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Hitchcock has al ways
been considered a
director sut generis.
Fobn W. Hall looks

at Psycho and

Touch ot Exil ro

show even Hiteh
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he next time vou warch the hegimning of Psyebo, as the
camera slowh moves from a distant view of the citvscape
of Phoenix into a close up of the horel room window, con-
sider another even more famous hlin openimg—the dazzling crane
and dolly shot that encompasses the first three minutes of Orson
Welles’ Tonch of Evil. made in 1938, just two vears betore Prycho.
That shot, which travels several hundred vards across much of a

town as we wat ftor the nckme bomb 1o ¢ xplm'iu. 1s s0 aundacious

that even I:mi.a_m hlms ke The Plaver L'xph-:]'.lx reter

(left)
Wielles” shock cut

(right)
HMilchcock's shocking
reveialion

In the prepubhiaty for Peyebo, Hitcheock proclamed thar has
film would open with the longest “dolly” shot. approximarely tour
miles, ever atrempred by helicoprer. Hitchcock was out to prove
he could beat Welles™ technical teat in distance 1if not in ume.
While the final result—with obvious dissolves berween separate
shots—was not quite up to his ortgimal ambivon, Hitcheock's
openmg clearly displays the inHuence of Welles.

In tact, a case can be made that much of Poche, mcludime some
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I IT.
Was Hitcheock. in the opening of Payel

1 II":.!

to one-up Welles’ experiment with the hms of
the .l.;:l_-ﬁ- shot: Yes. without even a shadow of a

doubr,

HITCHCOCK

VS§.

WELLES

taken trom Towch of Evil. The opeming shot 1s only

e O r|||.' T ST Iilll'l. il:ll*x, Easiiy 11“1 l.l'.'ll-._'thl i -|1s_'|'|

pomnts. For starters. think ot how both ilmmakers
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Lereh. and the squahid desolanion of Southwestern
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WHERE WELLES' FILMS ARE EXTRAVAGANT EXPLORATIONS OF BLOATED, CORRUPT, TRAGIC FIGURES:

motels run by nervous, sexually intimidated young
men. It's ime Welles and his crew members on Touch
of Evil receive proper credit for some of the praise of
Psycho directed toward Hitchcock.

The connection berween the directors

The over-
is not as obvious as it mayv seem. Except  powering
for auteunist roll calls of the great direc- sexuality
tor, Welles and Hitchcock are almost of Janet

: LI T beaart Be Leigh (left)
never mentioned in the same breath i
cause, despite their concurrent Holly- o7 gyit and
wood careers, they and their films have (right)
always been viewed through different Psycho

lenses. Welles, despite the attempts of
various critics to resurrect the standings of his later,
mutilated hlms, 15 often seen as the child prodigy who
burned out, his bombastic personality and baroque
style too much for Hollvwood to digest. Hitcheock,
on the other hand, is seen as a prime example of a di-
rector who managed to maintain the integrity of his
films by using his charm and rigid production meth-
ods to convince the studio executives of the commer-
cial appeal and profitabilitv of his ilms. With his inimitable
black humor, he managed to shrug off minor disappoint-
ments with studios and move on to the next in line of his
endless thrillers, uming everv bit of publicity into a tease of
great things to come.
Actually, their career paths diverged as early as 1941,
when both came under fire trom RKQO) studio executives.
Hitchcock agreed to reshoot an ending for Suspicion that
backs off from the notion that Cary Grant could be a killer,
saving his film from RKO's hatcher and allowing it to be-
come the studio’s bigeest hit of the year. Welles, who was
busy shooting Ity AN Tiwe in South America, was much less
fortunate. He was unable to keep RKO from mauling The
Magnificenr Anrbersons m the editing room and marching 1t
off to a quick death at the box office. To top it off, RKO
canceled Ity Al Trwe. Though both were highly noncon-
formist and possessed enormous egos, Welles was painted as
the “bad bov™ of Hollvwood. while Hitchcock became the
Bov Scout. carning the studio’s respect and praise in spite of
his obsession wath murder.
\With the exceprion of their occasional use of the cel-
chrated Bernard Herrmann, and Welles” foray into the
thriller genre with The Srranoer (1946), there are few points

of sovhistic and themane overlap berween the two betore Toneh of

ool and Peyedbo. Athoueh both directors” visuals are clearly influ-
enced by German Expressionism, Welles prefers distortion and
high-contrast black-and-white compositons, while Hitchcock
typically presents a surface normality, favoring less visual distor-
ton and erever shades of hlack. \Where Welles” ilms are extrava-
gant explorations of bloated. corrupr, tragic hgures, Hitchcock’s
are tense, compact, preciseh filmed explorations of guilt and ob-
sesston that often feel more hike pure heroie adventures (The 39
Steps. Notvrions. North by Northizest, et al) than exercises in ex-
panding cinema’s himits, Not to say that Welles” films aren’t as
much tun as Hitcheock's. or that Hitcheock’s are not as intellec-
tuallv sumulanng as Welles™. hut watching a Welles film is like
CATHYE g rith, mich and lem I VOu W ith an overstufted feel-
me. Hitchcock s an casier swcallow, a lean shice of cinematic roast
bheet (or a shee of cake., as he was tomd 1I1--.J_'l. i['lg.{','l-

By the late 19350s. Welles was a virtual outeast in Hollvwood,
with a repuration Lo ]1-L'IH_*_' “dithienle” .1Hui—llﬂfdil‘l}'—frbf goimg

over budaer on his films. He onhe became the director of Towch of
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Fzil because the star. Charlton Heston. upon hea ['ing that Welles

was going to play Caprain Quinlan, assumed through a misun-
derstanding that Universal was also letuing him direct the film.
Thus Welles was ottered the job and took it, on the condinon
that he be allowed ro rewnte the seript o his sanstacnon.

Welles. who had not directed a Hollvwood film during his
ten vears as a virtual exile in Europe (Othello and My Arkadin
were [talian and Britush productions, respectively), used his bud-
get and nme restrictions of just under S1 million and a 42-day
shootmg schedule to great advantge. Instead of *slumming™ in
1 h'.” L'Hllll,‘ h.l"n.l_' !I';".'_"”. | Eg mMovie, i'l{.' ll"\L'Li I'Hi]].‘l. ]“"n."u'-hllliigft
techmques to stvhize the hlm. Except tor the opening set piece,
Welles was content to use the sparselyv lit, inkv 1images of filin
noir, handheld cameras, and agged editing tor sleaze and shock
value. When Universal retused his request to shoot at the Mexi-
can border. Welles subsutured the elomous decav of nearby
Venee, Calitornn,

Where Welles was hiited by his reputation for extravagance.
Hitcheock tound with Peycba thar Paramount was unwilling to
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m that would brutally kill oft s

put its money into a horror h
main character halfway through the hlm and substitute a psy-
chotic as the mam object of interest. Though Hitcheock was
coming off a big success with North by Northizest. his standing
with Paramount. the evental distributor of Pache, was troubled,
given the poor box office pertormance of Feirigo. his most recent
Paramount film. Hitchcock was forced to timance the production
of Psycho himself. and he chose to shoot 1t at Revue Studios, the
television production facilin at Universal. where his TV series
“Alfred Hitcheock Presents™
had a grear dn:-.;_l of experience with low-budger hlming. Since

was bemng made. Sull, he already

19353 his TV series had been delivering weekly doses of murder
and intrigue for a very small cost; he directed several of the
shows himself. In addinon. i 1936 he had made a nlm. The
1 rane Man. that was a maodel of comverung nscal hmianons into
the aesthenc drabness |‘|:_'::L1L'L1 o convey the hite of an ::!'11111.11'}..'
man undone by fare. Restricted to a budget of SSO0.000, a hith of
North by Northwest's budget. Hitcheock must have seen Poyeba as

a challenge he knew he could win. He mayv even have seen it as

an opportunity to prove faster and cheaper than
Welles.

More apparent than any other Touch of Evil in-
fluence is the casting of Janet Leigh as Marion
Crane. In Touch of Evil Leigh plays the sexy Ameri-
can wife of Mexican narcotics agent Vargas (Hes-
ton), alternately feisty and vulnerable. With shots
of Leigh lying around dingv motel rooms in her
lingerie and her ample bust accentuated by Welles’
low angles, it’s not hard to see why Hitchcock
thought of her as the beautiful but frustrated Mar-
ion. Add to that the voveuristic scenes of the
Grandi gang torturing her in Touch of Evil, and it’s
like watching Marion Crane in another film. Of
course, Hitchcock ups the ante by not merely tor-
turing Leigh’s character, but slashing her to death
in front of our eyes. (Joseph Stetano, who adapted
Robert Bloch’s book for Pryche and was consulted
by Hitchcock for casting, was clearly not the insti-
gator for this bit of casting. In his book Alfred
Hitcheock and the Making of Psycho, Stephen Rebello
quotes Stefano remarking on Leigh, “She was someone with
no association with this kind of movie.” Stetano must not
have seen Touch of Evil.)

; Another similarity is the character and casting of the,
motel manager in the two films. They are remarkably alike.
As the “night man™ in Touch of Exil, a voung Dennis Weaver,
clad in unfashionable clothes with his shirt but-

Would you toned to the top, suggests a slightly retarded
rentahotel  Norman Bates. Gooh, nervous, easily fright-
room trom L‘I'IL'-:'L ;uui r,]n;—_-i__'j{h:gﬂ}' lll‘i{,'l:II!'II'.HI'TJlJIL' JI‘{HII‘IJ H |
either of sexy woman like Leigh, Weaver blinks, stutters,
these quys? S :
Pieite leers, and laughs crazily in his encounters with
Weaver her. He's more simpleton than psyehao, butirs
(left) in not hard to see the outlines of Norman’s creep
Touch of looks and behavior. Perkins uses manyv ol the
Fwl and ) o - T _ ol
same quirks, particularly the stutter around
Anthony i : : :
Porkin i Leigh, but hides his madness under a vencer
Psycho. of competence and real intelligence. Perkine

whose career was made by this performance.
may also be an example of the reverse equation, Thteheock
influencing \Welles: Perkins became the star of Welles” next
flm The Tral, released in 1963,

The Southwestern locales ot the two films are another
similarity, partcularly the isolated, deserred morel serungs.
Dingy motels were, of course, common sertings i the film noirs
that were the maim inspiration for the films’ look. Burt the motels
create an especially powerful atmosphere ot dread and ahien-
ation in these two flms, perhaps because they seem to existin a
dreamscape, disconnected from the rest ot the “normal” world.
The use of the sordid motel as an instrument of psvchological
torture and an emblem of decay i Tonch of Exil may have n-
spired Robert Bloch, who wrote the novel that Psveho is based
on, to use a motel to capture an American environment suitable
as a breeding ground for psychosis and random violence. His
novel, based on the notorious 1957 case of Ed Gein, a reclusive
Wisconsin farmer and mass murderer. was pubhished in 1959, 4
vear after Toueh of Evil was released.

Some of the key crew members imvolved in the visual design
of Touch of Evil were also involved in Psyefo. Robert Clatworthy.
1 highly regarded art director at Universal. pertormed m thar
capacity for both films. His signature is evident in the desiegn ot
the end-to-end collection of motel units amud dust and mumble-
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weeds in Touch of Evil, and the bleak L-shaped Bates motel in Psycho
inspired by the earlier design. Also, many of the interiors of the
Bates Motel and the house resemble those in Touch of Evil. The bor-
dello run by Marlene Dietrich is costumed in a mess of braided
lampshades, pictures, horns, and other aged paraphernalia that, lit
with a slightly greyer tone and fewer shadows, reappear in a tidier
form as the frozen-in-ume artifacts of the Bates house. Another
crew member of Welles’, camera operator John Russell, became
Hitchcock’s director of photography for Psyche, which may also ac-
count for some of the visual similarines, such as the use of natural
lighting in the davlight scenes.

Hitchcock may have used more than Welles' crew members and
decor in Psycho. The famous moment of terror when Marion’s sister
Lila (Vera Miles) rurns around the rocker to discover that “Mother”
1s a skeleton may have a precedent of sorts in Touch of Evil. In that
film, when Janet Leigh awakes from her drug-induced sleep and
discovers Uncle Joe Grandi hanging over the bed, dead from stran-
gulation by Captain Quinlan, her moment of terror is conveved in a
shock cut. In one of the few subjective point-of-view shots in the
film, we see her view of Grandi’s upside-down face, his bulging eyes
and tongue thrust in her face. Welles, using a tnick that Hitchcock
would borrow in The Birds (1963) (the quick triple cut-in on the
close-up of the farmer whose eves have been pecked our), cuts into
an even tighter close-up of Grandi’s face to maximize the impact on
the audience. Accentuating the shock of the cuts is the use of blink-
ing neon lights and blaring horns. Notably, there is no real prece-
dent for this kind of shock cut in Hitchcock’s ilms before Psycho.
While he often created moments of extreme tension, he had never
thrust something in our faces that induced sheer horror in the same
way that suddenly seeing the skeleton does. Hitcheock, so often
credited with ushering in the modern horror era with Pioeho, may
have been beaten to the punch by Welles and inspired by \Welles’
technique of conveving a character’s fright.

Another of Welles” techniques that may have imfluenced Peycbo is
the use of overlapping dialogue. Welles was long noted for his inno-
vations in sound, but his repeated use of concurrent conversations
in Jonch of Evil s particularly striking. The contusion, complexiry,
and butting-of-heads that result proves to be a dramatic, original
approach to creatng tension among characters, particularly Vargas
and Quinlan. Hitchcock may well have had this example in mind
when he suggested to Anthony Perkins and Martin Balsam, plaving
Detective Arbogast, that they speak over each other’s lines n a stac-
cato dehivery to elevate the tension in their confrontation in the
motel lobby. Hitcheock, who precisely controlled how his actors
talked and moved. had never allowed his actors to step on each
other’s lines before (with the exception ot Shadvie of a Doubt. where
the technique is used to depict the breakdown in communication in
the American family).

Nonconformists that they were, both directors abhorred the po-
lice. Hitchcock’s aversion to the police, perhaps stemming from an
alleged torced (by his father) ten-minute stav in a jail cell at age five,
15 legendary. To his interviewers™ surprise, Welles commented in
Cabiers du Cinema that he loathed Quinlan. “The most personal
thing I've put in [Touch of Evl] 1s my hatred of the abuse of police
power,” said Welles. “It’s better to see a murderer go tree than for a
|_}1}]il.:t:l‘11;‘m LO i:ihl._l."_-‘:_t his power. i

While the purpose of this essav is to poinr ourt the influence of
Touch of Exil on Psycho, it seems fair 1o acknowledge a few of the
major stvhisue differences m the two hlhms which may have covered
some of Welles' tracks. Welles foved distornion, often using an 18.3
millimeter lens in Towch of Exil 1o create the lund, dishgured face of
corruption. In attempting to make Psycho’s world appear as normal
as possible on the surface. to hide the uncivilized impulses lving be-
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Nervous, sexLally intimidated young men
meel Janel Le.cr—with disastrous results

neath and to recreate human vision, Hitcheock avoided distorung
lenses, using a 30 millimeter lens most of the nme. According o his
script supervisor, “He wanted the camera, Feing the audience all the
tume, to see as if they were secing it with their own eves.” There is
also much lower black/whirte contrast in Prycha. with Hircheock fa-
vormg a dull grey look over Welles” moody blacks and pools of
light. Then of course there is Welles™ affinine for affecred realistic
touches such as mumbling many of his lines as Captain Quinlan.
creating an aural characterizavon while throwing awav whole
patches of dialogue. Hitcheock, while certamly equally adepr at
using sound and dialogue expressively, insisted that the audience
must hear every line clearly.

Finally, is it any surprise, really, that Hitcheock and those in-
volved in the making of Paweho should be so sienificantly influenced
by the contemporary work of another landmark fgure in American
film, Orson Welles? That both men should slmost simultancously
explore the darker edges of humanine and openly address troubling
moral and sexual issues is no comadence, but the result of wo arear
artists pushing each other and the hboundaries of whar we dare 1o ad-

dress in ilm. B
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