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American 
Film Nair 

The History 
ofan Idea 

Only that which has no history is definable. 

-FRiEDRICH NIETZSCHE 

The past is not dead. It isn't even past. 

-WILLIAM FAULKNER 

It has always been easier to recognize a 
film noir than to define the term. One can easily imag­
ine a large video store where examples of such films 
would be shelved somewhere between Gothic horror 
and dystopian science fiction: in the center would be 
Double /11de11111i1y, and at either margin Cat People 
and Invasion of tlte Body S11atclters. But this arrange­
ment would leave out important titles. T~crc is iuJill4, 
nq completely satisfoctory Wi\Y to organize the ~t­

e£Q!ll., and nobody is sure whether the films in ques­
tion constilulc a period, a genre, a cycle, a style, or 
simply a "phcnoinenon." 1 

Whatever noir "is," the standard histories say it 
originated in America, emerging out ol' a synthesis of 
hard~boiled fiction and German Expressionism. The 
tcrm is also .issociatcd with certain visual and narra­
tive traits, which some commcnlators have tried to 
localize in the period between 1941 and 1958. Others 
contend that noir bcgnn much earlier and never went 
away. 2 One or the most comprehensive (but far from 
cornpletc) rcfer~nccs, Alain Silver and Elizabeth 

Ward's Film Noir: An Encyclopedia of the America11 
Style, begins in 1927 and ends in the present, listing 
over 500 motion pictures of various stylistic and ge­
neric descriptions.' 

Eneylopedic surveys of the Silver and Ward type 
can be educational and entertaining, but they also have 
a kinship ,vith Jorge Luis Borges's fictional work of 
Chinese scholarship, The Celestial Emporium of Be-
11evole11t /(11owledge, which contains n whimsicul tax­
onomy of.the animal kingdom: those belonging to the 
Emperor; mermaids; stray dogs: those painted with a 
Cine camel's-hair brush: those resembling flies from a 
distance: others: etc. Unfortunately, l).Qlhing links to­
gether all the thinps discussctl...as_ngJ.r-110t the theme 
of crime, not a cinematographic technique, not even a 
resistance to Aristotelian nnrratives or happy endings. 
Little wonder that no writer has been able to find the 
category's necessary and sufficient characteristics. 
and that many generalizations in the critical litcrall!.(e. 
are open to question. If noir is Americnn in origin, why 
does it have a FrcnCh name? (The two Frenchmen who 
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supposedly coined the term, wriling separate-essays in 
1946, were referring lo nn inlcrnational style.) More 
int, iguingly, ir the hcyuay of noir was 1941-58, why 
did the term not enjoy widespread use until the 1970s? 

I 
A plausible case could indeed be mac.Jc lhal, far from 
dying oul with 1hc old studio syslcm, noir is almost 
entirely a creation of postmodern cullurc-n belated 
reading of classic Hollywood that was popularized by 
cinCastes of the French New \Vavc, npproprialc<l by 
reviewers, academics, nnd film-makers, and then rc-
cyclccJ on TV. 

At any rate, a term that was born in specialist 
periodicals an<l revival theaters has now become a 
major signifier of sleekly commodificd artistic ambi­
tion. Almost 20 percent of the titles currently on the 
National Film Preservation List at the Library of Con­
gress arc associated with noir, as arc mos! of'thc early 
volumes in the British Film Institute 11Film Clm:sics" 
series. Meanwhile, "nco noirs'' arc protlucc<l by Hol­
lywoo<l with increasing regularity and prominence. 
Consit..lcr the last three American winners of the Grand 
Prize at Cannes: Wild a, Hearl ( 1991 ), Bar1011 Fi11k 
(1992), and Pulp Fic1io11 (1994). Consider also such 
big-budget television productions as "Twin Peaks," 
"'Vilt.I Palms" {markctctl to ADC ns "TV noir"), and 
"Fallen Angels." 

Some or these instances might be described as 
"pa!-tichc,'' hut pastiche of what? The clnssical model 
is i10i"Uriuusly Uiflkull to pin Uuwn, in part bc<.:ausc it 
was named hy critics rather lhan film-makers, whodi<l 
not speak of film noiruntil well after it was cstalllished 
as a feature of academic wriling. Nowadays, the term 
is ubi4uitous, appearing in reviews and promotions of 
many things besides movies. Ir we want to understand 
it, or to make sense of genres or art-historical catego­
ries in general, we need to recognize that ~ir 
belongs 10 the history or ideas as much as lo the history 
of cinema; it hns less to <lo with a group of artifacts 
ihan with a discourse-a luo.sc, evolving system of' 
arguments and readings, helping lo shape commercial 
strategies and acslhctic ideologies. · 

It seems odd that film theorists did not arrive at 
this conclusion long ago. After all, the Name of the 
Genre (or Mood, or Generic Tendency, or whatever) 
t~_ns in much~the same ~yas the Name 9:f the 
Autho1·. Michel Foucault has pointed out that the "au­
tl1~";. l·u~1ction·· is lied to the "institutional system that 
encompasses. Jetcrmincs, and articulates the universe 
or discourse.s."4 The aulhor, Foucault snys, i~chicn't'_.a 
mcnns or textual da~;;rJica1i011, allov,ting us to cstab­
lfsh "a rcl.11ionship of hOmogeneity, filiation, 
authcntiricatiun or some texls by the use of others" 

( 147). Al bollom, these relationships arc rsychologi­
cal "projcct_ions," governed by the belief that theie 
1llusilic"fl-~2i.n.L~hcrc conlrndictions arc rcsolvcO, 
where incompatible- elements arc at last tied together 
or organized around a fundamenlal und originnling 
conlrndiction" (I 51 ). 

Could we not say cxaclly the same things about 
the "genre function"? And could we not ask or it many 
of the same questions that Foucault asks of authcirship: 
Whal are the modes or existence of this discourse'! 
Where has it been used, how can it circulate, and who 
can appropriate it? (160) In !he case of film noir, one 
of the most amorphous yet important categories in 
film history, these questions seem particularly apl. As 
a start toward answering them, the following pages 
offer a commentary on early writings about noir. 111-
stca<l or looking for the essential features or a group or 
films. I shall try lo explain a r,arnd_?X: film noir is holh 
an imporlnnt cinematic legacy nnd nn itlcn we have 
projected onto the past. 

Noir Is Born 
Paris, 1946-59 

The end of World War II in Paris gave rise 
lo a noir sensibility, bu! this sensibility wns expressed 
lhrough many things besides cinema, ancJ if I had to 
choose a representative artist of !he period, ii would 
no! lie a film-maker. Instead I would pick the some­
what Rimbaud-like personality Boris Vian, who was a 
friend of the surrealist Raymond Qucneau and the 
existentialist Jean-Paul Sartre. Vian wrote witty 
avant-garde 11ovels, proto-absurdist plays, satiric col­
umns for Les Temps A1odernes, music criticism for 
Jazz Hot, and over 500 Dylancsguc prolcst songs. (in­
cluding "Le DCserlcur," which has remained nn an­
them for French antiwar movement:-: tlown to !he 
present day); meanwhile, he also played trumpet and 
sang in the Club Tabou and other St-Germain 
nightspots. During his lifetime, however, he was best 
known for a roman noir that did not bear his name. 

In !he summer of 1946, Vian was approached by 
an editor who wanted to create a list of murder novels 
that would rival the popular, black-covered Serie 
noire recently inaugurated al Gallimard. Within two 
weeks, Vian composed J'irai cracher sur vos tombes 
(/_'// SJ!!l._011 Your Graves), which he published under 
the 11amc "Vernon Sullivan," an identity he adopted 
on several occiSTOns, claiming to hnve translated 
Sullivan's work "from the American," An ullra-vio-



lcnl mix1urc of plot situations from William 
Faulkner's Sa11c111ary and Richard Wrigh1's Native 
Son, 1he novel concerns a black man who passes for 
white in a Sou1hern town and who exerts racial ven­
geance by dominaling, raping, and murdering two 
while women. Jn a preface, Vian said thal the book 
could never have been prinlcd in lhc United Stales 
because it involved black violence against whites. But 
there were also problems in France, where J'irai 
craclrer became 1he firsl novel 10 be pr<i_secut~Jor-. 
obscenity since Madame Bovaiy,,_Tlte case IOok a bi­
zarre turn when a middle-aged Parisian salesman 
slrangk<l his young mistress and commined suicide in 
a ho1el room near 1he Gare Monlparnasse, leaving an 
open c,1py of lhc hook next 10 1hc mnr<lcrc<l woman's 
hotly, one of' its grisly passages underlined. Vian was 
hricflyjaikd ant.I required lo pay n fine, nnc.J for lhc rcsl 
of his life he suffered from no1orie1y and ill heallh. 
Ah hough he remained active on the literary and caba­
ret scenes, he sometimes described himself as "ex• 
tcrivaiu, ex•trompeuiste." Then, in the summer of 
1959, he entered a Paris movie theater 10 watch a press 
screening of French director Michel Gasl's adaplation 
of J'irai crac!ter, a project he dislH:.l.:'d hut had been 
unable 10 prevent. As he sat alone in 1he dmk am.Ii to• 
rium, his hcarl failed and he dicd.s 

The themes of Vian's life and work-indigo 
moods, smoky jazz cluhs, American fie lion, romantic 
isola1ion-resemble some of lhe movies of his day, 
and his scandalous novel foregrounds 1wo issues that 
seem especially relevant to film noir: sexual violence 
and racial blackness or otherness. Psychoanaly1ic 
feminism 1ells us something ahout the first issue 
(much feminist theory grows oul of lhe siudy of 
American films noirs), nllhough 1hc discussion needs 
to h0 his1oricizct.l and linked 10 changing pallcrns of 
Cl'l\sorship. In rcgnrd to the second issue, we need a 
dose ex.unina1ion of 1he metaphor of darkness. The 
discourse on noir grew out of a European i;n~-~· 

nation with lhe i_11i!JncItvc.(a fascination thal was evi• 

( 

den I in mosl forms of high modernism), and many of 
1he films admired by 1hc French involve while charac­
ters who cross borders to visi1 Latin America, 
China1own, or lhc "wrong" parts of !he ci1y. When lhc 
idea of noir was imported to America, this implication 
was somewhat obscured; the 1crm sounded more art is• 
tic in French. so it was seldom translalc<l ns "hlnck 
dncmu. "'' · · ___, 

-Where my immediate purposes are concerned, 
Vian's lifo slory is also relevant, because lhe publica­
tion and eventual adaptation of J'irni cracher coin• 
de.Jc with what I would call the first age of film noir: 

the ycnrs between !he postwar arrivnl of Hollywood 
movies ~n Paris and the beginnings oft he French New 
Wave. \Ve can never say when tltc first film noir was 
made, but everyone agrees thal significant writings on 
Amcricnn noir begnn 10 appear in French film journals 
in August, 1946, nl exactly the moment when "Vernon 
Sullivan" wns composing his novel. The term wos 
used in discussions of five Hollywood features made 
during 1he war, all of which had j11s1 been exhibited in 
succession on Paris movie screens: The A1altese Fn/M 
(,'!.!!__; Double Indemnity; YJ!llfJ; A1ul·der, Aly Sw~er; 
and-somewhal surprisingly, in lighl of the fact th'a1 it 
disappears from mosl subsequent wri1ings-The Lost 
Weekend. Another picture released in Paris th.aisum­
mcr, Woman in 1/w Window. described hy one French 
reviewer as a "hourgeois tragedy," was laicr 10 he­
come a noir classic.1 The forthcoming MGM producM 
lion of T!te Postmt111"_Always Ril~!ic.e,. was 
menlioned alongside the initial group of five, and.£i/L 
zen Kane, which was also mentioned, was placed in a 

--Class by· itself. Critical discussion centered mainly on 
!he firsl four lhrillers-which, even though 1hey were 
nol exactly alike {The Maltese Falcon does nol have a 
first-person narrnlor or nashbacks, and Uwra is nol 
hasc<l on a lrnrd-hoill!d novel), seemed to belong to­
gc1hcr. These films would hecomc 1he pro101ypical 
members of an emergenl category, and 1hey would 
hnvc rm unusual innucncc on French thinking for over 
a decade. 

In one sense the French invenied film noir, and 
I hey did so because l~~diliUllS..jlrcdiSJlQ~ 1hern 
t.o yjew Hollywogd in certain w.ay-1>. As R. Banon 
Palmer has ohserved, France possessed a sophisli· 
cate<l film culture consisting of theaters, journals, and 
''cin~•cluhs" where movies were lreated as art rather 
1han as commercial cn1cr111inmcnt. 11 EquHlly impor­
tanl, the <lecuc.lc uf'lcr the liberation saw a resurgence 
of Americanism among directors and critics, nrnny of 
whom sough! 10 refashion the French arl cinema along 
the more "aulhentic" lines of Hollywood gem\~ mov­
ies. A nouvelle vagul! would eventually grow out of 
lhis <liulcctic bet\1/Ccn America 11nd Europe, and the 
soMcallcd film noir-which wns visibly indch1cd to 
European modernism-became the most im11ortant 
calegory in French criticism. 

The French were also predisposed 10 invent noir 
because it...evokc<l n golden age of their own cinema. 
They were quick 10 observe 1ha1 1hcniiv,FloTT5:~c1 
lhrillers resembled such films as Pepe le Moko ( 1936), 
Hotel du Nord { 1938), and le lour se /eve { 1939)-a 
group of "poclic•rcalist" mclocirmnns set in nn urhan 
criminul millCll undfcuiUringUoomed protagonists 
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who wore fe<lorns anU behaved with sangfroid under 
pressure.'' Jndet!d when Double /11dem11ity was re~ 
lensed in the Unitc<l States in 1944, a reviewer for The 
Hollywood Reporter noted thac i( was "more than a 
little reminiscent of the late lamented, excellent 
French technique." (To reassure moviegoers, he 
utltlcd, "This is not to say tlrnt it is 'arty'" (8/24/44].) 

French ~vriters ITiight have iCcognizcd the equally 
significnnt contrihutions of other Europtan nations. 
For example, they could have alluded to Hitchcock's 
British thrillers of the 1930s, and-had they known 
it-to Carol Reed's Night Trai11 to M1111ich (1940). 
These were the films to which American reviewers 
compared the 1941 version of The Maltese Falco11; in 
fact, when Billy Wilderenmpletcd D011/,/e lnde11111ity, 
hi.! told the Los Angeles Times 1hat he intended to ''out­
Hitchcock Hitchcock."'" Signirican!ly, however, the 
French not only ignored the British, they also failed to 
mention the Germans." Instead, the two earliest es­
says on film noir-Nino Frank's "Un nouveau genre 
policier: L'aventure criminelle," published in the so­
cialist l'Ecra11 Franrais in August, 1946, and Jean­
Pierre Chartier's ''Les AmCricains aussi font des films 
'noirs, '" published three months later in the more con­
servative Revue du ci11t!ma (un ancestor or Cahiers du 
dnima)-treate<l the American pictures as if they had 
only a few Gallic predecessors. 

For Nino Frank. it seemed that a young generation 
of Hollywootl auteurs, led by Huston, Wilder, and 
Chandler, hnd rejected the sentimentul humanism or 
"museum objects'' like Ford, Capra, and Wyler. n The 
new 111m-makers specializet.l in the po/icier, which, 
according to Frnnk, always deals with tl1e "social fan­
tastic" and the "dynamism of violent death"(8); unlike 
earlier prnctilioners, however, the Americans were 
1.:onccrncd with "criminal p!iychology," :ind were 
therefore making "criminal adventures" or "films 
'noirs'" ( 14). Such films were convolutctl, harsh, and 
misogynistic, but they made the characters in most 
movies seem like "puppe1s"(l4). Moreover, they of­
ten emplOycd a first-person narration and tlnshbncks 
that fragmented the story, producing n montage. Frank 
claime<l that Sncha Gui try ha<l been the first to use this 
technique, in Le Uoman t/'1111 triclteur ( 1936), hut he 
wondcrcc.1 whether or not Hollywood hat.I outclassctJ 
P11ris. Henceforth, French cinCastcs would ncc<l to 
make "somber" films in which there was "more dynu-

011 Dwrgerow,· Grm11ul: Ida Lupino 
(npposilc p;1gc, lOp); Umra: Dann 
Andrews nnd Gene Ti~rney (botlom) 

mism in rtn unmoving shot than in n majestic. pnn­
ormna"( 14). 

Jean-Pierre Chartier also trea1ed the American 
films as a group, but he disliked their "pessimism and 
disgust toward humanity," and suggested that 1hc 
Breen Office lrnd dt!Occted the characters' sexual 
motives into an "obsessive criminal fataliry."u Al• 
though he admired the first-person narra1ion in ,Hur• 
der, My Sweet (which reminded him of "the old avant 
garde"), he was appalled hy the morn! effect of 1he 
series 11s a whole: 

One may speak of a French school of film 
noir, but Le Quai des brumes or Hotel du Nord 
have nt lcnst ncccnts of rchcllion, a fleeting 
image of love lhul gives hope for a helter 
world, ... nn<l if lhc charucters nrc desperule, 
they rouse our pity or sympathy. Nothing of 
1hat here: these nre monsters, criminals whose 
evils nothing can excuse, whose actions im• 
ply that the only source for the fatality of evil 
is in themselves (70). 

Reviewers in 1he United Srn1c:; had already seen a 
vague connection be1ween tht pictures discussed hy 
Frank and Chartier, but they made no nllempt to invent 
a new tcnn. 14 The New Yorker d~st:rihccl Double In­
demnity us a "murder melodranrn" (9/16M4), and the 
Los Angeles Timescnlled it nn 1'intellcctual exercise in 
crime" ( I 0/10/44). (1tmes critic Philip K. Scheuer 
noted, "I am sick of flash•back nnrraiion nn<l I can't 
forgive it here.") Newsl\'eek said that Murder, 1\,/y 

Sweet was a "brass-knuckled thriller" (2/26/45), and 
The Hollywood Reporter remarked thnt Paramount 
seemed to be investing heavily in the "hard-noilcd, 
kick-cm-in-the-teeth murder cycle" (l/28/46i The 
American critics ulso grouped the films in unusual 
ways: the Los Angeles Times comparccl Dou/,/e /11-
den111ity to the MGM adaptation of William Saroyan's 
The Human Comedy (S/6/4.J); anti Manny Parber, 
writing in The New Republic, compared it 10 Preston 
Sturges's The Miracle ofMorga11'.1· Creek (8/2-IM4). 

French writers, on the mher hand, were l'ascinntt!d 
wilh !he noir mclnphor, unU in suhscqucnt discu~sions 
they clahorntc<l the tensions between the Frank and 
Char1icr essays. Over lhc next ckcadc, as the cm~gory 
cxpnnc.Jcd und became the subject or rctrospcc1ivcs 
nm.I catalogues rnisonnCs, French critics oflcn praised 
noir for ils dynamism, its cruelty, nnd its irrationality: 
hut they nlso searched the dark Hollywood streets for 
what Chartier called "ncccnts ofrchdlhm" against the 
"fatality of evil." Some of the reasons behind this 
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pot(·.,1ially contradicto1y response were brieny cvi­
dC'n1 <luring n roun<l•li1hlc discussion at Cahiers in 
_1951, when J\ndrC ~ziu remarked in passing that in 
the French prewar cinema. "even if there wasn't cx­
ac1ly a genre there was a style, the 1calistfl/m noir." 
I3azin was 1wstalgk for a lost nalional identity, '1111 he 
als11 rccogni;,i.:<l thnt noir had philosophical or itlco• 
h,g1ral :-.ignirii..·ancc: French film:-. of the type. h•.: ar­
gucJ. were i11Jcbte<l to surrealism and might have 
hcl.'ll tlcvclupc<l along 1he lines or literary 
exblcntalism. 1.'I 

As Dazin's rem.irk:- suggest. P-rcnch <liscussii,n or 
Am1..Tican rilm noir was conditioned by the prev.iiling 
and sometimes connicting trends in Len Bank i11tel­
lcctual culture. The importance or existentialism to 
the period hns long been recognized; what needs 10 be 
emplrnsizcd is !hat French cxistcntalism was j;iter-
1wincd with a residual surrealism, which was c1:1cial 
for the rcccplhlll or any arl <lcscribctl as •1oir. 
Gallimun.J'~ St1ric noire was co111.:civecJ and edit~ d by 
~1mccl Duhamel, who assisted in the dcvclop1m •ll or 
1he "Exquisilc Corpse" game in 1925, and who par­
licipaicd in ihc surrealisl recherches inlo sexualily 
duriug ihe early 1930s:" 1he A111/wlogie d'/111111e11r 
noir 11940) was cdiicd by Andre 13rel0n himself. and 
critil al discussion or rilms noirs in the 1950s was 
co1hit11 .. ·1cd chic-ny in surrealist journals. Indeed, Nino 
P:n.11u, 's seminal essay, which emphasizes "criminal 
adn·11tun.•" and the "dyna111i!-111 of vioknl dcalh," i:­
n:pk1c with surrc.1lis1 values. 

From lhcir beginnings in lhe years after World 
\Var I. lhc surrealists had used cinema ns an apparatus 
fur 1he deslruction of bourgeois art and lhc 
dcsublimation ofcverytlay life. Breton and his associ~ 
ates would pop briefly in and out or movie theaters anti 
wrih..' lyrical essays about their experiences, develop­
ing whal Louis Aragon called a "synlhclic" or langcn­
lial nilicism 1ha1 cxlractcd latcnl, chicrly libidinal 
mc;,lilings from images or short sequences. This 
project was facililalcd by movies wilh improbable, 
conlusing, or incoherent narralives: ihe bad film, ihe 
crazy comedy, ihc horror film, and-especially in lhe 
posi-World War II cra-lhe Chandlcresque deleclive 
film. which often lost control of its plot, becoming a 
series of hnllucinatory adventures in the criminal un­
<lcrworl<l.17 

The surrealists were "ti reaming" cathected <klails 
from the cinematic mise-cn-sc~ne, but not jusl any 
detail caughl !heir eye. They were a11rac1ed lo lhe 
cinema or the "social fantastic," to stories uhout 
doomed erotic l(we, and to Hollywood thrillers with 
Sa<lcian 1illes. Among their particular favorites were 

movies almul gangsterism and murder, partly because 
such pict11rcs depicted violent, antisocial behavior, 
and partly Uccausc they bestowed an aura or the mar­
velous upmi ordinary urbnn decor. As Aragon had 
written in 1918, American crime films "speak of daily 
lire and manage lo raise ton dramatic level a hank note 
on which our attention is riveted, a table with a re­
volver on it, u bottle thal on occusiun bel.'.omcs a 
weapon, a handkerchief that reveals a crime, u 1ype­
wri1er thnl's lhc horizon of a desk .... " 1>1 

Aragon might well have been describing lhrillcrs 
or the 1940s and 50s, which were perversely erotic. 
confined lurgely to interiors, photographed in a <leep­
focus style that seemed to reveal lhc secret lire or 
things, anU orten derived from the litcralUrc of ako• 
hol-a substance especially conducive 10 desire, ener­
vation, euphoria, confusion, and nightmare. Not 
surprisingly, such films were admired ancJ di~cusscd 
in l 'Age du cint!ma, a surrealist puhlication or 1951. 
and in Po.Ht({, which mainlaincd strong connections lo 
surrealism ihroughoul lhc 1950s and 60s. They were 
also given their first important study in a book that was 
pr_ofoundly surrealist in _ _i.!§.._ideological aim_s: 
Raymond Uorde and Etienne Chau melon's Panorama 
du ji/111 11oir a111ericai11 ( 1955):-;;_;hi°Zhllas been de­
scribed as a "benchmark" for all later work on the 
topic. 1Y 

Raymund Borde was a frequent contributor to 
l'm-itif1.111d tin important sci.:on<l-gcncrntion surrcalisl. 
But we do not need to consult his or Chnumeton's 
vitae, since their intellect uni heritage is apparent from 
the outset. The Panorama is introduced by Marcel 
Duhamel, who fondly recalls ihc years 1923-26, 
when he and other members or 1he surrcnlist group, 
including Breton, Raymond Queneau, Benjamin 
PCret, Jac<1ucs PrCvcrt, and Yves Tanguy, watched 
American rangstcr films that were ''curious. non-con­
formist, nnd as noir as one coulc..l <lcsirc."~0 J1'1hi~ w~rc 
not enough, Dottle and Chaumclon dtoPSC ii phrm:c­
from Lautrt:amont, the surrealists' favorite pocl, as illl 
epigraph: "The bloody channels lhrough which one 
passes lo Ilic exlremities of logic." 

Despite !heir obvious ideological purpose, how­
ever, Borde and Chaumcton onen seem unclear or 
inconsistent. At various points they discuss film noir 
us a series, a cycle, a genre, a mood, and a Zcitgci.c;t. In 
the introduction, Duhamel claims that noir is as old as 
cinema and has never been healthier, whereas in the 
text Borde nnd Chaumeton say that the American se­
ries began in 1941 and ended in 1953. (A postscripl 10 
the 1969 e<lition moves lhc end of noir forward to 
1955, and then notes its "fascinating renaissance" in 



such films as Point Blank, Dirty Harry, and Bad• 
lands.) Throughout, nn "qbjcctive" lOl'_'!~~E!Y-~~Jl,L;t 
~ask for the ccle~rnJi9J1...Y.f kinky ir~utionali_ly. Dordc 
and Chaumeron have surprisingly lillle to say abour 
visual srylc (the French were generally unimpressed 
by what Bazin called "plastics" or expression isl i,nag­
ery); in fact they emphasize that the dark atmosphere 
of Hollywood crime movies is "nothing in itself' and 
ought not to he adopted for its own sake ( 180). On the 
other hand, they place great emphasis on rhe theme of 
dearh, and on the "e~seniial" affective qualities of 
noir, which they list in the lorm of five adjectives 
typical of surrealism: "oneiric, bizarre, erotic, am­
hivnlenl, and cruel" (3).nSOrlletimesonC<if thCSC 
qliafi(i;;\ is sai<llO-dominatc: The Slwng/Jni Ge.Wire 
(which had pnunptcU one or lhc surrcalisl experi­
ments in "irrational expansion") is supposedly 
"oneiric," whcrens Gilda is "erotic" (3). Sometimes, 
100. the trnits arc unevenly distributed, with the "noir 
aspect" manifcsling i1self in a fragmeniary or lrmgen­
tial form 1ha1 resembles Aragon's synlhetic criticism: 
"The Ser Up is a good documentary about boxing: it 
becomes film noir in the sequence where accounts are 
serried by a savage bcnling in a blind alley. RoJ>e is n 
psy..:hological lilm 1hat cnn he linked IO the noir series 
onl)' because or its spellhinding sndism" (3). 

Bur according 10 Borde and Chaumeton, there are 
alsn noir narratives and characters; and al this level 
film noir becomes a full~Oedged outlaw genre, sys­
tematicnl ly reversing Hollywood's foundational 
myrhs. True films or the rype, Borde and Chaumelon 
insist, not only take place "inside the criminal milieu," 
hut also represent "the point of view of criminals" (7). 
Such films nrc "morn I" in nn npproxima1cly surrealist 
sense: ins1c11d or incorruptible legal agents, lhey give 
us shady privmc t::ycs, crooked policemen, murderous 
plainclorhes detec1ives, or lying district allorneys. 
Often I hey depicl lhe gentry as corrupt, and whenever 
rhey deal with gangsters, they replace the "grand 
primitives" of earlier gangster movies like Sca,face 
with angelic killers or neuro1ics (7). 

It follows that the ideal noir hero is the opposite of 
John Wayne. Psychologically, he is passive, masoch­
istic, morhidly curious; physically, he is "oflen mn~ 
turc, almost ol<l, not very handsome. Humphrey 
Dogarl is lhc 1ypc" (10). fiy the same logic, the noir 
heroine is no Duris Day, Dore.le and Chuumcton never 
allude to the Marquis de Sade's Julielle, one of rhe 
most famous scxunl terrorists in French li1craturc,,~ 
hu1 1he character they describe resembles her in every 
respect save the fuel that she is "fatal even to herself'' 
(10). Beautiful, adept wilh firearms, and "probably 

frigid," lhis new woman contrihutes 10 n dis1inctive 
noir erolicism, "which is usually no more than 1he 
erQJicization of' vi9:l~ll.££" ( I 0),.?~ Her hes! n:prescnta­
tive on the screen, Borde and Chnumc1on argue, is 
Gloria Grahame, who, even I hough she was never cast 
as a femme folnle, alwnys sugges!c<l "cold l'nlculu1ion 
and sensuality" ( 125). 

Above all, Borde and Chaumelon are intrigued hy 
rhe way film noir has "revived the theme "f .violence" 
( 10). One of lhe major nccomplishments of the series, 
they observe, is lo replace the mdodramntic combn1 of 
arms between hero and villain (the swordplay al lhl! 

climax of a swashbuckler, the gun duel at rhe end or a 
Western, etc.) wilh a richly elaborated "ceremony of 
killing." Death in such films usually takes rhe form or 
a prolCssional cxcculion (11 locus clnsskus is lhc 194() 
auapration or Hemingway's The Killers) or a sadistic 
ritual. In The High Wall, a publisher of religious hooks 
murders an elevator repairman by hooking un um­
brella under the stool on which 1he man is standing, 
sending him plummeting down an empty shart; in Kiss 
of Death, a demented gangster laughs ns h~ shoves a 
lillle old lady in a wheelchair down a night of srnirs; in 
Br111e Force, a fascistic prison guard 1or1ures inmnles 
with an clahorn1c, stylized hn11ality; and in /fortier 
lncitlem, an undercover policeman is slowly run over 
by n tracror while his helpless confederate stands by 
and watches. 

"In lhis incoherent brulality," Borde nnd 
Chaumeton remark, "there is the feeling or a dream" 
( 12). Indeed lhc nnrralives themselves ore oflcn si1u­
a1cd on lhe margins of dreams, as if to intensify the 
surrealist atmosphere of violent confusion or 
disequilibrium that Borde and Chaumeton regard as 
the very basis or noir. "All the components of noir 
style," they wrile, are designed to "disorient the spec• 
tator" (14), At the cinema, "the public has become 
accustomed to cerrnin conventions: a logical ac1ion, 
an evident distinction between good and evil, well• 
defined characters wi1h clear motives, scenes that are 
more spectacular than brural, a heroine who is exquis• 
itely feminine and a hero who is honest" (14). The 
11 vocalion" of film noir is to reverse the convenlionnl 
norms-thus creating a specific tension which rc.suhs 
from lhe disruption of order on<l "thedisappenrm,ce of 
p.\·ydwlo~ical lwari11,i:s or ,i:uid('posts" ( I .'i). 

Out film noir wns also a prisoner of conventions. 
Borde and Chaumeton conrend that in the I 940s, films 
about crime nn<l gangs possessed u bizarre quality 
reminiscent of rhe surrealists or Kafka: by the 1950s, 
however, socinl criticism was smolhercd hy banal plot 
conventions, and "incoherence" became prcdiclrlhlc 
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( 180). Even the original pictures were beginning to 
look dated: al a 1953 revival of Murder, My Sweet 
presented by the Cine-Club of Toulouse, people 
lnughc<l whenever Philip Marlowe lost consciousness 
nnd disnppcarcd into a black pool, and in the discus­
sion afterward the picture was treated as a 11pnrody of 
horror" ( 181 ). 

From the perspective of the mi<l I 950s, il np­
pcare<l that noir was dying, Uorde and Chuumeton 
attribute this "decadence" to the exhaustion of a for­
mula and to the rise of ncorcalist social•problem pic­
tures. There were also several economic and political 
reasons for the decline of crime movies. In response to 
television and a diversified leisure industry. Holly­
wood was turning to Cinemascope, color, and Biblical 
epics; at the same time, several of the key writers and 
directors of the previous decade had been blacklisted 
by the major studios. As if to signal the end of a cycle, 
urban thl'illcrs were increasingly being prmJucc<l by B 
units or Poverty Row studios. Hence the two pictures 
of the 1950s that the Pa11orama singles out as truly 
disorieming were both fllmed on low budg~~- The 
first was G1111 Cra;,y ( 1950), the s101y of a murderous 
heterosexual couple of"exemplary beauty"(9), which 
allows the woman to wear pants and act as the aggres­
sive partner. Uordc and Chau melon regard this film as 
a pure and un~elf-conscious expression of the surreal­
ist credo; in their words, it is "one of the rarest contem­
porary illustrations of' L'AMOUR FOU (in every 
sense of that term)," and it deserves to bcealled "a sort 
of' L 'Age d'Or of the American film noir" ( 118). Next 
in importance is the Robert Aklrich adaptation or 
Mickey Spillane's Kiss Me Deadly (1955), which 
Boruc and Chaumelon discus?' in their 1969 
"postface." Like T!te Maltese Falcon, this film in­
volves a privute eye and the search for a mysterious 
objcc.:t; nevertheless, Borde and Chaumcton describe 
ii as the "despairing opposite" of the picture that inau­
gurated the noir series: "From the eve or war to the 
society of consumption, the tone has changed. A sav­
age lyricism tllrows us into a world in complete de­
composition, ruled by debauchery and brutality; to the 
inlrii;ues of these wilu beasts anti spectres, Aidt ich 
prov it.Jes lhe most radical of solutions: nuclear apoca~ 
lypsc" (277). 

Nowadays, both Kiss Me Deadly and Gun Cn,iy 
somL·timcs provoke the same unwanted laughter lhal 
greeted /vlurd<!r, /\,/y Sweet in 1953. Even so, Dort.Jc 
an<l Chaumcton's achievement in discussing these 
and other films is remarkable. Without complete ac­
cess to American culture, they call attention to scores 
of inlcrcsting movies that might have been forgoucn, 

arid they create an entire category that functions /lor­

matively. Here and in many later writings, noir is not 
simply a descriptive term, but the name for-:1--"crITfi:UI 
tendency within the P?Pular cine_ma-a!L.!!!~e 
that reveals the dark sideJ>Ls,;u,~gLc~Jaji~m~ For 
Borde and Chaumetoh in particular, the essence of 
noirncss lies in a feeling of discontinuity, an intcrmin~ 
gling of social realism and oncirici:rn1, an annrcho­
lcftist critique of bourgeois ideology, and an 
eroticized treatment of violence. We might debate 
whether these qualities are in fact essential lo the Hol­
lywood thriller (if any quality can be essential), but 
there is no question that they are fundamental lo surre­
alist art. 

Via the Panorama and several other writings. sur­
realism provided an organizing metaphor and a kind 
of aesthetic rationale for the film noir. Perhaps it also 
fostered the tendency of later critics to read individual 
pictures against lhc nnrrative grain, emphasizing tone 
or mood-a technique frequently used to bestow cult 
value on mass art. But as I have already indicated, 
French discussion of noir was also affected by exis.te.n­
tialist literature and philosophy, which placed empha­
sis on different matters. Existentialism was 
despairingly humanist rather lhan perversely 1.mar­
chic, and it had a different attitude toward violence: 
thus if the surrealists saw the Hollywood thriller as a 
theater or cruelty, the existentialists saw it as an 
absurdist novel. For critics who were influenced by 
existentialism, film noir was especially auractivc be­
cause it depicted a world of obsessive return. dark 
corners, and /mis clos. It often employed settings like 
the foggy seaside diner in Fallen Angel, where Dana 
Andrews gets off a bus and seems unable to leave. 
("I'm wailing for something 10 happen," he tells Alice 
Faye. "Nothing's going to happen," she responds.) Or 
like the dark highway in Detour. where Tom Neal 
keeps thumbing a ride 10 a violent destiny. 

In the years before and after the war. when the 
French themselves were entrapped by history, severnl 
themes of French existential philosophy had been 
elaborated through readings of such novelists as 
Hammell, Chandler, and Cain, who were ol'len brack­
eted with Wright, Hemingway, Dos Passos, and 
Faulkner; indeed lhe French "discovered" several of 
these lalcnls, just as they later discovered the Holly­
wood auteurs. In 1946, even Faulkner was a rclutivcly 
ncglcctctl figure in the United States, where most of 
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his income came from movies like The Big Sleep and 
from a story he had published in Elle,)' Queen's Mys­
l<'l'Y Alagn:.inc: meanwhile, Jean-Paul Sartre de­
scribed him us a "god.'' The interest of Purisian 
intellectuals in a certain kind or American liction he­
came so intcnS\.' thal 1hc Brilish :1uthor Rchccca \Vcsl 
tco1scU James M. Cain, "You were a fool not to be horn 
n Frenchman. The highbrows would hnvc put you with 
Gide and Mauriac if you had taken this simple precau­
tion:•:!-

There was truth in \Vest's ohscrvution. The 
Frc11d1 liked lhcir Americans exotic, violent, and ro­
manth:;!1• they wrote n great deal about Southern 
Gothicism and tough-guy modernism, and they usu­
ally ignored anyone who did not offer what Andre 
Gide called "a foretaste of Hell." Gide himself de­
clared that Hammeu's Red Harvest was "the last word 
in alrocity. cy11ici~m. and horror":Z7 AndrC Malraux 
d1.:scrihc<l Faulkner's Santltwry us "the i111rusio11 of 
Greek tragedy into the thriller": and Albert Camus 
confessed thi.ll he hat.I hcen in:-:pircd to write The 
Strm,-.;cr aflcr rcntling Cain's T/1<.' Postman Always 
Rings' T~l'ic<'.~)'. 

This passion for literary toughness has an interest­
ing relation IO the social anc.J political climate after the 
war. Some 1\mcrican and French authors who hac.l 
once hecn l\larxist, such as John Dos Passos and 
AndrC Malrnux. completely rcvcrst.·U themselves: oth­
ers. sm:h as 1);1shicll Hammell. \\'1.•rc imprisoncU ur 
bln.:klistcJ. The left had hccn in disarrny in the \Vest 
!-im:c the Nazi-Sovicl pact, and the situation in France 
was Ctlmplkatc<l hy !he fact tlrnt the country haU re­
cently emerged from what the Frend, themselves de­
s<.:ribc<l as /es am1Crs 11oires-;i time of torture, 
compromise, and collahorntion.2x J-;,ccd with a choice 
hctwccn capitnlism and Stalinism. many French nrt­
i~ls tricU to achie\'C "1'1cedom" through individuali1.cd 
slylcs of rcsi~tancc. For them, prewar American nov­
ch offcrcJ n moU,.:1---cspccially novels <lcpicting a 
violcnl, corrupl worlJ in which ambiguous personal 
action is the only redemptive gcslurc. In Qu 'esl•ce que 
la lit1t!rature? ( 1947). Sartre wrote, 

As for the Americans, il was not their cruelly 
or pessimism which moved us. We recog­
nized in 1hcm men who had been swamped, 
lost in too large a continent, as we were in 
history, and who tried. willwtH traditions, 
with the means available, to render their stu~ 
por and forlornness in the midst of' incompre­
hensible events. 2'' 

That same year, Sartre claimed 1ha1 modern life 
had become "fantastic," as if it were made up of a 
"lahyrinth or hallways, doors. and stairways that lead 
nowhere, innumerable signposts thal dot routes and 
signify nulhing.".\11 To convey such a lilC, he advo­
cated a literalurc of'"cxlrcme silunlions" that was nnr• 
ratc<l ambiguously, without "all-knowing witncssc.s" 
( 154-55). The novel, he insisted, must shift from 
"Newtonian mechanics to generalized relativity"; ii 
should be peopled wi1h "minds that !arc] hair lucid 
an<l half overcast. some of which we might consi<lcr 
with more sympathy lhnn others, but none of which 
!should] have a privileged point of view" ( 155). 

Sartre was particularly impressed by Faulkner's 
experiments with multiple-perspective narration in 
TheS01111d and the Fury( 1929), but he also praised the 
way Americans used n free-indirect style, In I 9J8. hL' 
had arguc<l tlrnt Dos Passos was the grcntcsl ctlntcm­
porary novelist; us proof, he quoted a pa~sngc l'rnm 
USA describing a fistfight in a Paris ealc: 

Joe laid out a couple of frogs and was backing 
off towards the door, when he saw in the mir­
ror that a big guy in a blouse was bringing 
down a bottle on his hend with both hands. He 
lricU to swing arountl but he didn't have time. 
The boltlc crashed his skull and he was out. 

1-h.~rc was pu1c existential consciousness, tlivesH.·<l 
of authorial comment. observing itself in a mirror and 
registering the action like a camera obscurn. as if 
Dcsearles and Bergson were the "couple of frog," laid 
out on the cafc floor. Herc, too. though Sartre did not 
say so, was !he familiar voice of American pulp fic­
tion. Sartre believed tlial this voice amounted to "a 
tcchnicril revolution in the art of telling a s1ory," nntl 
for ewer a decade he and other French novelists lricU ,~, 
emulate its cffct:ts, aiming for what RolanJ 13arthc~ 
later tlcst:riheJ us n zero-degree ~lylc. ~• 

Unlike the surrealists. who made the movies cs- ·1 
scntial lo their project, the existentialists were li1crnry 
and somewhat dubious of Hollywood. Ncverlhclcss. 
given the intellectual climate Sartre helped establish, 
it is not surprising that French cinCastes embraced 
American thrillers with special fervor. These pictures 
were often based on the novels of respected authors: 
they were sometimes narrated from multiple poinls or 
view; and they offered an attractively lahyri111hinc. 
cnclosec.l 1nisc-cn-scCne peopled with alienated char­
acters. Thus in 1955 Eric Rohmcr observed. "Our 
immediate predilection tends to be for races marked 
with lhc t'irand of' vice an<l 1hc neon lights of bars rather 



than 1hc ones wl.ich glow with wholesome scn1imen1s 
and prairie air.",? 

. Rehmer an, I most of his colleagues nt Cal,iers du 

I cinema belongt·-110 a younger generation that imbibed 
its cxistcntialis1.~ and phenomenology 11,rough B~ 
who was a m11 .. .: conservative and in some ways a 
more consis1cn1 writer than Snr1rc. In Qu'esf•C<' quc la 
/i11ira111re?, Sm1re had struggled to reconcile modem• 
isl narration wi1h political engngcmcn1; Bazin could 
avoid 1hc probl,·m, because his essays, pos1humously 
collec1ed in Q11'est-ce q11e le ci11ema:' (1958-62), 
were couched in terms of moral dilemm:1s or the prob• 
lem ofdealh. Like all !he French, Bazin •vas in1eres1ed 
in modem An,~rican fic1ion, and he oflen used a 
Snrtrcnn vocah1ilnry ("freedom," "fate," "authentic• 
ity," etc.); in foci, many of his 1hco1v1ical writing~ 
seem to have bC',:11 deFivC<lTrom Sartre, minus any_hint 
o(lvfii@s1;,--~egroundsof "renlis1i>,"Sar1re had 
wantl!d 10 do nwny with bo1h omniscien1 narra1ion and 
1cn1poral ellipsis in the novel; modern narratives, he 
argued, sho11IJ resemble Ulysses, givin11 detaih.:d ren~ 
di1ions ofa day, an hour, or even a minute (158). For 
his parl, Bazin believed that cinema 1·ould achieve 
"1hc asymptote of reality" through long 1;1kcs or temps 
morrs, such as 1hc coffce~making sequence in 
Umberto[). Jn place of Sarlre's neutral tir amhiguous 
li1crary n:irrators, Bazin valorizcd lhe <.:amern, which 
he regard,,d as a phenomenology machine lhal could 
preserve ambiguous reality without II,~ tendentious 
in1crven1ion of a human hand. 

Bazin's style of exis1en1ialism is everywhere ap­
parenl in his 1957 eulogy for Humphrey Bogar!, wril­
len only 1wo years he fore his own dea1h. According 10 
Bazin, Bognrt was important becausi..: "the raison 
d't;tr(' of his cxis1cncc wns in some sense to survive," 
;ind hl~l·:tusc 1hc nkoholic lines on his face rcvcalc<l 
"tht.! corpse on reprieve within each of us" (Hillier, 
98). Jean Gahin, 1he slar or prewar French films noirs, 
seemed romnn1ic by comparison; Bogart was a man 
"defined by fol~," and because he was associaled wilh 
"the ,wir criml' lilm whose ambiguous hero he was to 
epi1omizc," he hccamc the quintessential "actor/myth 
oflhc poslwar period" (Hillier, 99). Ba,in argued Iha! 
Bogart's porlrayal of Sam Spade was 1heore1ically 
equivalent to the almost simultaneous rnleasc of c;,;. 
z.en Kane: "II musl he 1he case," he wrote, "llrnl there 
is some secret harmony in 1he coincidence of these 
events: the C'nd of the prewar period, the arrival of a 
certain novelistic style of cinematogrnphic lcriwre, 
and, through Bogart, the triumph of interiorization 
antl ambigui1y" (Hillier, l 00). 

The "ambiguity" of which Duzin speaks is quite 

different from lhe disorienlntion or inversion of morn I 
norms valued hy the surrealists. h has more 10 do with 
ethical complexity, and with the cincmn's ability to 
capture what Bazin elsewhere calls the "structure of 
reality" in aJI ils phenomenological uncertainty. Like­
wise, Bnzin's 0 interiorizntion" has liHle to do wi1h 1he 
Freudian suhconscious. It sugges1.-. instead n nulil'nl 
isola1ion or individuality lhat forcl..!s the subjel'I 10 
create identity ou1 of existential choice, Bazin nppar-· 
en1ly believes 1ha1 lhe "secre1 harmony" linking 
Bogar! and Welles is a byproducl of whal French 
lilerary crilic Claude-Edmonde Magny (in a book 
heavily influenced by Sarlre) had called "!he age of 
1he American novel."'·' On a more general level, h,)w­
ever, lhe I hemes of isolation, unccnainty. and amhigu­
ity musl have exerted n strong uppl':il to anyone who 
was wary of collective politics and inclined to lreat 
social issues in terms of personal el hies. 

During this period, younger critics al Cahien be­
gan to project Bazin's ideas onto rilms noirs, which 
became existential, depoliticized allegories of the 
while mnle condition. The favored exis1ential hC'ro, 
however, was not Bogart hut Nicholas Ray, who di­
rcc1c<l They li,•e hy Night, /11 ti lonely Place, and 011 
Dangerous Ground. Frnnc;ois Truffaul wrote !hill the 
cssentiul theme of Ruy's films wns "moral solitmlc'' 
(Hillier, 107), and Jacques Rivelle argued 1ha1 Ray 
\\1as concerned with "the interior demon of violence, 
which seems linked 10 man and his soli1ude" (Hillier, 
I 05). Al 1his junclure, "film noir" and "au1eur" hcgan 
10 work in landem, expressing 1he same values from 
tlifferenl angles. (11 is no accidenl 1ha1 1he 1wo 1erms 
would enler lhe English language al lhe same mo­
menl.) Film noir was a collec1ivc s1yle opera, ing I 
wi1hin und againSI !he Hollywood syslcm; and 1he 
nntcurwns an individual stylist who nchieved frccilom 
over the s1udio through existential choice. But the 
auteur was more imporlant than the genre. Unlike 
Borde anc.J Chaumcton, who used lhe names of di rec• 
!ors only as a convenlion of French scholarship, !he 
Ca/riers group always suhordin.ited general forms to 
personal visions. ln other words, France was not for 
from the nouvelle vague, 

To see what 1he future had in store, we need only 
consul! Claude Chahrol's I 955 Cahiers review of 
Kiss Me Deadly. Like Borde and Chaumc1on, Chahrol 
regarded this picture as o watershed, ahhough hi! be­
lieved ils signif1cuncc hmJ less to do with 1hc end of n 
genre than with the creation of a cinema of authors. By 
lhe mid 1950s, Chahrol argued, 1he 1i1ernry sources or 
film noir had 11dried up," and I he plots and mises-en­
scCne were clich~d. There wns no question of renew• 
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ing the form, but it had become a "wonderful pretext" 
(Hillier, 160): 

(Kiss Me Deadly! has chosen lo create itself 
oul or the worst material lo be found, the most 
deplorable. the most nauseous product of a 
genre in a stntc or putrcraction: n Mickey 
Spillane story. Robert Alurich anu A. I. 
Bcsscri<lcs have taken this threadbare un<l 
lackluster fabric and woven it into rich pat­
terns of the most enigmatic arabesques 
(Hillier, 163). 

Clearly, an art cinema based on transformation of 
"the worst material" was about to appear. In 1959, 
Godard's Breathless was released, and Truffaut's 
Shoot the Piano Player soon followed. Both films 
were fusions of Bazinian neorealism and surrealist 
disjunctions; both were littered with references to 
Bogart, Gtt11 Crazy, On Dangerous Ground, etc.;:u and 
both made film noir available as a "pretext" for direc­
tors who wanted to assert their personalities. Also in 
1959, Boris Vian died in a Paris movie theater. The 
firs( age of film noir had come to an end. 

Darkness Everywhere 

The discourse on noir was initiated by two 
generations of Parisian intellectuals who announced 
the death or the form soon afterthey discovered it. But 
crime in the city, which has always been one of 
America's favorite themes, continued to be exploited 
by politicians, journalists, and artists of every kind. 
Eventually, French critical terminology migrated lo 
Britain and America, where il exerted considerable 
influence and acquired new interpreters. By the 
1990s, il had become what Dennis Hopper describes 
as "every director's favorite genre."J~ 

A complete history ofnoir in America would lake 
into account such things as New York film culture in 
the East Village during the late 1950s, or the Bogart 
cull that developed al the Braltle Theater in Cam­
bridge, Mass., in the early 1960s. ll would look closely 
at the role of alternative criticism and college film 
societies in the late 1960s and early 1970s. On a more 
general level, it would consider the Vietnam wnr (a 
structuring absence in Paul Schrndcr's "Notes on Film 
Noir"); the rise of' ncadcmic film theory; the vast 
changes in the economics and censorship of Holly­
wood: and the increasing dissolution of discursive 
boundaries between high and commercial art. 

Today, the "original" films noirs still circulate 
alongside new ones. The noir mediascape in the late 
twentieth century spreads across virtually every na­
tional boundary and every form of communication, 
including museum retrospectives, college courses, 
parodies, remakes, summertime blockbusters, mass­
mmkel paperbacks, experimental liternturc am.I rain l­
ing, rnac..lc~for-TV films (lherc is a significant 8-movic 
industry known in the trade as "cable noir"), and soft­
core "erotic thrillers" that go directly to video stores. 
Why has noir become so imporlnnt? The answer is 
beyond the scope or an essay, but it seems obvious that 
the idea of film noir has been useful lo lhe movie 
industry, providing artistic cachet and spectacular op­
portunities for both the "New Hollywood" auteurs of 
the 1970s and the sex-and-violence specialists of the 
1980s. The more interesting question is whether a 
category developed by critics lo innuence what Borde 
mH..l Chaumcton callctl "the ucci<lcntal anU Amcrh.::111 
public of the 1950s'" (5) can function in the same wny 
for us. 

If we could ask the original French commentators 
what film noir represented, they might agree that. for 
all its romanticism, it was a challenge to Hollywood 
conventions: it used unorthodox narration: it resisted 
sentiment and censorship; it reveled in the "social 
fantastic"; it demonstrated the ambiguity of human 
motives; n11d it made commodity culture seem like a 
wasteland. Later European art directors (including not 
only Godard and Truffaul but also Rcsnais in last 
Year at Marie11bad, Wenders in The American Friend, 
and Fassbinder in The /\111erica11 Soldier) saw noir as 
a dying form that could be deconslructed or 
transmogrified; it could retain its psychological and 
social edge, but it needed lo be treated at a self-renex­
ive distance. 

In the 1990s, when the media are pervasive and 
the counterculture hardly exists, film noir represents 
something far more complicatc<l. Good nnd hat.I ex­
amples arc created in every mode of production, hul 
Hollywood usually reconstructs its old pictures, bor­
rowing the allusive technique of 1960s and 70s art 
films lo make audiences feel sophisticated.1r, This 
strategy also extends beyond Hollywoou, as two ex­
hibits will serve to illustrate. First is the cover of a 
press kit f'or A Dama do Cine Slumglwi (The Lady 
from the Sl1<111glwi Cinema, 1987) by Brazilian direc­
tor Guilhenne de Almeida Prado, in which the star 
image of Rita Hayworth is used in a nostalgic, somcM 
what campy way to suggest a movie about movies. 
Second is a page from lhe fashion section of the New 
York Times Magazine of May 23, 1993, showing a 



modd <lress..:d in a "film 11oir."Thc caption tells 
us that "Something filmy, sec-through and bluck 
is this sumrncr's No. I sensation. 11 will he ~ccn 
on the- strecl, the bt·ach, th!! ballroom ant.I maybe 
even 1hc board room." 

Quite obviously. a concept thut wns gcncr­
uh.:d ex post l'.tcto hns become purl of 11 wol'IU­

wiJc mass memory: '\~~~cam im?ge or bygone 
glamour, it represses as much history as it rc­
L·i·1Tfs.7isua!lYlll the sCr-vicc of t..:incphilia a0d 
ci'l1111nodification. Not every recent instance of 
film noir (even Prado's work) can be explained 
in this wny. nnd iL would bi:: nai'vc 10 assume that 
the clas:,;ic films noirs were ever free of show 
busin~ss and 1hc consumer cct1nomy. Ncvcrlhc­
h:ss, 1h1.· IL'flll IHHV plays a ccn1n1I role in lhc.; 
\'rn.·ahulary of ludh.:, commercialized 
pll:->lmoUcrnism.-11 Depending on how it is used, 
i1 can describe n dcaU period, a nosrnlgia for 
something that never exisll!d, or perhaps even a 
vital tradition. One thing is clear: the hlst film 
noir is no ~asicr to name than the first. A fully 
historicizcd uccount of the: category would range 
across 1hc twcnticth-cenll!ry imaginntion, nn<l 
woulJ rcquirl.! a mort.:: nimble nnalysis than ony~ 
one has aucmptcd. 

James Naremore, the .1uthor of 
Tiu: Pi/ms of \lince11te f,,fbmelli 
ond other books, is writing n 
cullur::11 hiswry of American 
film noir. 
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Notes 

I. Film IH)ir is t.lesL·ribcd ;\s a genre hy. nmong olhcrs. R<ihin 
Buss. FH'nch Pi/111 N,,;,. (London: Mnrion lloynrs. 1994); 
Charles I liµham nnd Juel Grccnhurg. Hnll_\•11·,wd in the 
Fonii•s (New Yu1k: A. S. BarnL'S, l9M{); Fosler llirsch, 
111,• Dari. Si,/,•<!( t/1,• Scr<'t'II (New York: A. S. Bmncs, 
19S I); Alain Sil\•cr and Eliznhc1h Wan.I, eds .. Pilm Nnir: 
An 1.:.·m·yloJ,t'1lia ,frhr Am,•rirnu Sty/e(Wood:-lod, N. Y.: 
Overlook Press, rev. ed., 1992); and Jon Tuska, Dark 
Cinema: American Film Noir /11 Cullum/ Perspectfre 
(Weslptlll. CT: Greenwood Press. 1984). Noir is ll move­
mcnl or period chnr.H:lcrizcd hy "1onc nnd mood'' in Paul 
Schrader. "Notes on Film l\'Qir," in Film Genre Reader, 
ed. Bany Keith Grant (Aw.tin. TX: Uni\'crsity of Texas 
Press. I 986). rr. 167-82: a SCI or "pallerns or nonconfor­
mity" \\'ilhin the das:;k;li llollywood style in D:tvid 
Burc.lwcll. Janel Staiger, anti Kristin Thompstrn. The Clm­
sin,I /hill_,·11·00d Ci11t·11u, {New York: Columhin Univer­
sily Press, 1985); a series in Raymond lfonJc nn<l Eugene 
Chaumel1J11. P,monuna du film 1wir m11fricai11, 1941-
1953 (Pari.<.: E<li1ions <lu Minuit. 195.5): a motir and tone in 
l·fay1mrn<l Ourgnnt. "Pnint II llfock: The Family Tree of 
f-ilm N11ir," Cinema nos. 6-7 { 1970), pp. 49-.56; u vi:.ual 
s1vlc- i11 J. A. Plm.:c :1mJ L. S. Peterson, "Some Vi:mal 
M·otifs of Film Nair," Film Co11111w11/, \'OI. 10. no. I 
( 19N). pp, 13-1$: a t:nnon in J.P. Tclulle, 1'oin'.f i,11/te 
/)m·k: 7 lie Nt11Tfllfrc Pallems ti Film Noir (Urhrma. IL: 
Ut1i\'e1:,it) of Illinois Press. 1989}; a phc1wme1wn in 
Frnnk Krutnik. /11 a Lonely S/r('('/: Film Noir, Gr11re. 
Masculwity (Lomh.m: Rutgers. 1991 ): nnd n lr:msgcncric 
phenomenon in R. Barton Palmer. 1/ollyll'ood's Dark 
Ci11c111a· The i\111erica11 Film Noir (New York: Twnync. 
1994). For ;m argument i;imilar to Palmer's, see John 
Bellon. "Film Noir's Knights or the Roild," Ol'ighJ Lights 
Film Jo11mol 12 (Spring 1994), pp. 5-15. 

2. The <lmes 1941-1958 seem 10 have been rirst proposed hy 
Schratll•r. who used Tl,eMaltcu Falcon and Touc!t nf Edi 
10 m;u J..: the beginning nnd end of the noir period. 
Schrndcr's position is act:cptcd hy Pince nnd Peterson, 
and hya few w1ill·rs in E. A1111 Kaplnn,ed., Wmw•11 i11 Vilm 
Noir (l.1111!.11111; BFI. IIJHO), Severn! other houk.-. 011 film 
noir implidty endorse lhis pcrim.Jizalinn. even when they 
do nul set rixc<l dulcs; sec, for cxnmplc, Tclulle and 
Krutnik. Mmt reccnl discussions lrenl ntm noir as n genre 
lhat lwiins immewhcrc In the lnle ."'Os or cnrly 40s and 
l'Ontinues to 1hc presenl 1.fay: sec P,ilmer, and m;iny of the 
es!inyists in Joan Copjcc, c<l .• Slwdo of Noir (Lon<lon: 

3. 

Verso. 1993). In the Copjec volume. there arc skeptical 
voicei: see cspcci:1lly Marc Vernet. "Film Noir on the 
Edge of Doom.'' pp. 1-31. who questions mnny or lhe 
standnrtl hlslorical nnd slylistic nssumplions. 
The Sil\'er nnd Wnrd encyclopedia omils a number of 
lilies !hat might logknlly be called film noir, but as Marc 
Vernet has notc<l, one or the bcaulics of the calegory is 
1hnl "there is always an unknown rilm lo be added to lhc 
!isl." Fur :1 larger filmog.rnphy. sec Spencer Selhy, Da,-J.:. 

City: The Film Noir (Jefferson, N. C.: McParlan.J, 1984). 
4, "What Is iln Aulhor?," in V. Harnri.c<l .. Textual S1ratr,:ir.t 

(llhaea, N.Y.: Cornell Universi1y Prc.c;s, 1979), I'· 153. All 
further references arc notcc.l in the tcxl. 

5. Sec Philippe Boggio, Bori.r Vian (Paris: Flamm.irion. 
1993). See also James Cnmpbcll, "Sullivnn.1hc fnvh,ihle 
Mnn," Time,f Uterary S11ppleme111 (Jnnunry 28. 1994), p, 
7. J'imi cracher wns later transformed inlo a low-hudgc1 
/\mcril'an horror Olm cmillc<l / ,\i,it ,m Your Gr,n·r, whieh 
docs 1101 ncknuwlcdgc Vian's novel m 1hc earlier J:rcndi 
picture as i;ourccs; this rilrn is discussed by Cami Clover 
in Mrn, Women, and Clwi11.ww,\ (Princct11n, N.J.: 
Princeton University Press. 1992). I am grntdul 10 Peter 
Wollen for calling my attenlion 10 Buris Vian anti his 
relevance to lhc hiscory or uoir. 

6. lligham and Greenburg use "Black Cinema" as the 1itle 
for lhcir clrnpteron noir. bu! !hey employ 1hc French 1erm 
when lhe)' discuss films. for an inler\!sling paper on films 
noirs dircclcd by African Amcricnns. sec Manlhin 
Diawara. "Noirhy Noirs: Toward a New Rcnlism in Rlal·k 
Cinema," in Copjce, ed., pp. 261-78. 

7. Jncqucs llnurgcois, "Ln TrngCdie policier," lfrl'lw du 
d11h11a 2 ( 1946), pp. 70-7::!. 

8. Palmer is almosl the only wriler on film noir 10 have 
recognized lhnl movies have different meaning~ for dir­
fercnl audiences. M}' surv<'y of French crilid.-.m diff{"rs 
from his in subslanlial w:1ys. but I rcL'ommend his e.,l'el­
lcnl survey of writings on noir in Hollywood'.t Dark Cin­
ema, pp. 1-31. 

9. For recenl discussions or lhcse films in English. sec Ed­
ward Byron Turk. Child of Paradise: Marcel Came (ll!d 
the G0Mr11 Age of Frc11c:I, Ci11rm<1 (Camhridge. MA: 
I larvnrd University Press. 1989): A Ian Wil lia111~. Nr1111/,. 
lie of lmage,c A lii.flory of French Filmmat...i11,: (Cam­
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 1992): anti Dudley 
Andrew. Mists of Regr~1 (Princeton. N.J.: Princeton Uni­
versity Press. 1995). In n 1alk at the 1994 Society for 
Cinema S1udics Conference (schedulec.l for publication in 
lri.,). Charles O'Brien showed Iha! the lcrm "rilm noir"' 
was widely used by the French in discussions of !heir own 
cinema during the 1930s. 

JO, The Philadelphifl Inquirer wrole thnl The Molte.te Falcm, 
was "wonhy to !Hand whit the English-made mysteries of 
Alfred l-litcht:ot:k" ( 10/25/41 ). and the Neu· J'ork Tinll's 
<lcsi·lihctl Juhn I lustun ns "a nuninp. AmL·rkan matd1 fm 
Alfr<..·d Hilchcod;" ( I 0/12/41 ). Timr 1..·m11pa1cd Fa/1·011 
wilh films by Hitcheoc:k. am.J Ca,ul Rectl t I0/20/.t I). 
Wilder's slatemcnt about Hi1chcod is quoted from 1he 
Los A11,:('/es Times (8/6/44), 

11. The omission of Germany is nol surprising, but the rrcnch 
also failed lo mention that lhe vogue for fames M. Cain 
started outside America. As many subsequent wri1ers 
have noted, The Postman Always Ri11g.r Twice was 
adap1ed by the French lhemselve::. in 1939, and by the 
Italians in 1943. Another British film that might lof!kally 
have been discussed was Hotel Reserve (1944), which 
was based on a novel by Eric Ambler. Directed by Lant:e 
Comfort and slnrring James Mason and Herbert Lom. lhis 
picture now looks quite noirish. 

l 2. Nino Frank, "Un nouveau genre polkicr: L'avcnlure 



niminelle," L 'lcrm1 Frunrais 61 (28 August, 1946), p. 
14. {My translation.) Herea(1er noted in the ccxt Prank 
mcnlions Hi1d1cod's Suspidon in comp:my with ulher 
recent crime films, but he regards ii as an "absolule fail• 
ure," unworthy of comparison wilh Double Indemnity. 

J J. Jean-Pierre Chartier, "Les AmCricnins aussi fonl des Iii ms 
·noirs,"' Rew,e du cinema 2 (1946), p. 67. (My 1rnnsla-
1ion.) Herearicr nolcd in lhe text. 

14. One excep1ion to lhis rule was Siegfried Kracauer, writing 
in the same month 1hat !he French coined the term film 
noir ("Hollywood's Terror Films: Do They Rcnct'I an 
American Stale of Mind'!," Commentary2 I August I IJ46I, 
pp. 132-36). Kracaner had recently completed From 
Caligari to Hitlu, his hook ahoul Germrm cxpressionisl 
cinema, and he usetl the same argumenls to discuss a 
recent spate of American "terror films," including 
Sluulow of a Doub,, The Stranger, The Dark Comer, The 
s1,irnl Srain'as,·, aml Tiu· /.o.ft lt't•l'keud. 1 lis css:t}' is 
disl'llsscd hriclly in Tclollc, pp. 4-5, nnd cxlensivcly in 
Edwrm.J Dimcndbl!rg. J,'ifm Nvirallfl Urban ~jJllce, Ph.D. 
Diss .• Univcrsily of Cnlifornin nt Santa Cruz, 1992, pp. 
I lfi-H 

15. 13:izin's cC1mmcn1s nrc pnrt of an exchange wilh Roger 
Leenhnrd1 in "Six Charnc1ers in Search of awe111·s," 
Caliiers tlu cinCma: The 1950.r, ed. Jim llillier (<:';rn1-
hridge. MA: Hnrvnn1 University Press, 1985). lrans. Liz 
Heron, p. 37. 

16. f,or informotion on Duhamcl's involvemenl wilh surreal­
ism, sec Marcel Jenn, ed., The Autobiography of Surrea/. 
ism(New York: Viking Press. 1980). Se;:e ulsoJose Pierre, 
ed., l,westigaling Sex: Surrealist Disctt.uiv11.r /1)28-
/932, tran~. Malcom Imrie (London: Verso, IIJ92). 

17. Both thi.: plots and lhc dial0JJUC of hanl,lmile<l lhrillers 
crca1ed confusion, nnd this w.is 1101 always IOthe likiug or 
Americnn reviewers. In The New Republic (8/24/-14), 
Manny Fnrber claimed 1ha1 Double J,ule11111i1y was "1he 
most incomprehensihle film in years." He praised il for 
being "much less repressed 1han usunl," hu1 he disliked 
the incessant 1nlk: "I chink you could gel at the Underlying 
Tlue:1d or 1his film che same os you could in The Mu/Jese 
Falco11-by being allowed 10 t:tke 1he dialogue home with 
~•uu 10 s1utly :u length." 

18. Louis 1\ragon, "On Decor,'' in Tlie S/1111/a"' nm/ Its 
Sltmla1i•: S1t1·reo/is1 Writing.r on Cinema, ed. Paul 
Hammond (London: BFI, 1978), p. 29. I am indehl(d IO 
Hammond's in1roduc1ion lo this volume, which provides 
an excellen1 commenlary on surrealist film criticism. 

19. Silver nnd Wnrd, p. 372. 
20. Marcel Duhamel. ''Preface," in Borde and Chnumeton, p. 

vii. (My 1ranslation.) Subsequent references are ci1ed in 
the texl. Duhnmel alludes 10 several unnamed gangster 
films s1arring George O'Brien. nm.Ito William Wellman's 
Chinatown Nigltrs. The Welhmm film, however, was not 
rclcasec.J until 1929. 

21. O11irique, inwlite, c:rutique, ambiw,lent, et cruel. I have 
trnnsla!cd ill.wlire as ''hizurrc,'' hul there is no good En• 
glish equivalcnl. II conno1cs the Gothic, somewhat like 
1he Freudian tmheimlkh, but wilh a more shocking or 
horrific effect Judging from ils frequency, i11solite is lhe 
mos1 importnnt ndjectivc in the Pmwrama. 

22. For a brilliant discussion of !his charnc1er, see Angeln 
Cnrter, 'fhc Sadeim1 Woman {New York; Pan1heon, 
1979). Carter poin1s out thnl Juliellc is simply 1he mirror 
image of Juslinc, Sade's besl•known feminine charnc1er. 
In contrasl lo Jus1ine, who is derived from the virl!in.il 
heroines or the scncimenrnl novel, Juliene appropriates 
the weapons of palriarchy and uses !hem for her own ends. 
In one sense she is :1 radical or revolutionary figure; bu1 
she is also a tigmem or the male imaginnlion and a product 
of lhe very sys1em she exploits. Her mos! obvious rcprc­
scn1a1ive in lhe conlempornry cinemn is the anli-heroinc 
of John Dahl's Tlw Lnst St>tl11clim1 ( 1994), who van, 
quishes all lhe men in her pnlh and rides off in the bad 
seal or a chnuffcr-<lriven limou:.inc. 

23. Compare Sharon Sh)ne's comments 10 n reponer ;1hom 
the .role she played in Basic Instinct (1992); "I never 
lhoughl the charactl!r really cared aboul sex at all. Thnt's 
why ii wns so CitSY for her 10 use her sexuality-it had no 
value." Puradt- Magazi11t' (Jnnuary 30, 1994), p. 10. 

24. Quoted by Roy Hoopes, Cain: The JJiogruphy of James 
M. Cain (New York: Holt, Rinehart antl Winston, 1982), 
p. xiii. 

25. French admiration for American mo\'ies was 0(1en conde­
scending, as if Hollywood were filkd wilh charming 
primitives, unburdc,ncd hy European sophislicalion. 
Godard, for example, argued 1lrn1 "The Amerh.:nns. who 
arc much more stupid when ii l·omes lo analysis, ... hnve 
a gift for 1he kinc.J of simplicity which brings <.lepth .... The 
Americans arc real and na1ural." (Quoled in Hillier, p. 8.) 

26. Quo1ed by Dinne Johnson, /)ashit'il llnmmett: A Life 
(New York: Random House, 1983), p. :\22, n. 7. See also 
Perry Miller, "Europe's Paith in Amcrkan rk1ion." At• 
lamic Mvnthly ( December 19~ I), pp. 51>-56. 

27. Sec Hoopes, p. xi\'. 
28. For a detailed account or lhe politics of French intellec1u­

als in 1he period, sec Tony Jutlt, Past Imperfect: Fre11d1 
/111tllecwals, /944-1956 (Berkeley, CA: University o( 
California Press, 1992). 

29. Jean-Paul Sartre, "The Situation of 1he Wrilerin 1947," in 
1Vluu Is Literature?, trans. nernard Frech1m,m (New 
York: Washington Square Press, 1966), p. 156. Hereafler 
noted in the text 

30. Quoted by Dana Polan, Pown and Parmwia: I fo·tory, 
Narralil•e, nm/ the Ameriw11 Cinema, /940-1950 (New 
York: Columbia Universily Press, 1986), p. 252. 

31. For a discussion of Sarlre's ideas abou1 Dos Passos, see 
Robert Denoon Cumming's introduction 10 The Philoso• 
phyof Jean-Paul Sartre (New York: The Modern Library, 
1966), pp. 3-47. 

32. Rohmer wenl on 10 observe thnt film noir had reached a 
dead end. Por his genernlion. ho! remarked, ''The charm of 
lhcsc works lies in lhc dclirh,ns rom:1111idsm of their he­
roes and the moJernism or lhdr technique. Hollywood. 
shy of'1hcm for so long, srnldcnly noticed lheir cxis1c1\l'I!, 
und u brculh of lhe nvnn1-g11rdl· mnc..lc the s1udios 1remble. 
Whal cnmc of ii'? There is now enough dis1:mcc for us lo 
judge: lhc 11nswer is very lillle, ifnny1hing" ("Rediscover­
ing America,"' in Hillier, ed., p. 91). 

33. Claude-Edmonde Magny, The Age of 11,e American 
Noa•ef: The Film Aes1he1ic of Fic1io11 Retivu11 the T"'n 

27 



28 

STATEMENT OF OWNERSHIP, MANAGEMENT 
AND CIRCULATION 9/19/95 

Tille: Film Quarlerly. F,equency. Quarterly, Four Issues published annually. 
Subsc,ipUon price: $23.00 lnclivlduals, $ ◄ 9.00 institu!ions. Location of olr1ce ol 
publication: 2120 Be,keley Way, Berkeley, Alamed11 Counly, CA 94720. 
Headquat1ers 01 pub!isluns· Same. Publisher: Univmsityol Ca~lomla Press. 
2120 Berkeley Way. Be,ke!ey, CA 94720. Edito,: Ano Marlin. Unlvl!rslly o! 
Catilc11ni;i Press. 0e~eley, CA 94720. Owner: The Ragenls OI the Unlwnsity 
of CAl1lomln. oo,kcloy, CA 9'1720. Tho purposo. ltuir.Ut'!Htnrt llOll•plolil ~l;ilus 
ol this ft1llanilalior1 and the exempl slah1s for Federal income lall purposes 
have nor Changed du,ing precedu'lg 12 mon11Is. 

Exlenl and nalu,e ol circulatlon: 

A. Ttl;il no. copies printed 
B. Pcm.I circulalion: 

I. Sales through dealers and 
carriers, srreel vendo,s 
and counle1 sates 

2 Mail subsc1iplions 
C. Tolal paid circulalion 
o. F1ee disl1ibulion 
E. Tolal(ffSlribUJiOn 
F. Copies nol disl1ibuled 

t Ollk:e use, lefl over, 
unaccounted, 
spoiled arte, p1inllng 

2. ·Retu,n horn news agen!s 
G, Total 

Av. no. AclUal no. 
copies copies ol 
eachlssue single Issue 
preceding pub. nearesl 
12 months lo filing date 

7588 7350 

2750 3075 
3045 2956 
5802 6831 

118 118 
5920 6949 

565 306 
1103 95 
758B 7350 

I certify Iha! lhe slatements made by me above are correct and complele. 
Susan L Alexander. AdmlnisHauve Manager, Journals Division, UC P1ess. 

SIMON CALLOW 

ORSON WELLES: 
Ill[ ROAD TO XANADU 

A!:, a 111;1n and un .lrliia, Orson \-\'dies was outsiz.c--vi\'iJ, 
energetic, unpredic1able1 and riveting. His career was 
spectncul.1r-J'Ublicit)'•ridJen, brilliantly inventive, and 
controversial. TI1is nrnsterful new biograph)• shares these 
qualitie!o with its subject, and re\'eals a life even more 
cx1raordi11arr than lhe m)1hs that have surrounded it. 
llh1Ck-a11J-whi1e photographs. 656 pp. 
Viking 0-670-86722-5 $32.95 

FOR A FREE CINEMA CATALOG, 
PLEASE CALL 212/366-2372 

Wars, trans. Eleanor Hochman (New York: Ungar. 1972). 
This book. published in France in lhc 1950s, helped to 
trnnsmil S.irtre's i<lc:1s 11huu1 lhc 110\'CI intu French lilm 
theory. 

34. For a listing or allusions to rums noirs in /Jrcmhle.u. and 
for n u~erul ~urvcy or the Prcnch in1ellecn1al hildl,!ruund. 
sec Dudley Andrew, "/Jrrathles,1.: Ohl As New," in 
llrrnlhlr.t,t. Ctl. Dudley Andrew (Ru1ger!>. N.J.: Rutger~ 
University P1css. 191-17), pp. :l-20. 

J5. Quolctl hy Leighton Grist. "Moving Taq;cts ;rnd Blad: 

36. 

37. 

Widows: Film Noir in Modern Hollywood." in Thc· /Jook 
of Film Nair, ed. Ian Cameron (New York: Continuum, 
1993), p. 267. 
For an lnleresting commentary on this phenomenon, sec 
Jonathan Rosenbaum, "Allusion Profusion," Chicago 
Reader(October21, 1994). pp. 12. 25-26.1 nm grntcful to 
Rosenbaum for his helpful suggestions on my own essay. 
Fre<.Jric Jameson. Poslmodemism: Or, 1/ie Cultural Lofic 
of Late Capi1alis111 (Durham. N.C.: Duke University 
Press, 1991). Sec also Marcia Landy and Lucy Fischer. 
"Delld Again or A-Live Again: Postmodern or Poslnrnr­
tcm?," CinemnJoumal, vol. 33. 110. 4 (Summer 1994). pp. 
3-22. 

JOHN PYM, EDITOR 

TH£ TIME OUTfllM GUIDE 
fOURTH £DITION 
This uptlatl·<l 1..·Jition of thl' <lcfmitivt! A·Z <lirci.:tmr l.'.O\'­
ers more than 11,000 films from every area of world cin• 
emn, from 1he dassic silents and thirties comedies, docu• 
mentaries and the avant-garde, to foreign as well as the 
Hollywood mainstream. It combines a wea1th of practi• 
cal information-director, cast, alternative titles, and 
release date-with more than two decades of authorita• 

tive anaJrses from Time Ow reviewers. "Of the large-for­
mat paperbacks, the best is The Time Out Film Guide:•­
Pcapl~ I ,ORR pp. 
Penguin 0-14-024676-2 $21,95 

~----------~ 

ACADEMIC MARKETING DEPARTMENT • 375 HUDSON STREET • NEW YORK, NY 10014•3657 


