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INTRODUCTION



Pick a Bond, any Bond. When you hear the name James Bond, what comes to mind? For many, it is likely to be a favorite Bond movie or one of the actors who has portrayed the secret agent. After all, it is natural to think first of the cinematic Bond. The multibillion-dollar franchise has retained its remarkable box office power for nearly sixty years—the first Bond movie, Dr. No, appeared in 1962—and its popularity shows no signs of waning. Still, another Bond aficionado might think first of the twelve novels and nine short stories written by Bond’s creator, Ian Fleming.


But the movies and books are just the most prominent facets of the diverse and ever-expanding James Bond universe. Bond fandom extends to continuation novels, video games, comic books, comic strips, radio dramas, and even to an animated television series.


The James Bond movies and books have been a lifelong passion of mine. My first exposure to the cinematic Bond was seeing Moonraker when I was eight years old. After watching 007 duel the giant, steel-toothed villain Jaws in space, I was hooked. From there, I devoured every Bond movie. In elementary school, I scribbled “Roger Moore #1” on a piece of loose-leaf paper and pinned it to my T-shirt. I watched Thunderball on my grandparent’s small television set in Boca Raton, Florida. I’d run home from school to watch and rewatch my VHS copies of the series, which I recorded while watching the ABC Sunday Night Movie. I wept when I ran out of tape partway through The Spy Who Loved Me and I couldn’t record it in its entirety. My dad’s generous oﬀer to tape over one of his treasured New York Giants games didn’t immediately assuage my outsized grief.


I read faded Pan editions of the Fleming novels as I walked between classes in middle school. The walls of my bedroom during high school were covered with stills of Sean Connery and George Lazenby and posters for the Timothy Dalton and Roger Moore Bond movies. My shelves bulged with Bond books and memorabilia, including the Corgi Lotus Esprit and my aunt and uncle’s gift of the Gilbert figures from Dr. No and Goldfinger. I had vivid anticipatory dreams of the not-yet-released Never Say Never Again, and I saw A View to a Kill in a theater on two consecutive nights. In my mid-twenties, I went to a James Bond convention where I asked Pierce Brosnan to introduce himself as Bond would. He graciously played along.


As an adult, I had the pleasure of meeting Roger Moore, and true to Bond form, we were wearing tuxedos. I stuttered and stammered at first, but he helped calm my obvious nerves with his natural charm. Like many Bond fans, I was gutted when Moore passed away in 2017. I spent all of my childhood and most of my adult life trying to be Moore’s Bond. It’s safe to say that Bond in particular, and my love of movies in general, have consumed much of my life.


Although my love of Moore has never diminished, I have stopped worrying about whose 007 is best and learned to love all the Bonds. For me, Sean Connery, George Lazenby, Roger Moore, Timothy Dalton, Pierce Brosnan, and Daniel Craig have all become “my Bond”—each of them is a rightful heir to the Bond throne.


Despite my long and unwavering fascination with Bond, his psyche always has been an irresistible mystery to me. Beyond his dedication to queen and country and his unquenchable desire to devour life’s finer things in all their pleasurable forms, I have often wondered who James Bond is, what drives him, and what—if anything—he really wants.


In an eﬀort to find out, I have interviewed the writers, directors, actors, and other creators of Bond films, graphic novels, video games, radio dramas, songs, and audiobooks to learn how they attempted to understand this enigmatic and malleable character.


This book is composed of five parts. In “Bond on Film,” I ask the directors, writers, and lyricists to talk about their artistic and practical decisions in bringing the cinematic 007 to life. In “Bond in Print,” authors and comic book creators explain how they got inside the mind of Bond. In “Being Bond,” actors discuss their interpretations of the character and reveal what it’s like to “become” the agent. The artists in “Designing 007” have visually represented Bond in print, on film, and in video games. “Bond Women” takes a look at how the women Bond becomes involved with help to illuminate his character.


These interviews explore the ways the artists got involved with their projects, examine how they approached their work, scrutinize their thoughts and feelings about the character, and consider the extent to which they felt a sense of responsibility to earlier interpretations of James Bond and to the franchise. Many of the artists also reflect on our collective need for a character like Bond.


Through these wide-ranging conversations, I attempt to provide a behind-the-scenes look at the artists’ goals, the challenges they faced, and how they met them. As I talked with these creative people, a through line emerged. It involves a series of fundamental questions about Bond that artists must reckon with when interpreting the character. Who is James Bond and, beyond successfully completing a mission, what does he want? Why did he become an agent? What is the nature of his inner life? Would he be capable of a satisfying life away from the high-octane adventure and danger of his work as a spy?


I’ve scoured his cinematic and literary adventures for clues. But finding answers to these questions has not been easy. When I asked the three-time Bond screen-writer Tom Mankiewicz about Bond’s personal life, the late great wordsmith and raconteur confessed, “Bond’s personal life is a cipher to me.”


So who is James Bond? What motivates him? And what creative decisions do artists make when interpreting the character?


This book is my attempt to explore and answer those questions.









AUTHOR’S NOTE



In diﬀerent novels, Ian Fleming, who was not fussy about continuity, rendered Bond’s elite section as “Double-O” (with a dash), “Double O” (without a dash), and “double-o” (in lower case). Similarly, in diﬀerent media M, Bond’s superior, is styled with and without a period. For consistency, I have chosen to use “Double-O,” except when quoting Fleming or someone else who depicts it diﬀerently, and to exclude the period from M. For aesthetic reasons, I have opted for “Eon Productions” rather than “EON Productions” and to identify the animated series James Bond Jr as James Bond Jr. (with a period) and the Bond film SPECTRE as Spectre.


The Many Lives of James Bond is meant to serve as a companion to the original works of art—the movies, books, songs, video games, and radio dramas—that I write about. I was not able to publish reproductions of all the Bond posters, actors, and assorted other images that are referenced in this volume. So during the discussion about the Moonraker poster, for example, I encourage you to stop reading, search the internet for the relevant image, and then return to the book. Although I refer to scores of Bond adventures, I have written in depth only about projects for which I’ve been able to obtain a primary interview. If your favorite Bond tale or artist is absent from this volume, I oﬀer my apologies—and add that I probably wanted to include them but was unable.


All of these interviews have been edited for length and clarity.


I have referred to many Bond books, fanzines, experts, super fans, websites, podcasts, and message boards that have informed my thinking about 007. I have benefited greatly from their scholarship, their insights, and their passion, and I am deeply indebted to them all.


Finally, it is my hope that these interviews will help bring deeper insight into the artists’ crafts, expand our appreciation of Ian Fleming’s multifaceted creation, and generate even greater enjoyment of the works themselves.
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DIRECTING BOND MOVIES


MARTIN CAMPBELL

As the director of GoldenEye (1995) with Pierce Brosnan and Casino Royale (2006) with Daniel Craig, Martin Campbell set the template for two radically diﬀ erent periods of Bond films. Campbell’s GoldenEye confidently continued the Bond traditions when skeptical pundits questioned the viability of the series. His Casino Royale subverted the audience’s expectations by eschewing the franchise’s tropes while at the same time deepening Bond’s character and delivering the requisite thrills. Campbell established Brosnan’s Bond as a sophisticated and charming veteran who dutifully serves his country and launched Craig’s as an unformed, reckless, unestablished agent who joined MI6, as love interest Vesper Lynd (Eva Green) describes, as a “maladjusted young man” with “a chip on [his] shoulder.”1 Whereas Brosnan’s Bond eschews long-lasting relationships as a survival mechanism, Craig’s Bond draws women close, falling in love and eager to leave the spy game for both Lynd and Madeleine Swann (Léa Seydoux in Spectre [2015]). These eras of Bond films, established by Campbell, are as diﬀ erent as their singular characterizations.

Making a Bond film is always a challenge. But when you made GoldenEye and Casino Royale you had the additional responsibility of establishing a relationship between the audience and a new James Bond that, if successful, could last more than a decade. Is that daunting?

You know, it’s not. Although, quite honestly, Casino was a slightly more daunting task than directing GoldenEye, simply because it was a change of gear for Bond. The producers [Barbara Broccoli and Michael G. Wilson] felt that the previous one [Die Another Day (2002)], with its invisible car and its Ice Palace, was perhaps a bit too fantastical. We all wanted to bring the whole thing back down to earth. The idea was to go back to the books where the character was darker. Clearly, Casino was a diﬀerent direction than the previous Bond films. So it was slightly nerve-racking because we were concerned as to how the audience would respond to our new direction.

When you were hired, was Craig already cast as Bond?

No, absolutely not. We tested a lot of Bonds. We tested eight people.

Wow, that many?

Yeah, that’s standard practice for casting a new Bond, and Daniel was one of the eight [a group that also included future Superman Henry Cavill]. It was Barbara Broccoli who was the engine behind picking Daniel. She loved the idea and she felt that he would be absolutely terrific as Bond. Barbara was the one who really pushed for him.

Could any of those eight actors have done it or was it down to just a couple?

They could’ve done it but not nearly as well as Daniel. Daniel was clearly the best actor. He also fits Fleming’s description of Bond in that he’s certainly more rugged than what we’ve had previously.

All eight actors had a full screen test?

Everyone had a full day.

What do you remember about the screen test?

It’s the scene we always test: the scene in From Russia with Love (1963). In it, Bond enters his hotel room, takes oﬀ his jacket, his gun, his shoulder holster, and he turns on the bath. He senses that someone’s in the bedroom. So he crosses the terrace, opens the door, and there’s a blonde girl in bed. He knows he has to seduce her because he wants the information about the Lektor, the decoding machine. The scene covers all the aspects of Bond’s character. I think every Bond actor has been tested on that scene.

Can you recall the moment when you thought Craig was the guy?

It did take me a little adjustment to say, “He would be absolutely great for this new incarnation of Bond.” When Daniel came over to England, he was shooting a movie in America. He came oﬀ with red eyes and he literally had no sleep. I felt sorry for him. He came oﬀ the plane, did the test, did very well, and then was straight back on a plane and away again. We looked at them all and Barbara had no doubts at all. I had no doubts about his acting abilities, but I sort of questioned whether—with Pierce having worked out as the old incarnation of Bond—audiences would accept this new approach. Then I saw the crime drama [Layer Cake (2004)] starring Craig again and thought, “There’s no question. The guy’s terrific.” He also has a wicked sense of humor. That kind of did it for me. [Note: Craig, who shares Campbell’s estimation of the condition he was in during the screen test, said, “If (Barbara) hasn’t destroyed that piece of film yet, I hope she will. It’s awful. I don’t want anybody to ever see it. My eyes were just swimming.2]
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After Craig was cast as Bond, I watched Layer Cake. I thought, “This guy’s a good actor but he’s not James Bond.”

I think a few of us thought that. We were a little unsure not about his acting because he’s obviously a superb actor, but if he was right for Bond. The template of Bond had always been the traditional good-looking actor. Daniel is handsome but rugged, tougher, darker, and grittier.

Can you expand on how casting Daniel helped change the direction of the series?

Pierce was an obvious Bond, right? Great-looking guy and, frankly, there was no one else at the time who was as good. Although we tested maybe two or three people [including Sam Neill], beyond that, Pierce was it. Roger Moore was it for [producer] Cubby Broccoli at that time. He is very good looking, fit the image perfectly. Though Tim Dalton is good, he was not as successful as either Roger or Pierce. After Pierce, we initially were looking at the kind of actors that we were brought up with for Bond. With that comes the humor, the great action, the women, and the misogyny. That was the formula. With Daniel, the template changed.

We went back to the tone of the books and made an eﬀort to make the films tougher, grittier, and more realistic. We wanted to make Bond a darker character and tougher, but also more human. In the books, he smoked too many cigarettes; he smoked seventy a day [as Fleming established in the first chapter of Casino Royale (1953)]. He drank too much and his liver was dodgy. All that was in the book. We didn’t [explicitly] go that far with it. We had to adjust our own thinking about where we were headed with the tone of the movie, which was very diﬀerent than the other ones.

Because we were doing an entirely diﬀerent Bond, that required casting somebody unique and somebody diﬀerent. We all had to adjust to the idea that we were doing an entirely diﬀerent Bond. And that took some thinking.

Once he was cast, was there time for rehearsals?

Yes, we were able to do rehearsals as much as we could. We rehearsed on set and Daniel was so committed to making it a success. Not only had he obviously worked out tremendously, but he also just got the character. He did a hell of a lot of work on it.

What concerns did Craig have in terms of finding and honing the character?

He may have had personal concerns but he never expressed them. He came in absolutely ready to go. There was a lot of criticism about him before we even had shot a foot of film. They said, “He’s a blonde Bond. He doesn’t look like the traditional Bond. He’s not pretty-boy handsome.” There was a lot of rubbish that went on in the press, and Daniel decided just to work his ass oﬀ and prove everybody wrong, which he did in spades.

Do you recall what kind of character work he did?

Casino is an emotional story for Bond. Also, he’s not yet the Bond we know, and he hasn’t yet achieved his Double-O status. Emotionally, he’s pretty raw and he thinks with his heart instead of his head. It’s only at the end of the movie, after his experience with Vesper Lynd, that he ultimately becomes the Bond that we know and love. It was quite an arc for him to arrive at that point.

It’s one of the most romantic Bond films. It’s also interesting because most Bond movies traditionally end with a woman in Bond’s arms. But in Casino Royale, the story continues after that moment. We see their relationship develop.

Indeed, Bond actually falls in love with her. What he believes is her betrayal is the thing that tears him apart. The fallout from the betrayal and their relationship causes him to become the Bond we know.

And we don’t get that Bond until the final shot of the film.

No, you don’t. You absolutely don’t. Then he’s setting out on the long road to all those Bond movies. Because he feels betrayed and emotionally torn apart by what happened with Vesper, he has a diﬀerent attitude toward women. [But the irony is that] he feels betrayed by Vesper when in fact she saved his life.

Do you recall filming that last shot where he says, “My name is Bond, James Bond?”

Oh, yeah, I do recall it. Just to get it perfect, we did many diﬀerent deliveries. I did seventeen or eighteen takes on it. We picked the one that we felt was the winner but there were a lot of good ones.

When audiences watch Bond movies there’s a list of scenes that they demand. One of the joys of watching them is seeing the different ways those moments play out. But in Casino Royale, you withhold many of those scenes. But rather than frustrating the audience, the film ultimately becomes more rewarding.

You’re right. It was diﬀerent. The humor was also diﬀerent from what we’ve seen in the past, and the famous scenes and iconic moments haven’t been introduced yet. But in the subsequent films like Skyfall (2012) and Spectre, those elements are reintroduced. The relationship between Bond and Q (Ben Whishaw) has been expanded. Spectre is fantastic. There’s more humor and Daniel is absolutely terrific in it. I have nothing but the highest of praise for that movie. [Director] Sam Mendes did a marvelous job.

There’s a moment in Casino Royale when Bond kills a man by shooting him in the eye with a nail gun—and here, because we’re conditioned to it, we expect him to say something like, “He got the point.” But this Bond is not ready for that.

You can’t get away with those types of lines in something like Casino; it’s a totally diﬀerent film. The nearest he went to a line like that was when he comes back to the card table after he was poisoned, he says, “That last hand nearly killed me.” I felt even that was pushing it a bit. Tonally that line was on the edge for me—the film doesn’t suit those wisecracks and groaner lines that we’re all so used to with Bond. But it worked and we got away with it.

Vesper teaches him how to dress properly; she gives him what might be his first tux. In the final shot of Casino, he’s wearing fitted clothes, whereas earlier in the film he was dressed much more casually. It seems like everything he does in the films that follow—meaning from Dr. No to GoldenEye—is a reaction to his relationship with Vesper. So every time he drinks a martini, which we all previously assumed was a sign of sophistication, is actually a way of reminding himself of Vesper and the pain he’s in.

Right, that’s the point. And that’s because the relationship between Daniel and Eva Green really worked in the film. It’s similar to On Her Majesty’s Secret Service (1969), with Lazenby, who was probably the worst of all the Bonds. But the story was rather marvelous. Lazenby’s Bond saves a woman’s life, ends up marrying her, and then Blofeld murders her. That film had a similar kind of emotional impact as Casino.

There is a danger in knowing too much about Bond. However, his past is cleverly revealed in Casino Royale. On the train, Vesper speculates about his personal life. She says that maybe he had a bad childhood, maybe he was an orphan, and maybe someone paid his way through school. Although we get insight into Bond’s character, it’s not definitive and there’s room for latitude.3

There is latitude, but what’s interesting about Spectre is that there’s a lot of connective tissue with the previous Daniel Craig movies. It’s very interesting; it connects [Casino Royale’s villain] Le Chiﬀre and Skyfall’s [villain as indirect and direct agents of SPECTRE]. It’s all cleverly interwoven together. SPECTRE is the organization that Blofeld runs and that’s cleverly integrated into the movie. The emotional spine
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of the book and movie of Casino is what was so fascinating to me. They continued that in Spectre.

It’s risky to reveal too much about his personal character. It’s important to maintain some of the mystery.

Look at the box office numbers for Skyfall and Spectre, two movies that go into his personal life, and you’ll see that it obviously works. Huge box office. [With worldwide grosses of $1.1 billion and nearly $900 million, Skyfall and Spectre are respectively the highest grossing films in the series.]

Before GoldenEye, Brosnan was already sort of the people’s Bond. We, the public, cast him because we saw his Bondian qualities in his series Remington Steele (1982–1987). Was he officially cast when you joined?

No, he wasn’t but he obviously was going to be cast. He was really the only one in contention. We saw other actors just to be sure, but he was always the front-runner. Of course, he was going to play Bond earlier, but he lost it because the Remington Steele producers wouldn’t let him out of his contract.

I wanted him to play Bond at the time, but he was probably too young.

You’re absolutely right. He was. Ultimately, he came in at the right time.

Brosnan wanted to do the type of Bond film that Craig is doing, but he had his foot or perhaps his leg firmly in the Roger Moore camp.

I think we all have our leg in the Moore and Connery camp. Our thinking at the time of GoldenEye was to make it perhaps a little more grounded than the Roger Moore ones. I thought Pierce was a terrific Bond. I thought he was absolutely great. Of all the various Bonds—with the exception of Connery, who is always remembered with great aﬀection because of how bloody good he was—Pierce was the best. Before Daniel, when Pierce came on after Connery, he was the best of all the Bonds.

How did Pierce find the character? What was his process for finding Bond?

There are certain Bond characteristics that we all discuss and talk about—his misogynist attitude, the way he walks, the way he takes oﬀ his coat, the way he takes oﬀ his gun, and the way he fights. The man is totally and utterly grounded. He is comfortable in his own skin. Even during the action, he is always calm and focused. All that was developed during the Connery days and it has subsequently bled into all the other Bonds.
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Was there something that you thought was the most important part of Pierce’s persona that you wanted to convey or establish in the new Bond?

No, all these guys bring their own baggage to Bond. Both Pierce and Daniel were prepared when they came in. They both had worked hard. They both had obviously thought deeply about Bond, and clearly about the humor in Pierce’s case. He’s obviously not as dark as Daniel Craig’s Bond but he was much in the tone of all the previous Bonds. Especially in terms of the humor and his attitude toward women. The look of the film had the established Bond signature stamped all over it. Whereas with Daniel, it was a big change of gear, and it became something diﬀerent.

Do you think that the Bond in GoldenEye is the same Bond in Casino Royale?

I don’t. I see them as diﬀerent characters. Largely because of Bond’s flaws, I see Craig as a much more interesting and complex character. One of the things that I liked in the books is that when Bond is killing somebody, he has great difficulty with it if it’s messy. At the beginning of Casino, he strangles the guy and tries to drown him in the basin. It’s an ugly fight. It’s awful and he doesn’t like it. Once he killed the guy, there’s a close-up of Bond and you see that he’s not at all at ease with it. Putting a bullet in a guy’s head is simple and fine and he’s perfectly okay with it. But not this.

But it’s also Bond’s impetuousness—thinking with his heart instead of his head. He never should have gone after that guy [the bomb maker] and shot him in the opening sequence. A cooler head would never have gone into that embassy. A cooler head would wait. But Bond is fired up and reckless. His sense of injustice took over and he was just determined to get the guy no matter what the circumstances. In doing so he creates an international incident and he kills the guy when M needed Bond to take him alive.

What do you think motivates Craig’s Bond? Is it a sense of injustice?

I think so. It’s his sense of right and wrong. There is a sense of king and country and a sense of England but in Casino Royale, he’s a rough diamond. He fucks up and makes mistakes. He’s just a much more complex character. In terms of his personality, he’s a much darker character.

Can you pick a moment from the film that helps reveal that character?

Do you remember the big fight down the stairway? [With Bond against the guerrilla leader Steven Obanno. Obanno’s] got the machete and they’re fighting like crazy. At the end of the scene, Bond is strangling the guy, but the guy just won’t lie down. I remember in my original cut I had that a minute and a half or two minutes longer than it was in the final cut because I was thinking of the tense fight in Hitchcock’s Torn Curtain (1966). [Paul Newman and Carolyn Conwell attempt to kill a spy but] he just won’t die. He just won’t go down. That’s what I wanted. The guy just will not die. It’s ugly, it’s horrible, and Bond is thrown by it. It really aﬀects him.

With Roger Moore’s Bond—whom I enjoyed immeasurably—I never got a sense that he was doing it for king and country. I always felt that there was something about the job and the perks of the job that appealed to him. Bond’s joy in his work was part of the appeal of Moore’s Bond.

I enjoyed Moore’s Bond movies, too. Sometimes the humor was so awful and on the nose, but I enjoyed the sheer comic-strip quality to them. They were less grounded. What’s the one that goes up into space?

Moonraker (1979).

How ridiculous is it when you’ve got Jaws with the stainless-steel teeth and you’ve got Dolly [Jaws’s girlfriend] with the bloody blonde hair done up in pigtails in the space station? Well, that just about tells you everything. It’s entertaining as hell. I used to love [the more outlandish Bond films]; I used to thoroughly enjoy them.

What do you think motivates Brosnan’s Bond? It’s different than what motivates Craig’s Bond; it’s not the injustice.

For Pierce’s Bond, I think it’s probably more about king and country. It’s about loyalty. It’s about right and wrong. It’s a strong sense of fair play. That’s what motivates him more than anything. Pierce’s Bond is a little more sophisticated than Roger Moore and perhaps the others, but I think it’s more to do with king and country with him.

I hope when Craig is ready to hang up his holster you come back and reintroduce the world to one more Bond.

Well, we’ll see.

Keep that in your back pocket.

[Laughs.] I will.






ROGER SPOTTISWOODE

Roger Spottiswoode directed Pierce Brosnan’s second James Bond outing, Tomorrow Never Dies (1997), which starred Teri Hatcher as Bond’s former flame Paris Carver, Michelle Yeoh as Chinese operative Wai Lin, and Jonathan Pryce as the evil media magnate Elliot Carver.

Spottiswoode has made a career directing both escapist entertainment, including Shoot to Kill (1988), a tense thriller starring Sidney Poitier and the futuristic actioner The 6th Day (2000) with Arnold Schwarzenegger, and socially conscious dramas, including Under Fire (1983) with Nick Nolte and Gene Hackman as war correspondents who become involved in the 1979 Nicaraguan revolution, And the Band Played On (1993), the Emmy Award–winning HBO docudrama that examined the early days of the AIDS epidemic, The Matthew Shepard Story (2002), which told the story of the twenty-one-year-old gay student who was beaten to death by two homophobes, and Noriega: God’s Favorite (2000) with Bob Hoskins as the Panamanian dictator Manuel Noriega.

As an editor, Spottiswoode worked with maverick director and visual poet Sam Peckinpah on Straw Dogs (1971), The Getaway (1972), and Pat Garrett & Billy the Kid (1973) and with Karel Reisz on The Gambler (1975), starring James Caan.

How did you get involved with the Bond films?

Barbara Broccoli and Michael Wilson, who do things very much together, asked me if I was interested. They tend to come to people who are English but also have experience making films in Los Angeles. I fit that mold and they oﬀered it to me.

We talked about what I liked about the Bond films and what I didn’t like. Pretty much like everyone else, I like the Connery films. I had diﬀering responses to some of the more recent ones. I thought GoldenEye was very good and I thought Pierce was very good in it. He is probably the best Bond since Connery. I thought some of the recent films strayed away from the original films too much. Some of them had too much action, but there’s nothing you can do about that; the audience has an endless desire for action. So like everyone else, they’re trapped into making films that rely heavily on it. The early Bond films were better because they had less action. They were more about suspense and the stories were stronger.

What else did you want to do with your Bond film?

I also wanted to have one strong ending instead of three or four endings. I thought Bond films might be better oﬀ with fewer endings. I also thought there was more creative casting to be done amongst the leading ladies. We wanted to find a leading lady who was good at the physical stuﬀ but also seemed genuinely cerebral. We wanted to avoid the previous overly shapely ladies, who were all wonderful but
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worked better for a diﬀerent time. This thinking led to the casting of Michelle Yeoh. I thought Michelle would be a more contemporary and interesting casting against Bond. Michelle was a thoughtful leading lady who is up to date.

Were the Bond producers also thinking about going back to the early Bond style?

No, they felt that that would be nice but, in this contemporary world, one has to deliver a remarkable amount of action. That was certainly true of the studio. Not that the studio had the final word, but the studio did feel that strongly because whenever they suggested that the budget was getting rather higher than they wished, we would oﬀer to remove one of the action scenes, because the only way you can do it is to take some big item out. They cost around anywhere between six and ten million dollars apiece. Of course, nobody wants to take any of them out.

I remember the old Aston Martin car chase in Goldfinger (1964), and I thought the previous Bond film GoldenEye had a wonderful tank chase. We couldn’t do a better tank chase, but I thought we could have a good car chase. I also didn’t want the Bond theme and score to get sidelined.

How about finding the right balance of humor?

I enjoyed the dry English humor and the irony of the Connery films, and I thought Pierce handled the humor really well. The Daniel Craig films are more consistently dark, so there’s a little less room for that kind of humor.

How would you describe your relationship with Brosnan?

He and I were in sync on what he was doing, and he did it tremendously.

This is one of the first Bond films in which he has a personal stake in his mission. Bond had a past relationship with Teri Hatcher’s character, but she gets killed while trying to help him.

Right. They’re doing that more now. That was something that we all wanted to try to do and Barbara and Michael particularly wanted to try to do. And it seemed like a good idea. But it was a new approach to a Bond film. They’ve managed to develop it further in the Craig films.

Is there something you wanted to try but didn’t have a chance to?

I thought that a Bond who had a more complex and perhaps more political view of the world might be interesting. I felt that the British secret service was evolving, was becoming more irrelevant in a way—just as England is somehow not quite at the center of things as it was fifty years ago. I thought one could make more of Bond being aware of how difficult it was to operate on the fringes of the world and what a complicated relationship he has with both the United States and all these other emerging countries. To some extent they might be going in that direction, but there’s a limit to what one can do. This is not a political film. I happen to have an interest in political films but that doesn’t mean to say that Bond has to go that way.

The film looks great. There’s a lot of gorgeous cinematography. Particularly in the party scene where a tuxedo-clad Bond sees Pamela Carver for the first time in years and where he first encounters Elliot Carver.

I do remember a lot about working with Robert Elswit who was a wonderful cameraman [and a longtime Paul Thomas Anderson collaborator, who would serve as the director of photography on films in the Mission: Impossible and Jason Bourne franchises.]. I was fortunate to have him with us. Robert has a clear knowledge of what to add to complement the set, so you could shoot in natural light and have an extremely controlled grip of what the camera was going to see. We could shoot in many directions, sometimes with multiple cameras, and always be within the same palette of light and color.

We also had a terrific production designer, Allan Cameron [Highlander (1986), Willow (1988), and The Da Vinci Code (2006)]. There were a lot of sets and a lot of diﬀerent locations [including Southeast Asia, Mexico, and Germany]. Because the production is so complicated and it’s easy to lose sight of the story, it’s important to make sure the visuals convey the text and the subtext. Everyone was on the same page with that.

You use slow motion, which isn’t all that common for a Bond film. Was that a holdover from your Peckinpah days?

I started with Sam who had a habit of shooting too much at ninety-six frames; he was a real pain in the neck about it. [Laughs.] It was beautiful at moments in The Wild Bunch (1969) but it was less useful in The Getaway. The use of slow motion back then was a subject of much debate and discussion with Sam in the cutting rooms, where we tried to figure out ways of using it. I like it but only a little bit. I’m wary of it. As a general rule, I prefer when style doesn’t call attention to itself.

Can you talk about working with Barbara Broccoli and Michael Wilson?

It’s their franchise, and they allow and encourage a lot of input and discussion, but at the end of the day, it has to be something that works for them. They’re open to suggestions, but they are the guard. They’re the producers and the owners. It’s their cottage industry, and it’s a big cottage. It’s a profitable one that has survived for a long time because it’s better than most and because it’s been carefully looked after. Few family businesses survive as long as this one.

Besides the scope of it, was it a daunting task to direct a Bond film?

Yes, but that’s also the muse. That’s the interesting part. You want to see if you can change, alter, or at least further develop diﬀerent facets of characters that are known by everyone. Many people are invested in Bond but often in diﬀerent ways. That’s a constant challenge. Working with Barbara and Michael, who continue to be so involved and know the films backwards, makes it an enjoyable ping-pong-like back and forth creative process—we can try this, we can try that. So many ideas have been explored in previous Bond films that it’s difficult to find a new approach.

You don’t do a Bond film unless there is a part of the history that intrigues you, and it certainly intrigued me. You have to make them with aﬀection, otherwise it won’t work. You have to try to find ways that look at it somewhat freshly while at the same time acknowledging that audiences come there for some of the same things. They come there for a Bond that fulfills certain sorts of fantasy elements of whatever one’s idea of a perfect English spy might be and of a world that doesn’t exist but that might exist as a similar version of the actual world. It’s complicated. How much one can change the Bond films and reinvent them is intriguing. How one approaches the film reflects what you personally find interesting.

Some people find having an amused and ironic main character more appealing than having a darker one—just a diﬀerent take on the way English characters should be portrayed and what one finds interesting in a character. You’re also balancing how close to or far away from reality you are.

Would Bond still be Bond if he were not working for the secret service? Is his sense of duty to king and country essential for the character? Would he still be Bond if he were hired out by another agency?

That’s a good question. If you’re going to do that particular work, if you’re going to have to live your entire life as a sort of fiction, as a lie, you can’t tell anyone what you actually do. You need something to get you through it. You’re not going to get paid a lot. You’re not going to get support. I would think that you do have to believe in something. Whether it’s queen and country or a set of ethics that, however fragile, you believe can protect and enhance the overall quality of life in your country.

I would think you probably need something. That’s why there are presumably some good spies and there were some incredible traitors whose allegiance is firmly on the other side. The famous list of English traitors—Guy Burgess and Donald Maclean [two of the five students at the University of Cambridge who were recruited by the Soviet Union]—were absolutely locked in step with post-Stalinist Russia. So, I don’t know, but it’s an interesting question and one that must be relevant to some real-life spies.
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Bond is an isolated or closed-off figure who seems attracted to danger. Is that what makes the job perfect for his sensibilities?

Yes. I think so. It certainly attracts people with those qualities. Those are prerequisites. There may be some other qualities as well—like an enduring sense that you can be a public servant in a rather exotic field. There are such things as being servants of the public, servants of the queen, servants of your country; it is a worthwhile occupation. Spies are not people who would fit into the military. They’re certainly not people who would fit into the police force. And I do think there are occupations that attract people who are temperamentally preselected; they select themselves.

If you take your kids on their school outings to any fire stations, as I did when we lived in California, you meet the same type of person. It’s always the same group of people. And they’re all versions of brave, tough, strong characters. They’re loners who can work in teams. They have no interest in carrying weapons. They do not want to attack anyone. Instead, they will go out and do the most amazing things to save people’s lives. They don’t talk much about their work. They don’t necessarily have college educations but they have educations of life and of humanity.

They’re diﬀerent from police or other professions where they carry weapons. I do think that there must be people in the secret world of espionage who possess certain qualities that attract them to it, and the service in every country finds them, and they’re an unusual group of people.

A lot of times firemen and policemen are lumped together.

They’re entirely diﬀerent. In the same way that if you spend time with journalists or photojournalists. Now, they are also brave people. They go places that are extraordinarily dangerous and they never pick up a gun. They’re not on either side of a conflict but they’re often committed to strong ideals. Now, their hearts might be on one side, but they do their best to be independent and at the same time they are humanitarian, and yet they’re recording more than anything. They’re extraordinarily brave. They can kid about it and, at times be insensitive in certain areas, but they’re fearless.

I met a lot of the wives who were at the screening for Under Fire. We had a screening for the wives of photojournalists, war photographers, and it was great. Of course, the husbands came, too. At the end of the screening, all the wives came over and were nice. “You got him exactly right.” These are people who don’t want to talk about what is really going on there. They’d rather change the subject and tell you about virtually anything else. They’ll do anything not to talk about what they’re really doing. Even though he’s a spy, I always think of Bond in those terms.

Looking back on the whole Bond experience, what thoughts come to mind?

It was fascinating and challenging to make. There’s no other film quite like them. You have to try and make it diﬀerent and the same, at the same time. Bond is a great English movie character and there is an extraordinary passion for it both in England and around the world. Part of the passion is for the lingering notion of what the country thought it was going to be. Bits of its own history are wrapped up in it. I’m very glad I did it. It was a fascinating and terrific period—full of surprises.

Did you keep any mementos from the film?

No, I have some photographs and a lot of memories. Well, there’s a watch they gave me. Then they gave me a second-anniversary watch. So, one gets a watch and a lot of very good memories.






JOHN GLEN

John Glen began his illustrious twenty-year association with the Bond franchise as both editor and second unit director of On Her Majesty’s Secret Service, The Spy Who Loved Me (1977), and Moonraker.

Glen’s ability to orchestrate tense action scenes led to his promotion as director of For Your Eyes Only (1981), Octopussy (1983), A View to a Kill (1985), The Living Daylights (1987), and Licence to Kill (1989).

The record-setting director of five consecutive Bond films, Glen shot some of the most iconic images in the series, including the dizzying ski jump that audaciously opens The Spy Who Loved Me. He also directed the most tonally diﬀerently films of the franchise, from Roger Moore’s cheeky Octopussy to Timothy Dalton’s gritty Licence to Kill.

Broccoli wanted to press the reset button after the space-themed Moon-raker, which some criticized as being too over the top. For the follow-up film, For Your Eyes Only, the idea was not only to make a more serious picture but also to explore the possibility of casting a new Bond.

Absolutely, that’s correct. The first instruction I got from Cubby Broccoli was, “We’ve got to find a new Bond.” I traveled the world interviewing both experienced and inexperienced actors. However, I’m not sure how serious Cubby was. It could have been a ploy because Roger, who was out of contract by this time, was negotiating a new deal with Cubby. It could have had something to do with remuneration [and keeping Moore’s asking price down]. Cubby was a pretty clever poker player and I think I was a bit of a pawn in the [power] play. Word got back to Roger that I was testing all kinds of people and I think Roger got a little upset. But, as I said, it was all part of a poker game.

The idea of finding a new Bond must have been overwhelming. Especially for a first-time director.

It was a challenge. It was difficult. I tested Pierce Brosnan. I tested him for three days and they were wonderful tests. We did love scenes from some of the earlier Bonds. We did the famous scene in the bedroom in From Russia with Love. It’s the scene with Sean who is trying to get information from this girl, but he’s being spied on by the Russians. That was one of the many things we tested Pierce Brosnan on because it’s a great scene.

Pierce came through with flying colors but unfortunately, he was also under contract with Mary Tyler Moore [whose company MTM Enterprises produced Remington Steele (1982–1987). She had an option on him and when she heard Pierce was
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going to play Bond she took up the option. Straightaway Cubby said, “We can’t have James Bond playing Remington Steele.”

But it was probably for the best. When he was cast as Bond about ten years later, Brosnan was more mature and a better actor. He was a great success as Bond. I was sorry that I wasn’t directing him.

He probably was too young when you were testing him.

That’s a fair comment but we didn’t think so at the time. We thought [his youth would enable him] to go on playing Bond for five or six more films. I was fortunate that Roger came back and did three Bonds with me because I’d had already worked with Roger on a number of films. [Glen is also the second unit director of three non-Bond Moore films: Gold (1974), Shout at the Devil (1976), and The Wild Geese (1978).]

On one occasion I turned up on the set and Moore said, “Am I in your contract or are you in my mine?” Roger’s such a wonderful wit and such a great guy to have around. Very inventive. He directed [multiple episodes of The Saint (1962–1969) and The Persuaders! (1971–1972)] and he knows what a director goes through.

James Brolin also tested for Bond. Did you direct his screen test?

Yes, it was one of many we did. He was good but the idea of an American playing Bond just doesn’t gel. Although it’s perhaps more likely today than it was then. There are a few actors who have English qualities. One is Jon Hamm from Mad Men (2007–2015). He’d make a wonderful Bond. He’s got a nice twinkle in his eye and he does humor well.

I don’t think you necessarily have to be the greatest actor in the world to play Bond. You just have to have a certain personality. Roger had this fantastic star quality. You need an actor who is a bit of a throwback to the superstars of yesteryear.

When you were looking for a new Bond, did you have a specific type in mind?

No, I had an open mind. But I did know that it had to be an actor who could handle the humor. What’s unique about Bond is the humor and how it occurs almost all the time, even during the action. It was easy to find the humor with Roger. With other actors, it isn’t quite as easy. So you have to find another way to get to the humor. With the Bond films, you have to have tense and exciting scenes where the audience gets caught up in the action and then you had to have something funny happen at the end of the scene, which releases all that tension.
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In terms of finding the right balance with the humor, the joke has to be in the right place. Like the line at the end of the chase scene in The Living Daylights. Bond throws the cello over the guardrail and says, “We’ve nothing to declare.” Otherwise, it undermines the tension.

Right. There’s a scene in Octopussy where Bond has to hide in a circus train. I said to Roger, “We’re going to hide you in the monkey suit there.” He looked at me and said, “You’re not serious are you, John?” He thought that was going too far. But I reasoned that Bond has to hide somewhere and it’s the perfect place. It is pretty hokum but it’s also fun. You can get away with that with Roger.

You pushed him to be a grittier Bond in For Your Eyes Only.

Yes, and that was probably the only time that we had kind of a serious disagreement. Roger was conscious of all the youngsters that watched Bond. He didn’t think that pushing this bad guy over the edge of the cliﬀ fit his personal take on the character. He preferred to throw the dove emblem at him, which would upset the car’s balance and send the car over the edge.

I disagreed with him. I said, “No, this man has killed your friend. He deserves a more vicious ending.” I’m looking at the clock and I haven’t got time to argue too long so we shot it both ways. It certainly became an important turning point in the series as far as Roger’s Bond was concerned.

How so?

From that moment, his Bond became a harder-edged person. Prior to that scene, Roger always took a softer view of Bond. You can imagine Sean killing someone in cold blood but it was difficult to imagine Roger doing that. It was difficult to see him as a hardened killer, which Bond is. Audiences had gotten used to him being a comedic actor.

But Moore also plays the action straight and makes sure you feel that he’s in real danger; he doesn’t always find the humor. To name just a few scenes in which Moore’s Bond looks like he’s in jeopardy: while trying to disarm the bomb in The Spy Who Loved Me, when he’s trapped in the centrifuge chamber in Moonraker, and as he’s climbing the cliff in For Your Eyes Only.

I think that’s right. You have to be serious about the action and it has to frighten the audience. It has to put them on the edges of their seats. But once the scene is finished and the danger has passed, then you need the humor to come in and release the tension. That’s a fundamental part of Bond movies.

Talk about the intro in the cemetery in For Your Eyes Only, where Bond visits the grave of his late wife Tracy. It was an effective way to maintain continuity with the previous Bond films.

I wrote that scene. I tended to invent all the pre-title sequences. Cubby would look at me and say, “We need a good pre-title sequence.” I would look around at the writers and think, “Why is he looking at me?” I did quite a lot of them. I worked with Michael Wilson a lot. We did some unusual pre-titles like the free-fall sequence in Moonraker [in which Jaws throws Bond out of a plane without a parachute]. A free-fall sequence like that had never been done before in a movie.

I went out to California and worked on an airfield with young chaps who specialized in free falls. We filmed the free fall in sections. For each jump, we’d get enough for two seconds of usable film. Then we cut it together as we went along. It turned out to be an efficient operation. It was also fun.

But we were always looking for something new, something original. That’s most essential with a Bond; Cubby would say, “Oh we can’t do that. We did that already.” We’re always looking for something new, and we were often, often imitated but we felt we couldn’t imitate anyone else.

Take the opening sequence [in The Living Daylights] where Bond is participating in a NATO exercise at the Rock of Gibraltar. I spent some time in Gibraltar and I was able to go to all the military establishments there. It’s quite an amazing place. When you get inside the rock, you discover that it’s honeycombed and hollowed out. It’s an awe-inspiring piece of rock.

That sequence had to do double duty. It not only had to be exciting, but it also had to introduce Timothy Dalton as Bond to a new audience.

It’s always a bit of a challenge to introduce a new Bond, and you try to do it in the most dramatic way. I was lucky with Dalton because he was so good at action. When you see him clinging to the roof of that jeep while it’s speeding around those roads on the rock, he did that all himself. He was so fit, very good at action and keen to do as much stuﬀ as he could.

It’s a great intro. How did you find Dalton?

We were in a bit of a jam, to be honest. Pierce Brosnan, our first choice, had dropped out through no fault of his own and we were committed to making this film. Timothy Dalton had been considered many years before to play Bond, but he was on top of the world and he wasn’t interested in playing a character like Bond. But life deals you diﬀerent cards. Although he was a good theatrical actor who also did lots of films, his career hadn’t taken oﬀ as he thought it might.

When Pierce dropped out, we approached Timothy again. We just knew he would be right and this time he was more receptive to our overtures. We met him in Michael Wilson’s house in Hampstead and had a good meeting. He was keen to tell us his own impression of what the Fleming character should be. He wanted to have a much harder edge and we liked what we heard so we decided to go with him.

Is there a way to properly prepare an actor for what it’s like to be Bond and how that changes everything in his life?

No, I doubt it. It’s like winning the lottery. You say good-bye to your private life and that’s tough. But Roger was good at handling it. Roger had a good attitude. I used to ask him, “How do you manage to keep your equilibrium when people want to take pictures of you in the middle of a meal?” He’d say, “They’re my public. Without them, I’d be no one.” He was good to his fans.

Pierce described it as being an ambassador to a small country.

He’s right. Pierce handled it very well. I didn’t direct him in any of the films. I directed him only in his tests. It’s a shame; I would have loved to have directed Pierce in a Bond.

Who would your Pierce Brosnan’s Bond be?

He would have been more similar to Roger. I don’t think he would have been the Sean Connery type of Bond, with the harder edge. He would have played the dramatic scenes well but we probably would have had as much humor as Roger’s Bond.

When you were casting Dalton, there were really only two Bonds in the public’s eye. Lazenby was largely forgotten at the time.

I worked with Lazenby. I was the second unit director of On Her Majesty’s Secret Service. I did some action scenes with him and he was an enthusiastic guy. He liked working with the stunt guys and he tried to do some of the ski scenes. It was a terrible responsibility for me because if he’d broken a leg on my watch I’d never have worked again. I had to keep monitoring all the time. “He mustn’t do this; he mustn’t do that.” He wanted to do everything. I had to be the bad guy and say, “No, you can’t do it.”

It sounds like he threw himself into the part.

He was very enthusiastic. As you know, he was a successful model. He did a well-known advert for Fry’s Chocolate where he was carrying this big crate of Fry’s Chocolate and he’s surrounded by beautiful women. He became a household name in England through this commercial. But he wasn’t an actor. He was just a very good-looking guy who had all the physical attributes of Bond. Except for the acting part. Peter Hunt, who directed the movie and is a very good editor, did all kinds of tricks with him to minimize the embarrassments.

Talk about finding and crafting his performance in the cutting room.

We knew that Lazenby was a bit wooden. You don’t become an actor overnight. He had the confidence, the looks, the walk, he moved well, and was good in action. Where he probably let himself down was in the dialogue. Peter cunningly used George Baker, who played Sir Hilary Bray in the film, to re-voice George Lazenby’s dialogue when Bond is impersonating Sir Hilary Bray.

That was discovered in postproduction?

That was improvised in the cutting room and happened in the latter stage of production.

Talk about shooting the pre-title sequence in The Spy Who Loved Me.

I did the ski parachute jump back in Ireland. Playing James Bond, Rick Sylvester skied oﬀ the cliﬀ and the parachute opens. I shot that months before we even started shooting [principal photography on] the movie. That was a wonderful thing to have up our sleeves straightaway. It was great knowing that we’ve got this fantastic shot to go on the end of the pre-title sequence. Three months later when we started shooting the film, we shot the rest of the chase sequence. It just all cut together seamlessly.

The jump is one of the most iconic images of the entire series.

It encompasses everything that Bond stands for when you think about it. It has style, panache, patriotism, humor, and stunts.

You have to have nerves of steel to direct these sequences.

We use people who have got nerves of steel. It took a lot of nerve when Rick Sylvester went oﬀ that mountain.

In his memoir James Bond, the Spy I Loved (2006), screenwriter Christopher Wood said that in the original ending of the pre-title sequence, Bond would have jumped off the cliff, landed on the lake below, hitched himself to a speedboat, and water skied to safety. In both versions, the last image before the opening credits is that of the Union Jack.4

Because of tensions with Russia, I remember [director] Louis Gilbert saying that we’d start oﬀ the movie with the Union Jack and then we’d finish the film with the hammer and sickle. But it wasn’t carried through somehow.

Bond films are unique. These ideas are not any one person’s idea. In the end, it’s a collection of ideas, which take on a life of their own. If they’re executed properly and filmed properly, they become a wonderful sequence.

You start with the notion that Bond is forced to ski off the cliff. Then you have to reverse engineer it and come up with why he’s there and who is chasing him.

Right and that gives birth to the idea of the Russian agent who is in bed with this beautiful girl [Barbara Bach as Anya Amasova]. It turns out the girl is a special agent and her boyfriend is an assassin who is ordered to killed Bond. But when Bond kills the boyfriend, the girl seeks revenge. That’s the way the writers eventually worked it out, but it almost certainly started with the idea that Bond would escape oﬀ the cliﬀ. You’ve got to go back and work out a reason for him to be there in the first place and that has to generate the story.

I get the sense that you’re never off duty as a Bond director.

You’re always trying to think of new [action sequences]. I went on holiday in France with my wife and her sister from Australia. Her sister was a bad backseat driver. She was a bit of a pain in the ass, quite honestly. We went into a car wash together and we all sat in the car while it was being washed. That’s how I dreamt up the idea of Grace Jones killing Patrick Macnee in the car wash in A View to a Kill. That’s where that idea came from.

Talk about Richard Maibaum, who wrote an impressive thirteen Bond films.

Dick’s strong suit was story construction. We’d travel the world and find a fantastic location or come up with an incredible stunt and Dick would find a way to work it into the story. He was a good friend of mine and we have wonderful times writing some of these stories. We’d be in the office arguing the point about one scene or another. When he was first starting out, he used to be an actor. So he acted out the scene. He’d be on his hands and knees trying to sell the idea behind the scene. He was very funny. Oh dear, we had wonderful times writing those stories.

Can you describe the writing process?

We’d start oﬀ with a basic kind of storyline. Just three or four pages and then we’d start to expand it. Then we’d go and look at some locations and we’d get more ideas from the locations and then come back and work some more. Then after three or four months, you might throw the whole thing out. Cubby might come around and say, “Look, we’re on the wrong track here. We have to bring in another writer.” [Novelist] George MacDonald Fraser came in on Octopussy. I worked with him in Hollywood. I arrived on a Monday. At 9:00 am, George was in the office waiting to get to work. But nothing happened at 9:00. About 11:00, Cubby came in with his lawyer; they’ve got some problem with the legal aspects of Bond. There are always problems and they went straight into the inner sanctum. George MacDonald Fraser looked at me and said, “Well, what’s going on?” I said, “Oh, be patient. Let’s just throw a few ideas around among ourselves.” We didn’t do anything that day apart from talking among ourselves. Cubby and Michael were too busy with the lawyers. That happened quite a few days and George couldn’t get used to that.

Licence to Kill was a much tougher Bond film than the public was accustomed to. It was also his first personal mission.

The idea was that Bond was on his own. He went to his old friend Leiter’s wedding. Of course, it all goes wrong, and the drug barons come and they maim Leiter and kill his wife in the most horrible fashion. The whole tone of that film was far harder than any film we’d done. Leiter’s maimed by a shark [an event taken from the novel Live and Let Die]. We had an awful lot of problems with the censor. Also the certificate we got excluded youngsters [under the age of fifteen] from seeing the film, which hurt the box office.

Did you try to cut back some of the violence to change the rating?

We did. We did all we could but we still had problems. We had problems when [villain Franz] Sanchez is on fire at the end. We kept chipping away at it but it only made the scene shorter and less eﬀective. Cubby and I were ensconced with the censor in the cutting room. The censor took exception to it and he kept saying, “No, you’ve got to lose more of it.” It was a dangerous stunt to perform and it hurt me to keep chipping away at it. Things change and now you can see scenes like that on films and on TV all the time. But, at the time, we had a hard time with the censor.

Quantum of Solace (2008) had a similar tone. In both movies, Bond seeks revenge on behalf of a loved one. As a whole, Daniel Craig’s Bond films are similar to Licence to Kill in that his missions are often personal.

Yes, they are. Licence to Kill was before its time. I also think that Timothy was ahead of his time. If you look at his performance in Licence to Kill, it’s not that diﬀerent from Daniel Craig’s movies. We suﬀered a little bit because the film was so hard [hard-edged]. But it’s a very good film and I’m very proud of it.

By the way, the original title was Licence Revoked. But then we had a lot of hassle from America. They said people won’t know what “revoked” means. I couldn’t believe it.
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After Licence to Kill, legal troubles held up the franchise for years.

Yes, that seems to happen every now and again. Funny enough, when we were making Octopussy at Pinewood, the other Bond movie with Sean [Never Say Never Again (1983)] was shooting at the same time at Elstree [Studios]. One day their rushes [dailies] came to us by mistake. I promise you: I did not look at them. We even paid for the car to take them back to Elstree. All the guys who were editing that film were friends of mine anyway. We all got on well. I think Cubby had a financial interest in that film. He said to me, “I got a bit of a financial interest in it even though they are our competition.”

Can you talk about some of the memorable supporting cast? Bernard Lee was a memorable M.

I worked on The Third Man (1949) when I was a young assistant editor. He played the paper sergeant in it who gets killed in the sewer chase. Bernard Lee was a fantastic actor and he was absolutely irreplaceable as M. He brought a lot of humanity to the part. Although he treated Bond harshly, you could tell that M had a great feeling for Bond. He mastered [those conflicting attitudes] beautifully.

What about Desmond Llewelyn who played Q?

Desmond Llewelyn was a great friend of mine. He was a prisoner of war for six years during World War II. For one of the Bond films, we went on the publicity tour to Germany and he was being interviewed on TV. The interviewer asked him if this was his first trip to Germany. He said, “Oh, no. I was a guest of your government for six years.” He did it with a straight face.

He’s a wonderful, wonderful man. But as he got older, he was finding it increasingly difficult to remember the lines because they were highly technical dialogue. They would be difficult for anyone to remember. On the first Dalton film, we were doing a scene where Desmond was demonstrating a nerve gas and while he did the experiment both he and Dalton were wearing gas masks. When he finished Dalton took his gas mask oﬀ and I said to Desmond, “Keep yours on, Desmond. Say anything you like and we can put the [actual] dialogue under when you loop.” That’s how we shot the scene.

Do you shoot different rhythms and deliveries of the line, “Bond, James Bond”?

You do a few takes but it’s an actor’s thing, isn’t it? It’s his timing, and, “My name is Bond.” And there’s a pause, “James Bond.” It’s fairly easy to do. You just have to have the confidence to do it.

When you include second unit work with Lazenby and the screen test with Brosnan, you’ve directed more Bond actors than anyone else.

That’s right. I did the three-day test with Brosnan [when he was tapped to play Bond in The Living Daylights]. When it was time to recast Dalton, Broccoli wanted Brosnan to play the part. Years later, the new regime at the studio wanted to look at Brosnan playing Bond. Of course, he wasn’t going to test again. So my son, who was the only one who knew where the tests were, went over to Pinewood, went into the vaults, and found the original tests. The tests that I shot ten years previously got him the job.

What is your most vivid memory of working on the Bond films?

My initial surprise when I was oﬀered the job. That was quite an amazing time when Cubby turned around to me and said, “Would you like to direct the next Bond?” Then he said, “If you want time to think about it.” I was stunned. The whole industry was surprised. But Cubby knew the work I’d done on action scenes and in the editing on three previous films and he obviously had great confidence in my abilities. But it was a surprise for everyone, Roger as well.

Did you instantly accept?

I recovered quite quickly and I said, “I don’t need any time.”

Why do you think he selected you?

It dates back to The Spy Who Loved Me. Harry Saltzman sold his share of the franchise to MGM and so Cubby was on his own and he came back to England after about three years. He was going to make a Bond film on his own and it had to be good. I think the fact that I went out and shot that pre-title sequence, which was such a success and a great start for the movie endeared me to Cubby and him to me. He obviously got his eyes on me as a future director but I didn’t know that then.

What sort of producer was Cubby?

Cubby was a wonderful producer. He encouraged you to go out on a limb and do your own thing and he never interfered too much. He gave you plenty of rope. We succeeded pretty well doing that, and we certainly had a free hand.

Your films generally stayed away from Bond’s personal life.

Yes, otherwise it becomes a diﬀerent [kind of film]. We didn’t go into his private life because Bond is always a man on the go. Bond has to be on a mission to be interesting. He has to be involved in the action. You mentioned the opening scene of For Your Eyes Only when Bond is at the grave of his [deceased] wife. He lays the flowers on her grave. I wrote that scene to introduce a new [actor playing] Bond. I wanted to remind people of the history of Bond. But it was such a good scene that, even when Roger decided he was going to do the film, we kept it in.

That scene peels a layer away from him but still retains the mystery.

Right. You show that he was married, and it helps people remember his past. Then a helicopter arrives and Bond gets in it. But Blofeld is operating the helicopter by remote control. I’ll tell you how I came up with the idea. One Sunday I was walking around Pinewood with Cubby. One of the carpenters had brought his young son to work and the son was playing with a wireless controlled car. At the time, it was
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brand new [technology]. I looked at this kid playing with this car and that’s what gave me the idea for the remote-controlled helicopter. It’s strange how these things happen.

You mentioned patriotism. Is that an important element for Bond?

Bond works for the queen. There’s always a portrait of the queen in the office and there’s always that feeling of patriotism. That feeling of patriotism was pervasive in England at the time, though I’m not sure it is today. In The Spy Who Loved Me, Bond’s having a romance with a girl in a ski hut. He gets up to leave. She says, “Oh, James. Don’t go.” He says, “Sorry, my dear. England needs me.” Although it’s tongue-in-cheek, it is what Bond stands for.

If he wasn’t doing it for queen and country, then something would be missing?

Oh, yes. It’s something special. Even if you’re not English, you still get that feeling he’s doing it for queen and country. No matter where the film is shown in the world, it comes oﬀ.

One of the unplanned strengths of the series is that it’s not American imperialism.

I’m not sure what makes it work. Everyone has their own theories. I’m not even sure Cubby knew exactly why it was such a success. Initially, [director] Terence Young was at the press screening of Dr. No and the press started to laugh. He got embarrassed and didn’t stay until the end of the film. He left. Peter Hunt [who edited Dr. No] told me that he rang Terence and told him to go out and buy the evening papers and see the reviews. They were rave reviews about this new character and this new tongue-in-cheek humor. Terence said, “It’s wonderful, Peter. But how are we going to repeat it?”

It’s interesting that they didn’t even know what they had.

We often discussed what it is that makes the films successful because it’s a question everyone asks. If everyone knew what made it a success, they’d all be doing it. But it’s a mystery. The rights to Bond were bandied around a long time before Cubby and Harry bought them. They formed the company Eon, which stands for everything or nothing, because it was the last of their money. They set out to make Dr. No and it was only through their friendship with the guy at United Artists that they ever made the film. They made it for $1 million. The original budget was $900,000 but when you include the contingency, it cost $1 million. I hate to think what the new ones cost. Probably about $250 million.

There were other popular characters they could have tried to serialize, and others they have tried. But none took hold like Bond.

Do you remember Our Man Flint (1966)?

Yes, with James Coburn as Derek Flint.

It had all the trappings of Bond. It was an American Bond but it didn’t work. It didn’t work because there’s something unique about Fleming’s Bond. It might have to do with class distinction. He’s a man who defies all the boundaries of behavior. He’s a guy who can play it rough or he can be the smoothest guy in the world. He’s an expert on the best wine, the best food. He’s very well educated. He’s a man for everyone.
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