
CILECT NEWS  Special Issue December 2002  Page 39 

Conference Panel 3 

Monday, April 8,  2002 

Triangle, Six Years Later 
 

Panel Members 

 

Pavel Jech, FAMU, Prague, Czech Republic 

Renen Schorr, Director JSFS, Jerusalem, Israel 

Lauri Törhönen, Director, UIAH, Helsinki, Finland 

Malte Wadman, Director NFS, Lillehammer, Norway 



Page 40 December 2002 CILECT News   Special Issue  

 

Malte Wadman Pavel Jech 

Lauri Törhönen 
Renen Schorr 



CILECT NEWS  Special Issue December 2002  Page 41 

 

Monday, April 8,  2002 

Conference Panel 3 

Triangle,  Six Years Later 

In 1996,  CILECT began to address the issue of communi-
cation and collaboration among the creative triangle of 
writers,  directors,  and producers.  Some viewed the Trian-
gle project as a necessary corrective to the 1960’s auteur 
ideology that dominated many film schools.  Others saw it 
as diminishing the role of the individual film artist in an 
increasingly market-oriented system. How has Triangle 
affected the film and television school curriculum, and 
what lessons can be learned from the process as well as 
the outcomes? 

Lauri Törhönen 

Dear friends and colleagues, I will present the panelist. First 

I present the empty chairs: Bob Nickson is on the agenda 

but couldn’t come. From the beginning Bob has been our 

outside point of view for the Triangle process. He brought 

an American point of view to this European process. The 

empty chair on the left is actually mine, and I am sitting in 

the empty chair in the middle, which actually belongs to 

Professor Dick Ross, who has been the soul, if not the body, 

of the Triangle Project. The poor man has already written 

two books on Triangle meetings and a third one is coming. 

Dick wasn’t able to attend, so I am sitting in for him. 

The other panelists, who are in their chairs, are Renen 

Schorr, from the Sam Spiegel Film and Television School, 

Jerusalem. Renen is both a producer and a director, so we 

can describe him as a Triangle skeptic. Pavel Jech from 

FAMU, Prague is a screenwriter, and Malte Wadman, from 

Lillehammer Norway is neither a producer nor a screen-

writer nor a director. 

I am a director by profession, and I inherited an ancient, 

old-fashioned film school in which there was a lot of analy-

sis and theory, but very little filmmaking. The motion pic-

ture theater was the core of the film school, instead of the 

studio. The students, who I also inherited, and some of 

them unfortunately are still there, wrote scripts by them-

selves for the 10-minute films they were assigned to make, 

which finally emerged as 52-minute features. As a result, 

just one student could ruin the budget for the whole year. 

So my taking the job of running the school was an act of 

true optimism. 

I missed my first CILECT General Assembly because my 

predecessor wanted to travel to Mexico with his wife. In 

Mexico I might have at least met the faces and seen the hair 

color of the people who were to become my international 

colleagues before they turned gray, in and during the Trian-

gle process, but I missed the opportunity. So when the 

original Triangle documentation started to arrive, I instinc-

tively went to Rome to attend the first meeting without 

knowing much about what was going to happen. I only 

wanted to see the CILECT people. 

The Rome meeting changed my life and my world, and 

with that, the film school and my point of view towards 

everything about it. Triangle, as it began, was everything I 

wanted to happen in the film industry in my country and in 

the film school as well. 

For those of you who don’t know anything about Triangle, 

this is a project sponsored by GEECT and CILECT and it’s 

a European response to Hollywood because some-

body noticed that European cinema is over-

whelmed by the producer-driven American studio 

system, and the weak point in European film is the 

producer. Somebody had to do something about it. 

I think it was a good idea for the film schools to 

pick up the ball, and in Rome, six years ago, we 

decided that the right place to educate film produc-

ers was in the film schools instead of the schools of 

business or university departments of economics. 

We need film producers, not economists or corpo-

rate managers. 

We will try to be brief and try to save some time 

for discussion. I’d like the first round to be about 

what the film schools did before Triangle, and then 

we will go on to what happened during and after 

Triangle. First, Renen Schorr. 

Renen Schorr 

I cannot give you a full report on the situation of 

the schools before Triangle because our school in 

Jerusalem is not the typical “six pack” type of 

school by which I mean meaning admitting six 

directing students, six screenwriting students, six 

editing students, six cinematography students, six 

producing students, etc. to each of the six depart-

ments. Our school, which is twelve years old, ad-

mits students who have not yet chosen a specialty. 

It is only during their studies that they evolve into 

directors, writers, editors, etc. and all students have 

the option to direct and to make a second year film 

or a diploma film, So it’s not a typical, European 

film school in that regard. Our philosophy is that, 

especially in small countries like ours, a school 

should have a role in changing the industry, and I 
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must say that after our twelve years of existence, 

it’s my belief that we have contributed to a subtle 

change within the Israeli industry. Yet, without 

doubt, we failed to bring producers to the indus-

try. Our school, like most of the European 

schools taught students how to be production 

managers, or line producers. We’ve still not suc-

ceeded in producing an executive producer. 

Our thinking was that we should proceed one 

additional step and that’s where we are heading 

now, maybe even one step ahead of Triangle. 

We wish to make the producer’s role in the 

school more successful, and to 

take the radical step of fully 

assimilating the role of the producer into 

the organization of the school. 

Given that until now, the director is the 

person who is running the show, we 

would like to do something which is quite 

dangerous in a film school. We want to 

select in advance the most promising peo-

ple to be producers and educate them not 

only in the basics of production, but espe-

cially in story editing, storytelling, cost-

ing, and scheduling, and then give them 

the opportunity put their knowledge to 

work and to select the projects to be made 

in the school and actually produce them. 

In brief, this means that the school will 

surrender its artistic power and its funds 

to five, six, or seven senior producers, 

with the hope of getting two really out-

standing producing graduates. I think we 

can change the industry, not in a cumula-

tive way, but from above, because in Is-

rael, and I believe many small countries, 

we lack real producers who can identify a 

good story and go with it, and find the 

right director, the right writer and produc-

tion team, and understand costing and 

finance and marketing. If our school can 

educate one or two really good producers 

every year, it will change the industry and 

make a revolution. 

Malte Wadman 

I had no experience of film school before Triangle. My fan-

tastic opportunity was that in 1997 I was asked to start a 

film school in Norway, from scratch. Of course, there had 

been many groups and subgroups from the government, 

from the ministry, from other film schools, who were set-

ting up the parameters within which we were supposed to 

work. The groups and consultants had all been traveling 

around the world for a long time looking at film schools, 

but unfortunately, I could not get very much out of their 

reports. 

From my own experience of teaching at different schools, I 

learned about the problems with the existing system. We 

found that at many schools the cinematographers gradu-

ated and went straight out to shoot commercials, the docu-

mentary people were all right because they were getting 

work in television, and the scriptwriters also got nice jobs 

when they graduated, but there wasn’t 

any producer training at all, and the role 

of the directing students within the 

school was very different from what ex-

isted in the industry. The film school 

students were being trained as auteurs. 

The reason for these director-led schools 

had to do with the historical situation 

that existed when they were organized. 

The schools in Western Europe were 

largely set up just after the introduction 

of television, which coincided with the 

invasion of the nouvelle vague, the “new 

wave,” and they were mostly school for 

directors and cinematographers. 

The introduction of screenwriting into 

my school’s curriculum came in the 

1980’s and producing didn’t come until 

the 1990’s, initially somewhat outside of 

what one might consider the core cur-

riculum. This led, for example, to script-

writers, who were very much aware of 

the situation in the real world, writing a 

lot of scripts, but they were never pro-

duced, because the directors, living in the 

obsolete world of the auteur, were writing 

their own scripts and making their own 

films. 

The producing student was reduced to 

being a kind of production manager or 

first assistant for the director, who was 

actually running the show. So, when we 

began to design the school, we discussed 

this very thoroughly. This was between 

the first and second Triangle meeting. I 

stole Ian Closson from the Dramatiska Institutet in Stock-

holm, to be our curriculum coordinator, and he had been to 

the first Triangle meeting, so we picked up some ideas from 

there and started to organize our new school in a different 
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In brief, this means that 
the school will surrender 
its artistic power and its 
funds to five, six, or seven 
senior producers, with the 
hope of getting two really 
outstanding producing 
graduates. I think we can 
change the industry, not in 
a cumulative way, but from 
above, because in Israel, 
and I believe many small 
countries, we lack real 
producers who can identify 
a good story and go with it, 
and find the right director, 
the right writer and produc-
tion team, and understand 
costing and finance and 
marketing. If our school 
can educate one or two 
really good producers 
every year, it will change 
the industry and make a 
revolution.  

Schorr 
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way. 

We decided very early to create a “storytelling school” with 

six equal storytellers, one from each of the school’s depart-

ments. They would all be involved in telling the story of the 

film. At the same time, we introduced the idea of the Trian-

gle. 

Lauri Törhönen 

I remember that on the first day in Rome, someone pro-

posed the idea of educating creative producers. After all the 

decades of educating very creative directors, should we start 

educating creative producers? What is a creative producer? 

It started that simply. We started by realizing what we 

lacked in the European film industries and in many other 

countries in the way of creative producers, and agreed on 

the need to grow them. We started with many answers, but 

no good questions, and because there is no trade or profes-

sion called “creative producer” in the official vocabulary of 

film schools, we decided to start educating “producers” 

who are creative, together with directors and screen writers, 

as a creative triangle. 

Pavel Jech 

It’s fascinating to be here in Australia to see this interna-

tional collage of jet lag. Everyone falling asleep! Once the 

Australians start to sleep, we know we are in trouble. 

Lauri asked us to divide our presentations into two parts: 

one pre-Triangle and the other, dealing with what happened 

after the concept was introduced to our schools. As far as I 

understand Triangle, the goal is not simply to enhance the 

role of the creative producers, but also to ensure that the 

education in the film schools accurately reflects the reality 

of film production. For that reason, the producer needs to 

have a more prominent role, and if it isn’t that way in some 

countries, it will need to be addressed soon, because that’s 

the reality of how more and better films can be produced. 

The reality of the situation which my school, FAMU, in the 

Czech Republic, has been in for the last 50 years has been 

quite different, for obvious historical reasons. Most of its 

history has been under a Communist regime and the reali-

ties of the film industry were very different from the present. 

FAMU was actually founded in 1946, shortly after the end 

of World War II and two years before the Communist take-

over of the country, and but it’s interesting to note that the 

same year, both the film industry and the Barandov Film 

Studio were also nationalized. The system that evolved, and 

FAMU itself, were very analogous to the realities of film 

production in Czechoslovakia. At that time there was a 

pervading ideology that “for us, film is the most important 

of the arts,” as Lenin proclaimed, because of the propa-

ganda value. Film could reach the mass audience. The film 

industry at that time was very highly subsidized. There was 

no problem in financing films, and each year there were 30 

or more feature films made in Czechoslovakia. Likewise, 

the school was a very well funded and a very privileged 

place to be. 

From the very beginning, the school had a system of depart-

ments, There were five original departments, including 

what would become the core of Triangle, a producing de-

partment, a directing department, and a screenwriting de-

partment, and they also used a system of practical exercises, 

all funded by the school, which combined the efforts of the 

departments, so there was a producer from the producing 

department, director from the directing department, and so 

on. 

Perhaps paradoxically or unintentionally, the sys-

tem created strong artistic personalities, because 

the first group of the students who came into the 

industry after going to school in the 1950’s were 

those famous names who created the Czech new 

wave. As I said, FAMU was in a very privileged 

position. Its graduates were guaranteed jobs in the 

state film industry because they had been trained 

by the state. This went to such extremes that when 

Vera Chytilová, perhaps our most famous female 

filmmaker, was banned from making films during 

the 1970’s for seven years, she wrote an open letter 

to the President of the country stating that, because 

the state had paid for her education, the people 

who were preventing her from making films were 

actually committing a crime against the state. I 

don’t know if that’s a persuasive argument for 

other film school graduates, but it actually worked 

for her and she was reinstated, somewhat grudg-

ingly, but nevertheless, she was allowed to make 

films again. 

Where were the producers under the old system? 

Like all industries in the communist system, the 

school and the film industry were centrally 

planned. Financing was not an issue. The money 

was there because it was important to the state to 

have films. The only issue was ideology, and so 

producers weren’t producers in the sense that we 

know them today, they were basically production 

managers, and it was the same in the school. A 

student at the school was trained to be a produc-

tion manager, and his or her function in the school 

on a school production was to be a production 

manager. 

Over the years, some additional departments were 
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added, but the main filmmaking departments 

were directing, documentary, and animation. 

Each department accepted about five or six stu-

dents per year. The producing department ac-

cepted 15 students per year because they wanted 

each one of those student to service the produc-

tions of the directing, documentary, and anima-

tion students. As a result, there was not a strong 

tradition of creative producers either in the coun-

try or in the state’s film school. 

Now the situation is changing, I will save that 

story for the second half, the Triangle half. 

Lauri Törhönen 

When I graduated from the film school, the head of the 

school was a very well-known director who not only wrote 

scripts and directed and edited his own films, but he owned 

the production company. In one case he even fell in love 

with his female star of the comedy he was making and he 

just wasn’t able to cut his girl friend’s performance, so the 

film was half-an-hour too long for the script. I had an ongo-

ing argument with him about this in my diploma year. I 

didn’t know anything about Triangle, but my simple idea 

was that two pairs of eyes and two brains are better than 

one pair of eyes and one brain. Later on, after graduating, I 

was working as Warren Beatty’s assistant director on 

“Reds.” This was Warren Beatty’s ultimate performance. 

He had a close-up taken of himself in 113 takes, because 

after all, he was the producer, and the star, and the director, 

and the co-writer of the film, and as a result of this 

“auteurism”, making the film was a production catastrophe. 

After graduating from film school, witnessing such crazi-

ness in this business affected my point of view when I got to 

Rome for the first Triangle meeting. 

Melbourne’s wonderful tram system is a useful metaphor. 

Once you step on the tram there are designated stops and 

you can’t turn the tram away from the track. On the Trian-

gle tram, Rome was stop number one, Terni was number 

two and Torino was number three, and we asked to have 

number four as well. Sometimes, trams go from point A to 

point B and in some places like Helsinki, for example, they 

make loops or even figure-eights, and I ask myself whether 

the Triangle track will turn out to be a loop. The auteur was 

abandoned, and then came the Triangle and perhaps auteur-

ism will come back at some point. The Swedes had a semi-

nar in Gothenburg last winter which was called “The Re-

turn of the Auteur,” so I suppose that for some film schools, 

taking up something like Triangle is an act of violence to-

ward film education. 

As Caterina D’Amico’s mother, the great screenwriter Suso 

Cecci D’Amico said in the first Triangle, “the school should 

exist to teach the skills, the craft. Then, when the students 

have learned the craft, they can go out and do what they 

want.” That’s basically what this is all about. Now we come 

to what happened after the Triangle concept was introduced 

into the curriculum and where we stand at the moment. 

Renen Schorr 

I begin with a very radical idea. I think that Triangle should 

have more of an edge, because the fundamental problem in 

the schools is still helping producing students learn how to 

make decisions. Even if it’s collaborative work on the Trian-

gle model, firm decision has to be reached, and the model 

we are thinking about at our school is to give the student 

producers the full responsibility of initiating projects and 

bridging between the writers and directors within the 

school. I think that we can have real producers coming out 

of the school in the same way as we now have directors or 

cinematographers or editors. 

Producers trained in this way would certainly be quickly 

kidnapped by the existing industry, but with proper training 

they will form an alternative industry. 

Malte Wadman 

When we began to organize the Norwegian film school, we 

had a long meeting with all the incoming professors. We 

agreed that we would run the school on the Triangle model 

and incorporate Triangle into the teaching system. I think 

one of the most important things need in order to run the 

Triangle system is that there be complete agreement among 

the entire the teaching staff. You can’t have strong competi-

tion among your professors or heads of departments, be-

cause at some later stage it could easily lead to conflicts and 

antagonisms. We discussed this at length and we designed 

some exercises to introduce the Triangle concept at a very 

early stage of the students’ film education, because as we all 

know, students, especially directing students, arrive with 

very auteuritarian ideas. Their self image is that of the direc-

tor who decides on everything. Most of them have shot 

some films on digital, and they have edited on Final Cut 

Pro or something similar, so they have had some practice in 

this. 

When they come to the school, students have to quickly 

adapt to a collaborative situation. We designed the first film 

exercise so that the entire class, consisting of six students 

from each of the six school departments, would form into 

production teams. That meant that on a particular Monday, 

each student would come to the school and tell a story that 

they had written down on one sheet of paper. Interestingly, 

I found out that they very often, the best story ideas came 

from sound technicians. 
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The screenwriting students would pick twelve ideas from 

the 36 ideas that were submitted, and return in one week 

with a story outline or synopsis for each one, which they 

would then present to the group. Then, the 

directors and the producers would pick the 

six to be made. In this way, they are intro-

duced to highly collaborative work at a 

very early stage. 

This method is used in all but the last pro-

duction exercises until the last exercise. In 

the last exercise, they themselves choose 

how they work, but whatever they decide, 

they must use the scriptwriters. This means 

that the directors can’t write their own film, 

but they may collaborate with a script-

writer. We ask that producers give us six 

films of a certain running time over a speci-

fied number of months, and that they work 

with a fixed amount of money from the 

school. They may also raise more money 

from outside sources. The producing stu-

dents are responsible for running both the 

finances and logistics of the final film exer-

cise. 

This has worked rather well, but we’ve also 

experienced some unexpected problems. 

The most important problem is that there is 

a tendency to shift over to the old television 

style where you have a clear division be-

tween the non-technicians and the techni-

cians, the “creative triangle” and “the re-

jected triangle” as they call themselves, 

consisting of the editors, cinematographers, 

and sound technicians. This is because the 

directors, screenwriters, and producers are 

so involved in creating the story and script, 

that when they come to working with the 

visual side, they put less effort into it, and 

the traditionally strong connection between 

the director and cinematographer has been 

weakened. We also have had a problem 

with the scriptwriters, because they have a 

tendency of doing their thing in the triangle 

at the beginning, and then jumping out of 

it, and then returning and saying “I didn’t 

write that film.” 

Then, of course, there is the producing side. It’s very hard, 

to train producers, because if you are a producer outside the 

school, you get your idea or your script and you take five to 

seven years to get financing. In the school, we have pre-

cisely the opposite situation. A producing student doesn’t 

have any idea of what he’s going to do in twelve months, 

except that he has to deliver the film. We have had to in-

clude some specific training for producers that uses case 

studies and development ideas, and to 

enable them to work on projects outside 

the film school in order to train them 

properly. 

And then of course, we have a problem, 

the director. The directors have a prob-

lem when they get out of the film 

school. While in the film school, they 

were the heroes, and they had all these 

people running around helping them. 

After graduation, all these producers get 

jobs, all these editors, cinematogra-

phers, and sound technicians disappear 

into the industry, and there is 

the lone director, standing 

there and wondering what hap-

pened to everybody. 

When directors, who arrived at 

the school with the idea of be-

ing auteurs, get into the situa-

tion where they are working in 

a triangle, they become a bit 

insecure because they are not 

who they thought they’d be, 

and they really don’t know 

what to do. Everybody else can 

hide behind a computer or 

behind a editing table, camera, 

or sound console, leaving the 

director feeling rather lonely. 

As a result, we have to be 

much more detailed in the 

training of directors in the han-

dling of actors and the skills of 

leadership, and this has to be a 

very specific part of the train-

ing of the directors. 

In conclusion, I should tell you 

that what we will be discussing 

among our staff, two weeks 

from now when I get back to 

Lillehammer and we look back 

on this year of Triangle at our 

school, is how we add to this chain. How do we 

make the Triangle roll, how do we bring this col-

laborative effort which has worked rather well to 

function for the rest of the chain as well. 

We designed the first film 
exercise so that the entire 
class, consisting of six 
students from each of the 
six school departments, 
would form into production 
teams. (…) Each student 
would come to the school 
and tell a story that they 
had written down on one 
sheet of paper. Interest-
ingly, I found out that they 
very often, the best story 
ideas came from sound 
technicians. 
The screenwriting students 
would pick twelve ideas 
from the 36 ideas that 
were submitted, and return 
in one week with a story 
outline or synopsis for 
each one, which they would 
then present to the group. 
Then, the directors and the 
producers would pick the 
six to be made. In this way, 
they are introduced to 
highly collaborative work at 
a very early stage. 

Wadman. 
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Lauri Törhönen 

I’ve been observing what happens in Sweden and 

Norway from the sidelines, as a spectator, and 

even if Malte is having problems with students of 

directing, it is fascinating. It seemed at first that 

the Norwegian school was a Xerox copy of the 

Swedish school, where Malte previously taught, 

but it’s really a different kind of school. The 

auteur tradition is very hard to get rid of it, but I 

must say that Malte has succeeded in his new 

school in many things so well that I can’t agree 

with him more. 

Pavel Jech 

As we speak about entrenched traditions, that’s definitely 

the case with FAMU. When communism ended twelve 

years ago, the film industry had to change almost immedi-

ately because it was no longer feasible for the state to fund 

all these feature films. In fact, the Studio Barandov no 

longer produces its own projects. It hasn’t done so for al-

most a decade. Films are now the result of co-productions 

with the Czech Television, grants based on a tax on movie 

tickets, and some international co-production. The films are 

generally low budget. But the film school still remains a 

state institution and it is still funded by the state, and the 

traditions of how students are taught have also remained 

the same. The main reason, perhaps, is because it had been 

so successful in the past. 

FAMU remains a strong influence on the national cinema. 

In the past year, twelve films were produced, and all but 

three were directed or written by FAMU graduates. Inter-

estingly, two and a half of the three films that weren’t made 

by FAMU graduates, were made on digital video. That’s 

another revolution that is still on its way to FAMU. 

The FAMU system, which has evolved slightly over time, 

still remains fundamentally the same. We have nine depart-

ments now, and they are still based on inter-departmental 

exercises which are led by the directing students. The other 

departments help out in their respective crafts. There is still 

this tradition of creating a strong individual film artist. 

Actually, the fact that we are divided into departments has 

helped facilitate this in some way because there is a de facto 

competition among the three departments that create the 

most auteurs. There are the screenwriting department, the 

documentary department, and the directing department. At 

least three of the most prominent young director-writers are 

graduates from the script department. One of them had a 

Oscar nomination last year. The same is the case the docu-

mentary department, where one of the documentary direc-

tors won a student Oscar. 

What happens in the school is that directing students often 

write their scripts. They don’t accept scripts from and they 

don’t collaborate with screenwriting students. Scriptwriting 

students prefer to focus on their own screenplays, with the 

hopes of finishing a feature script which they can later direct 

themselves. The documentary students usually make quasi-

fictional films with the hopes of eventually entering into 

fiction film directing. 

Within this system, the producer is still a production man-

ager for the other students. There has been a little bit of an 

attempt to train creative producers. In the past, our school 

had always been a five-year program. Now, consistent with 

European Union higher education directives, it is divided 

into a three year of Bachelor’s program and a two year of 

Master’s program. At the master’s level in our school, pro-

ducers are expected to find outside sponsorship or other 

methods to co-produce the projects on which they are work-

ing. Usually, that means the school going to Czech Televi-

sion but they are expected to take on a some of that role. 

There’s also something at school called “the producer’s 

project.” It’s competitive, and there is one each year. Pro-

ducing students are supposed to initiate a project by them-

selves, find the scripts that they like. put the team together, 

and produce the project. 

Unfortunately the reality is that producing students com-

plain, because there is not enough incentive for them. The 

school doesn’t give them any money, it just gives lends the 

equipment and tells them to go out and produce a film that 

the school will co-own. The students want to produce their 

own films, but if they are going to do that, they’d rather do 

it without the school at all. So, that needs to be looked at 

more carefully. As I said, the tradition of the creative pro-

ducer is not part of the country’s film culture, and that is 

one of the reasons why the school has been slow to change. 

Happily, there has been some influence from Triangle. 

FAMU has been to several of the Triangle conferences. As 

was pointed out to me by one of our deans, in 1992 we had 

a GEECT conference in Prague in which the nascent ideas 

of the Triangle was explored. As some of you are aware, 

FAMU is a bit uncertain about where they belong in 

CILECT, because of the changes in our society. In the past, 

CILECT was an organization that allowed FAMU and 

many of the other Eastern European schools to have inter-

national contacts. That is no longer necessary, and now 

they are looking for new rationales. 

What would be good for FAMU are activities that would 

more directly benefit the students. One way in which 

CILECT has directly benefited at least one of our students 

is that we had one of our best producing students attend the 
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“Producing Producers” conference in Helsinki. She was 

strongly influenced by what was discussed there and she is 

now writing her diploma thesis about Triangle. Her supervi-

sor, the dean of our school, is also a producer, and her ideas 

will be officially presented to our school and to our produc-

ing department. It’s at a nascent stage but the seeds of influ-

ence are there right now. 

Questions and Answers 

Q. I am one of those Australians who has been traveling to 

CILECT events for some years and who have fallen asleep 

while the rest of the world talked. My question relates to 

something that happened a few years 

ago when a party from China came to 

our school, led by a Chinese actor. We 

showed them some of our films, and 

they couldn’t speak in English, so the 

dialogue had to be translated. When the 

screenings were completed, the actor 

who was the leader of the group said to 

me, “you don’t have acting in your 

school do you?” and I said, “no, we 

don’t, but how can you tell?”. And he 

said “you can tell by the way every sin-

gle department is trying to dominate the 

frame.” 

And in terms of the issues that have 

been discussed here in relation to Trian-

gle, and the necessity for creative pro-

ducers to be able to bring the depart-

ments together whether they be the 

other two in the creative triangle or the 

ones in the rejected triangle, I wonder 

whether this is an issue for film schools. 

It seems to me that many students see 

film school as a way of producing films 

that they can take out of as their show 

reels or calling card. As a result, you 

always seem to have a set designer try-

ing to develop a very extravagant and 

noticeable set design, a sound designer 

and an editor trying the same kind of 

thing, and so forth. 

I think that in some ways, what we ask of producers in our 

school is something more difficult than what they are being 

asked to do in the industry, and that is to produce a film hat 

will also exhibit the characteristics of the other departments 

so that those students will have as much opportunity to get 

positions in the industry as possible. I wonder whether that 

has been discussed at any of the Triangle meetings? 

A. Lauri Törhönen  

There is an article written by Joost Hunningher, who gave it 

to me yesterday. He has quoted the first Triangle book, in 

which the British director Stephen Frears, when asked to 

give a lecture at the British National Film and Television 

School began his talk saying something like “I was asked to 

talk to students about collaboration, but I could not think 

why I had to talk about it. It seems obvious, however I have 

noticed that students find it very, very difficult.” 

I suppose that is because of 35 years of the auteur theory. 

This is a European point of view as is another quote in the 

same article from Le Monde in France. The 

headline read “Has the auteur killed the 

French cinema?” Even the French cinema 

is becoming aware of this problem now. 

The smaller countries and proba-

bly England were already aware of 

this issue. 

Comment – Malte Wadman 

I totally agree with you. There is a 

problem because our goal should 

be to give each student the best 

possibility of developing and dis-

playing his or her own voice and 

talent. On the other hand, I have 

been working in the industry for 

quite a lot of years, and the most 

horrible thing when you are work-

ing on a film is where you notice 

that the cinematographer is doing 

one film, the sound guy is doing 

another film, and so forth. You get 

this splitting of creative efforts, 

each of which in itself is very 

good, but which in combination 

fail to develop the story or serve 

the idea or the theme of the film. 

Comment  

It strikes me is that in the film in-

dustry, when you work on a pro-

duction in a way you are working for two masters. 

One is the producer who controls the money, and 

the other is the director who, to a certain point, 

controls the artistic identity of the piece. It may be 

that this is too complex and there are too many 

evolving relationships to be handled in a film 

school context. It seems that unless you give the 

producer the money and the creative control of the 

movie, you probably can’t control the rivalry be-
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He then wrote an article 
about how the school 
might influence the indus-
try itself. He spoke to the 
filmmaker’s union and to 
the ministry, and told them 
that something is wrong, 
that we underestimate the 
abilities of the producers, 
and that the producers are 
not sufficiently involved in 
the script development. I 
think that Triangle is very 
important for giving stu-
dents opportunities.  

Storchak 
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tween the director and the producer, within a 

film school context. I don’t know how you 

would get around that. 

Comment – Zuzana Tatarová 

I would like to add something about the past of 

socialist cinematography. The scriptwriting de-

partment was really not a scriptwriting depart-

ment, it was “screen dramaturgy,” which meant 

script editing, and script editors were in part 

creative producers. They were responsible for the 

whole film. They chose the themes, following 

them to the editing room, and then organized the 

advertising and the distribution and so on. They 

were midwifes for film. 

The people on top who were making decisions hadn’t any 

idea about film. They were purely administrators. They 

were not creative. They closely watched the films from an 

ideological perspective. I began as a script editor and 

worked at it for ten years, but without any power. There 

was some important advice that Lenin gave us and it is that 

there needs to be a last word. Who is the last person who 

makes the decision? You have the example of David O. 

Selznick, the producer who re-wrote and re-edited the script 

for “Gone by the Wind.” This was a nice struggle in the 

history of film between the creative producer who really 

wants to be an auteur as well, the scriptwriters, director, and 

editor. In that situation, it was clear who the person was 

who made the last decision. It was Selznick. He owned it. 

Comment – Joost Hunningher 

I have found it very interesting how different schools have 

adapted the issues that were brought up in the Triangle 

meetings and have made them their own, and I find it very 

interesting that the little article that I wrote and that came 

out of this idea did make us focus on a way of working 

which we hadn’t done before. I want to come to Rod 

Bishop’s point about a competition within the triangle. I 

think that if it’s done properly, there need not be competi-

tion of that kind. On our most successful film last year, the 

designer got a very high mark. You would think it was just 

a student’s flat and a designer shouldn’t have any trouble 

doing that, but she thought about it very carefully and I 

think she served both the script and the film. 

There is one quote from Caterina’s mother in Dick Ross’s 

book, which is my favorite, and I am going to read it to 

you. Writing about the early neo-realist films in Italy, she 

says, “the collaboration was so tight, in those first films that 

it was very difficult to understand who was doing what. The 

director was not an isolated figure. He was one among the 

many who collaborated in the making of the movie.” 

She felt that if the director became involved in the scripting 

too early, he wouldn’t have anything new to add when the 

shooting started. He would be bored with the story. If he 

was bored he would want to invent something, and this 

moment of invention could lead him astray. Ideas born out 

of boredom lack richness. 

Q. 

I would like to ask a question, Lauri. You mentioned work-

ing with Warren Beatty on “Reds” and the madness and 

craziness and so forth. My question is, to the extent that 

Beatty is representative of typical Hollywood production 

excess, how could you make these concepts and principals 

of Triangle more relevant to Hollywood production com-

munity? 

A. Lauri Törhönen 

I can’t. I think the Triangle is more relevant to those schools 

and those countries that have a tradition of film being art 

and culture instead of business. For example, in my country 

there was a very strong producer’s tradition before the Sec-

ond World War, but television killed off all of it. We are 

trying to revive the traditional film industry in many coun-

tries in Europe, but money talks. If you own a film, you can 

do whatever you want with it. As a director, I am sort of the 

skipper of the film anyway, Triangle or no Triangle, I am 

responsible for it, I have to make the final decisions, I have 

to be important enough to do it. 

Comment – Tatiana Storchak 

I would like to support the idea of Triangle forever. I think 

that Russia is in the same position as the rest of the Eastern 

European countries. What surprised us greatly this year, or 

last year, as we have been changing our film industry, is 

that the producer is not in our trade ministry’s register of 

job titles, so we cannot give the diploma of “producer.” We 

may give the title “management” to financial activity and so 

on, but what happened this year is that we had a very big 

discussion about who is the producer, which we derived 

from Triangle. A lot of things are changing but a lot of 

things are not, so we sent a delegation to the Triangle meet-

ing. There were two students and two teachers, and one of 

the teachers was a very well-known Russian director. He 

came to Triangle in Italy and he did some exercises with the 

students. He found out that the student from the directing 

department were weaker than the students from the produc-

ing department, and when he returned he said that some-

thing is wrong. 

He then wrote an article about how the school might influ-

ence the industry itself. He spoke to the filmmaker’s union 

and to the ministry, and told them that something is wrong, 
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that we underestimate the abilities of the producers, and 

that the producers are not sufficiently involved in the script 

development. I think that Triangle is very important for 

giving students opportunities. These are vitally important 

activities for my school. Thank you very much for those 

people who organized Triangle. 

Comment – Annabelle Sheehan 

I want to agree with what Malte was saying 

about the rolling Triangle. At the AFTRS 

that notion of the Triangle moving along 

slowly as the story gets carried by all the 

players. It’s been an important image for 

students to work with, about the way the 

way the producer, director, and designer, or 

other kind of triangles that form as time 

goes by work, until you get to producer, 

director, editor. 

There is creative tension within the Trian-

gle, and one of the things that we have been 

trying and that some other schools may 

also have tried, is to introduce instruction 

in “conflict resolution.” We are trying to 

come up with a better name for it. It is not 

about compromise, but rather about mem-

bers of the triangle mapping the way to 

drive the project forward, so that they can 

define their objective and the stakes. 

Malte Wadman 

I think that one of the side-effects of Trian-

gle is that we are now putting a lot of effort 

into teaching students how to speak with 

each other in language that expresses their 

visual or creative thoughts. The students 

have to do this with each other within the 

triangle, and they have to learn to express 

their ideas to the cinematographer and later 

on to the editor, and to make people actu-

ally understand and accept their ideas and 

to work with them. When the director was 

a lone wolf and was not taught anything 

about explaining his ideas, he became very 

isolated. Now he is asked to explain or dis-

cuss his project and it’s no problem. I never 

had problems with the producer running 

over the director, but it is a tension at the 

beginning in the writing of the script even if it is, as it very 

often is in our school, the director’s idea written by the 

scriptwriter. 

Renen Schorr 

Students think that the secret of their success is in the 

school’s selection process, and since the myth of the direc-

tor is still very deeply rooted, especially outside America, 

we have very few role models of producers. When students 

apply to the schools, or choose their intended specializa-

tions, most of them still choose directing and then, perhaps 

writing. Producing is less attractive. I think that with the 

importance of Triangle, the schools could make the role of 

the producer more significant and pres-

tigious, so as to attract more of the best 

people, those who would otherwise go 

to directing and screenwriting. 

Comment– Allison Wotherspoon 

I just spent five years teaching, and as a 

graduate of AFTRS where I specialized 

in producing, I went into a 

university where we spent five 

years working in collaborative 

teams, and it is really encour-

aging for me to listen to this 

discussion of Triangle and 

know that we are on the right 

track. To go back to the ques-

tion about the Hollywood 

model, our first year students 

start with a case study of the 

making of “The Big Le-

bowski.” First we read the 

book of the film that actually 

goes into an interesting study 

of collaborative work and the 

different specialized role of the 

collaborative creative team. 

The students are very much 

aware of the collaboration of 

the Coen brothers. It is also 

working in a way that’s much 

more in keeping with the Tri-

angle idea by recognizing the 

contributions of different skills. 

Comment 

I don’t know how this would 

work in other countries, but I 

would say that the influence of 

the people in the film industry 

can do a lot to help the status 

of the producing faculty in the eyes of the students. 

Students are extremely susceptible to the models 

that are put forward in the film industry. Our 

school actually built classrooms on the on the stu-

There is creative tension 
within the Triangle, and 
one of the things that we 
have been trying and that 
some other schools may 
also have tried, is to intro-
duce instruction in “conflict 
resolution.” We are trying 
to come up with a better 
name for it. It is not about 
compromise, but rather 
about members of the tri-
angle mapping the way to 
drive the project forward, 
so that they can define 
their objective and the 
stakes. 
 

Sheehan 
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dio lot of CBS Television in Hollywood. We 

didn’t have a producing program until we had 

access to the film industry, and at that point, 

producing became very sexy. The contact that 

the students have with the profession can do a 

great deal to change the dynamics within the 

film school. It’s very difficult for the faculty to do 

it, but it’s much easier for the industries to do it. 

Malte Wadman 

The problem is when we look for producers in 

the Norwegian industry, we find one special ef-

fects guy, one fellow who had been selling loans, 

one former bookkeeper, and if I go on like that 

you will understand that the producers of today are not very 

good role models. I think that in our situation we first have 

to change that. Triangle also will change the industry and 

ensure that the producers are not just guys who manage to 

fiddle some money for some film at some time. The new 

producers are also people who are dedicated to film, be-

cause that’s what happens with the produc-

ers in the school. At least they are dedi-

cated to the cinema. 

Q. 

We know that one main aspect of the Tri-

angle approach from its very conception, 

was to revitalize and rebalance creative 

collaboration, and from what you are say-

ing it sounds like that’s an arduous piece of 

work, but at least it’s fairly straightforward. 

piece of work. My question is how has the 

Triangle approach affected the other big 

creative balance that exists, the tension 

between the need to train people for the 

compromises of a professional career and 

the need to develop their individual voice. 

In your experience, has Triangle been of 

benefit to the creation and individuation of 

students’ creative voices, or of benefit pri-

marily as preparation for professional ca-

reers in the industry? 

A. Lauri Törhönen 

I guess there is not yet an answer. The process that started 

in Rome six years ago was the first loop of this tram. We 

need to come back after six more years, when the first Tri-

angle producers start pushing the amateur producers out of 

the frame. And then we need another two loops of the tram 

when they come back to the film schools as honored lectur-

ers, and then the culture of Triangle will be fully mature in 

the film schools. Like anything else, it needs time to ma-

ture. Until about 100 years ago, nobody could fly. Then 

some amateurs started flying, and later on one needed a 

pilot’s license to fly, and further down the line, other things 

happened with airplanes. We are building the basement of a 

big house which is going to be an old and established house 

one day. 

I think that one of the side-
effects of Triangle is that we 
are now putting a lot of effort 
into teaching students how to 
speak with each other in 
language that expresses 
their visual or creative 
thoughts.  
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