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Preface and Acknowledgments

On Kubrick is a critical survey of Stanley Kubrick’s films, intended for readers who already know his work and for those who might be approaching it for the first time. As its title suggests, the book takes a somewhat discursive form, allowing me to explore a variety of personal interests while providing basic information about the production history of the films. The discussion is divided into six parts, the first of which (‘Prologue’) addresses foundational issues: Kubrick’s biography and the cultural context of his early work; his paradoxical relationship with the Hollywood industry; and certain pervasive qualities of style and tone in his films. Here and elsewhere I’ve emphasised that Kubrick belongs both to Hollywood and to the twilight of international modernism. I’m also interested in the affective or emotional aspects of his work, which is usually inflected by the grotesque, the uncanny, the fantastic and the blackly humorous.

In the middle sections of the book I discuss the films in chronological order, omitting Spartacus (1959–60) on the grounds that it was a project over which Kubrick had little control. I’ve tried to synthesise my treatment of various formal concerns, giving as much attention to acting and literary matters as to camera and cutting. When the occasion demands, I’ve also tried to deal with philosophical, ideological and political issues, including representations of race, gender and sexuality. The discussion is organised according to phases of Kubrick’s career: his early, artisanal films; his collaborations with James B. Harris and Kirk Douglas; his major productions; and his last two pictures, both of which have a spare quality and an unorthodox form. Where these last works are concerned, I haven’t employed the term ‘late style’ – a concept Edward Said borrows from Theodor Adorno and applies to an analysis of several musical artists – but I’ve tried to suggest a late moment when Kubrick reflects back on his earliest pictures (an allegorical war movie and an especially dreamlike film noir), bringing his career full circle and indicating his greater willingness to disturb the unities or logics of realist narrative.

Finally, in the closing section (‘Epilogue’), I offer some concluding observations along with a discussion of Steven Spielberg’s A. I. Artificial Intelligence (2001), which is based on a project Kubrick had worked on for over a decade. An intriguing film on many levels, A. I. enables me to contrast the styles of two famous directors in relation to certain themes that recur in the book as a whole – among them Kubrick’s emotional propensities, his interest in automata and his particular blending of Freudianism and post-humanism. This section also gives me an opportunity to speculate about the historical transition from photographic to digital cinema – a significant development for an artist like Kubrick, who began as a photographer.

Like any viewer, I value some of Kubrick’s films over others (I vastly prefer Barry Lyndon to A Clockwork Orange), yet it seems to me that time has been good to him; his pictures improve with age and his body of work shows an unusually consistent intelligence, craft and artistry. I’ve found him to be a challenging subject, but as Charles Baudelaire once remarked, any critic who comes late on the scene enjoys certain advantages. Whatevermy shortcomings, I at least have the ability to see Kubrick’s career in retrospect, after his reputation is secure and at a point when we know a good deal about how his films were made. I’ve benefited from numerous critics and historians who came before me and whose work I’ve cited on many occasions in the pages that follow. Several individuals have also given me personal help, advice and assistance. I owe special thanks to Rob White, my original editor at the BFI, who encouraged me to embark on the project. Jonathan Rosenbaum talked with me at length about Kubrick and provided me with ideas, important historical information, and useful suggestions about the completed manuscript. Tom Gunning was an equally generous and insightful reader and a supporter from the beginning, who sharpened my thinking about several issues. Michael Morgan gave me good advice about the structure of the book. I was also aided in various ways by David Anfam, David Bordwell, Simon Callow, Laurence Goldstein, Don Gray, Miriam Hansen, Joan Hawkins, Barbara Klinger, Robert Kolker, Bill Krohn, Nancy Mellerski, Andrew Miller, Gene  D. Phillips, Robert Ray, Jason Sperb and Gregory Waller. Portions of the book, in slightly different form, appeared originally in Film Quarterly and Michigan Quarterly Review, and I’m grateful to the editors of those journals for their support. Barbara Hall at the Margaret Herrick Library of the Motion Picture Academy in Los Angeles gave me help with my research, as did Rebecca Cape at the Lilly Library in Bloomington and Michelle Hilmes and Dorinda Hartmann at the Wisconsin Center for Film and Theater Research in Madison. At the BFI, Rebecca Barden was a patient editor and Sarah Watt, Tom Cabot and Sophia Contento were immensely helpful in the production of the book. I also owe thanks to Indiana University for a Humanities Initiative Fellowship that supported me in the early stages of my research and writing. Darlene Sadlier, to whom the book is dedicated, gave intellectual and emotional support, putting up with me through the usual highs and lows of writing.


Part One

PROLOGUE

I. The Last Modernist

The Art House Transmission that Stanley received so deeply in the forties was still manifesting in the early sixties, when I spent my nights and a lot of afternoons rocketing between the Bleecker Street Cinema, the Thalia, the New Yorker, and the Museum of Modern Art . . . . And so if I got weepy when the end credits rolled on Eyes Wide Shut and the waltz played one more time, it wasn’t just because the movie was over, or because it was the final work of a man I admired and loved, but because that tradition, with its innocence, or anyway its naivete, and a purity that only someone born before 1930 could continue, had come to a certain end, as most traditions do. It’s gone and it won’t be returning.

Michael Herr, Kubrick, 2000

Stanley Kubrick (1928–1999) was, in several ways, a paradoxical and contradictory figure. Though he rarely appeared in public, he achieved stardom. A fierce autodidact who possessed intellectual sophistication and breadth of knowledge, he was also a showman and businessman who, for most of his career, maintained at least some rapport with the popular audience and the Hollywood studios. His pictures seemed both hand-made and technologically advanced and, despite his apparent eccentricity and iconoclasm (fear of flying, aversion to Los Angeles), he became a sort of brand name. His successes, moreover, entailed a certain estrangement from the centres of movie-industry power. A native New Yorker who never lost his Bronx accent, Kubrick lived in apparent exile from America from the 1960s onward, creating visions of space travel, the Vietnam War and New York City all within driving distance of his English country home.

During his lifetime Kubrick was often depicted by the press as living in Xanadu-like isolation or as having retreated into Axel’s castle. He gave interviews to publicise his films and made himself available to a few scholars and critics, especially to Michel Ciment, Gene D. Phillips and the late Alexander Walker, but most of his published remarks have the feeling of carefully chosen, editorially polished statements. He was photographed many times and his picture appears on the covers of several of the books about him, but he rarely appeared on TV and never acted in his or anyone else’s pictures. Most of his socialising was done at his own dinner table or over the telephone. In the best record we have of his working methods, his daughter Vivian’s documentary, The Making of ‘The Shining’, which aired on the BBC in 1980, he seems both authoritative and shy, standing at the margins during the social interludes, hidden by a scruffy beard and a baggy jacket. Despite his apparent reclusiveness, however, a powerful aura surrounded his name and bizarre legends began to accumulate about his activities. In the US, a conspiracy cult maintained that NASA never landed a man on the moon; the TV broadcast of the voyage, the cultists argued, was staged and directed for the government by Stanley Kubrick. (Ironically, Peter Hyams directed Capricorn One [1978], a movie about a fake TV broadcast of the moon landing, and later directed Arthur C. Clarke’s 2010 [1984].) Kubrick also became the victim of identity theft. In the early 1990s a pathetic con-man named Alan Conway, who looked and sounded nothing like Kubrick and barely knew his movies, was easily able to impersonate him. Introducing himself to various Londoners as ‘Stanley’, Conway obtained dinners, theatre tickets, drinks, drugs and gay sex from people who thought they might profit from knowing the great director. After his con-game was exposed, Conway became a minor celebrity, whose impersonation was documented on the BBC and turned into a film, Color Me Kubrick (2005), written by Kubrick’s long-time associate Anthony Frewin, directed by another associate, Brian Cook, and starring John Malkovich.1

Another paradox: even though Kubrick was one of the cinema’s indisputable auteurs, a producer-director who supervised every aspect of his films from writing to exhibition, he never benefited from the support of the auteurists. Thismay have been due to the fact that his films seemed different from one another, or to the fact that most of them were literary adaptations – although only one was based on a book of such international fame and artistic excellence that most critics would say it reads better than what the director made from it. The Cahiers du cinéma critics, including Jean-Luc Godard, thought Kubrick was overrated; Andrew Sarris placed him in the ‘Strained Seriousness’ category; Movie never listed him in their pantheon; and David Thomson described him as ‘sententious’, ‘nihilistic’, ‘meretricious’ and ‘devoid of artistic personality’.2 Even the anti-auteurist Pauline Kael relentlessly attacked his films, and many others in the New York critical establishment, from Bosley Crowther in the 1950s and 1960s down to Anthony Lane in the present day, have been either slow to appreciate him or hostile towards his work. His chief journalistic supporters in the US have tended to come from the alternative press or from newspapers outside New York. In Britain his leading advocate was Alexander Walker, and in Paris his admirers have been associated with Positif, a film journal with historical links to surrealism and left-anarchism.

Whatever the critical reception of Kubrick’s films, and whatever might be thought of his desire to retain his privacy, he has left a mark on the popular culture of the past fifty years that few directors can rival. The mad scientist Dr Strangelove and the Strauss music that opens 2001: A Space Odyssey (1968) are known by everybody, and several Kubrick films have been endlessly parodied or quoted in all sorts of media. (Tomention only a couple of recent examples from television: The Simpsons has made several episodes based on Kubrick, and Bartholomew Cousins has made an MTV video filled with references to The Shining [1980].) Passing time has also revealed Kubrick as the last major representative of an important artistic tradition that Michael Herr seems to be describing in the epigraph above. In making this statement, let me emphasise that I’m not saying good movies are no longer made; my point is simply that Kubrick can be viewed as one of the few – arguably the last and the most successful – of the modernist directors who worked for the Hollywood studios.

In using the term ‘modernist’, I refer not to what David Rodowick and other scholars have called the ‘political modernism’ of directors like Jean-Luc Godard, who broke radically from the conventions of illusionist cinema;3 nor to the avant-garde provocations of Andy Warhol, who was born in the same year as Kubrick and became a more revolutionary figure; nor to Fredric Jameson’s claim that the celebrated auteurs of classic Hollywood were all modernists. I have in mind a more ordinary notion of ‘modern art’ usually associated with the first half of the twentieth century, which had a demonstrable impact on Kubrick’s work. Several writers, among them Jameson, have argued that Kubrick’s late films are ‘postmodern’, but if that term designates retro and recycled styles, waning of affect, lack of psychological ‘depth’, loss of faith in the ‘real’ and hyper-commodification, then Kubrick was a modernist to the end. He was an avid reader of the Anglo-European and largely modernist literary and philosophical canon of dead white men that was established by mid-century (plus a great deal of pulp fiction and scientific literature), and he maintained a lifelong interest in Nietzsche, Freud and Jung. As Thomas Elsaesser has pointed out, most of his films are rather like ‘late modernist’ manifestations of the aesthetic detachment we find in Kafka and Joyce, or of the ‘cold’ authorial personality in Brecht and Pinter.4 A similar point could be made in more specifically cinematic terms: a gifted cinematographer, Kubrick began his career as a photo-journalist in the heyday of New York street photography, which has been hailed as a form of modernist art; and as a director he made pictures that, however much they might resemble Hollywood genres, were very close in spirit to the Euro-intellectual cinema of the 1960s.

Like the high modernists, Kubrick forged a distinctive style, which evolved, as all styles do. He also showed a preoccupation with several of the leading ideological or aesthetic tendencies of high modernism: a concern for media-specific form, a resistance to censorship, a preference for satire and irony over sentiment, a dislike of conventional narrative realism, a reluctance to allow the audience to identify with leading characters and an interest in the relationship between instrumental rationality and its ever-present shadow, the irrational unconscious. His pictures often tell the story of how a carefully constructed plan fails because of what the surrealists called ‘objective chance’, or the conflict between reason and the masculine libido. (In Robert Kolker’s words, the films are about ‘a process that has become so rigid that it can neither be escaped nor mitigated – a stability that destroys’.)5 Two of his favourite subject swere war and scientific technology, the privileged domains of rational planning and male authority; and partly for that reason Molly Haskell has placed him along with Orson Welles and John Huston in ‘the mainstream of American misogyny’.6 Nevertheless, he made three films about the American nuclear family, all of which are satires of patriarchy. Few directors have been more critical of military and scientific institutions, more sharply attuned to the fascistic tendencies in male sexuality and more aware of how machines function in male psychology as displacements for Eros and Thanatos.

Tom Gunning once suggested to me in conversation that Kubrick might be viewed not simply as the last modernist but also as the last of the Viennese auteurs. This observation strikes me as highly relevant. Even though in one sense Kubrick never left the Bronx, his ancestry can be traced to Austro-Hungary and he was intrigued by the proto-modernist, largely Jewish culture that originated in pre-World War I Vienna. In addition to Freud, he was interested in Stefan Zweig and Arthur Schnitzler, and he often stated his admiration for the films of Max Ophuls, which are sometimes associated with fin-de-siècle Viennese luxury. The Viennese cultural nexus may not seem evident in a film like 2001, but that film is at least distantly related to Lang’s Metropolis (1927), and the famous image of a shuttle docking in a revolving space station to the music of ‘The Blue Danube’ not only makes a sly Freudian joke but also evokes memories of Ophuls’s La Ronde (1950) and Lola Montez (1955).

Notice, moreover, that as the director of 2001, Kubrick might additionally be regarded as the last futurist. Certainly, his visionary future differs from the future-is-now of Godard’s Alphaville (1965), the retro-future of George Lucas’s Star Wars (1977) and the dystopian future of Ridley Scott’s Alien (1979). If Fredric Jameson is correct that the death of futurism is precisely the moment when postmodernism becomes the cultural dominant, then we have another reason why Kubrick can be described as a modernist. One of the many oddities of 2001, however, is that it seems to transcend or circumvent the utopian/dystopian distinction upon which futurism depends. Interestingly, its success led Kubrick to spend almost seventeen years developing A. I. Artificial Intelligence (2001), a project strikingly relevant to a hyper-modern period when the definition of the human is no longer clear and when the ostensibly opposite fields of machine intelligence and psychoanalysis have begun to illuminate one another. In both A. I. and its predecessor, Kubrick’s generally Freudian and pessimistic view of human relations was ameliorated by his futuristic embrace of android technology, which, paradoxically, allowed him to express an otherwise repressed spirituality.

Kubrick often recommended three writers to fledgling movie directors: V. I. Pudovkin, Sigmund Freud and Konstantin Stanislavsky. His work was influenced by all three, but he also described the director as a ‘taste machine’ – a specialised computer devoted to keeping all the scenes in memory and making hundreds of decisions every day about script, acting, costuming, photography, editing and so forth.7 This is a good description of his particular approach to his job, which involved obsessive attention to detail and gave him the reputation of a relentless and sometimes exasperating perfectionist. Aside from William Wyler, no other director was so prone to retakes, always in search of a mysterious I-don’t-know-what that presumably he would recognise. Kubrick’s particular taste, however, has human sources in the cultural environment of New York City during his youth. The major events of his early life, which have been recounted many times (most thoroughly by Vincent LoBrutto), need only brief mention here, but are worth recalling. He was born into a secular Jewish family, the only male child of a Bronx medical doctor, and enjoyed what appears to have been a loving, even indulgent upbringing. Undoubtedly his Jewish ancestry influenced his later artistic development (this is the subject of an entire book: Geoffrey Cocks’s The Wolf at the Door, which has a good deal to say about Kubrick as a post-Holocaust artist), but equally important was his freedom to explore the city and develop his own interests. A poor to indifferent high-school student, he played drums in the school’s swing band and briefly dreamed of becoming a jazz musician (Eydie Gorme was a classmate). He was also a devoted moviegoer who visited every kind of theatre, from the Museum of Modern Art (MoMA) to grind houses. Much of his time was spent engaged in two hobbies his father had taught him– chess and photography, at which he was prodigiously talented. In 1945, at the age of seventeen, his photograph of a New York news vendor mourning the death of Franklin Roosevelt was purchased by Look magazine and he became a member of the magazine’s photographic staff – a job that sent him travelling around the US and Europe and resulted in the publication of over 900 of his pictures.

By the end of the 1940s, Kubrick had acquired a pilot’s licence, married his high-school sweetheart, moved to Greenwich Village, audited Mark Van Doren’s literature class at Columbia and begun thinking of how he might become a film-maker. His immediate neighbourhood was filled with talent and ideas. Also living in Greenwich Village was America’s leading film critic, James Agee, who wrote reviews for The Nation and Time and collaborated with photographer Walker Evans on Let Us Now Praise Famous Men. In 1952 Kubrick worked as a second-unit photographer on Mr. Lincoln, a television film written by Agee and directed by Norman Lloyd, which, if my memory of seeing it as a child can be trusted, might be the best film ever made on the subject; and, in 1953, after viewing Kubrick’s first feature film, Agee gave the young director private encouragement. Agee’s love of documentary realism and admiration for the films of John Huston may well have been an influence on Kubrick’s early features, which were shot in natural light and thematically related to films that Huston had recently made. But there were plenty of other influences. New York during the late 1940s and 1950s had become the world’s major centre for modern art, a place where, at one time or another, Jackson Pollock, Jack Kerouac, Marlon Brando and Miles Davis could all be found. The films of Jean Vigo, Carl Dreyer and the Italian neo-realists were playing in New York art houses, and by the mid-1950s the ‘theatre of the absurd’ was influencing New York playwrights. Kubrick was aware of these developments and during his years at Look he was at least indirectly involved with an important art movement: the ‘New York school’ of photographers, which included Lee Friedlander, Robert Frank, Diane Arbus and several others. Like Kubrick, many in this group were from Jewish-immigrant families, and their livelihood was made possible by the burgeoning market for photo-journalism in the picture magazines and tabloid newspapers. They tended to work on the borderland between mass and museum culture, and were responsible for the distinctive, black-and-white imagery of Manhattan that everyone now identifies with the city and the period.

The senior and most famous representative of the New York school of photographers was the tough, relatively uneducated and constantly self-promoting Arthur Felig, aka ‘Weegee’, who became famous for his photo-flood newspaper pictures of crime and accident scenes. A freelance photographer in the 1930s, Weegee had occasionally lectured at the New York Photo League, a Popular Front organisation that helped foster the careers of Berenice Abbott, Morris Engle, Lisette Model and many others. In 1940 he began publishing photographs in PM Daily, and in 1943, at about the time when young Stanley Kubrick was becoming seriously interested in cameras, his work was featured in an exhibit entitled ‘Action Photography’ at MoMA. His best-selling 1945 book of photographs, Naked City, inspired the street scenes in Jules Dassin’s The Naked City (1948) and influenced the look of Hollywood film noir over the next decade. (Christiane Kubrick’s Stanley Kubrick, A Life in Pictures [2002] contains two photos by the young Kubrick showing Weegee taking pictures with his Speed Graphic camera on the New York set of Dassin’s movie.)

Weegee’s chief importance to the younger generation of photographers lay in the fact that he immersed himself in the active life of the streets, eschewing the large-format cameras associated with the art-gallery pictures of Alfred Stieglitz. Like Walker Evans and the Farm Security Administration photographers of the 1930s, he could be distantly related to the ‘Ash Can’ painters of the early twentieth century, but his work was more urgent, sensational and ‘existential’. Kubrick was, in some ways, influenced by this style; in general, however, he avoided flashbulbs and achieved altogether more artfully composed effects. Look was a slicker publication than PM and had a substantial readership in Middle America; hence Kubrick’s pictures, many of which have recently been shown in European museum exhibits and collected in a coffee-table art book, are less shocking than Weegee’s and deal with a wide range of ‘human interest’ subjects from the world outside New York.8 Kubrick photographed fraternity boys at the University of Michigan, union organisers in Indiana and fishing villagers in Portugal. One of his major assignments was a study of contrasts between the poor and the prosperous in Chicago. Another was a pictorial on Dixieland musicians working in New York. (Among the Dixieland photographs is a portrait of the artist as a young man: Kubrick poses himself as a jazz drummer surrounded by black musicians, who seem to be ignoring him.) He often did stories on show business or sports celebrities, including Montgomery Clift, Frank Sinatra, Rocky Graziano and Errol Garner. Some of his assignments were merely cute: a baby seeing himself for the first time in a mirror, a couple necking in a theatre and people at the zoo viewed from the perspective of the animals. Some were faked and made to look spontaneous.

Kubrick took a series of supposedly candid shots of people riding the New York subway – a subject associated with Walker Evans – and he photographed showgirls, circus performers, street kids and people in paddy wagons, just as Weegee had done. Out of the welter of images he produced, however, something of a personal style or sensibility began to emerge. One of the distinctive qualities of his photographs, as Alexandra Von Stosch and Rainer Crone have written, is ‘the conscious wish to stage his shots, to deliberately shape reality’.9 This quality results in part from the fact that Look needed photographs that would instantly hook the viewer, delivering a message or telling a story. The magazine was ‘cinematic’, and many of Kubrick’s images have the look of dynamic shots from movies: a seated Frank Sinatra viewed from a low angle, his face framed through the arm of a man who is leaning on a table in the foreground; an over-the-shoulder image of a travelling saleslady seen from the back seat of her car as she stops at a ‘road closed’ sign and consults a roadmap. Very often Kubrick arranges figures so that available light creates dramatic effects: a back-lit scene of a college sweater girl lighting a cigarette for a fraternity boy; a black man and his daughter framed by an open door, looking into a dark hallway as they stand outside in the sun. Perhaps more significantly, given what we know of Kubrick’s later work, the shots are sometimes composed to create surreal effects: a Chicago model wearing a girdle and a bra, blowing smoke from a cigarette while a fully clothed woman in glasses works at a desk behind her; a five-year-old female circus acrobat with scruffy knees, striking a pose in front of a line of elephants, who are also striking a pose.

Kubrick’s celebrated films sometimes allude to other photographers, and sometimes borrow ideas from his own images for Look. In 1949 he photographed a nude woman modelling for the cartoonist Peter Arno; the woman stands with her back to the camera, her hips slightly cocked, in a pose almost exactly like Nicole Kidman at the beginning of Eyes Wide Shut (1999). At about the same time, Kubrick photographed a couple of men standing beside a row of artificial legs, all of which are ‘dressed’ in shoes and socks – an eerie shot that foreshadows Kubrick’s lifelong preoccupation with mannequins, prosthetics and automata. Themost direct connection between the still photographs and the films, however, is between a 1949 Look story on middleweight prize-fighter Walter Cartier and a sixteen-minute documentary about Cartier entitled Day of the Fight (1950–1), which was Kubrick’s first motion picture. (Several shots from the documentary were almost exactly reproduced in Kubrick’s second fiction film, Killer’s Kiss [1955].) The magazine piece features full-length, remarkably still and statuesque images of Cartier and his opponents slugging it out in the ring, viewed from beneath the ropes at the level of the canvas. In addition to the shots of athletic violence, the story also has a ‘human interest’ angle: it shows Cartier, who lived in Greenwich Village, attending a Catholic church, enjoying a day at the beach with a female friend and spending time at home with his family. One of its more curious aspects, which at times almost subverts the cosy scenes of private life, is that Cartier has an identical twin, Vincent, who accompanies him to the fights and helps him in training. The photographs of the twins have a surreal, uncanny feeling – something Kubrick exploits to an even greater extent in his documentary film about Cartier, which, for all its matter-of-fact narration and insistence that the fighter is an ordinary fellow, occasionally leaves a noir-like impression of something bizarre or oneiric.

George Toles has remarked that ‘to a greater degree than the images of most directors’, the individual shots in Kubrick’s films ‘aspire to self-sufficiency, to the lucid character of a firmly articulated thought’.10 This may explain the unusually large number of iconic images Kubrick produced – shots that can be used to represent the film or even the cinema (Major Kong riding the hydrogen bomb, the Star Child floating in space, Alex leering at the audience and so forth). And Kubrick’s ‘thoughts’, or more properly the feelings generated by his thoughts, have something in common. As many people have observed, photography is ideally suited for surrealistic effects, especially when it documents unusual juxtapositions, revealing something haunted, humorous or crazy that emerges from the social unconscious. Kubrick was very much attuned to this phenomenon; his films often create the impression of a creepy, unsettling force somewhere beneath a carefully composed, sharply focused cinematography. He was attracted to myths and fairy tales, and most of his work generates an emotional atmosphere that can be described with a family of related effects that belong to the fairy-tale genre – the uncanny, the darkly humorous, the strange, the absurd, the surreal, the fantastic and the grotesque – all of which are heightened by photographic realism. These effects have an important role to play in modern art (even if they don’t originate in the twentieth century) and their various poetic functions have been theorised by modern authors. Freud’s essay on the ‘The Uncanny’ was published in 1919, and his 1928 essay, ‘Humour’, influenced the surrealist André Breton’s conception of humour noir, which was articulated in 1940; ‘strange-making’ or ‘estrangement’ was a vital concept for both the Russian formalists and Bertolt Brecht in the 1920s and 1930s; the ‘absurd’ was a term applied to experimental theatre in the 1950s; and the ‘fantastic’ was an important mode in Tzvetan Todorov’s formalist theory of narrative poetics in the 1960s.

I don’t mean to suggest that Kubrick’s work was directly affected by these writings (though he was certainly aware of several of them), only that he partakes in a current of feeling often identified with modernity and given cultural significance by modernist aesthetics. The following book will occasionally comment on all the terms I’ve listed, indicating how they apply to specific films. I plan to give special attention to the ‘grotesque’ but, in advance of discussing that subject, it may be useful to address some more material concerns. What follows is a brief overview of Kubrick’s career as a producer-director and his relationship to the American motion-picture industry.

II. Silence, Exile, and Cunning

I will try to express myself in some mode of life or art as freely as I can and as wholly as I can, using for my defence the only arms I allow myself to use, silence, exile, and cunning.

Stephen Dedalus in James Joyce’s A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man, 1916

Kubrick’s films were nearly always made and received in the aura of art. This was chiefly due to his own aspirations, but he also wanted and needed commercial success. Prior to any critical examination of his films, we should at least briefly take into account the nature of the film industry during his lifetime and the financial circumstances under which his projects were produced (or in some cases not produced).

In the best account yet written of Kubrick’s business relationship with Hollywood, to which a fair amount of the following information is indebted, Robert Sklar has pointed out that while Kubrick is often portrayed as a maverick and an exile, the truth is slightly more complicated:

Stanley Kubrick’s career as a filmmaker is deeply interconnected with the American motion picture industry. He has worked at one time or another with nearly all the so-called ‘majors:’ United Artists, Universal, Columbia, MGM, and Warner Bros. These companies have distributed his films and have participated in financing some of them. These connections have enmeshed Kubrick and his films in the structures of the American film business; despite his geographical self-exile from Hollywood, Kubrick continues to be regarded as an American filmmaker, while other expatriate directors, like Richard Lester and Joseph Losey, worked more closely with British and continental production and distribution companies and came to be seen as members of the Anglo-European film community.11

The terms ‘exile’ and ‘expatriate’ are often used synonymously, but
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