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as the nature and fairness of your interpretations.  I 
was surprised that Schultz and his contributors seem 
to pay little attention to such issues, because they are 
universally applicable in all psychobiographical 
work.  In the section on psychologists there is good 
discussion of how various theories are often influ-
enced by the personal life experiences of the theo-
rist—the chapter on S.S. Stevens is an excellent ex-
ample. 

 

Naturally, as a seasoned psychohistorical 
scholar, I have minor complaints about this volume.  
I would have preferred that there be more emphasis 
on the subjective aspect in doing psychobiography.  
This element is admirably presented in Atwood and 
Stolorow’s, Faces in a Cloud (1993), which merits 
more attention than this book gives it.   Even though 
all the contributions to this volume are well written, I 
wish Schultz had included an annotated bibliography 
of the best psychobiographical theory and practice.  I 
would have also liked to see stronger discussion of 
the place of psychoanalysis and psychohistory in psy-
chobiographical work.  Regrettably, Schultz and his 
contributors tend to distance themselves from psy-
chohistory.  This probably contributes to the empha-
sis on psychobiography as an independent field.  
Also, at $67.50, this volume may be too expensive 
for scholars on a limited budget. 

 

In conclusion, the problems with Schultz’ 
compendium are minor.  All academic libraries worth 
their name should immediately add it to their collec-
tion.  It is a useful text for both student and advanced 
practitioner.  Anyone doing psychobiographical work 
should have the Handbook close by at all times—it is 
that good. 
 

 Henry Lawton is the author of The Psycho-
historian’s Handbook (1988).  His biography may be 
found on page 16. 

Geoffrey Cocks Responds to Henry 
Lawton 

 

 Unfortunately, Henry Lawton’s review of my 
book, The Wolf at the Door: Stanley Kubrick, History, 
and the Holocaust (March 2006), lives up to its title.  
That is, it consists of assertion rather than argument.  
This is both surprising and disappointing, since 
Lawton’s approach is the correct one: to challenge the 

specific evidence for my chief argument, to wit, that in 
The Shining there is a subtext relating to the Holocaust.  
But instead of following the logic and strength of his 
approach by offering examples of my “reaching way 
beyond [the] evidence,” Lawton contents himself with 
mere repetition of the assertion that my arguments are 
invalid. 
 

 Lawton also asserts that I admit “having virtu-
ally nothing to work with.”  I do not say this.  The last 
three chapters of the book in particular offer extensive 
evidence of patterns of cinematic reference that—
arguably—can be interpreted as reflecting a lifelong 
approach-avoidance syndrome on Kubrick’s part with 
regard to the Holocaust.  What I do  say is that some of 
my interpretations of specific features of The Shining 
are more speculative than others, but it is especially 
those others—in the patterns they form in that film and 
in connection with patterns of symbolism and reference 
in other Kubrick films—which, I argue, constitute rich, 
subtle evidence for my thesis.  I find it especially curi-
ous that a psychohistorian would not be attentive to my 
approach, which relies heavily on Freud’s dream the-
ory, where of course small things in the dreamwork re-
veal powerful—and thereby distorted, denied, and re-
pressed—important things in the mind and life of the 
dreamer.  This approach is especially apropos here, 
since, as I also extensively document, Kubrick himself 
was well schooled in Freud and consciously constructed 
his films as dreams, using depth of field to invest all 
sorts of objects in the frame with meaning and refer-
ence.  You won’t read it in Lawton’s review, but this is 
one of the reasons why, along with many other things, 
the number “42,” a German typewriter, and musical 
compositions by Bartók and Penderecki written under 
the impact of the Nazis and the Holocaust are important 
parts of a pattern of visual and aural expression that 
constitutes powerful historical reference. 
 

 I do not know what to make of another asser-
tion by Lawton, that I leave unanswered the question of 
why Kubrick would adopt such an indirect approach—
principally in The Shining—in dealing with the Holo-
caust.  Apart from the fact that Lawton himself quotes 
me on the reasons in general why Kubrick adopted such 
an indirect approach, he has apparently forgotten about 
the extensive sections of the book (pp. 6-10, 14-17, 28-
32, and much or most of chapters 5, 6, 7, 10, and 11) 
devoted to answering precisely this question.  The short 
answer in this small space is this: the  Holocaust was 
worse than anything, even the end-of-the-world crazi-
ness of Dr. Strangelove.  (And even Dr. Strangelove, 
which contains its own oblique reference to the Holo-
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caust, was rendered a black comedy partly because Ku-
brick could not endure a dramatic iteration.)  Lawton—
or anyone—might find my answer inadequate or even 
wrong, but I do ask the question and I do offer an an-
swer. 
 

 I agree with Lawton that Oedipal dynamics 
played a role in Kubrick’s life and work and he is right 
that the story in The Shining is strongly Oedipal.  But 
these dynamics do not displace others; both the histori-
cal and the Oedipal were powerful influences on Ku-
brickian cinema.  No life can be understood by refer-
ence to a single theory, which is another argument I 
make (in Chapter 1) that goes unmentioned by Lawton.  
It is particularly surprising as well as disappointing that 
a psychohistorian like Lawton also does not critique the 
several chapters I devote to putting Kubrick’s Oedipal 
complex in its own historical context.  Kubrick, born in 
New York City in 1928, grew up a descendant of a Jew-
ish family from Poland in a world dominated by the 
harshest of patriarchs, in particular Germans preaching 
and then practicing unprecedented exterminatory racism 
and anti-Semitism.  In addition, Kubrick’s own interests 
and affections carried him deeply into realms of the cin-
ema world which was importantly shaped and peopled 
by Germans. 
 

 I regret to have to say that anyone wishing to 
know what I argue in The Wolf at the Door will learn 
nothing from Lawton’s review.  It is of course self-
serving for me to say it, but you will have to read the 
book to judge the accuracy of this statement. 
 

Geoffrey Campbell Cocks, PhD, is Julian S. 
Rammelkamp Professor of History at Albion College in 
Michigan and the author of various publications includ-
ing Psychotherapy in the Third Reich: The Göring In-
stitute (1985, 1997) and Treating Mind and Body: Es-
says in the History of Science, Professions, and Society 
Under Extreme Conditions (1998).  He may be reached 
at < Gcocks@albion.edu>. 

 
John Knapp Responds to  

Gustavo Guerra 
 

 I read with great interest Gustavo Guerra's very 
kind review of Ken Womack's and my Reading the 
Family Dance: Family Systems Therapy and 
Literary Study, (U. Of Delaware Press, 2003) in your 
March 2006 (12. 4) issue (pp. 230-232).  In the interests 
of full disclosure, Gustavo was a doctoral student at 
Northern Illinois University some years ago and did his 
dissertation under my friend and my former Chair 

James Mellard, who had a gentile but decade-long dis-
agreement with me about the relative merits of La-
canian and neo-Freudian psychoanalysis vs. (in 
want of a better term) versions of empirical psychology 
for use in literary criticism.  We have never really re-
solved these debates, and so I am not too surprised that 
Dr. Guerra has picked up his pen and continued the 
conversation.  While I profoundly disagree with some 
of his assessments, I must say that his review was co-
gent and useful for me, because I now have a chance to 
respond not only to his review but to others who may be 
thinking along the same lines.  Before one can nudge a 
dominating paradigm in any discipline to make room 
for some new and different thinking, one must first de-
fine how the new ideas are different from the old while, 
at the same time, expressing in some detail what it is 
that is new. 
  

 First, I would direct Gustavo to my essay in 
Mosaic 37.1 (March 2004): 149-166, titled “Family 
Systems Psychotherapy and Psychoanalytic Literary 
Criticism: A Comparative Critique.”  In that essay, I 
detail answers, I believe, to almost all the issues he 
raises.  Briefly, Family Systems Therapy (FST) was 
founded, in part, by psychiatrists and psychoanalysts 
who became disenchanted with what I have called clas-
sical Freud, and so developed the theories and therapeu-
tic practices that I discuss at some length in my Intro-
duction to Reading.  No wonder some of the language 
looks familiar, but it is so primarily in a nominal sense, 
just as Chomsky's linguistics still uses words like sub-
ject, predicate, and object. But, language commonalities 
aside, Family Systems Therapy does not, as Gustavo 
suggests, depend on “some of the same Freudian princi-
ples [we] denigrate” as it tries to make a place for itself 
in literary criticism as the new kid on the block; my 
Mosaic essay makes that clear.  Among the biggest dif-
ferences: this system posits the sense of a family as a 
co-evolutionary eco-system, based metaphorically on 
such cybernetic principles as homeostasis vs. morpho-
genesis, and expressed in transactional communication 
patterns among all members of the system.            
       

           Second, I am speaking of the classical Freud 
and his acolyte, Jacques Lacan, who are employed al-
most exclusively in the humanities; for humanists, 90 
percent of their attention remains on one person or one 
character at a time.  Many in the humanities have come 
late to interpersonal or inter-relational psychoanalysis 
and when they have, like Paula Marantz Cohen (1991), 
their theories tend to be influenced by variations 
(mother-infant; father-daughter) of early Object Rela-
tions.  By contrast, most working psychoanalysts today 
are, with a few exceptions, eclectic and will borrow 


