[@] THE FACTS ON FILE FILM REFERENCE LIBRARY

THE ENEYEI:GﬁPEDIA OF
STANLEY KUBRICK

GENE D. PHILLIPS = RODNEY HILL
Foreword by Anthony Frewin
d by Leon Vitali




THE ENGYCLOPEDIA OF

STANLEY KUBRICK






THE ENCYCLOPEDIA OF

STANLEY KUBRICK

GENE D. PHILLIPS RODNEY HILL

with
John C.Tibbetts

James M. Welsh
Series Editors

Foreword by
Anthony Frewin

Afterword by
Leon Vitali

M@
Facts On File, Inc.



The Encyclopedia of Stanley Kubrick
Copyright © 2002 by Gene D. Phillips and Rodney Hill

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced or utilized in any form or by any means,
electronic or mechanical, including photocopying, recording, or by any information storage or retrieval
systems, without permission in writing from the publisher. For information contact:

Facts On File, Inc.
132 West 31st Street
New York NY 10001

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Hill, Rodney, 1965~

The encyclopedia of Stanley Kubrick / Gene D. Phillips and Rodney Hill;

foreword by Anthony Frewin

p. cm.— (Library of great filmmakers)
Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 0-8160-4388-4 (alk. paper)
1. Kubrick, Stanley—Encyclopedias. I. Phillips, Gene D. II. Title. III. Series.
PN1998.3.K83 H55 2002
791.43'0233'092—dc21
[B] 2001040402
Facts On File books are available at special discounts when purchased in bulk quantities for businesses,
associations, institutions, or sales promotions. Please call our Special Sales Department in New York

at (212) 967-8800 or (800) 322-8755.
You can find Facts On File on the World Wide Web at http://www.factsonfile.com
Text design by Erika K. Arroyo
Cover design by Nora Wertz
lustrations by John C.Tibbetts
Printed in the United States of America

VBFOF10987654321

This book is printed on acid-free paper.



CONTENTS

FEEEEE

FOREWORD

vil

PREFACE

1X

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Xiil

INTRODUCTION: REMEMBERING
STANLEY KUBRICK

XV

ENTRIES A-Z
1

AFTERWORD
407

CONTRIBUTORS
410

STANLEY KUBRICK:
A SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY
411

INDEX
413



For my first and most important teacher, Elaine W. Hill.
—Rodney Hill

EEEEEE
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FOREWORD

FEEEES

It was September 1965, and I was a week into my
17th year when I started as a runner on the prepro-
duction of 2001: A Space Odyssey at the MGM Stu-
dios in Boreham Wood. My father had been telling
me for over a month that there was a vacancy on the
film and would I go down and have an interview
with the director? I dragged my heels. Why would I
want to work in the British film industry? All those
dreadful films that my dad had worked on—why
would I want to have anything to do with them? My
friends and I only ever went to see foreign-language
films—Bufuel, Bergman, the French nouvelle vague,
the Italian directors, and so on.That was cinema to us.

I eventually realized that the only way I was going
to get my father oft my back was to go down and see
this director; and so, early one Sunday morning I
found myself sitting alone at the studios in an office
(or was it a library?) waiting for Stanley Kubrick.
The name rang a bell. Yes, he had directed the one
English-language film we had all gone to see and
raved about—Dr. Strangelove. But I still didn’t want
the job.

The books. There were hundreds of them—vol-
umes on surrealism, dadaism, futuristic and fantastic
art—in English, German, Italian, and other languages.
There were works on astronomy, rocketry, cosmology;,
extraterrestrial life and unidentified flying objects.
Well, I thought, this is the stuft that interests me; I
wouldn’t mind the job just to get my hands on these.

A figure suddenly appeared behind me. He was
wearing a somewhat worn lightweight dark blue
jacket, an open-neck white shirt, a baggy pair of
trousers, and scuffed shoes. He had a mass of black
hair. And there were his eyes—large and penetrating
and impish. He offered his hand and said in a quiet,
warm voice that was recognizably New Yorkish, “Hi,
I'm Stanley. You must be Eddie’s son?”

There was a shyness and hesitancy about him.

“Yes, I'm Tony.”

He saw I had open in front of me a copy of
Patrick Waldberg’s book on Max Ernst, the German
painter. “You like Max Ernst?”

“The greatest!” I replied.

“I've got to create these extraterrestrial land-
scapes and he’s got some really good ideas.You know
that painting, ‘Europe after the Rain’? A great extra-
terrestrial landscape! [Then with a smirk] Max
should have been a Hollywood art director—he’s
got a name like a Hollywood art director, don’t you
think? [Back on track] Who else should I be look-
ing at? Who do you recommend? Who’s missing
here?”

Stanley sat down opposite me and we spent the
next two hours going through some of the art books
as he explained what 2001 was about and what he
wanted to achieve. He was an exhilarating Catherine
wheel of ideas and speculations on the future of
humankind, the evolution of intelligence, the possi-
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bilities of extraterrestrial life and the ultimate fate of
the cosmos.

The next morning I was in my office next to
Stanley’s suite at 7:30 A.M., and the paintbrush fac-
tory where I had been working now seemed a mil-
lion light years away . . . and ago. This was Warp
Factor 9 and it would be for the next three years as
we followed SK out into terra incognita.

All of us on the crew knew that 2001 was going
to be different. We all knew that this wasn’t going to
be a Buck Rogers space opera nor a half-assed
George Pal production. We all knew that this was
going to be so different it would be unique. We all
knew that it wasn’t just another film. We all knew
that in the year 2001 audiences would still be going
to see the movie 2001. We knew all this because we

knew the man who was directing and producing the
film had integrity and courage, wit, imagination, and
intelligence.

We knew he would take the cinema where it had
never gone before. And he did. He really did.

—Anthony Frewin
October 26, 2000

deskeskesksk

Anthony Frewin served as Stanley Kubrick’s produc-
tion assistant from 1965 to 1968 and from 1979
through 1999, and he now represents the Kubrick
estate. He also served as associate producer on the
documentary Stanley Kubrick: A Life in Pictures
(2001).
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ADAPTING TO CINEMA:
KUBRICK, THE VISUAL, AND THE VERBAL

Stanley Kubrick (1928-1999) began his career as a
photographer for Look magazine and went on to
make films that were thoroughly grounded in the
visual: 2001 was a triumph of visual design, for
example, and so was Kubrick’s imaginary futurist
landscape for A Clockwork Orange. In Barry Lyndon he
sought to reconstruct the 18th century and did so
brilliantly, even if that film did not number among
his most commercially successful. British critic Ken-
neth Tynan admired the film “enormously,” however,
as he wrote in his journals, for the way Kubrick
recreated “the 1760 on their own terms, at their
own pace, inevitably more leisurely than ours.”
Although the film was “breathtakingly beautiful,” it
was “never merely pretty: the beauty is always func-
tional, building up shot by shot a social panorama, a
portrait of a way of life as complete as any that the
cinema has ever achieved.” Contacted by Benjamin
Svetkey of Entertainment Weekly (March 19, 1999)
after Kubrick’s death, Steven Spielberg called
Kubrick “the greatest technical craftsman in our col-
lective history.” As a filmmaker’s filmmaker, Kubrick
was widely respected.

Of course, all of Kubrick’s films were eminently
watchable, but they were also outstanding adaptations
of literary sources, often examples of transforming
satire—Lolita, Dr. Strangelove, and A Clockwork
Orange, in particular, but bizarre satiric touches can
also be found in other films, such as The Shining, in

which Kubrick shifted the emphasis from the boy,
Danny, to mad Jack, the father, made crazier by the
manic talents of Jack Nicholson, playing a blocked
writer, Jack Torrance, reduced to being an insane typ-
ist. “All work and no play,” he wrote, “makes Jack a
dull boy,” but this Jack was anything but dull.

Ultimately, Stephen King was not satisfied with
Kubrick’s treatment of The Shining and remade his
own television adaptation in 1997, but that version
hardly eclipsed or replaced Kubrick’s transformation
of the story into an unforgettable psychological study
of Jack Torrance. After all, there have been instances
where the adaptations have made improvements over
their sources, and, arguably, Kubrick “outshined”
King. Other Kubrick adaptations were more faithful
to their sources, but all were perfectly attuned to
Kubrick’s sensibilities. By what magic was this most
visual of filmmakers able to conjure some of the most
remarkable adaptations ever realized on the screen?
Not that Kubrick lacked verbal skills. He apparently
wrote almost all of the screenplay for Full Metal Jacket
himself, for example, even though Vietnam veterans
Michael Herr and Gustav Hasford got screenwriting
credits.

Greg Jenkins wrote a book entitled Stanley
Kubrick and the Art of Adaptation (McFarland, 1997)
but, surprisingly, limited his scope to only three films
(Lolita, The Shining, and Full Metal Jackef), at the
expense of such “classics” as Barry Lyndon, A Clock-
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work Orange, and Paths of Glory, privileging Vladimir
Nabokov, Stephen King, and Gustav Hasford but
oddly ignoring William Makepeace Thackeray,
Anthony Burgess, and Humphrey Cobb. Kubrick
had two “literary” talents besides his genius for creat-
ing visual spectacles: one was for satire, and the other
was for transformative adaptation. During his long
career he directed just over a dozen feature films, as
opposed to the 53 films Alfred Hitchcock directed,
and these were years apart towards the end; like
Hitchcock, he was a technician and a perfectionist.
Although Kubrick worked slowly and meticulously,
each of his premieres was anxiously awaited. Here
was a supremely gifted quality filmmaker.
Thackeray’s The Luck of Barry Lyndon, first serial-
ized in Fraser’s Magazine in 1844 and later published
under the title The Memories of Barry Lyndon, Esq., By
Himself, was a satirical romance. Kubrick was tem-
peramentally drawn towards the satiric, a definite
handicap, since of all artists, the satirist is most likely
to be misunderstood. Kubrick’s satire was so broadly
comical and farcical in Dr. Strangelove and Lolita,
however, that his intentions were clear enough. The
satire of A Clockwork Orange was satire of a different
order: allegorical, brutal, and deadly “serious.”
Burgess had taken a page from Shakespeare’s Richard
II in designing Alex, his not-so-“humble narrator,”
who takes the reader uncomfortably into his confi-
dence, assuming that the reader will be as amoral as
he is and somehow appreciate his grotesque exploits.
Burgess, of course, expected his readers to bring their
own moral agendas to the novel, knowing they
would be repulsed and horrified by the “horror-
show” antics of Alex and his “droogies,” a cute and
endearing name for bloodthirsty thugs and rapists.
Burgess wrote the novel as a moral fable that
examined the issues of crime and punishment,
exploitation (personal and governmental), and free
will, the ability to choose between good and evil.
“What’s it going to be then, eh?” is the question
posed at the novel’s opening, a question that is then
repeated throughout and becomes the novels
mantra. In the unabridged version published in
Britain, the novel took the readers on a journey of
unimaginable, unsettling, disgusting human deprav-
ity, but in the final, 21st chapter, Alex, who was only

15 years old when he was sent to prison, has matured
and mellowed, and, passing the age of 21, begins to
think about having a family and settling down. The
final chapter therefore conveys some sense of hope,
suggesting that intrinsic goodness may yet prevail to
achieve Alex’s moral rehabilitation naturally, rather
than through state-imposed psychological condition-
ing. That chapter was lacking from the novel as pub-
lished in America, and it is not covered by Kubrick’s
film, which therefore changed Burgess’s meaning
substantially.

Interviewed by Bernard Weinraub of the New York
Times (January 4, 1972), Kubrick said: “One of the
most dangerous fallacies which has influenced a great
deal of political and philosophical thinking is that
man is essentially good and that society is what
makes him bad.” Kubrick’s view of Alex would seem
to be far more pessimistic than Burgesss. While
Burgess ultimately saw hope in the naturally trans-
formed character of Alex, Kubrick was criticized for
seeing only despair as he attempted to decipher the
materialistic vacuity that had seemed to desensitize
humanity. The authors of this book will attempt to
combat that negative perception of Kubrick.

Journalistic reviewers got it wrong by focusing on
their mistaken understanding of the novel rather than
on the film’s cinematic merits. Although Jay Cocks
noted in his Time review (December 20, 1971) that
“Kubrick makes the novel chillingly and often hilar-
iously believable,” he went on to claim the film “does
not engage us emotionally” Could anyone react to
the brutality of the “old surprise visit” as portrayed in
the film with anything but emotional revulsion?
Other reviewers, such as Robert Hatch of the Nation
(January 3, 1972) took the opportunity to criticize
Burgess’s novel by disparaging the film. (Critic John
Simon would later criticize Eyes Wide Shut in the
New York Times [August 8, 1999] by assaulting the
“misunderstood, mistranslated, incomplete and
totally inelegant” English translation of Schnitzler’s
source novella, Traumnovelle [Dream Story], that
Kubrick had used.) Likewise, Stanley Kauffmann in
the New Republic (on January 1 and January 18,
1972) resorted to criticizing Burgess and claiming
that Kubrick had chosen Burgess’s worst novel (or
most of it?) to adapt to film. Incomprehensibly,



Kauftmann concluded that Kubrick’s film was “bor-
ing”” Pornographic, gratuitous, violent, repulsive,
decadent, corrupting, or apocalyptic, maybe, but
surely not “boring”!

Paul Zimmerman’s Newsweek review (January 3,
1972) claimed the film “Provokes intellect, laughter,
but never our hearts,” but if he was right, then jaded
viewers had truly become unimpressed with horror
and beastliness, and the banality of evil would have
become systemic. Like Jay Cocks, Zimmerman
seemed to reject the film’s ability to “engage us emo-
tionally”” In general, the journalists tended to regard
Kubrick as a “cold” filmmaker—understandably, per-
haps, since the satirist is often detached from the nas-
tiness of his art. If, as Gunnery Sergeant Hartman says
in Full Metal Jacket, “It’s a hard heart that kills,” then
it’s a cold heart that chills. Could anything be more
chilling than the perverse love story of Eyes Wide
Shut? Or the murderous father of The Shining? Or
Private Pyle of Full Metal Jacket?

Trained as a theater critic and attuned more to the
verbal than the visual, Stanley Kauffmann, usually a
dependable and thoughtful reviewer, also had prob-
lems evaluating 2001: A Space Odyssey. Where others
saw metaphysical elegance in Kubrick’s science-
fiction allegory of human development, Kauffmann
only saw vacuity and contrivance. Realizing his orig-
inal review was out of line with the praise other crit-
ics accorded to Kubrick’s epic, Kauffmann went back
to the film and reviewed it a second time, but with-
out changing his mind. If American viewers had fol-
lowed his evaluation of these films, would Kubrick
have become an auteur superstar and the leading
filmmaker of his generation, or merely a cult Schlock-
meister, a few cuts better than Brian De Palma?

Anthony Burgess, writing for Rolling Stone (June
8, 1972), though “filled with a vague displeasure [at]
the gap between a literary impact and a cinematic
one,” was “gratified that my book has been filmed by
one of the best living English-speaking producer-
directors, instead of by some pornhound or pighead
or other camera-carrying cretin.” He speculated that
“a lot of people will want to read the story because
they’ve seen the movie—far more than the other way
around—and I can say at once that the story and the
movie are very like each other. Indeed, I can think of
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only one other film which keeps as painfully close to
the book it’s based on—Polanski’s Rosemary’s Baby.”

As an adaptor, Kubrick took more liberties with
The Shining (shifting the balance from Danny to his
father), Paths of Glory (shifting the emphasis to
Colonel Dax and away from the scapegoats of the
novel), and Lolita (turning the novel into more of a
comic romp), and Full Metal Jacket (giving more
emphasis to the boot camp prologue, which was a
mere 28 pages in Gus Hasford’s novel The Short-
Timers), but all of these adaptations were generally
true to the spirit of their sources. Overall, Kubrick
was splendidly gifted in finding cinematic solutions
to the problem of adaptation and always willing to
take the time necessary to get it right.

Writing in Entertainment Weekly (March 19, 1999)
just after Kubrick’s death on March 7, 1999, Owen
Gleiberman likened Kubrick’s movies to “some sin-
ister voyeuristic ritual taped off a surveillance camera
to be shown on a global TV network of the
dystopian future,” each one “a visionary ride in the
cosmic theme park of its creator’s mind.” “The sys-
tem won't allow another Stanley,” the director’s long-
time assistant Anthony Frewin told Josh Young of the
London Sunday Telegraph (July 11,1999):“Somebody
who says, give me the money and I'll get back to you
when I have something to show you, and you can’t
touch a frame of it.”” Eyes Wide Shut was finally “ready
to be seen by the trusted few” on March 1, 1999—
just in time, as fate would have it. “This is my best
movie ever,” Kubrick told a colleague, according to
Jack Kroll in Newsweek (March 22,1999). Of course,
the critics did not agree, but no matter.

A word needs to be said in closing about the
authors of this encyclopedia, both of whom are
Kubrick enthusiasts. Rodney Hill came on board
first, trained in cinema studies by J. P. Telotte at Geor-
gia Tech, by David Bordwell at the University of Wis-
consin, and then by John Tibbetts and others at the
University of Kansas. Rodney currently works for
Wellspring Cinema in New York, a busy operation
that recently reissued the films of Francgois Truffaut
and made them available on video. Rodney eventu-
ally became overwhelmed with work on that front,
so when we learned that Rodney needed help, we
called upon the most prolific film scholar we knew,
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the Rev. Gene D. Phillips, a Chicago-based Jesuit
priest who personally knew and had interviewed
many film directors, including Stanley Kubrick, in
the course of writing two books on the director.
Father Phillips graciously agreed to take on the ency-
clopedia as a tribute to “Stanley,” as he told us, and
worked long and hard on very short notice with
unsparing zeal to produce 500 manuscript pages, in
far less time than others might have managed. With-
out his efforts, knowledge, connections, and good
graces, this encyclopedia could not have been com-
pleted on schedule, and we are particularly grateful
for his contribution. John Tibbetts worked mightily

to coordinate copy that was coming to him in Kansas
City from New York and Chicago, then to turn it
around to our excellent editor, James Chambers, at
Facts On File. Our only regret is that we narrowly
missed the opportunity to have the book published
in 2001, a year that will always be linked to the mem-
ory of Stanley Kubrick, but at least we can say that it
was completed in 2001, as a memorial to a true artist
of the cinema.

—TJames M. Welsh
Salisbury, Maryland
Memorial Day, 2001
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REMEMBERING STANLEY KUBRICK

Kubrick was a wonderful director. I love all his movies.

These are pictures any director would be proud to be associated with, much less to make.

—Billy Wilder

On Sunday, March 9, 1999, Stanley Kubrick died in
his sleep in the morning quiet of his rural home out-
side London at age 70. So ran the press reports that
echoed across the world. The obituaries that followed
noted that, as a film director, Stanley Kubrick was
virtually in a class by himself. This is because he
taught himself the various aspects of the filmmaking
process and became a director without serving the
usual apprenticeship in a film studio, where he would
have had to work his way up to the status of a direc-
tor by way of lesser jobs.

By the time he began directing films for the major
studios, he was able to do so with a degree of inde-
pendence that few other directors have been able to
match. Kubrick oversaw every aspect of production
when he made a film, from script writing, casting,
and shooting (often operating the camera himself),
right up to the last snap of the editor’s shears.

My interview with Kubrick transpired during a
meeting with him at his home near London; indeed,
the interview was gleaned from several hours of con-
versation with Kubrick on that occasion. Moreover,
he kept in touch with me over the years and com-
mented on his films from time to time in correspon-
dence. Kubrick was a fascinating storyteller, and the

M

many anecdotes he told me about the making of his
film not only turn up in this introduction but are
spread throughout this book. For the interview I was
invited to “Castle Kubrick,” a huge, rambling old
house in rural England, where Kubrick lived with his
family, and where he did much of the pre- and post-
production work on his films. The mansion had the
unmistakable air of an English manor house about it,
but its owner was just as unmistakably American as
the Bronx section of New York where he grew up.
As a matter of fact, Kubrick kept his Bronx accent to
the end of his days.'

Kubrick’s manner of dress was legendary, so I was
not surprised when he appeared in a dark jacket and
trousers, white shirt, and black shoes. This ensemble,
which he usually wore on social occasions, indicated
that he was a man who was too preoccupied with his
work to be concerned about the latest fashions. (On
the set he favored tan work pants and an olive drab
jacket with multiple pockets, in which he could stuft’
his notes.)

He was a soft-spoken man, whose friendly man-
ner put one immediately at ease. During a conversa-
tion he always listened intently to the person with
whom he was talking, as if he stood to gain a great
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deal more from the interchange than his guest. Noth-
ing in Kubrick’s unassuming manner implied to a
visitor that he was in the presence of a filmmaker
whose work had won him critical acclaim and pop-
ular success throughout the world.

In the interest of precision, Kubrick customarily
asked an interviewer for the opportunity to read the
transcript before it was published. He read the text
with pen in hand, making marginal comments along
the way. Sometimes discretion impelled him to sec-
ond-guess his comments. For example, he mentioned
in the course of our interview the difficulties he
encountered with the temperamental actor Charles
Laughton during the making of Spartacus. But when
he read the transcript of our interview, he wrote in
the margin, “Gene, I would be grateful if you would
not use this quote. I don’t like it at all.” He saw no
point in criticizing in print an actor who had never
spoken ill of him. Indeed, he generally made it a
point of not disparaging in interviews cast and crew
members that he had worked with. By contrast, he
did not hesitate to speak negatively of the conde-
scending attitude with which Kirk Douglas, who was
both star and executive producer of Spartacus, had
treated him in the press, as will become clear later in
this essay.

When asked why he thought the major film
companies had decided to extend wide artistic free-
dom to directors like himself, Kubrick replied, “The
invulnerability of the majors was based on their
consistent success with virtually anything they
made. When they stopped making money, they
began to appreciate the importance of people who
could make good films.” Kubrick was one of the
directors they turned to; and when they did, it
was after he had learned the business of filmmak-
ing from the ground up and was ready to answer
the call.

Kubrick was born in New York City on July 26,
1928. His father, a professional physician and ama-
teur photographer, gave Stanley a Graflex camera
when he was 13, and young Stanley became the
photographer for the Taft High School newspaper.
While still a student there during World War 11, he
sold a picture to Look magazine showing a string of
motorists lined up as they waited for their share of

rationed gasoline. He joined the staft after gradua-
tion and, while working there, decided to expand a
picture story he had done on boxer Walter Cartier
into a documentary short called Day of the Fight
(1950). “I did everything from keeping an account-
ing book to dubbing in the punches on the sound-
track,” he remembered. “I had no idea what I was
doing, but I knew that I could not make films any
worse that the run-of-the-mill Hollywood movies I
was seeing at the time. In fact, I felt that I could do
them a lot better.” Kubrick had spent his savings,
$3,900, to make the film, and the RKO circuit
bought it for $4,000. At the age of 20 Kubrick had
made a film on his own that had shown a profit,
however small. From that moment on he was a con-
firmed filmmaker.

RKO advanced him $1,500 for a second short,
Flying Padre (1951), about a priest in New Mexico
who flies to see his isolated parishioners in a Piper
Cub.When he broke even on that one, Kubrick bor-
rowed $10,000 from his father and his uncle and
decided to take the plunge into a feature filmmak-
ing. Jan Harlan’s documentary, Stanley Kubrick: A Life
in Pictures (2001), mentions that Kubrick’s father,
Jack, a physician, cashed in a life insurance policy to
enable his 25-year-old son to make his first inde-
pendent feature. Kubrick went on location to the
San Gabriel mountains near Los Angeles to make
Fear and Desire (1953), a movie dealing with a futile
military patrol behind enemy lines in an unnamed
war.

Kubrick made the film almost singlehandedly,
serving as his own cameraman, sound man, and edi-
tor, as well as director. The film was shot silent, and
he added the soundtrack afterward. The young direc-
tor was pleasantly surprised when Fear and Desire
received some rather good reviews and played the
arthouse circuit. As a consequence, he borrowed
money, chiefly from another relative, a Bronx drug-
gist, and made Killers Kiss (1955), again handling
most of the production chores himself. Harlan’s doc-
umentary notes that, while Kubrick was shooting the
film, he was collecting $30 per week in unemploy-
ment compensation. Kubrick moved another step
closer to the big time when United Artists agreed to
distribute Killer’s Kiss.



Kubrick shot the film on location in the shabbier
sections of New York, which gave it a visual realism
unmatched by the postsynchronized sound track.
Money began running out during postproduction,
and Kubrick was unable to afford an editing assistant.
“I had to spend four months just laying in the sound
effects, footstep by footstep,” Kubrick recalled. Nev-
ertheless, he was able to inject some life into the rou-
tine story with the inclusion of two key fight
sequences, one in the ring and one in a mannequin
factory at the climax of the movie.

The hero of the story is a fighter named Davy
(Jamie Smith), who is a loser in the ring but who is
able to save his girl from being kidnapped by slug-
ging it out with her abductor. In this scene, Davy and
Rapallo, the kidnapper (Frank Silvera), fight to the
death amid the mannequins. When Davy delivers the
death blow, Rapallo falls backward with dummies
crashing all around him. Kubrick ends the scene with
a closeup of the smashed head of a mannequin, a
metaphor for the dead Rapallo.

Later Davy and the girl meet in the congestion of
Grand Central Station to leave New York for good,
intending to make a home on Davy’s family farm. In
their departure from the brutal city, which has proved
a harsh and unpleasant place for both of them, we see
the first indication of Kubrick’s dark vision of con-
temporary society. In this and even more in his sub-
sequent films, Kubrick shows us modern man
gradually being dehumanized by living in a materi-
alistic, mechanized world, in which one man exploits
another in the mass effort to survive. Moreover, in his
later motion pictures Kubrick extends his vision into
the future to suggest that man’s failure to cooperate
with his fellow man in mastering the world of the
present can only lead to man’s being mastered by the
world of tomorrow.

In 1955 Kubrick met James B. Harris, an aspiring
producer, who put up more than a third of the
$320,000 budget needed to finance The Killing
(1956), with United Artists providing the rest. This
was the first of the three-film partnership between
Kubrick and Harris.

Based on Lionel White’s novel Clean Break,
Kubrick’s tightly constructed script follows the
preparations of a group of small-time crooks bent on
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making a big killing by robbing a racetrack. He
builds suspense with great intensity by quickly cut-
ting from one member of the gang to another, in a
series of flashbacks that show how each has simulta-
neously carried out his part of the plan—all leading
up to the climactic moment when they get away
with the money.

The movie’s real merit lies in the ensemble acting
Kubrick elicited from a group of capable Hollywood
supporting players, who rarely got a chance to give
performances of any substance. Sterling Hayden plays
Johnny Clay, the tough organizer of the caper; Jay C.
Flippen is the cynical older member of the group;
Elisha Cook Jr. is the timid husband who hopes to
impress his voluptuous wife (Marie Windsor) with
stolen money. Working together, this first-rate cast
helps Kubrick create the grim atmosphere of the film,
which builds to an ironic conclusion when Clay’s suit-
case blows open just as he and his girlfriend Fay are
about to board a plane for the tropics, and the stolen
money flutters all over the windy airfield. Like Davy
and his girl in Killers Kiss, Johnny and Fay hoped to
escape the corrosive atmosphere of the big city by
flight to a cleaner environment. But for Johnny, bru-
talized by a life of crime, it is already too late.

Kubrick next acquired the rights to Humphrey
Cobb’s 1935 novel Paths of Glory, which he had read
in high school, and set about writing a script. But no
major studio was interested in financing the film
until Kirk Douglas agreed to star. Then United Artists
backed the project with $935,000. Despite the flood
of antiwar films over the years, Paths of Glory (1957)
ranks as one of the most uncompromising of the
genre.

The ghastly irresponsibility of officers toward
their men is climaxed by the behavior of General
Mireau (George Macready), who hopes to gain a
promotion by ordering his men to carry out a suici-
dal charge. When they falter, he madly orders other
troops to fire into the trenches on their own com-
rades. Afterward, Colonel Dax (Kirk Douglas) must
stand by while three soldiers are picked almost at
random from the ranks to be court-martialed and
executed for desertion of duty, as an “example” to the
rest of the men, for failing to attack the enemy
stronghold as Mireau had commanded.
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The title of the story is a reference to Thomas
Gray’s “Elegy in a Country Churchyard,” in which
the poet warns that the “paths of glory lead but to
the grave” Peter Cowie has commented that
Kubrick uses his camera unflinchingly, like a weapon:
darting into close-up to capture the indignation on
Dax’s face, sweeping across the slopes to record the
wholesale slaughter of a division, or advancing
relentlessly at eye level toward the stakes against
which the condemned men will be shot.

Kubrick had made some rather grim movies up to
this point. Asked if films like Paths of Glory implied
that he was a misanthrope with contempt for the
human race, Kubrick shot back, “Oh God, no. One
doesn’t give up being concerned for mankind
because one acknowledges their fundamental absurd-
ities and weaknesses. I still have hope that the human
race can continue to progress.”

The epilogue of this film ends on a note of hope
for humanity. Dax watches his men join in the
singing of a song about love in wartime, led by a
timid German girl prisoner (played by German
actress Suzanne Christian, who would become Mrs.
Stanley Kubrick). Dax walks away, convinced by the
good-natured singing that his men have not lost their
basic humanity, despite the inhuman conditions in
which they live and die. However, Kubrick’s later
films will not be quite so optimistic.

In Paths of Glory Douglas gave one of his best per-
formances, and he therefore wanted to work with
Kubrick again. He did so when Kubrick took over
the direction of Spartacus (1960), a spectacle about
slavery in pre-Christian Rome. But this time their
association was less satisfactory than it had been on
Paths of Glory. Douglas was not only the star of the
film, but its executive producer as well, and friction
developed between producer and director.

“Spartacus is the only film over which I did not
have absolute control,” said Kubrick. “Anthony
Mann began the picture and filmed the first
sequence, but his disagreements with Kirk made him
decide to leave after the first two weeks of shooting.
The film came after two years in which I had not
directed a picture. When Kirk offered me the job of
directing Spartacus, 1 thought that I might be able to
make something of it if the script could be changed.

But my experience proved that if it is not explicitly
stipulated in the contract that your decisions will be
respected, there is a very good chance that they won'’t
be. The script could have been improved in the
course of shooting, but it wasn’t. Kirk was the exec-
utive producer. He and Dalton Trumbo, the
scriptwriter, and Edward Lewis, the producer, had
everything their way” Douglas’s references in later
years to Kubrick’s contribution to Spartacus invari-
ably smacked of condescension. Kubrick pointed out
that Douglas’s attitude was in keeping with the photo
that he chose of Kubrick for the film’s souvenir pro-
gram, in which the star-producer was pictured in the
foreground standing over the director. Kubrick’s
experience in making the film served to strengthen
his resolve to safeguard his artistic independence on
future films, a resolution which he kept.

With the decline of Hollywood as the center of
world filmmaking in the 1950s, some of America’s
independent filmmakers moved to Europe, where
they could make films more economically and hence
more easily obtain the backing of American capital.
Thus, Kubrick went to England to make Lolita
(1962) and remained there to make all of his subse-
quent films. Nonetheless, he never ceased to consider
himself an American director; indeed, only two of
these films, A Clockwork Orange and Barry Lyndon,
were set in Britain and had predominantly British
casts.

In Lolita, Peter Sellers plays Clare Quilty, a televi-
sion personality who is the rival of middle-aged
Humbert Humbert (James Mason) for the aftections
of 12-year-old Dolores Haze (Sue Lyon), known to
her friends as Lolita. At the time that Kubrick made
Lolita, the freedom of the screen had not advanced to
the point it has reached now, and he had to be more
subtle and indirect than Vladimir Nabokov had been
in his novel about suggesting the sexual obsession of
an older man for a nymphet.

“I wasn’t able to give any weight at all to the
erotic aspect of Humbert’s relationship with Lolita in
the film,” said Kubrick, “and because I could only
hint at the true nature of his attraction to Lolita, it
was assumed too quickly by filmgoers that Humbert
was in love with her, as opposed to being merely
attracted to her sexually. In the novel this comes as a



discovery at the end, when Lolita is no longer a
nymphet but a pregnant housewife; and it’s this
encounter, and the sudden realization of his love for
her, that is one of the most poignant elements of the
story.”

In order to avoid giving the plot too serious a
treatment, Kubrick decided to emphasize the black
comedy inherent in the story. Kubrick strikes this
note of black comedy at the outset in the prologue
that follows the credits: Humbert Humbert threatens
Clare Quilty with a gun as the latter stumbles about
among the cluttered rooms of his grotesque man-
sion, not taking too seriously Humbert’s threats to
kill him, until it is too late. Quilty seeks refuge
behind a painting that is propped up against a piece
of furniture, and we watch the painting get punc-
tured with bullet holes as Humbert empties his gun
into it.

As the plot unfolds in flashback, we discover that
Humbert shot Quilty, not just because Quilty had
lured Lolita away from him, but because, after he had
done so, Quilty merely used her for a while and then
coldly discarded her.

In the difficult role of Quilty, Peter Sellers is per-
fect, especially in the scenes in which Quilty dons a
variety of disguises in his efforts to badger Humbert
by a succession of ruses into giving up Lolita.
Because of Sellers’s brilliant flair for impersonation,
these scenes are among the best in the film.

For those who appreciate the black comedy of
Lolita, it is not hard to see that it was just a short step
from that film to Kubrick’s masterpiece in that genre,
Dr. Strangelove, or: How I Learned to Stop Worrying and
Love the Bomb (1964), the first of Kubrick’s science-
fiction trilogy. He had originally planned the film as
a serious adaptation of Peter George’s Red Alert,
which is concerned with the insane Gen. Jack D.
Ripper (Sterling Hayden) and his decision to order a
troupe of B-52 bombers to launch an attack inside
Russia. But gradually Kubrick’s attitude toward his
material changed: “My idea of doing it as a night-
mare comedy came in the early weeks of working on
the screenplay. I found that in trying to put meat on
the bones and to imagine the scenes fully, one had to
keep leaving things out of it which were either
absurd or paradoxical in order to keep it from being
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funny; and these things seemed to be close to the
heart of the scenes in question.”

Kubrick kept revising the script right through the
production period. He recalled: “During shooting
many substantial changes were made in the script,
sometimes together with the cast during improvisa-
tions. Some of the best dialogue was created by Peter
Sellers himself” Sellers played not only the title role
of the eccentric scientist but also Merkin Muftley, the
president of the United States, as well as Captain
Mandrake, a British officer who fails to dissuade
General Ripper from his set purpose.

General Rippers mad motivation for initiating a
nuclear attack is his paranoid conviction that his
diminishing sexual potency can be traced to an inter-
national communist conspiracy to poison the drink-
ing water. Kubrick subtly reminds us of the general’s
obsession by a series of sexual metaphors that occur
in the course of the film. As Ripper describes to
Mandrake his concern about preserving his potency,
which he refers to as his “precious bodily essence,”
Kubrick photographs him in close-up from below,
with a huge phallic cigar jutting from between his
lips all the time he is talking.

Later, when Mandrake tries to reach the president
in order to warn him about the imminent attack on
Russia, he finds that he lacks the correct change for
the coin telephone—and that the White House will
not accept a collect calll He demands that Colonel
Guano (Keenan Wynn) fire into a Coca-Cola
machine in order to obtain the necessary money.
Guano reluctantly agrees, ruefully reminding Man-
drake that it is he who will have to answer to the
Coca-Cola Company. Guano blasts the machine,
bends down to scoop up the cascading coins, and is
squirted full in the face with Coke by the vindictive
machine.

In the end a single U.S. bomber reaches its Russ-
ian target. Major “King” Kong (Slim Pickens), the
skipper of the plane, manages to dislodge a bomb
that has been stuck in its chamber as he sits astride
it. As the bomb hurtles toward Earth, it looks like a
mighty symbol of potency clamped between his
flanks, thus rounding out the sexual metaphors that
permeate the film. The bomb hits its target, setting
off Russia’s retaliatory Doomsday Machine. A series
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of blinding explosions follow, while on the sound-
track we hear a popular ditty Kubrick resurrected
from World War II: “We’ll meet again, don’t know
where, don’t know when . . ” Kubrick used the
original World War II recording by Vera Lynn, which
served to bring back to popularity not only the song
but Lynn as well.

In essence, Dr. Strangelove depicts the plight of fal-
lible man putting himself at the mercy of his infalli-
ble machines and bringing about by this abdication
of moral responsibility his own destruction. Kubrick
further explored his dark vision of humanity in a
mechanistic age in 2001: A Space Odyssey (1968). In
explaining how the original idea for the film came to
him, he said, “Most astronomers and other scientists
interested in the whole question are strongly con-
vinced that the universe is crawling with life; much
of it, since the numbers are so staggering, equal to us
in intelligence, or superior, simply because human
intelligence has existed for so relatively short a
period.” He added, “Sometimes I think we are alone
in the universe; sometimes I think we’re not. In
either case, the idea is staggering.”

He got in touch with Arthur C. Clarke, author of
the science fiction story “The Sentinel,” which
Kubrick thought could provide the basis for a
screenplay. They first turned the short story into a
novel, in order to develop completely its narrative
potential, and then turned that into a screenplay.
MGM bought their package and financed the film
for $10 million. Before going on to win a large and
appreciative audience, 2001 opened to indifferent
and even hostile reviews. The film begins at the
dawn of civilization, when an ape-man discovers
how to employ a bone as a weapon in order to
destroy a rival. In learning to extend his own physi-
cal powers through the use of a tool-weapon to kill
one of his own kind, the ape-man has ironically
taken a step in the development of humankind.
As the victorious ape-man throws his weapon spi-
raling into the air, there is a dissolve to a space-
ship soaring through space in the year 2001. “It’s
simply an observable fact,” Kubrick has commented,
“that all of man’s technology grew out of his dis-
covery of the tool-weapon. There’s no doubt that
there is a deep emotional relationship between

man and his machine-weapons; which are his chil-
dren. The machine is beginning to assert itself in a
very profound way, even attracting affection and
obsession.”

This concept is dramatized in the film when
astronauts Dave Bowman (Keir Dullea) and Frank
Poole (Gary Lockwood) find themselves at the
mercy of computer HAL 9000 (voiced by Douglas
Rain), which controls their spaceship. There are
repeated juxtapositions in the film of man, with his
human failings and fallibility, alongside machinery—
beautiful, functional, but heartless. When Hal the
computer makes an error, “he” refuses to admit the
evidence of his own fallibility and proceeds to
destroy the occupants of the spaceship to cover it up.
Kubrick, as always, is on the side of man, and he indi-
cates here, as in Dr. Strangelove, that human fallibility
is less likely to destroy man than the machines to
which he delegates all his responsibilities.

Thus it is particularly imperative, Kubrick
believes, that man must gain mastery over himself
and not just over his machines. “Somebody said that
man is the missing link between primitive apes and
civilized human beings.You might say that the idea is
inherent in the story of 2001 too. We are semicivi-
lized, capable of cooperation and affection, but need-
ing some sort of transfiguration into a higher form of
life. Since the means to obliterate life on Earth exist,
it will take more than just careful planning and rea-
sonable cooperation to avoid some eventual catastro-
phe.The problem exists as long as the potential exists,
and the problem is essentially a moral and spiritual
one.”

Hence the film ends with Bowman, the only sur-
vivor of the mission, being reborn as “an enhanced
human being, a star child, a superhuman, if you like,”
Kubrick explained, “returning to earth prepared for
the next leap forward of man’s evolutionary destiny.”
Kubrick feels that “the God concept is at the heart of
the film” since, if any of the superior beings that
inhabit the universe beyond Earth were to manifest
itself to man, the latter would immediately assume
that it was God or an emissary of God.> When an
artifact of these extraterrestrial intelligences does
appear in the film, it is represented as a black mono-
lithic slab. Kubrick thought it better not to be too



specific in depicting these beings. “You have to leave
something to the audience’s imagination,” he stated.

It is significant that 2001 was released a year
before the first moon landing, yet it presents a fully
realized vision of outer space; as such it is the yard-
stick by which subsequent science fiction pictures are
judged. The overall implications of 2001 seem to
suggest a more optimistic tinge to Kubrick’s view of
life than had been previously detected in his work.
For in 2001 he presents man’s creative encounters
with the universe and his unfathomed potential for
the future. Still, the early reviews of the film were
unfavorable.

In the third film of Kubrick’s science fiction tril-
ogy, A Clockwork Orange (1972), the future appears
less promising than it was in 2001. If in 2001
Kubrick showed the machine becoming human, in A
Clockwork Orange he shows man becoming a
machine. Ultimately, however, the latter film only
reiterates in somewhat darker terms the theme of all
of Kubrick’s previous work, namely, that man must
retain his humanity if he is to survive in a dehuman-
ized, materialistic world. Moreover, A Clockwork
Orange echoes the warning of Dr. Strangelove and
2001 that man must strive to gain mastery over him-
self if he is to master his machines.

A Clockwork Orange is adapted from Anthony
Burgess’s novel of the same name, a nightmarish fan-
tasy about England in the near future. It concerns a
young hoodlum named Alex (Malcolm McDowell),
who is punished by the government by being
deprived of his own free will. He therefore becomes
“a clockwork orange,” someone who appears to be
fully human but is basically mechanical in all of his
responses (Burgess borrowed the term from the old
cockney phrase “as queer as a clockwork orange”).

By contrast to 2001, which ended with a close-
up of the star child staring into the camera as it jour-
neys back to earth in anticipation of the next step in
man’s evolution, so A Clockwork Orange begins with
a close-up of Alex staring into the camera with a
smirk on his face as he looks forward to the coming
night of sexual escapades and “ultra-violence” with
his gang. Alex’s world as it is projected in the picture
has a basis in reality, in that it reflects in an exagger-
ated form tendencies that already exist in contempo-
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rary society. It is not so much a prediction of the
future as a parody of the materialism, sexual indul-
gence, and mindless violence of the present. This is
why Mr. Alexander, the writer in A Clockwork
Orange, whose wife eventually dies of a vicious
assault by Alex and his henchmen, remarks late in the
film that his wife was really a victim of the Modern
Age.

Eventually Alex’s crimes catch up with him, and
he is sent to prison. In an effort to get his jail term
shortened, Alex volunteers to undergo “the Ludovico
treatment.” This is a brainwashing technique that
renders him nauseous when confronted with oppor-
tunities for indulging in sex and violence, the very
experiences that once gave him delight. Only the
prison chaplain speaks up against the treatment.
“Goodness comes from within,” he insists. “Goodness
must be chosen; when a man can no longer choose
he ceases to be a man.” But his remarks go unheeded.

Upon his release Alex is totally unprepared to
cope with the callous and corrupt society that awaits
him. He is beaten senseless by two of his old gang
members, now policemen of a state that is becoming
more and more fascist in its efforts to impose law and
order on the populace. Alex attempts suicide but later
realizes with great joy during his convalescence in
the hospital that the effects of the brainwashing are
wearing off; indeed, he is returning to his old self,
complete with all of his former proclivities. In brief,
Alex has regained his free will.

Because Kubrick was unsparing in depicting
Alex’s depraved behavior in A Clockwork Orange, the
film aroused great controversy when first released. In
defending the film and the philosophy that underlies
it, Kubrick countered, “The fact that Alex is evil per-
sonified—a sort of Richard III—is important to clar-
ify the moral point that the film is making about
human freedom.” He continued, “The chaplain really
expresses the theme of the movie when he asserts,
‘The question is whether or not the Ludovico treat-
ment really makes a man good. ” It is true, the chap-
lain concedes, that because of the treatment Alex
ceases to be a wrongdoer. But he ceases also to be a
creature capable of choice. “The essential moral
question is whether or not a man can be good with-
out having the option to be evil and whether such a
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creature is still human.” In short, Kubrick concluded,
“To restrain a man is not to redeem him. Redemp-
tion, as the prison chaplain maintains, must come
from within.”

“It takes about a year to let an idea reach an
obsessional state, so I know what I really want to do
with it,” Kubrick said of the way that he initiates a
new project. After spending some time looking for a
project to follow A Clockwork Orange, he finally
decided to reach back into the past and dramatize
Barry Lyndon, a tale of an 18th-century rogue writ-
ten by Victorian novelist William Makepeace Thack-
eray.

Barry Lyndon (1975), for which Kubrick wrote
the screenplay, narrates the amorous adventures of a
Don Juan who hops from bedchamber to gaming
room with equal ease.Yet he never completely loses
the engaging qualities of his youth, even as he grad-
ually becomes more corrupt and dissipated with age.
Barry (Ryan O’Neal) spends much of his time
roaming across Europe, bilking unsuspecting aristo-
crats in posh gambling salons, until he meets Lady
Lyndon (Marisa Berenson), a rich young widow, and
marries her for her wealth and title. He then pro-
ceeds to dominate his wife and to exploit her for-
tune in a shameful fashion, until his stepson, Lord
Bullingdon, who quite despises Barry, challenges
him to a duel. The embittered young man wounds
his stepfather in the leg, crippling him for life, and
sends him packing. Barry thus turns out to be noth-
ing more than a seedy soldier of fortune, who winds
up with nothing to show for his wasted life but
wounds and scars.

Kubrick believed that location shooting is just as
viable for a period picture like Barry Lyndon as for a
contemporary story like The Killing. “Most of the
interiors of a period film can be shot in mansions and
castles that are still preserved in Europe, where the
furniture and decor are already there,” he pointed
out. “You only have to move in your cast and crew
and get to work.”

Kubrick told me at the time that he did not wish
to turn out an elaborate period picture like those
made especially in England in the forties—stodgy
pageants filled with empty spectacle. After a steady
diet of historical epics of this sort, one small-town

American exhibitor wrote to his distributor, “Don’t
send me no more pictures about people who write
with feathers!” In Barry Lyndon, Kubrick was deter-
mined that, although his characters might write with
feathers, they would inhabit a historical era, not as
part of a dead past, but of a living present.

The reputation of Barry Lyndon, which received a
lukewarm reception upon its initial release, has
steadily improved over the years. Indeed, the redis-
covery of the film was the highlight of the Kubrick
retrospective at New York’s Film Forum in 2000.The
movie’s running time of just over three hours makes
it one of the longest pictures Kubrick ever directed
(after Spartacus).

Kubrick returned to the present with his next
film, The Shining (1980), derived from the horror
novel by Stephen King. Jack Torrance (Jack Nichol-
son), his wife Wendy (Shelley Duvall), and his son
Danny (Danny Lloyd) move into an isolated resort
hotel in the Colorado Rockies. Jack had signed on to
be caretaker of the summer resort for the winter,
feeling that the undemanding job would allow him
to finally realize his dream of becoming a successful
author. Immediately upon the day of his arrival, Jack
cannot shake the eerie feeling that he has lived in the
hotel before, even though he cannot remember any
prior visit. Indeed, as the story develops, it appears
that he has—in a previous incarnation—some 50
years before.

As time goes on, Jack begins to “shine”; that is, he
experiences visions that project him back in time to
his former life. These extrasensory experiences sug-
gest that Jack was not a hotel employee during his
former existence, but a successful writer. Now that
he and his family are snowbound in the hotel as a
result of a fierce storm, Jack finds the ensuing isola-
tion and loneliness too much for him to bear. In the
film’s chilling climax he finally goes totally berserk
and seeks to take out his wild anguish and mental
suffering on his hapless wife and son, whom he stalks
throughout the hotel and grounds.

Although the film was a huge popular success,
critical reaction was mixed. As Kubrick noted to me
in a letter dated December 5, 1981, “Despite the
usual critical love-it/hate-it syndrome, I believe audi-
ences like it a lot.”




For his next subject Kubrick made an antiwar
movie, entitled Full Metal Jacket (1987), from the
book The Short-Timers by Gustav Hasford. The film,
which Kubrick cowrote with Michael Herr and
Hasford, examines the experience of several marines
during the Vietnam War. Kubrick said that he was
drawn to Hasford’s novel because “the book offered
no easy moral or political answers; it was ne