
Interview  with  Gregory  Bernard  and  Julien  Berlan, 
Producers.

What was the starting point in terms of production?

GB: From the start, we decided that, to be totally free, we would make a low 

budget film and that would be the only constraint. No need to wait 3 years to 

make a film. To be free, you can’t be dependant on a big cast. A lot of actors 

would love to work with  Quentin but there would have meant dealing with 

timing. You can make a more expensive film but that means taking the time to 

raise funds, to organize a casting, which means also you don’t leave much by 

way of loose ends and you limit the artist’s creative freedom. Quentin is a full-

fledged artist.  He does everything: he writes,  frames, shoots and does the 

editing. The film is entirely his. And if we were going to shoot a totally free 

film, we both wanted to take the opportunity to live an adventure that would be 

a perfect movie cliché: make a film in English, in L.A.

JB: Quentin adjusted very well to that constraint. In any case, the idea was to 

make a film in less than a year, so he gave us the script very quickly. Going 

fast was what he wanted from the get go.

Is it more expensive to make a film in the States than in France?

JB :  The American movie industry is going through a severe crisis,  so the 

circumstances were very favorable for us. Shooting in the States costs less, 

inasmuch as you accept to fit into certain slots as defined by the system, with 

the advantage that different types of productions obey different sets of rules. If 

your project fits into what actors’ syndicate calls “low budget agreements”, for 

instance.

GB: We lucked out also in terms of timing, although the film was on the verge 

of being cancelled a few times! I had the horrible experience of having to tell 

Quentin we could not  make the film for  lack of  funds.  Julien and Quentin 

never gave up and that was enough for us to decide to go for it no matter 
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what. Rubber came to be thanks to our indomitable desire! Julien even put in 

some of his own money at the last minute. Our entire confidence in Quentin 

gave us an energy that carried us from beginning to finish. We believed in the 

final result enough to take risks.

Was it easy to find funds after Steak?

GB:  Steak is  a  cult  movie,  but  it  was  not  a  success  in  terms  of  theatre 

audience compared with the promises of the distribution, so it was not so easy 

to go to Canal Plus with a new Quentin Dupieux movie. But the people at 

Canal quickly decided to invest a little money. They understood our urgency 

and that is what allowed the film the happen.

How do you persuade someone to produce a film with a tire as its main 
character?

GB: The people at Canal Plus just liked the script. They trusted us without 

knowing just what the film would look like, even though the result finally turns 

out quite close to the script. They chose to bet on it, as we did, but it was a bit 

of a rebellious act. 

JB:  The  Americans  also  loved  the  script.  A  few big  names,  like  Matthew 

Modine,  were  interested.  The  script  made  them  laugh,  they  immediately 

accepted the absurd comedy aspect of the project. We had the same reaction 

when we presented the project to Arte, to Wild Bunch and to Elle Driver, who 

quickly got involved for international sales and helped us finance the film.

How did you meet Quentin Dupieux?

GB: I’ve known him for a while. I love the Non Film. I’ve been bugging Quentin 

for a long time to let me produce him because I strongly believe in his talent. 

And he never talks about something he’s not going to do, which creates a 

climate of absolute trust.  What he did in the States during the shooting is 

astounding. The crew was immediately right behind him. Everything worked 

incredibly smoothly. He is great about dealing with the unexpected. He wasn’t 

happy with the results from night shoots, in particular the scene of the fire. So 

he very quickly modified the script to have nothing but day scenes.
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You worked with a short crew?

JB: There were probably more people than you would imagine for this type of 

film. Altogether, there were about thirty people on the crew, which is relatively 

little  compared  with  an  American  shooting  where  you  quickly  get  to  the 

hundred.

GB: Everyone did more than one thing. Everybody got their hands dirty.

Quentin Dupieux was shooting his film with a digital camera, without a 
cameraman, that didn’t worry you?

GB: Quite the opposite. When we decided to make the film, we immediately 

went  and purchased the famous Canon 5D. While Julien was looking into 

questions of scouting for locations, we went and did some tests in Corsica at 

sundown, and the result was wild. Quentin understood how to take advantage 

of the camera right away. He was very comfortable with it. He actually has his 

little secrets now. Canal gave us their agreement after visualizing those tests. 

That’s also what happened with Elle Driver, a subsidiary of Wild Bunch.

JB: We still took quite a bit of risk. When we went ahead, we were not sure 

that  everybody would  follow us.  We had to  put  in  some personal  money, 

which is not generally a good idea – at least that’s what they teach you in 

production schools.

GB: In any case, relatively to the risks, the cost of a cancellation on such a 

project  is  enormous.  When we  bet  on  the  film,  we  were  certain  to  have 

something to show, even unfinished, and even if no one had come along. It’s 

more gratifying anyway and you can think of it as an adventure. Now we can 

consider the bet is fulfilled, esthetically as well as economically.

Is it easy to get money for a budget way below average?

GB: It’s easier but it takes more time. Rubber is not an easy film. Making the 

film  on  a  5  million  euro  budget  would  have  meant  dragging  people  into 

something fairly uncertain. As it is, the film has its own economical logic.

JB: With the idea of making a film within a year, the budget had to remain 
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fairly low anyway.

GB: And the main objective was also to be free. The more expensive it gets, 

the less freedom you have. Which is natural. If people invest a lot, they want 

you  to  be  accountable.  On  a  small  budget,  investors  tend  to  be  more 

adventurous. The other advantage when you make a film with little money is 

that you never have time to get bored. Quentin defines the frame he wants 

and in 5 minutes everything is ready.

Still, did you sometimes have cause for anguish?

GB: Yes. The day before shooting, we realized the tire didn’t work. We had to 

reorganize the shooting schedule and in a few days we managed to build a 

new remote-controlled tire with the help of a local do-it-yourself enthusiast! In 

the end, what we got is better then we hoped for. We did everything thanks to 

Quentin’s  intelligence  and  the  tenaciousness  of  a  local  special  effects 

company boss.

All  in  all,  you  both  say  the  same  thing  about  the  virtues  of  the 
handcrafted aspect of Quentin Dupieux’ film, on an artistic as well as an 
economic level.

GB:  I  personally  really  enjoy  such  work  conditions.  And  I’m  not  going  to 

complain that he spends too little! In fact, he liked working with that digital 

camera so much he will have a hard time going back to his old ways.

JB: All the more since, once kinescoped into 35mm, the result is outstanding. 

And it’s so easy to use, the artist can get all due credit.

GB: Making films produced with 1 million euros, with  minimal  waiting time 

between the first spark and the finished product is an ideal situation. It forces 

us  to  be  free  and incites  others  to  get  into  the  groove with  us.  Which is 

impossible with a big budget. It’s wonderful to have this type of relationship 

with our partners. We can get a machine going and hope others will come and 

hop in with us.

Could you have done all that a few years ago?
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JB: Probably, but not with the same amazing image quality. The revolution is 

also that we are getting closer to the excellence of 35mm. On the other hand, 

this type of production requires all sorts of concessions from the director. No 

cameraman, for instance. Not everybody can do what Quentin does: take care 

of the script, the photography, the music, etc.

GB: That’s what’s interesting about the venture. Quentin will probably loose 

some people along the way, because he is never demonstrative, doesn’t tell 

you what you must feel at a particular moment with a little music saying you 

should laugh or be scared. His vision is absolutely free, it is at once controlled 

and instinctive, that’s what he stands for, and that gives the spectator great 

freedom. The response won’t be unanimous. We don’t know how the public 

will react or how the professionals will react. As with music, we have a feeling 

people  are  regaining  a  certain  power  and  autonomy.  They  also  want 

something where they are not as passive, where contemplating a film requires 

some delicious effort on their part.

In  Wall-E,  as in  most  films where  an object  comes alive,  the spectator  is 

systematically taken by the hand with the music, the expressions in the eyes, 

the editing, the direction.

Quentin  is  always  aware  and  he  avoids  this  sort  of  complacency.  The 

spectator feels a little abandoned, he doesn’t know where he is. That will be 

the  main  criticism.  And  yet  it  is  probably  Rubber’s  greatest  asset.  The 

spectator will be contaminated with the film’s freedom. The struggle is on the 

screen but it is also in the theatre. A guerillero spirit I hope we can perpetuate 

in films to come.

Propos recueillis par Jean-Sébastien Chauvin
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