something that is often forgotten amid the translation of words into images and the never-ending battle for screen credits.




 





Kevin Conroy Scott


London, April 2004 
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‘There has never been a relationship between two main characters like this.’ Hannibal Lecter (Anthony Hopkins) intimidates Clarice Starling (Jodie Foster).
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TED TALLY


The Silence of the Lambs







‘Refrigerator Questions’





After studying theatre as an undergraduate at Yale, Ted Tally wrote plays in New York for ten years. He transitioned into writing for TV and film, his first feature credit was the Susan Sarandon drama White Palace (1991). Shortly thereafter he won an Oscar for Best Adapted Screenplay for The Silence of the Lambs (1992). Tally has a reputation in Hollywood for making beautiful screenplays out of difficult adaptations, as witnessed in his work on Cormac McCarthy’s novel All the Pretty Horses (2000).


Synopsis


The United States, the present. Young FBI agent Clarice Starling is assigned to help find a missing woman and save her from a serial killer named ‘Buffalo Bill’, who skins his victims. Clarice attempts to gain a better insight into the twisted mind of the killer by talking to an incarcerated psychopath, Dr Hannibal ‘The Cannibal’ Lecter, who prior to his capture was a respected psychiatrist. Starling’s mentor, FBI agent Jack Crawford, believes that Lecter might have the answers to questions that will help them locate the killer. Starling’s twisted relationship with Lecter not only forces her to confront her psychological demons, but also leads her to face-to-face with Buffalo Bill himself.




* * *





KEVIN CONROY SCOTT: Ted, who were your artistic heroes growing up? I’m thinking mainly in terms of playwrights, novelists and film-makers.


TED TALLY: Well, I didn’t read or see much theatre growing up, not until I was about eighteen. There weren’t that many opportunities to see live theatre around where I grew up. But I did read voraciously, I loved adventure books and science fiction – anything that was a thumping good read; and that could be Charles Dickens, too. Movies were just another world to me, though: I liked to go see them, but I didn’t figure these things were actually made by people – certainly not people like me.


You didn’t think of filmmaking as a tangible ambition?


Not at all. But theatre, as I began to act in plays and stuff, I thought was a viable kind of thing to pursue, because you could get a bunch of people together and put on a play. I didn’t know how to get a bunch of people together to make a movie …


So what was your first acting role on stage?


God, it was probably in the ninth grade, in a play called I Remember Mama. It’s sentimental, based on a book of memoirs about a Norwegian family in New York, it had been on Broadway. I just remember a bunch of North Carolina kids with terrible accents, trying to be Norwegian and play roles much older than themselves. But I was very bitten by theatre. I just loved the whole camaraderie of it. And I started doing tons of plays – summer theatre and community theatre, and every so often some pretty good university theatre, where occasionally they would let local kids be spear carriers. I was always in a couple of things at a time.


Can you pin-point a certain time where you thought you could create plays yourself?


Well, I was in a summer programme in North Carolina, it still exists, called the Governor School. It’s a six-to-eight-week summer programme for high school students, with teachers from all over the state. You have to apply and audition. So I went into the theatre programme and it was mostly acting and acting exercises, and we put on two productions during the course of that summer. And after the first production they said, ‘OK, for the last one we’re going to give you a chance to write your own play. And if you ever wanted to write a play, now’s your chance, because if they’re any good we’re going to put them on.’ It had never occurred to me to write a play before, but I couldn’t pass up that opportunity, so I wrote a strange kind of pantomime play with music and dance, and no dialogue. It was very arty – kind of like performance art. But it was very well-performed and some local person got wind of this and decided to tape it as a local television special. So I thought, ‘That was easy enough. Maybe next time I’ll try dialogue …’ Then I wrote a more conventional one-act play, a historical drama, and sent it off to a play competition, which it got picked for. And so that play was also staged.


Were you solely interested in writing at that time?


No, I was directing, I was designing sets, you had to do what you had to do, and in college I still mostly acted – I didn’t write a full-length play until I was a senior at Yale. I majored in drama, and I went to Yale because they had such a strong tradition of undergraduate productions with virtually no limitation on them; they had sixty or seventy a year. Each individual college there would put on a play, then there was the Yale Rep which was a professional theatre, and the Yale Drama School which had its own theatre activities. That was the attraction for me.


Was there anyone working in theatre at that time whom you especially admired?


This was the late sixties, so it was a time of great turbulence and a lot of very strange things were going on in the theatre, which I didn’t care very much for, because I’m innately conservative. But there were playwrights who I admired very much; Pinter, Arthur Kopit who I met and had a seminar with at Yale, Jack Gelber. There were a series of youngish off-Broadway playwrights of that generation that we all admired. We got such heavy doses of the classics academically that it was a turn-off – Ibsen, Strindberg, they just weren’t very 1969 for us … But we were constantly being told we should concentrate on Chekhov, that he was more modern than we realized, so we did read a lot of Chekhov.


Really, I was like a sponge at that point. I was also seeing lots of movies, because the college had cheap film societies. Every night they would show real prints on projectors in a huge law school auditorium, and for twenty-five cents you could go in and see great films that I’d never seen on television. I saw movies there that made up ninety per cent of my film education. I can remember seeing Truffaut films, which were an eye-opener to me. I’d even never seen a foreign film before. But they would also show Citizen Kane and Casablanca, and they would have ‘Hitchcock Week’.


Was there a particular Hitchcock film that stuck with you?


My favourite is Rear Window. I love a lot of them, he’s extraordinary, but I think Rear Window is the most wonderful combination of romance and claustrophobia. He would set himself such challenges, like ‘Can I do an entire film in a rowboat? Can I do a whole film in a courtyard …?’


Are you still involved in the theatre at all?


No, my theatre career, if you can call it a career, lasted for about ten years. I reached a point in my early thirties where I just thought I wasn’t really pushing to the next level in the theatre because it wasn’t going to happen. And I was also getting more interested in the movies.


It took you eight years to get your first film made. Living in New York City, what did you do to make ends meet financially?


Well, my plays were all getting staged, they just didn’t play for very long. But then they were getting subsequent production in regional theatres, and occasionally abroad. So I had a fairly good income from theatre royalties and publications. I kept getting writing grants too, so that helped. I graduated in drama in 1977 and right away had a professional production, and an agent, and a teaching grant, so I never had to work at any other job. And then pretty quickly I started getting asked if I would do TV scripts, within two or three years I think. Then I rewrote a TV movie called The Father Clements Story with Louis Gossett, Malcolm-Jamal Warner, and Carroll O’Connor, directed by Edwin Sherin, a good director. I had nothing to do with the actual making of it but they did a very good job of it and finally after all those years it gave me a little bit more credibility. I had a credit, and that helped me to get the job writing White Palace, which was the first feature film that I had made. I’d been like somebody hanging by his fingertips from a wall for years, and now finally I felt like I’d got my foot up on it.


Funnily enough, it seems like you had a very easy entry into professional writing, but then getting through the glass ceiling was another story.


I have a strange career in that way, it took me forever to get going and then I had a lot of early success, and then I went into a trough and nothing got made. It always seems like feast or famine. I don’t have any kind of game plan. I can go for three or four years without any movie being made, and then two or three will be made at once. I don’t think there’s a lot of rhyme or reason in this business.


You’ve said that one of the big breaks in your career came at the hands of Lindsay Anderson? 


Yes, this must have been about 1979, 1980. He sort of took me under his wing and he was a tough guy, very fierce and very proud, a very angry man. I think he had a real chip on his shoulder about a lot of things. But he really loved movies, and not just as a filmmaker but as a cinephile. He even wrote a book on John Ford.


When he first called me up, I was so green I’d never even seen a screenplay, didn’t even know what they looked like, but he said he’d show me one. I didn’t understand all the camera angles and those kinds of things, and he said, ‘Just leave them out; nobody reads them or takes any notice of them anyway.’ He told me to just write it like a play, where you have a lot more freedom to change the scene, and that was good advice. It was based on the Indian Mutiny and specifically the siege of Delhi in 1857. Lindsay grew up in India, it was very much in his blood, and he always wanted to make a movie set there: a Ford-style Western epic set in India. That was his obsession. And he would say things like, ‘This must be an epic. What do you think is an epic?’ And I would say, ‘Lawrence of Arabia is an epic’, and he’d say, ‘Don’t be ridiculous!’ Then all I could think of was Lean’s The Bridge on the River Kwai and he’d say, ‘That’s not an epic, that’s a war adventure.’ I kept trying to get him to define what an epic was, and I could never really get a clear answer, except that he would snort at anything I suggested. But I think he thought that an epic was something that really expressed a great national movement of people. It couldn’t just be a love story set against an epic background – it had to be War and Peace. It had to really suggest a change in ethics.


But Lindsay was his own worst enemy when it came to Hollywood and the making of films, because not only would he not suffer fools gladly, he wouldn’t suffer them at all. And you would cringe when you went to a studio meeting with him because you knew he just wasn’t going to censor himself if he thought he was speaking to an idiot. So, not surprisingly, most of his Hollywood movies never got made, including mine … But he was a patient and sometimes sarcastic teacher. I went back and forth from New York, where I was living then, to London or LA, working over a screenplay with him and he would say, ‘Yes, OK, well, that’s nice enough, and let’s have a scene where so-and-so happens.’ And I would go off and come back with reams of more pages. He never had any interest in editing this stuff, the final script was about 150 pages long and completely unfilmable in its length. But it had great scenes, great passion, great characters. He was a great teacher; it was like getting paid to learn how to write a screenplay. Anyway, we worked for a year, and then we just sort of abandoned it, he just never called again.


You’ve said elsewhere that when you’re adapting a book into a screenplay, you turn the book into a treatment before you do the first draft. Can you describe what this treatment consists of?


It’s about twenty-five or thirty single-spaced pages normally, in paragraph outline, and it has a very conventional three-act structure and it’s my attempt to describe the movie scene-by-scene. If it’s an important movie, I’ll go into some detail about what happens and why. There’s virtually no dialogue in it unless it’s really important to the scene – it’s suggested but I don’t want anybody to pin me down on that. And if it’s a small scene or a sequence of them I might just say ‘And now there’s a montage’ without going into too much detail. But it’s pretty specific; act one, scene one, two, three …


You actually number the scenes?


Oh yeah, there tend to be eight-to-ten scenes per act, and I reference the book. If I give this kind of thing to a producer or a director, I don’t know if they’ll sit there with the treatment in one hand and the book in the other, but if they care to look, I cross-reference, say, ‘Scene four of the movie uses pages thirty-five to forty-seven of the book, but with the following changes’, and I will suggest how it will change. It’s already beginning to change from the book by the time it’s a treatment. And then, usually by the time I’ve finished the treatment and maybe done some revision, I’ve absorbed almost everything from the book I’m ever going to. Very often the book is hardly referred to from that point, and the treatment becomes the blueprint for the screenplay. Only if I’m confused about some point or if I really want some bolstering of specific details am I going to go back to the book – or if I want to crib some dialogue. But basically I work off the treatment as I work. The treatment is really intended as a tool for myself, it’s to reduce the book to a manageable level and to give me the illusion that I have a road map for the screenplay. It never quite works out that way: when you’re writing you’re continually finding out what you thought you needed and didn’t need after all, so you tear out three pages of the treatment, throw them away and do something else, wing it. I wish there was a way of knowing those things in advance; you’d save a lot of time and a lot of heartache. But I can’t, I just have to write my way into it – which you wouldn’t think would be true with an adaptation but it happens anyway. I said to Jonathan Demme one time, we were talking about cutting a scene and I said, ‘I worked for weeks on this, we got it polished and you were happy with it, Kristi made the set, we got the costumes, the actors there, we shot it. Wouldn’t it be better if we had known in advance that we didn’t need it?’ And he said, ‘If we’d known, it would have been boring …’


You’ve said that the first act is always a struggle for you. Is this because you’re trying to get the audience involved as well as getting exposition out of the way?


Partly. It’s also just that you’re coming to grips with a story and characters that are not your own and that you’ve got to try to make your own, and that’s just an almost physical struggle until you feel some mastery over it. It may be a world you’ve never lived in or imagined before, it may be science fiction or a western, or something that you don’t really have the dramatic vocabulary for – you’ve faked your way into getting the job and now you’ve got to actually sit down and do it. So that first half of the first act is a tremendous struggle, and those pages get constantly rewritten. But by the time you get to the last part of the act, it goes by in a blur and you hand it in.


Other writers have said the same thing, about how hard it is to get momentum.


Well, you put a lot of pressure on yourself because you’re so conscious of the importance of those first ten or twelve pages. Somebody said, and it’s not much of an exaggeration, ‘The only thing that matters in a screenplay is the first ten pages, and the only thing that matters in a movie is the last ten minutes.’ From a Hollywood point of view there’s some truth in that. If the first ten pages don’t grab the agent then they’re not going to tell the client to read it, or the studio person, or whatever. If the audience doesn’t walk out happy after the last ten minutes then they’re not going to recommend the movie to their friends. I don’t agonize so much over the last ten pages of the script, because by then I’ve got the rhythm going and I feel like I know what I’m doing. The first draft in particular, I feel like it’s mine – it’s the one time during the process of making the movie where I have total control over what I’m doing, I don’t really have to answer to anybody.


Do you then feel a lot of pressure when you turn in the first draft to the producer?


I didn’t use to. And in truth, now, from the point of view of worrying if they are going to like it, or hate me, or am I going to get fired or whatever, I don’t feel that way. After I stick that first draft into a FedEx envelope and send it off, I sleep like a baby! Because I feel like I’ve done the best I could and if they don’t like it there’s not much else I could have done. But I’m very conscious that there’s pressure on a first draft now that didn’t used to be – that they’re hiring me to do it and paying me a lot of money, and the first draft has got to be as polished as I can possibly make it.


I’ve had movies where I’ve still never written anything but the first draft, I have movies where the first draft hung around for eight years and then got green-lit. I’ve had movies where the first draft was on the internet within a week of me posting it into the studio. It’s a first draft, but there’s no privacy any more, it gets leaked somewhere, and suddenly people are reviewing my first draft. That happened with Red Dragon. And it’s a weird feeling. ‘Guys, it’s not done yet! Can I get the director’s notes before I get yours?’ So there is that feeling that once a script leaves your hands, you don’t know where it’s going or who’s going to see it, and it’s very important to make it good. From the moment you turn in a first draft, it’s either on its way to being a movie or it’s on its way to development hell – one or the other is going to happen. It’s not like anybody’s going to say, ‘This is an interesting idea, let’s gently nurture and develop this and maybe in a year after a lot of work we’ll have something …’


How did you come across Thomas Harris’s novel, The Silence of the Lambs?


It was actually sent to me by Tom Harris, who was a client at an art gallery where my wife worked and was great friends with the gallery owner, and still is. I met Tom a couple of times, once at an art exhibit in New Haven, and I had dinner with him a couple of times. So I knew him socially and I admired his books and he knew I was a playwright, but I don’t think he’d seen anything that I’d written. So I said, ‘What are you working on?’ And he just mailed a soft-cover press copy, and I read it, and because I knew the Lecter character from Red Dragon, I was just beside myself, I couldn’t believe how powerful this story was. But I assumed that someone was already doing the screenplay since the publication date was only three or four weeks away. Throughout my career I’d never been able to catch up to a good book before it’s too late: by the time I would see it in a bookstore, the screenplay was already written. That’s one of the main reasons I switched agencies and went to ICM because they have a literary department in New York and they have people who hunt down books, and I thought I needed to get in that pipeline before it’s too late.


So I was weeping and wailing and saying, ‘This is too good to be available still’, and my wife said, ‘Call your agent and find out.’ She’s never let me forget that she was the one who nagged me into getting that job … So I called my then-agent and she called Orion Pictures. And they said they didn’t have a screenwriter yet, and they remembered me because I wrote that Lindsay Anderson script for them and they liked it. They thought I was an interesting idea for this, but they were buying the book for Gene Hackman to direct and act in, and he wanted to write the screenplay too. But basically Orion said, ‘Hang in there, because we don’t think he can do this.’ Sure enough, three or four weeks later they called up again and said, ‘He was up to page thirty of the screenplay and only on page thirty of the book, so that’s not going to work out.’ I had to have a writing sample to show to him, and I had White Palace, which had just been green-lit. So again, after a year of bad timing it was suddenly good timing, because I could say there was this movie with Susan Sarandon that Universal were going to make, so now I have some credibility. Hackman read it and said, ‘OK, let’s talk.’ And I had to convince him to give me the job.


Did you find that daunting?


Yeah, a little scary. He’s a giant figure, and I had to go to his home in Santa Fe to meet him. I guess he still had some questions after our first meeting, because he then made me fly to Chicago and talk to him for four hours. His back was bothering him too, so he lay on the floor with a pillow under his head while I was talking and talking and talking. Every once in a while he would toss out some little bomb, he had some weird ideas for things he wanted to try visually, to which I just had to say, ‘Yes, that’s a good idea.’


Which role was he considering playing?


He couldn’t decide whether he was going to play Lecter or Crawford; he thought he might be taking on too much to play Lecter. And then when I was halfway through the first draft he got cold feet about the whole thing and dropped out. He didn’t call, which really offended me, since I’d done the whole song and dance for him and was beavering away on this job. For him to quit and not even call, I think, is appalling manners.


Going back, can you describe the excitement that you felt when reading the story?


First of all, I just thought it was so smart, so literary and knowing, and not just in a technological, police-procedural, serial-killer way – which Tom is extremely knowledgeable about. It’s so knowing about people and human nature and character, and the dialogue is so good. It was ‘the thriller’ raised to literature. And the story is just so unpredictable; to have the twinned killers, two bad guys instead of one, and the whole intricacy of the criminal plot. But, above all, it was the relationship between this young woman and this mad psychiatrist which was not like anything I’d ever seen. Jonathan and I were talking about it and he said, ‘This is new, dramatically; there has never been a relationship of two main characters like this.’


And then, for reasons I’m not even sure of, I felt very moved, and still do, by Clarice Starling. By her courage and vulnerability – and I probably respond more to courage in a main character than any other quality. She’s in a male world, and she’s a student, and she’s orphaned … I was just deeply moved by her. And Thomas Harris had so artfully worked in mythic underpinnings – it just had this feeling that there’s the orphaned young woman making her way in the world, and there’s the good stepfather in Crawford and the evil stepfather who’s Lecter who are taking on her education. That’s a huge part of the story, in fact it’s the emotional heart of the whole story; her search for a missing father and her attempt to replace that void which is never going to go away. The whole thing of saving the lamb and being able to save Catherine Martin is all tied up with her inability to save her own father when she was a child.


And this is what you saw clearly in your first read?


Oh yeah. And I also thought these are just incredible parts to attract actors. I guess from my theatre background I always think of that. I don’t see a specific actor when I’m writing a part but I always think of trying to give actors great stuff to do, because that’s what gets movies made and that’s what makes them memorable for audiences.


You said that when you’re adapting a novel you try to write the scenes that stick out in your mind. In the case of The Silence of the Lambs, I assume that the meeting of Clarice and Lecter was the first one.


Right. You’ve got to start with her tutorial from Crawford where he, as it turns out, is being quite manipulative and not entirely nice in sending her into this rat’s nest. Then you’ve got to have a journey into the labyrinth of Dr Chiltern … most of those building blocks as you adapt a book are pretty evident. But there are nine or ten key scenes that will tell the story. Then the question is what do you do with the really interesting ones that don’t fit into that scenario? And what do you do when you’ve got these grisly gaps between them: what is the new connective material and what is the new rhythm? Because you’re not going to have the rhythm of the book.


Jodie Foster commented that if we’d had a less sympathetic studio they would have made us cut down those long scenes between Clarice and Lecter, eight-page scenes where they’re just static, two people talking to each other. They wouldn’t have accepted it or understood that it’s the heart of the movie, it’s not just filler waiting for the next action sequence.


Each one of those scenes really crackles.


Well, it’s just great dialogue, and a lot of it is just verbatim from Thomas Harris. It’s like a fencing match, but with sexual overtures. Those things play like they’re theatre. I was a little worried that I was giving a director a very difficult job to keep that visually interesting. I was aware that I was dumping a very big slab on him and normally I try to be more sensitive towards a director. But there was no other way to do this. I kept them as short as I could but there was a limit to how much they could be cut.


There are numerous points of view in the novel. When did you figure out that you had to tell the screenplay from Clarice’s?


Well, that was part of the interest of the book. Then I was confronting this mountain of pages knowing I’d probably be ending up with only one-fifth or one-sixth of the text. So the first thing you’d better do in a case like that is to find an organizing principle, or an editing principle; and in that one it seemed pretty clear to me that Clarice is the character that we care most about, our surrogate going into this world. So it would also be more moving for the audience if we were made to see the story through her eyes.


At times I thought Clarice was in danger of being a do-gooder, a go-getter, or an annoyingly keen character. How did you overcome that?


Well, she’s smart and she is ambitious but not in a way that I think the audience would be offended by. But the biggest help there, is to have Jodie Foster play the part, because she’s such a great actress and so smart that it’s impossible for the audience not to respond to her and like her. As a screenwriter you always assume that an audience is much like yourself and so I assumed that if I cared this much about this character then so would the audience. As it went on and we had more perspective on it making the movie, we gradually began to realize that we were breaking all kinds of thriller rules, not only did we have a woman in the central role but we also had no action until the last half of the third act, we had no car chases. Not only that, but we didn’t even have our heroine in physical jeopardy until almost the very end of the movie. She’s in emotional jeopardy but she’s not in physical danger. It just broke rule after rule after rule in that way.


I didn’t know until later that a bunch of people in Hollywood had turned down the book and some very famous screenwriters had said it was un-filmable. Apparently some thought it was either too dark, or too complicated, or too ugly. I’m glad I was naïve enough not to think of it that way, because to me I felt like it was a home run; it was easy, except that it’s an embarrassment of riches. You’ve got a great hero, you’ve got a great villain, you’ve got great dialogue, great twists and turns, a fabulous finale.


What did you think of Jonathan Demme as the director? He was known for quirky character driven films like Something Wild and Melvin and Howard.


Well, I wasn’t suspicious of him. I liked him personally, his sense of humour and his talent. I didn’t quite know what was going to happen when he bashed heads with this material. I know that Jodie was the same, she told me she was terrified that he was going to bring some kind of irony to it. Jonathan is so liberal and so sweet that she was afraid he was going to do some goof on the FBI and make them look like fools. When she realized that wasn’t going to happen, she felt much better. And the moment I first started seeing the dailies, I knew he was going to nail it.


After which draft did Demme get hired?


He read the book after Gene Hackman dropped out, but before I finished the first draft, probably a month or two before. Initially he’d had no interest in reading the book because he thought it was just some slasher story, but once he read it he began to see possibilities. He read my first draft not long after it was finished, and we met, then I was just startled by the speed of things. We met in May 1989 and we were shooting in November. I don’t remember any big revisions.


And he invited you to be on the set …


Well, he wanted me to be there as much as I could be. It was hard, as I had a new child and I couldn’t spend the whole time in Pittsburgh. He was very nice, he said, ‘I don’t want you to come for two or three weeks at the start, because I need to establish my authority over this set and these actors and I don’t want them looking out of the side of their eye at you if I say something, because the actors will come to the screenwriter looking for emotional shortcuts and they need to have their own process to find a way into it.’ But he then told me that, any time after that, he hoped I’d come as often as I could, and if I couldn’t he’d send me dailies. He kept me very involved.


Considering you’d had some negative experience before that, how did that help you as a writer, being invited on set?


Oh, it was great, it made it real to me in a way that it had never been for my screenplays. Either they weren’t made, or they were made and I wasn’t involved in production. So it was an enormous payoff, both emotionally and artistically, after all the years in the wilderness – to see what was happening with all that time I’d spent alone in that room. It’s satisfying to write a play or a novel, but there ‘coming to life’ means it appears in print. The realization of the life you’ve created as a screenwriter is an astonishing thing to witness, especially for the first time. William Goldman says the most exciting day of a screenwriter’s life is the first day he is on the set of a movie that he wrote, and the most boring day of his life is the second day. Which is kind of true! [laughs] I’d been in theatres and seen sets and performances, but you can’t compare. I remember going into this giant abandoned turbine factory in Pittsburgh where they were building Lecter’s asylum and Gumb’s basement. I walk into an enormous three-storey set, and outside there are these girders and ladders, and it felt like there were hundreds of workers swarming over this thing, painters, people applying dust to the stones, people distressing the bars of the cell, costume people, lighting people, electricians, cables everywhere. I’m standing there staring at this, and Ed Saxon, the producer, says to me, ‘What hath Ted wrought!?’ And that was the feeling, an astonishing feeling, to see your ideas turning into a three-dimensional construction.


Now I’ve written a screenplay for Alexander the Great … well, it’s one thing for me to sit there and write, ‘The trumpet sounds and five thousand horsemen launch themselves across the plain.’ But to make that actually happen is a very difficult thing, and I’m sure I’ll have that same feeling if I’m standing there in Morocco watching that cavalry charge. It begins years before with a screenwriter, then it becomes somebody else’s problem! Thank god I’m not there having to feed those horses and clean up after them. I spent years writing plays hoping that, if I got lucky, one hundred and fifty people a night would come to see them. Then you write a movie and it opens and fifteen million people see it all over the world. That’s an astonishing thing for a writer.


Did you ever get notes from Orion on Silence of the Lambs?


No. At least, I never did. I’ve had two or three experiences where I never saw a single note from a studio. Either the director would absorb them and pick and choose the ones that they had some interest in, or just toss them out the window and say, ‘It’s too late, this ship will sail!’ When a movie is being made, in my experience, the studio tends to be very supportive; they just want to give you the best tools they can to make the best movie you can. Where they torment you, like a cat with a mouse, is when a script is in development hell and probably will never be made but they will never admit that – that’s where it can be agonizing. It’s all about diplomacy and studio politics, in ways that you’ll never be able to understand if you don’t live out here and know what’s going on behind the scenes: who’s in, who’s out, who has power and who doesn’t. It becomes about a lot of things besides about what’s going to make a script better … That part of it is no fun. And I always like the idea that it’s either quickly going to get green-lit or going into development hell. I lose interest quickly if it’s not going to become a movie. I just want to move on to something else. I’ve been in situations where there’s a lot of money still on the table but I’ve just made an amicable parting, if they’re not serious about making the movie, so they can keep the money and let me have my time back. There’s nothing deader than an un-produced screenplay.


Did you find it easier to adapt a thriller than a more literary screenplay?


I guess, in general, thrillers are easier to adapt. They give you a strong motor to drive the narrative, which other movies don’t necessarily do. All the Pretty Horses, from a structural point of view, wasn’t a difficult adaptation because it’s a simple plot – too simple, many critics may say. But it’s very dense so that’s a problem. Sometimes you can read a book and immediately there’s a hundred pages that just go right out, you know you don’t need them. But that book was very beautifully and densely written, with no wasted scenes. So it was kind of like Silence of the Lambs, an embarrassment of riches. And so much so, I would have liked to have done a TV mini-series of it. That’s how I feel when I hit a really good book, I feel it’s sad to reduce it to two hours, but that’s what they want and that’s what I do. 


When you wrote the first draft of Silence, who did you think of  playing Lecter?


I didn’t visualize an actor. I did think of Jodie Foster as Clarice, and that was hardly a leap of genius. In fact she called me as I was writing it, because she loved the book and was aware that I was doing the script. Tony Hopkins’s name came up when Jonathan and I started talking about casting. He’d played a lot of loonies, he’d done thrillers, and he had been very good on the stage, and we thought that to play that character we needed an actor with that kind of theatrical grounding. His language is so baroque and epigrammatic that it was not going to sound like credible speech unless there was a classically trained actor doing it. Also Tony is a handsome guy, we thought that was important too – that evil of that kind should have an attractiveness, it shouldn’t just be repugnant.


Were you worried about Lecter upstaging Clarice?


A little bit, but I knew that we wouldn’t care about him like we did her. He would impress people and be exciting but he wouldn’t move people as she did. And in the end she’s got a lot more to do, so she will be the star. Jodie said one time that it wasn’t the kind of part that gets awards, you do a lot of quiet listening and he’s got all the flashy stuff. I said I thought she was wrong: I didn’t think there would be a bigger woman’s role that year …


Lecter serves many different purposes in the story. Did you find it difficult making each facet of his character work? Mentor, sexual tormentor, friend, murderer, cannibal …


No, he just leaps right off the page. In Red Dragon I had to invent a lot more stuff that just didn’t exist in the book but with Silence I played very close. He is very much Thomas Harris’s invention and I was just hanging on to his coat-tails. Every once in a while I had to make up some new dialogue for him, or find some movie equivalent – something that could be spoken and acted – for the cryptic games he plays. But when a character is that well-written you just try to mimic what the novel is already doing.


Much of Crawford’s story is cut out. What was the logic behind that?


Well, that was very sad to me. I regretted that we couldn’t keep more of that in the movie because it’s very moving that his wife is dying. While he’s trying to find this killer his own life is a shambles and he’s trying to hold back the pain of that. Also, in some weird way it does inform his sort of muted sexual attraction to Clarice too. I struggled to keep that stuff in the screenplay. I think in the first draft there were a few scenes relating to Crawford’s wife. Bits of it might have stayed into the second draft but finally Jonathan said we had to face it, it wasn’t important enough, and we couldn’t afford it, and he was right.


There was other stuff: we had a whole sequence involving Senator Martin, where Clarice goes to Catherine’s apartment and Senator Martin finds her there finding the nude Polaroids and gets in trouble. That was one of the first things Jonathan shot, in Washington, and they’re not in the movie: scenes where Senator Martin is pissed off and Lecter has escaped and Clarice and Crawford get blamed for that and dismissed from the case. Jonathan always said it was his fault – he’d just started the movie, he didn’t know the actors well enough, and he didn’t direct the scenes very well. But the truth is, they were what he thought was ‘fake suspense’. In every cop film there’s always a point where the cop gets suspended from the case, but we always know that they’re going to come back on the case and solve it. We had truckloads of real suspense in this movie and we had trouble enough fitting all that in – we didn’t have room for fake suspense. But he didn’t know that until he shot it and it went into the edit. And I think they were one of the last things to come out.


Apart from Crawford’s story, what was the biggest change from the book to the film?


Gumb is a much richer character in the book. In the movie he’s really reduced to a cipher, we don’t know what makes him tick, he’s just kind of a bugaboo. And I regretted that, but I couldn’t see any way around it. I was trapped in my own logic; if it was from Clarice’s point of view, she doesn’t know anything about Gumb. I had to go to Catherine Martin for the suspense, for the famous Hollywood ticking-clock, but I really didn’t want to know too much about Gumb if Clarice didn’t know it. I didn’t want to put the audience in a superior position to her as it would have broken the bond with her. I think the strategy worked but it short-changed the Gumb character in a sad way. Jonathan said he made up for that with some extravagant improvisation, they managed to find something for him to do, some kind of weirdness, and it’s very creepy and effective but it short-changes the book a bit.


The music in that scene where he tries on his ‘wig’ was particularly … 


That’s them, there’s not much in the script there. That was a desperate actor and director thinking, ‘What the hell do we do now? What is this guy doing?’ When I first saw it I thought, ‘A nipple ring?’ I was horrified, but then I thought, ‘What would I have done in their shoes?’ You can’t have him just sitting there reading a TV Guide.


I just wanted to stay with Clarice at every possible moment and only cut from her in a case of dire necessity. I had to cut away from her for Lecter’s escape, which did affect the rest of the plot, but even that made us nervous. Jonathan said we were breaking another rule; we were cutting away from our main character for twelve minutes in the third act. He said, ‘Does that make you nervous?’ But I said it was just the greatest set piece of action: and if you didn’t have that, why make the movie?


In terms of not empowering the audience, another thing you change from the book is when Clarice comes to Lecter with the offer. In the book the reader knows it’s a bogus offer. In the film, the audience doesn’t know until later that Clarice is trying to dupe him …


It’s definitely a better strategy to try to sell them while you’re selling Lecter. We used the book as our bible, and where we saw an opportunity to take it further, we did. The piece at the end where Clarice thinks she’s missed the real action, just doing grunt work, and she comes to Gumb’s house just to ask a few questions – that slight overlap is suggested in the book, it happens for a beat, and you have to be reading it closely or you’ll miss it. Jonathan thought we could run with it, overlap, slice and dice, and have some fun. So we did.


I’d just like to take you through the film and ask you some questions about some specific scenes. For example, in the opening sequence where Clarice is running through the woods, alone, were the atmospherics and the sense of isolation important?


Well, it’s very much in character to see her alone in the woods in this strange setting. It’s quite a brilliant sequence by Jonathan. Is she chasing someone or is she running from someone? It’s ambiguous and it doesn’t particularly register that she’s in a training regiment. It has a wonderful physical intensity, Jodie had to actually do all of those things, which are not easy; she had to climb over a tall netting wall and flip over to the other side. So spunky little Jodie actually does all of these tasks, which was good for her getting into the part. We had talked about different kinds of credit sequences; at one point it was going to be very arty, close-ups on moths’ wings that were so abstracted that you didn’t know what you were looking at. 


Did you write a credit sequence of your own?


In my experience it’s hard to get the director to film what you want the credit sequence to be, it almost never happens. They consider it their own perk to devise that sequence, so I hardly ever even write them in the screenplay. I did for Red Dragon, which actually got made the way I wrote it, but that’s very rare. For Silence I just thought, ‘I’m not even going to bother. I’ll start with her approaching Crawford’s office.’ But Jonathan did something that I love, which is that he carries us into the movie, into this world and into this character, before we’ve had any dialogue. He doesn’t waste the credit sequence.


There are a lot of smooth transitions between scenes in Silence; words echoed, overlapping dialogue. Are they something that you pay close attention to?


I’m a sucker for that kind of transition, I like to do leap-forward transitions and dialogue where the next scene segues with this scene. Transitions are just as important as anything else that happens; they can be very important. And I’m always looking for what makes the strongest transition – it maybe something visual, it may be something in the music, it may be something verbal, I’m just trying to stitch the scenes together tightly.


Can you tell me something about when Clarice first meets Lecter at the hospital/prison. There is something of a build-up to get to his cell.


That kind of sequence, where Dr Chiltern is walking with Clarice and giving her the rules of how to talk to Lecter in his cell, is fun to write because, even though it’s all exposition, if you break it up enough and have it in an interesting visual space it doesn’t feel heavy. And this is such a creepy world we’re entering that I knew that a dry exposition would pay off against the setting.


So it’s like the audience takes in the exposition without knowing it?


Right, and there’s also something wonderfully creepy about layer upon layer upon layer of security here. It’s one of the longest build-ups to meeting a character you’ll ever see. The point is you want the audience so thoroughly rattled at the point they meet Lecter that anything will scare them.


There is a moment in that scene where we don’t see what she’s looking at, only her reaction. That’s the kind of thing we tried to do throughout the movie with violence. We wanted the audience’s imagination to be supplying images rather than having them on screen, if we could help it.


When Miggs says ‘I can smell your cunt’ – when that line comes out you know exactly where you are in the screenplay. Did you think it was really important?


We talked about that a lot, of course, and the throwing of the semen on her later – ‘Is it something we can really bear to have in here?’ And I thought, as disgusting as it is, it’s a way of absolutely pulling the rug out from the audience. If you do those things, they are going to now know for the rest of the movie that there are no rules – that anything might happen. So the unsettling effect of those moments carries over the next hour.


It was Tony Hopkins’ idea to discover Lecter standing upright in the middle of the cell, like he’s just been beamed down from a spaceship. But he also understood really well, after the enormous build-up to meeting this character, the value of now underplaying. I didn’t know what he was going to do with the part yet, I said, ‘I guess you have to pick and choose your moments where the madness is.’ He said, ‘If you’re mad, you’re mad all the time.’ So I was worried that we might get some hammy-ness or something if he played it mad all the time. He knew better, of course …


What about the moment when they first meet and he starts sniffing her through his Plexiglas, that wasn’t something written in the screenplay, was it?


No. The screenplay reflected the book, which had bars and netting in the cell. Jonathan made the discovery in the eleventh hour that they couldn’t shoot that effectively – you couldn’t get an unobstructed look at their faces, therefore the emotion was blunted. So the Plexiglas was a desperate improvisation on the set. And then they found the Plexiglas would help Jonathan visually but the actors couldn’t hear each other, so then the holes were an improvisation on the improvisation. It’s an interesting illustration of what happens when the screenplay turns into a movie, how you have to adapt to the physical reality. Also of course it feels much more dangerous if it seems like there’s no visual separation between them. It feels like they could touch each other and it’s much scarier.


And his famous line, ‘A census taker once tried to test me. I ate his liver with some fava beans and a nice Chianti.’ Was that from the hook as well? 


In the book it’s a nice Amarone, and I didn’t know what that was, but it turns out that it’s a very well-known Italian wine, big and heavy like a Cabernet. But I thought that if I don’t know that, and I like wine, then the audience is going to stop dead at that word. So I had to change it to something more conventional.


What sort of techniques did you use to write sexually? You always notice the sexual energy in the film because there are always people looking at Clarice in a sexual way even though there is no ‘love story’ in the film.


Well, Jodie Foster’s very beautiful … You know, another way in which this isn’t a conventional story is that there is no love story, no romance. It doesn’t interest Clarice to talk about pornographic scenes with Lecter or to imagine pornographic scenes with Crawford. I was very conscious that all of the events of this movie basically take place over a week, so there’s no way to cram a boyfriend in here, realistically. She’s got too much going on. Still, I like the sense that when she’s in a scene, the men are always checking her out.


There’s a nice moment when Clarice visits Lecter and she is wet … It’s wonderful, he sees her wet hair and sends the towel through his drawer … the whole way that their relationship evolves from the first scene up until the last, the way that they become a bit more intimate.


In a way that’s the love story.


Yes, it’s a kind of love story, controversially. And it’s the absolute heart and soul of the book. It’s almost like the whole Buffalo Bill investigation only exists to justify having these scenes.


Were you worried about Catherine Martin being the daughter of a senator – that it might put the audience off because it’s too convenient?


It seemed a bit coincidental, but I accepted that it would escalate the stakes for the plot in a way that nothing else could. You’ve got to have a ticking clock and now you have a ticking clock getting national attention, so it puts a lot more pressure on this rookie, that if she screws up now it could be her career going down the drain.


You said Thomas Harris really knows his police procedurals. Does he do a lot of research on serial-killers too?


Buffalo Bill’s method of abducting a potential victim came straight out of the book, but Tom Harris got it from the Ted Bundy case, the idea of a fake injury to illicit sympathy was something Ted Bundy used to do sometimes. I think, even though this is fictional, Tom Harris uses a lot of things from real life cases. Also, there was a famous serial-killer who had a basement where he kept women in Philadelphia. I think he’s put different pieces of different killers together to create someone like this.


Going back to violence off-screen, can you give me an example of that?


Yeah, people think that it’s a very violent movie but actually there’s only about a minute of on-screen violence in two hours. It’s usually off-screen completely or by implication. You just have to be extremely careful on a movie like this. Scaring an audience is a pleasure up to a point and then they just turn on you, they are repelled. And in fact the first time we saw the movie we were actually nervous, that it was too scary, that we’d miscalculated and made too scary a movie because there was such dead silence after the movie. Then we just realized that it was stunned silence, not unhappy silence …


How do you handle writing in reaction shots for actors? The off-screen violence is now transmitted through their faces.


You’re always trying to help actors with this. What’s important is not the emotion they’re playing but the emotion they’re trying to conceal, that’s what makes for a great scene.


How was your relationship with Thomas Harris as you were working on the screenplay?


Well, we didn’t know each other well and he was very polite and respectful about what I had to do. He stayed at arm’s length throughout the movie and said, ‘Do what you have to do and don’t worry about me.’ He was an unusual writer in that way, good at letting go and letting us do our thing without trying to manage the process. He offered to help me in any way I needed, he offered to read the script but not if I didn’t want to. He said, ‘I understand that movies have a different agenda from the book and if you want to do things differently, that’s OK.’


Can you tell me something about shooting the flashbacks and why you didn’t shoot more of them?


I could see that if we were going to have flashbacks, they should culminate, there should be some climactic thing, and we should see the child Clarice encountering the slaughter of the lambs and trying to save one of them. Jonathan was willing to shoot them, it was going to be the last thing we shot as we had to wait for the lambing season in spring, and it was going to cost a million dollars to set up the whole thing. Then Jonathan shot the scene where Clarice tells Lecter about the killing of the lambs. He sent the dailies to me and said to watch them and give him a call. So I watched these performances, and they were extraordinarily powerful, and Jonathan said, ‘How can I cut away from these performances to a flashback? It’s all there: she’s telling us the entire story in her face, in her words, we don’t need to see it as well.’ He said it’s just a primary rule of filmmaking that if you can show it instead of telling it, you show it, but don’t show it and tell it. He was right, but it was scary to me.


When did you realize it was right?


When I saw the dailies and saw it cut together. It was extraordinary. He actually said to me, ‘Watch Jodie’s performance, she could win an Academy Award because of this scene with Lecter.’ This was a year and a half before the movie opened. But it scared me because I hadn’t conceived it that way and I wasn’t actually sure that it could hold up without this flashback.


And then they did this very brilliant thing here where you’re aware of the bars of his temporary cell but as the scene gets more intense and more emotional they push the camera in so that the bars disappear and there’s just no space between them at all, which is just very good.


We also had a lot of discussions about this because Jonathan said, ‘We’ve had this enormous build-up to this revelation about her trying to save this little lamb. It’s not a person, it’s a lamb. And you like rack of lamb and so do I, so why should I care about this lamb?’ And I said, ‘I don’t care about the lamb, I care about her, and if she cares that deeply, I care too.’ He said, ‘I accept the logic of that’, and that sort of removed his last doubt about this scene.


The one thing we would have seen, which is very screenwriter-ly, is that at the end of the sequence of flashbacks when she got all the way to the barn and she sees somebody in an apron with a dead lamb in front of him, when the cowboy or rancher turns around to look at her, it’s Lecter. Which is the kind of thing screenwriters get excited about but directors don’t like because you’re trying too hard. It’s gilding the lily.


Yes, but in another way, when you’re writing a scene, you’re thinking about trying to get the story across so the reader understands it, not how the actors are going to deliver it. 


Right, but you’re also trying to play all the parts in your own head. And I think some of the best preparation for being a writer is to have been an actor.


You found that useful?


It sort of informs you as you write because you think, ‘If I was playing this part, I would feel like I wanted a big scene, I haven’t had a big scene yet.’ Even if you were playing a small part, you’d think, ‘If I were playing this part I’d want something interesting to do even if it was in one scene, one page of the movie, I wouldn’t want to just be a spear-carrier.’ It forces more creativity. It makes you not take any character for granted if you try to play the parts in your own mind. Or you say, ‘If I were trying to read this line, I would have trouble trying to make this line clear.’


And do you find yourself speaking out loud?


Not out loud, because then they lock you up … but in my mind I’m saying, ‘I would stumble on this word, I should change this word.’


All screenwriting and all of movie writing seems to be coming back to the same thing, which is learning what you can do without. Screenplays are always longer than the finished movie, more footage is shot than can actually be used. Movies are actually quite wasteful, because nobody knows until it’s too late. It’s always striking in your own movies that it seems like eight hours’ work and it turns into thirty seconds in the movie.


You were saying sometimes you’ll write three pages a day and some times one day is spent erasing two-and-a-half pages?


Yeah, you’re right, two pages one day and then the next day your whole day of work is spent erasing one of those pages.


Were you ever worried that the audience would guess that Lecter was playing dead in the ambulance, under the mask of skin?


No, I don’t see how you could possibly guess. I’ve seen this trick imitated since in other movies, but this is just a stunningly imaginative leap on the part of Thomas Harris. There are two great leaps, two great twists, this is the first and the second is when Clarice turns up alone at Gumb’s house just as you think the SWAT team is at Gumb’s house. Those two great sleights of hand that he pulls off are something that I could never have done. 


In our discussions working on this movie, Jonathan was always the one taking the big leap and I was always the logic maker. So I was saying, ‘OK, you need to kill the medic at the back of the van, but there’s the driver of the van and he’s got to take care of him too, can we at least see the van swerve violently?’ We shot it but we had to shut down the entire tunnel to do it, which wasn’t easy. And it was all cut.


Were you ever worried about the logic of Lecter’s escape scene not working?


No, I never worry about that kind of thing, what Jonathan called ‘refrigerator questions’. The first time I heard that, I asked Jonathan what he meant, and he said, ‘You’ve seen the movie, you’ve enjoyed it, you get home and open the refrigerator and say, “Wait a minute! How could that guy have done that?” He said, ‘If it doesn’t occur to you until you get to the refrigerator, it’s not important enough for us to worry about.’


Can you give me another example of a refrigerator question?


When I saw the house Gumb lives in, I thought the exterior location didn’t look big enough to have that gigantic basement, it would be confusing for the audience, and Jonathan said, ‘Refrigerator question!’


But you do need to make certain leaps of logic in filmmaking.


Sooner or later you do cheat in every movie; you just hope it’s not too glaring.


Talking about pacing, when you have a frenetic scene like Lecter’s violent escape, are you self-consciously letting the audience adjust and slow down now with a slower scene next?


Well, in the case of Lecter’s escape, which is the big action sequence in the movie, I thought that we’d really got to get off that. We’re well into the third act and you’ve got to move on. Enough noodling around with the clues, the characters and the audience need a breakthrough. So we were trying to jump forward to the breakthrough.


I’m very anxious because I know as a screenwriter here I’m adrift in the ocean! I’ve just had this great thing with Lecter and I know if I can just get Clarice to Gumb’s house, then that’s going to save me. But in between it’s hard. I know it’s going to work, even though it’s kind of very familiar madman in the basement chasing somebody in the dark, I know it’s going to work. 


When I wrote this first draft I was borrowing an office from Robert Benton, the film director and writer, and he knew the book and once in a while I would try to talk to him, thinking that he’d have better ideas than me. He never wanted to talk about it that way. But I did one time sit there moaning about how hard it was, and I said, ‘You know what? All this work, this whole thing, it just adds up to a madman in a basement chasing a girl, and you’ve seen that a million times – is that going to be enough?’ And he said, ‘That’s what you’ve promised the audience, that’s what it sets up for two hours so you’ve got to deliver that whether it’s been in a million movies or not, that’s what you’ve promised.’ The two characters have been coming to this collision for the entire movie. And yeah, it’s a madman in a basement but the night-vision goggles will help.


It’s not where you go, it’s how you get there.


Right, it’s how you get there and how much you care about the character.


This is the other thing I love; Catherine Martin is not just a victim, Catherine Martin is working as hard as she can to save her own life, she’s not waiting for someone to come and save her. It’s typical Thomas Harris that he cares about every character and he cares about every character’s self-interest, and in this situation you would try to think of something, you wouldn’t just sit there and wait to be killed. It just gives you one more plot line going on here.


Gumb’s basement lair feels like something out of a horror film, it’s almost a grotesque funhouse.


Jonathan was told once by Roger Corman, ‘The scariest shot in all of movies is the camera approaching a closed door, that you know somebody’s got to open it. The anticipation is much scarier than anything, it’s the most terrifying shot in the movie, it’s not expensive, it’s not special effects.’ So that scene uses this theory with a vengeance. I like how chaotic it is, it’s just like neither Clarice nor Catherine is in control, they’re just upset and they’re angry, neither one of them has a clue, they don’t know what they’re doing. It’s a long way from an Arnold Schwarzenegger action sequence.


So, after the denouement, how do you bring Hannibal back in at the end so the audience can, in a way, say goodbye and thanks?


This was another question. At one point I was even toying with the idea that he was in the back of the audience of the graduation, then I thought, ‘I can’t get away with that, it’s pushing too far.’ Or that he makes some comment on the phone that indicates that he was physically there, ‘You look lovely today’ or something. I think it’s enough that he calls her. I thought, ‘How would he possibly get this number, at this moment?’ And then I thought, ‘Refrigerator question.’


But Hannibal ringing her at her graduation was written differently in the book …


Initially when he calls, it turns out that he’s at Chiltern’s house and as he talks he’s strolling across a lawn, you see the sea, he steps over a body into the house, walks down the hall, and at the end of the scene he’s in Chiltern’s study where Chiltern is all bound and gagged and just very terrified. And it ended up with Lecter hanging up from her and saying, ‘Well, Dr Chiltern, shall we begin?’ And Jonathan said, ‘It’s great but it’s too horrific; even though Chiltern’s a slime-bag we have to give him at least some vague fighting chance of getting away.’ Then we came up with the idea that he would try to escape to a tropical island and maybe Lecter is already there ahead of him. And we don’t know how but maybe that would be more fun. Jonathan loved that idea, especially because it meant he could get a trip to a tropical island at the end of shooting this movie; after a winter in Pittsburgh, he could take a cruise in this case to Bimini or somewhere. Of course then he went through all that and the weather didn’t co-operate, it stayed overcast for days and they couldn’t get that pretty tropical thing that the script called for. But Ed Saxon said, ‘It’s OK, it’s atmospheric, the wind blew a lot, it’s kind of strange and gloomy for the tropics but it’s still got atmosphere.’


And this was a joke throughout the entire shoot. I said, ‘Jonathan, can I have my crane shot at the end? Nobody ever lets me end a movie with a crane shot.’ He said, ‘I will give you your crane shot.’ And in fact they had to get a barge to haul the crane to Bimini, you can’t just go to Bimini and find a movie crane, you had to haul it there. But he had promised me a crane shot.


It’s a good thing you saved a million bucks on the last flashback sequence.


Exactly. The other frustrating thing was that I didn’t get to go to Bimini. It would have been a fun thing but it just didn’t fit into my schedule. 


Could you have predicted that Silence of the Lambs would do as well as it did?


Well, I couldn’t have predicted. This movie now appears in books of the greatest films ever made, and the top hundred this and that. We couldn’t predict that but we knew it was a really good movie. We knew early on. I went to the set and they’d just shot that stuff in the storage unit where she finds the head. And I ran into Jonathan’s producer Kenneth Utt and asked, ‘How’s it going?’ He said, ‘We’re making a great movie.’ And this was only after three weeks; Anthony Hopkins hadn’t shot a single scene yet. Kenneth said, ‘I haven’t had this feeling on a movie since Midnight Cowboy; it’s going to be a classic’ So there was kind of that feeling throughout that something really cool was happening.


And Jonathan Demme, the way that he treated people – you were having fun?


You have to keep it light; you’re in Pittsburgh, it’s freezing, it’s February and you’re making a really dark movie. So there were a lot of practical jokes on set, a lot of goofing around, sometimes he would even make somebody deliberately do something wrong just to see if they could crack up Jodie Foster on camera, which is hard to do but he managed it once or twice. And dailies would be a thing where you’d bring popcorn and soda like going to a movie, even though it might only be fifteen minutes. People would see themselves on the screen and throw popcorn at the screen if it was bad. It was a great atmosphere and we knew, especially by the time Jodie and Anthony shot their scenes together, we knew it was amazingly powerful. The question was whether it was too powerful.


The first time I saw it other than in a screening room was at a private screening in New York with just people who were working on it. And then I came to Hollywood with Jonathan and wanted to show it to some friends here, just in a little screening room. I remember there were a few movie-star people there, who were just friends. Jonathan introduced me to Jessica Lange, and I said to her, ‘I just hope the critics allow Jonathan this movie, because it’s so different from his other work. They like to feel as if they determine what he does, and they like him doing comedies. I’m afraid they won’t allow him this movie.’ And Jessica Lange said, ‘I don’t think they have a choice …’
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‘Oh my fucking God, that was a trip that I just went through.’ Lucy (Ally Sheedy) considers her latest obsession.
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LISA CHOLODENKO


High Art







‘It’s about ordinary lives at ordinary moments’





Lisa Cholodenko is a native of Los Angeles who studied film in New York and made her debut feature as a writer-director in 1998 with High Art, starring Ally Sheedy. The original screenplay won the Waldo Salt Screenwriting Award at the Sundance Film Festival. Her second feature, Laurel Canyon (2002), starred Frances McDormand as a hedonistic record producer who seduces the young stars she works with, much to the chagrin of her conservative son.


Synopsis


New York, the present. Syd, an ambitious but inexperienced magazine editor, discovers that the woman living above her flat is none other than the famous photographer Lucy Berliner. Syd becomes acquainted with Lucy’s work and her junkie friends. Locating a step up the career ladder, Syd encourages Lucy to shoot new pictures for her magazine. At the same time, a strong attraction starts to develop between them. As the photo assignment continues, Syd and Lucy fall in love but with drastic consequences.




* * *





KEVIN CONROY SCOTT: Lisa, you’re from Los Angeles. Did you have a lot of exposure to the film business when you were growing up?


LISA CHOLODENKO: Well, I guess growing up here you get more exposure to it than the average American citizen … and I did have relatives who were in the business; I had an uncle who was married to my blood-aunt who was a producer, and a first cousin who was an entertainment lawyer. So I was seeing it peripherally, I was conscious of what they did. But they weren’t involved in my getting interested or involved in film. And I wasn’t one of those kids who’d put on plays or run around with a Super-8 in the back yard. I wasn’t sitting through double features at the weekends … I was aware of growing up in a cinema-obsessed city but it really wasn’t until I got to film school that I actually was exposed to a lot of the classic films. I went to college in San Francisco, did my undergraduate degree and became friends with people who were in the film school at San Francisco State, and that’s when I first got exposed to films by Fassbinder, Fellini, those people.


Did your parents encourage you at all to express yourself artistically?


My mum is an elementary school principal and my father is a graphic designer. He went to art school when he was younger, he painted and he’s an artist. So there were art books around and a general appreciation of aesthetics, they were very aesthetic people. I think because my father was aesthetically driven, he liked things to be pleasing and beautiful. My mum was like that too, but I think what was interesting about my upbringing was that on the one hand my father is a person who was trained and interested in aesthetics and himself a working artist in a commercial way, and then he is married to this person who was a school principal. I think both of those qualities combined are very similar to the things that comprise the personality of a film director.


Your mother being in charge and then your father having an eye for the frame?


Yeah, exactly.


What did you study at San Francisco State?


Oh, I just went there to go to college. I only got into college by the skin of my teeth. It wasn’t that I was a bad student, I just wasn’t present. I was just way more interested in late seventies’ sex, drugs and rock ’n’ roll.


Even when you were in high school?


Yeah. I mean I grew up in LA and it was fast, and I was kind of fast! I was just distracted. I was just more interested in the music and social things, and I went to an open public high school and I just wasn’t that focused. So by the time I got to San Francisco State I had to learn how to be academic.


What kind of music were you into then?


I just tapped into what was going on in LA in the late seventies, early eighties – Patti Smith, the Go-Gos. There was a late punk scene that was going on here that largely had its life around the Sunset Strip; it was where punk was giving way to New Wave. X was the largest of the bands and everything that came after them, Split Enz, all of that. So I saw a lot of gigs and was very interested in experimental bands.


How did your education take shape?


I found a major at San Francisco State that really appealed to me, it was an interdisciplinary major in Social Sciences, and basically it had these core classes that taught you how to synthesize a lot of different disciplines and pick a subject that you could study and write a thesis on. So I took classes in Critical Theory, Ethnic Studies, Women’s Studies and Anthropology, and I invented something, some place where they all intersected. It was an abstract degree …


Was writing something that came to you naturally or was it something that you had to really learn?


Because I was so half-in, half-out at high school I felt that I didn’t really learn how to write until I went to college. I had an experience that was kind of central to me. I took classes with Angela Davis and later became her teaching assistant. Before that I was a freshman in one of her classes and I got a C on a paper and I was really bereft about it, ashamed that Angela Davis gave me a C. I went to see her in her office and she said, ‘You know, you can rewrite this and I’ll re-grade you. Let’s talk about how to organize your ideas.’ And she went over it with me, patiently telling me about how to think through my writing.


Did you learn something about structure then?


Yeah, from that point on I realized that I really cared. I wanted to learn how to express myself. These were academic ideas, but it really was important to me to learn how to express myself clearly and succinctly and I think that was a moving moment, a galvanizing moment. It was like, ‘Now I have something to say, there’s something in there, and if I muddle it, it’s not going to come out so I have to discipline myself.’


Were you a light reader or a voracious reader at this time?


I was a casual reader. I really didn’t become a big reader until my mid-to-late twenties. But I do remember my sister had a boyfriend who was studying literature at UCLA and I really admired him. He would give me


books and one that was so hugely impressive to me was Thomas Mann’s Death in Venice. In college I was more interested in reading theory, like Roland Barthes, rather than literature. But I did get turned on to Virginia Woolf. To the Lighthouse had a huge effect on me. I remember reading an interview with the author of The Hours and he was talking about what impressed him about Virginia Woolf, he said her subject matter is ordinary lives at ordinary moments. The detail of the interior neurotic experience was fascinating to me. I was new to literature, so I thought that maybe everybody wrote about that, I don’t know, but for me I was just really taken by that Modernist stream of consciousness writing. It had a neurotic pace, the way thoughts beget thoughts, and it was something that felt familiar to me, a world could be invented that I can enter and totally identify with. So that was the first time I felt intimacy with a character through literature – it had a visceral, psychic identification for me.


Can you tell me about the development of your awareness of cinema?


I’d met these eccentric people at San Francisco State who were doing experimental film, a big person at that time was Trinh Minh-ha, a Vietnamese experimental filmmaker. There was also a pretty interesting faculty for a while, all these people were making personal and experimental films and I was struck by them. But I never thought there was anything viable in it, it seemed like something you indulge yourself in but it’s not a vocation. So I never really thought about it myself in a sustained way, but it lodged itself in my imagination somewhere. I finished my undergraduate studies and went overseas for a couple of years, and when I came back I needed a job so I moved back to LA and got a job at the American Film Institute.


That’s a good place to get a job …


Yeah, well, it was like, ‘I’ve got to do something and it seems kind of cool to be at the American Film Institute.’ Two friends of mine were working there, had been there for years, and they got me in. So I worked in the conservatory at their film school.


Did you see a lot of films there?


I saw a lot of the students’ films.


And were you starting to think that you might be able to do something similar?  


It was the first time I could say, ‘This is a profession, there’s a place for this.’ I was in this institute that was like the smorgasbord of everything. There’s the film festival, there was an archive, there was a foundation for training women film directors, there was a film school, all of these things going on like a culture, a society and system and a training place. I thought, ‘Finally, this makes sense.’ And it flicked a switch in me and I was sparked by this. Filmmaking was the first profession I’d come across in my mid-twenties that I thought I could devote myself to honestly. It took me a long time to figure out what I was going to focus on. But it didn’t feel right to not have a focus, I’m not the sort of person who can just hang. So it was exciting, and I was like ‘Ready, set, go.’ I got myself into a summer film programme at Stanford, we did a couple of theory classes and made a film, so I made my first little film up there and learned some rudimentary things about editing and shooting and whatever else I could learn in two months. And then I came back down to LA, left the AFI, and got a job as an assistant editor.


How did that come about?


Well, that’s the great thing about having grown up in LA, you don’t know who’s coming out of the woodwork. I knew somebody who was an executive at Columbia Pictures, her sister-in-law is one of my best friends, and she was the person responsible for Boyz N the Hood. They were gearing up to start filming it and I got a job as an apprentice editor in the cutting room.


I read somewhere that a lot of editors could make good screenwriters. Why do you think that is? Were there any lessons or techniques that you picked up?


I think the most important thing I learned in there is that you start with this huge bear of a film which really has no pacing or no point in a way, because you’re just pasting all the footage together. And that, I discovered later, is almost identical to screenwriting in that you have to keep whittling it down until it has its perfect amount of information to communicate what you need and retain tension. So I think the editing of the film is really the same as the editing of the script.


Basically – and this is what you are prone to do in film school – it’s really important not to get caught up in one piece of the film. If you put everything into getting that one piece into some kind of fine cut, it will be out of balance with the rest of the film. What editors do – or what I’ve done on my films, at least, and I think it’s a standard convention – is that you do capsules of the film. You go through it and make some cuts and get it in some kind of shape and then everything gets narrowed down, it’s like sculpting. So you never just go to the first ten minutes of the film and cut it till it’s perfect and then go to the next ten minutes. You keep slicing through the whole film.


That’s a really interesting analogy.


It’s really the same in a script, because I think if you just keep on the first three scenes you end up with a script that’s tight and good in the beginning and then just falls apart, and doesn’t even know what it wants to say. So it’s really important to know not to panic, it’s all going to come together; you’ve just got to keep pushing forward. You can’t just get hung up in one place.


High Art is primarily about photography and photographers in general. Was photography something that you were always interested in?


There was a group of photographers who’s work I admired and were part of the inspiration for the film. They knew each other from living in Boston and studying at the Museum School in the 70’s. They’re refered to as the ‘Boston School’ in art literature. Jack Pierson and David Armstong were among them, and Nan Goldin is probably the best known of the crew. There’s a sensibility that they all share – a kind of personal documentary style that I was very attracted to. Larry Clark is also in this tradition. He did a famous book called Tulsa and basically used people who were leading underground lives, involved in sex, drugs and rock ’n’ roll in a kind of depraved way, and he made art of it. And then it was appropriated in fashion photography in the early nineties and it became what was known as ‘heroin chic’, you know – skinny, strung out. That was all ripped off from these photographers who were shooting their friends shooting up and fucking and passed-out in cars. I was trying to make a meditation on that for High Art because I was struck by this chain of exploitation that was kind of overlooking the tragedy at its core.


So then when you went to Columbia University film school the story goes that you came under the tutelage of Milos Forman. How did that happen?


I was writing and directing, and in our third year the chair of the department, Annette Insdorf, decided to organize this class called ‘Mentors’ where she paired up ten or twelve of us with working directors. I was supposed to be paired with Alan Pakula and we had one meeting but he was really busy and couldn’t take me on. So I was the only one of ten students who was matched up, and Milos Forman had been the chair of the department and did Annette a favour and said, ‘I’ll take one of those students on if you need a back-up.’ So he made himself available and I had a semester of being mentored by him, which really consisted of him reading a draft of High Art that I had been writing while I was a student. He met with me to talk about the script and, ultimately, about how to make the film.


How many drafts did you write before Milos Forman saw it?


I had spent less than a year on it, so probably four major drafts or something. I was nervous; I’d given him this script and then I went to meet him in his house in Central Park South. I sat down in this big fat chair and he sat in the other one and lit up a big cigar, and I was smoking cigarettes at the time so I lit up. And in his thick Slavic accent, he said, ‘This is a great script, this is great writing.’ I was really flattered. At the time he was making The People vs. Larry Flynt and he felt like we were dealing with quite similar themes – the magazine world, heroin; there were things that crossed over. He also said there were one or two places where he didn’t buy it. Then we proceeded to have a conversation about casting and how to make the film in a certain way.


At Columbia, did you know that you wanted to be a writer-director? Was writing very important to you?


Yeah, I felt like there was a lot of attention being given to independent cinema and ‘New Queer Cinema’, a lot of things were going on in New York in the late eighties, early nineties. Jim Jarmusch had become an acclaimed director. And I was really keen to get out of LA and figure things out. It seemed like there was a road map, there was a way that you could take it into your own hands, and I thought that I had stories to tell.


Was High Art your first attempt at a feature length screenplay?


No, I’d written another one before that. It was inspired by some girl I was involved with who was bourgeois and had a gay brother who was whoring around New York. I thought it would be interesting to do a story about these two gay siblings who had these radically different lives. So the script was about this brother and sister, both gay, and the sister has a wife and they live in San Francisco. And the brother is decadent, a real sleep-around guy. The story starts when his lover informs him that he’s HIV, and then it’s about how the brother and sister come back together and help each other out. It was kind of great, but it felt too gay. And it’s still in my drawer. But one of the guys who was in my screenwriting class became a successful producer, and he recently asked me about it so maybe one day I’ll take it out and revisit it. I think I just reached a point where I moved on.


The student short films you made, Souvenir and Dinner Party: were they also inspired by things going on around you?


Pretty much, but they’re both fiction, from my imagination. I was very precious about Souvenir and really painstakingly put it together. I mean, it was expensive; it cost ten or twelve grand to make. It was an ordeal. But I made it, and it was fine for a first film, but I was frustrated and I felt it just didn’t have energy. So with my next short I wanted to do something Cassavetes-ish. One day I said, ‘I want to make this little film, it’ll only take one day or two. We’ll do it in a loft and it’s loosely scripted, here’s the script, you can improvise, I just want to do a Cassavetes thing, it’ll be black and white, not a big deal, I just feel I’ve got to blow off some of this preciousness.’ And the long and the short of it is that it took way longer than two days to make. We shot for a couple of days and I needed to shoot more and we couldn’t get back together for four months and then it was like a sloppy job because I just got my friends from film school to do jobs that they didn’t know how to do. So it took me two years to do this film, but I persevered and I just thought, ‘I could throw this away because it’s kind of a mess and it’s kind of ridiculous but I think there’s something cool here.’


And in fact it ended up I made more money on that film than I did on High Art. It struck some chord and was bought by Canal+. They have affiliates all over Europe and they bought it to screen on TV so it screened in Scandinavia, France, Bulgaria, Poland. And then some Internet company owns it now and shows it on the Internet.


Wow, a profitable short film … I’m interested in hearing about what was the thread for the narrative. Was there an outline or some kind of signposts?


I really wanted to do a voice-over, I really felt like I wanted that kind of immediacy, I always like voice-over when it works, with the dramatic irony that it’s meant to be done with. And so I constructed this little narrative about a girl who’s been spurned by her girlfriend, they lived together in this loft. The real impulse for me to do it was so that I could get into this character’s head, and what we’re hearing her say to herself in her head is completely counter to what she’s doing when she’s at this dinner table with her ex-girlfriend and some girl that she’s attracted to. So she’s an unreliable narrator.


Was it important to you to have lesbian themes in those short films? You talk about the New Queer Cinema; is that something that you’re preoccupied with or is it just a matter of you showing what’s around you?


I just felt like instead of presupposing what I’m supposed to be doing, I’m just going to try to do the world in which I live and the people who I know. And not be bothered by where to depart from my own experience to be broader, more mainstream or whatever.


Were you ever concerned that people would label you as a strictly ‘gay filmmaker’?


I felt really proud of High Art in that it did transcend its world in a way; it’s not like some gay cult thing. I think people see beyond its sexuality. But I really felt with Laurel Canyon that I wanted to stretch personally, in my imagination, and I also wanted to see if I could create a world that had some kind of weight and truth to it but wasn’t a world that was exactly my own.


Thinking about where High Art came from, I was curious about the kind of friends you had in New York because you said you hung out with interesting artists …


I lived uptown for a long time, then I moved downtown and one of my oldest friends from California, who I travelled with a lot after college, had recently moved to New York and she was a photographer – she ended up doing all the photographs for High Art. So I was spending time with her and thinking about her world and what her concerns were. And then there was the Nan Goldin thing which was around and I became intrigued by that kind of photography and it felt exciting and interesting to me. New York’s townie in a way, so you meet one person and then suddenly you have a network of friends, and it turned out that a lot of my friends were either filmmakers or visual artists: photographers, painters. And for some reason the people that I knew, many of them had recently been through a period in their lives where they were pretty heavy heroin dabblers.


I knew going in that High Art was a movie about heroin but I didn’t realize people would just sit around sniffing it in such a casual way. Is that really how it was?


Yeah, well, I think people do it in all kinds of ways, depending on how heavy you are into it. But it had had a sort of resurgence, there had been a lot of really clean heroin around at one point, and it all corresponded to this weird Nan Goldin kind of imagery. Everything was coalescing into that weird heroin-chic moment. And unsuspecting people, young girls from Columbia University, were going downtown and checking out heroin: hanging out, sniffing it, chasing the dragon.


It’s often said that the mood or state of mind you’re in when you’re high on drugs is very subjective and difficult to convey in a screenplay. Did that concern you at all?


I’m not a heroin user but I’ve done enough drugs and been around all that to know what it looks like. And when you’re making a film like that in Lower Manhattan, people who know that world are working on the film. So we had consultants.


How did writing High Art differ to your writing experience on Laurel Canyon?


With Laurel Canyon I really wanted to get another film out, fast, and I was broke so I decided I would try to generate an idea quickly and take it to October Films who, at the time, were still in existence and had taken High Art. I had a germ of an idea already in my head. I’d begun thinking it up when I was cutting High Art, I had been listening to a Joni Mitchell record. I started talking about a character loosely based on that. I had a sketch of the thing but it really wasn’t fleshed out at all. I felt like I really needed to get paid to write but nobody was going to do a blind writing deal, ‘Here’s some cash, everything’s going to be great!’ So I came up with a treatment, went in and pitched it, and got a very small amount of money to write a draft. But it became a lot more arduous than I really wanted. I think I’m just not a believer in writing a treatment – to have a loose sketch of where you might go is cool, but I really think truly inspired work comes from going into the dark hole and trying to write your way to the other end and see what you have. I’ve done two films, and done them in radically different ways, and I just feel like my experience on the first one was so much freer.


Didn’t you find it hard to write on your own in that way, finding a way in the dark?


You know, it goes all ways and I think it’s really hard to say. For me there’s been a lot of pressure to push forward, you have your early career and then you’re on the wave, it’s a very self-conscious and anxious position to be in and unfortunately I think it’s not made writing any easier.


How did you handle moments of self-doubt, where you felt like the idea wasn’t working, or the scene wasn’t working?


I slept a lot … I sometimes wonder if all writers have the same dysfunctional patterns. But I was like a narcoleptic, I slept so much, it was hard to sit at my desk. I had a couple of friends I would call, who were filmmakers who I would melt down with. You really want to know a typical day? It’s like the office never closes, right? So the minute you get up you’re like, ‘Fuck, I’ve got to go back to that fucking script’, like there’s this monkey on your back. So you get up at the crack of dawn and you make coffee, go back into your bedroom and read the New York Times – and that’s the most beautiful period of the day. You’re entitled to have that coffee, you’re entitled to read your copy of the Times.





OEBPS/9780571261581_cover_epub.jpg
32 SCREENWRITERS'

==t VIASTERCLASS

Edited by Kevin Conroy Scott





OEBPS/a028_2_online.jpg





OEBPS/a028_1_online.jpg





OEBPS/axvi_1_online.jpg





OEBPS/axvi_2_online.jpg





OEBPS/faber_online.jpg
fi

faber and faber





