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  FOREWORD


  by Doug Bradley


  It is, as I write this, exactly nineteen years to the month since the cameras were rolling at Cricklewood Production Village in North London on a largely unheralded, British-made, American-produced horror film whose darkly enigmatic subject matter provides the inspiration for this book. In the intervening time, I have been pretty thoroughly cross-examined about that same subject matterin print, on radio and TV, in person at conventions and, latterly, increasingly via emailand in particular, of course, about the role of those mysterious leather-clad theologians of the Order of The Gash and their unceasing explorations in the higher reaches of pleasure.


  In a question and answer session more than ten years ago, I recall being asked, “Do you think the ending of Hellbound suggests that there is no possibility of Heaven, only the certainty of Hell?” I didn’t have an answer then, and I’m not sure I do now. More than likely I turned the proposition back on the questioner to buy thinking time: “Wow, that’s a great question. I’m not sure. What do you think?” Or I may have fled to The Last Resort, what might be called, with thanks to the United States Constitution, the Actor’s Fifth. “Hey, come on, guys. It’s just a movie, you know.”


  More recently, I’ve found myself approached on film sets with the query, “What do you think, Doug? Are we allowed to do this?” “What do you mean, allowed to do it?” “Well, is it right? Does it fit the mythology?” In those situations, I feel like some kind of representative for the Union of Cenobites and Assorted Soul Tearers. “Hold on, I’ll just consult my manual. Now look: page 42, clause 3, paragraph E, section (i) clearly states....” In fact, my answer tends to be: if it feels right, do it. It’s more a question of ideas being good or bad, exciting or dull, original or hackneyed, rather than right or wrong. Besides, if something is going to have the temerity to claim the name of mythology for itself, it cannot be finished or immutable: it must be fluid, constantly changing and modifying, and have the ability to be one thing today and something quite different tomorrow.


  I have good reason for taking this approach. Towards the end of filming Hell on Earth I sat in the bar of the Howard Johnson hotel in High Point, North Carolina, listening to a fellow cast member outline his idea for the fourth film. I don’t remember the details, but it somehow involved the Lament Configuration and, by extension, Pinhead being fired into outer space to rid the earth of its power. It would somehow find its way onto a space station and.... Well, I think I nodded politely while feeling that he should possibly spend less time in the bar. Pinhead in space? Don’t be ridiculous. And look what happened next. I don’t think, by the way, that I ever recounted that story to Clive Barker.
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  Hellraiser III: Hell on Earth still (photograph credit Keith Payne).



  I think I know Clive well enough to assert that if you give him a rule book, his first instinct will be to torch it: tell him what he can’t do and he’ll gleefully roll up his sleeves and dive right in. Catch him in a mischievous mood, and he’ll be the first to say, “Look, this is an entertainment I dreamed up to enliven a drab Tuesday afternoon in February. It’s not that big of a deal.” Or, as he once said to an audience when sharing a stage with me at a Fangoria convention, “It’s just a guy with a bunch of nails banged into his head. Get over it.”


  But this is Clive Barker, so it’s not quite that easy, is it? As with all his work, the ideas in his divertissement of a dysfunctional family and the nasty secret in its attic, his sonata for puzzle box, hooks and chains, linger in the mind long after the film has finished: fascinating and frightening, delighting and disturbing. And it has continued to do that for millions of people around the planet across nearly two decades, eight (to date) films and numerous comic strips, graphic novels and who knows what other manifestations.
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  Paul Kane with Doug Bradley at the British Fantasy Society Open Night 2 September 2005 (copyright Paul Kane).



  But this is why we come to horror films after all, isn’t it? Not just to hide behind our hands and the sofa cushions, to squirm at the gore and jump at the shocks. For me, the ideas and the imagery in a horror film have always been as important as anything else. And it’s the nature of those ideas that draws us in, the deeper, darkerdare I say itmore profound ideas than you’re going to find in, say, the average Richard Curtis movie. In theGod help us allnearly forty years that I’ve known him, it is that realm that Clive has been restlessly and relentlessly roaming. Paul Kane has, wisely or otherwise, chosen to follow in the great man’s footsteps, to reach down into the reeking heart of this mythology and see what he comes up with. I’ll leave it to you to find out exactly what that might be, but I can assure you that he has left few, if any, stones unturned in his pursuit. It would be, perhaps, facile of me to say that he has such sights to show you, but the simple fact is, he has.


  Doug Bradley

  London, Fall 2006


  PREFACE


  Welcome to Hell.


  By opening this book you have entered into an agreement. The contents are only for those with a craving, a passion to learn about the Hellraiser mythos, primarily the cinematic interpretations, but also its intrusion into other artistic and cultural forms. If you are not ready to witness such sights, then this book may not be for your eyes. But if you come with me I guarantee an experience that will stay with you for eternity.


  And as with most legends it all began with one person: a storyteller.


  “I have seen the future of Horror and his name is Clive Barker.” It is perhaps appropriate that with these almost prophetic words of praise from the one-man American horror factory that is Stephen King, audiences were introduced to the shocking yet spectacular cinematic vision of Clive Barker. For there they were in big white letters preceding the trailer to the very first Hellraiser movie, unleashed upon an unsuspecting public in 1987. I say it was appropriate because these two masters of the macabre have much in common. Both are, of course, best-selling novelists. Both stamp their own inimitable signature on anything they produceso much so that readers soon spotted the connection between King and his literary alter ego, Richard Bachman. But, more significantly, both have also written and directed movies in their time.


  However, while King’s attempt at filmmaking resulted in a critical and box office failure (Maximum Overdrive, 1986),1 Barker’s first commercially released film went on to become one of the most distinctive and chilling pieces of celluloid since Night of the Living Dead (George A. Romero, 1968) or The Exorcist (William Friedkin, 1973), spawning a franchise which is still active today. At the time of this writing there have been seven motion picture sequels (taking in a variety of genres from science fiction and historical to murder mystery and serial killer), a number of spin-off comics, and even been talk of a TV production. Horror and film fans regularly cite the original movie as among their favorites,2 and it groomed a legion of devoted fans worldwide eager to taste more of the pleasures on offer. The British Film Institute’s Companion to Horror acknowledged its contribution to the continuing redefining of the genre in the late twentieth century3 and its far-reaching stylistic legacy can be detected in films such as Cube (Vincenzo Natali, 1997), Event Horizon (Paul W.S. Anderson, 1997), Dark City (Alex Proyas, 1998), The Cell (Tarsem Singh, 2000), The Matrix Reloaded/Revolutions (The Wachowski Brothers, 2003), Hellboy (Guillermo del Toro, 2004) and White Noise (Geoffrey Sax, 2005), as well as in TV series such as The X-Files, Buffy the Vampire Slayer (most notably in the silent Gentlemen of “Hush”), Star Trek: The Next Generation (who could fail to notice the similarities between the Borg and their Cenobite counterparts?) and Farscape (the character of Scorpius). The series’ figurehead was even immortalized on that most reliable gauge of public opinion, The Simpsons (in a 1994 Halloween special).


  But what makes its conception even more remarkable is the fact that the first movie was shot in the director’s native England. Admittedly, funding came from the U.S., but this was still an achievement at a time when the UK’s cinematic contributions to the horror scene could be listed on the back of a small tombstone. In the days when Hammer’s productions were a distant memory, Barker was one of the few talents attempting to revitalize the industry on British shores, as recognized in Steve Chibnall and Julian Petley’s British Horror Cinema, which called him “One of Britain’s undoubted horror auteurs.”4
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  Clive Barker at the Forbidden Planet signing for Weaveworld in London, 1987 (courtesy Forbidden Planet; photograph credit Dick Jude).



  Because of his involvement at every stage of the film, from writing the novella on which it was based to providing demon drawings and hand painting special effects onto film cells, there certainly is a case for Hellraiser being not only one of the landmark horror films of all time, but also a true auteur movie.5 The titles don’t just say Hellraiser, they say Clive Barker’s Hellraiser. Barker would be the first to admit that he approached the venture knowing relatively little about directing, and that the support of experts like cinematographer Robin Vidgeon and make-up effects man Bob Keen was invaluable, but the film sits very neatly within his canon of work as a whole. The look is pure Barker, as are the themes and the ambitious scope, something that ensuing writers and directors picked up on then extended even further.


  As so often happens, nobody who worked on the movie could comprehend just how much of a phenomenon Hellraiser would become, though most did realize they were creating something more cerebral than its contemporaries. To quote Keen: “I think we thought it was going to be a good film, an original film. But I don’t think we thought it would be as bigyou couldn’t possibly imagine ... I think we thought it would be a stepping stone to other projects, but it really caught the imagination of the audience.”6


  And there can be no doubt that much of this has to do with the central character of Pinhead himself. Unwittingly, Barkerwith the help of Keen, partner Geoff Portass, and actor Doug Bradleygave the genre and popular culture one of its enduring icons. A figure that could so easily have been presented as a disgusting mess was turned into something outlandish and transfixing, elegant and even beautiful, in its own way. Viewers embraced Pinhead, ensuring that he would be the one constant factor throughout the history of the film series, and that he would develop during the course of that time on screen. We would discover his background, see him run amok on earth, toy with the lives of key individuals, and finally return full circle. It would also mean fame for the man who played him, having his image plastered twenty feet high on billboard posters.


  Barker, too, was catapulted to celebrity status because of Hellraiser, as his appearances on chat shows and TV programs testifiedallowing him, like his champion King, to reach a much wider audience and readership. Although he limited his involvement after the first movieto executive producer, occasional consultant, a name at the beginning, “Clive Barker Presents”and concentrated more on his books and painting than directing, the originator of this series has returned to its themes time and time again, so much so that a current cinematic project (at the time of this writing) revolves around the Cenobite-esque Tortured Souls, and a novella in his new fiction collection, Scarlet Gospels, features Pinhead, albeit recounting his demise. Barker’s presence is perpetually felt and his bloody fingerprints will always be on the screen, in spite of the fact that he had to give up the cinematic rights to the characters to get the first installment made. In essence, it was Barker’s own deal with the Devil.


  Not a bad price to pay, some might argue, for it has secured his place in history. But it is the history of Hellraiser in its entirety that this book is about. And now that the introductionsand warningsare over and done with, the examination can at last begin.


  Time to play.


  1


  THE ROAD TO HELL


  The road to Hell, they say, is paved with good intentions. But in Clive Barker’s universe it is paved only with desire, torture, suffering, and exquisite pleasure.


  Clive Barker was born in Liverpool on October 5, 1952, to a father who worked in industrial relations and a mother who was a schoolteacher. From an early age, there were incidents and events that informed his later work. For instance, he attributes his own fear ofand fascination withblood to a distressing caesarean birth: “There was a series of traumatic first impressions of the world, which I believe have become a leitmotif of terror for me. A lot of noise. Panicked voices ... I think the first few minutes of my life were just horrible.”1 Most significantly, with regards to Hellraiser, Barker’s grandfather was a ship’s cook who brought him back exotic presents from the Far East. One of these just happened to be a puzzle box that Barker spent hours trying to solve.


  As a child, Barker was also obsessed by a book on anatomy by Andreas Vesalius, De Humani Corporis Fabrica (1543). Its pages depicted skinless figures in delightfully graceful poses. “They’re very meticulous, neoclassical,” Barker once commented, “...and these are very beautiful etchings in which you get flayed men and women standing in classical poses or leaning against pillars. The whole atmosphere of these pictures is cool and elegant and beautiful.”2 This contrast between the repugnant and the resplendent would infuse many of his pieces in years to come.


  Barker lived on Oakdale Road, near Penny Lane, in an ordinary house with four bedroomshis was at the top of the stairsand, yet, extraordinary, forbidden things occurred inside. Here he read such landmark horror books as Frankenstein (Mary Shelley, 1818), Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde (Robert Louis Stevenson, 1886) and Dracula (Bram Stoker, 1897) and devoured the works of M.R. James, Arthur Machen, and Edgar Allan Poe, who became a particular favorite. Indeed, the first horror book he ever read was Tales of Mystery and Imagination which had a lurid front cover featuring a skull, a red sky and an old dark house. He also began to stretch his imagination, particularly through arta quality he picked up from his parents, who were both decent artists.


  But it was at Quarry Bank School that this talent started to seep out in various ways, particularly via the plays he wrote and organized. His art teacher at the time, Alan Plent, has mentioned seeing Barker walking through the corridors with a mock severed head to promote a play he’d written.3 His reaction against the mundane, official plays that were being performed at the school, these productions also brought him to the attention of friends and collaborators like Peter Atkins and Pinhead-to-be Doug Bradley. This group, led with passion and verve by Barker, formed the nucleus of Hydra Theatre, and would finally evolve into his fringe theatre group, the Dog Company.


  After leaving Liverpool University with a BA (Hons) in English literature, Barker and the Company went on tours giving performances of plays like Dog (1978), Nightlives (1979) and The History of the Devil (1980), all penned by Barker and following the tradition of Grand Guignol theatre (see Chapter 4). The latter clearly displays a certain fixation with all things hellish and biblical, though here Lucifer stands trial to decide whether he is eligible to return to heaven. Doug Bradley actually played the Devil in the original production, but his portrayal was very different from the Cenobites of Hellraiser. In truth, some of the dialogue spoken when he is being cross-examined displays more of a connection to Frank’s character than anything. Here he talks about his travels to distant regions on earth after he was cast out: “I was a student of the world, sir, and something of a sybarite. I wanted to taste every pleasure. I’d been a while in Athens and I’d heard of these towns on the very edge of the civilized world.”4
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  Page from De Humani Corporis Fabrica by Andreas Vesalius (1543).



  It was around this time that Barker began to write short stories to amuse his friends in the Dog Company, now based firmly in London. These stories grew into the first volumes of his popular Books of Blood, published in England by Sphere in 1984. Intelligent, yet uncompromising in their graphic nature, these stories also contained many of the seeds for Hellraiser. In the first story, for instance“The Midnight Meat Train”we are witness to the results of brutal killing: “It filled every one of his senses: the smell of opened entrails, the sight of the bodies, the feel of fluid on the floor under his fingers, the sound of the straps creaking beneath the weight of the corpses, even the air, tasting salty with blood.”5 Not a far cry from the slaughterhouse created by the Cenobites at the opening, or even by Frank and Julia.


  Then there are the notions of existence and love beyond death rendered in “The Forbidden” (later filmed as Candyman, Bernard Rose, 1992). Here a woman searching for the roots of an urban myth about a hook-handed killer discovers that her fate is inexorably linked to his, and that her love for this fiend overwhelms what he might actually bedefinitely a common motif in Barker’s stories.


  The characters in Books of Blood very often fall in love with monsters in spite of, or more commonly because of, their physical appearance. The children in “Skins of the Fathers,” for example, are the result of communion between the town’s women and what can only be described as creatures beyond our understanding, although the real monsters turn out to be human (a theme Barker explored more fully in his book Cabal, filmed as Nightbreed). On a different tack, it is the base urge rather than emotion that is highlighted in “The Age of Desire,” where a scientist’s experiments imbue his subject with pure, unadulterated lust pushed way beyond its limits.


  Also relevant is the way Barker approaches “the flesh” and its malleability in stories like “Jacqueline Ess: Her Will and Testament” and “Confessions of a Pornographer’s Shroud.” As Michael A. Morrison points out in his study, “Monsters, Miracles and Revelations,” “In his [Barker’s] tales the easy mutability of the human form opens up the possibility of rebirth, at least for those willing to face his myriad marvels, mysteries, and monsters.”6


  Finally, we have the appearance of demons bound by the laws of Hell in “The Yattering and Jack” and “Hell’s Event.” In the former their breakage forces the nuisance demon Yattering to become a slave to his victim; in the latter, failure to win a race means that the Earth is “safe” for another 100 years. Their summoning is also depicted by way of the solving of a knot-puzzle in “The Inhuman Condition.” This last idea is an extremely close precursor to the one in Hellraisersimply exchanging rope for the puzzle boxand also dwells on the obsessive tendencies of its solver:


  
    And still the knots. Sometimes he would wake in the middle of the night and feel the cord moving beneath his pillow. Its presence was comforting, its eagerness was not, waking, as it did, a similar eagerness in him. He wanted to touch the remaining knots and examine the puzzles they offered. But he knew that to do so was tempting capitulation: to his own fascination; to their hunger for release.7

  


  Running parallel to these fixations are the doorways that open up, revealing other realities that exist alongside our ownmuch like the city shown to the prisoner as part of the story “In the Flesh.”


  Even more telling, though, was Barker’s first full-length, and arguably only, horror novel, The Damnation Game (1985). In this, Barker reworks a favorite story of his, the Faustian fable (see Chapter 2) through the eyes of Marty Strauss. Paroled from prison, this character has already paid a high price to feed his gambling addiction. But when Marty is hired as a bodyguard to rich businessman Joseph Whitehead, he discovers his boss has made an even more dangerous bargain with the deadly Mamoulian, the embodiment of our own guilt and desire. The power of love is again touched on as Marty falls for Whitehead’s daughter, Carys, but it is that central relationship between Mamoulianto all intents and purposes the Devil figure, even though we discover he is nothing of the kindand his victim that is of interest to students of the Hellraiser saga.


  What’s more, there can be no denying that both The Books of Blood and The Damnation Game have a definite cinematic quality to them. In fact, Barker’s short story “Son of Celluloid” relies inherently upon cinematic inspirations and icons. This is probably why fellow Liverpudlian and horror author Ramsey Campbell drew the comparison in a letter to Sphere about Barker: “He’s the first writer to write horror fiction in Technicolorthe first to take the gruesome horror movie and make it work as prose.”8 The author has made no secret of his love of cinema in all its forms, and it was an early encounter at age fourteen with Hitchcock’s Psycho that showed him how this medium could be used to its full advantage. After sneaking in to see it with a friend, Barker caught the ending, where Mother Bates’s skeleton is found in the basement. Once he’d got over his initial fright, he waited around for it to play again and observed the reaction of four girls watching: “I remember thinking quite distinctly, ‘I am in control this time, because I know what’s going to happen. And these poor creatures in front of us don’t.’”9 Renaissance man that he is, it could only have been a matter of time before he turned his attentions to horror films himself. And that time was fast approaching.
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  Books of Blood front cover (courtesy Clive Barker/Sphere).



  Speaking in an interview with Fangoria in 1986 after the Books of Blood had been released in the U.S., Barker revealed that he had recently returned from Hollywood, where he had been pitching story and novel ideas to studios like Columbia and Paramount. He also told the magazine he’d written one original screenplay for a movie called Underworld (a.k.a. Transmutations), and had been working on another for a film based on one of his shorts, Rawhead Rex.10 Barker’s association with the director of both these films, George Pavlou, began in 1982 when the pair met at a dinner party. At that time London International Film School graduate Pavlou had only helmed a few TV commercials and short films, and had served as second unit director on the British-based episodes of Hart to Hart. Understandably he was keen to direct a feature of his own, and asked Barker to write a synopsis. This Barker did, once again pre-empting the themes of Nightbreed, that of monsters living in a clandestine community.


  The twist here was the film noir/horror cross fertilizationor as Barker succinctly put it, “Gangsters vs. Mutants”11 and this eventually attracted financing (under £1 million) from U.K. producers Green Man in 1984, who also optioned five of Barker’s stories from the Books of Blood. Unfortunately, the money was only available if they started straight away, without a full script. Filming on Underworld began in 1985 at Limehouse Studios (who were co-producing the film), with Barker on hand during principal photography to do the necessary rewrites. But as shooting went on, James Caplan was hired to redraft the screenplay. Caplan cut out over half of Barker’s dialogue and replaced it with clichéd gangster speak. The result was a disjointed story, doomed right from the start.


  While the set designs by Len Huntingford (lit by Sidney Macartney’s cinematography) are impressive, and notable British actors Denholm Elliott and Stephen Berkoff deliver entertainingly hammish performances, the rest of the cast are wooden in the extreme. Pavlou’s visuals are more MTV than Dario Argento or David Cronenberg, as he claimed, and it was later discovered that the producers had come up with funding by telling potential backers that it would be an hour and a half rock video! The real tragedy, though, was a missing scene Barker scripted in which Elliott’s Dr. Savary, who has been using hypodermic needles on people throughout the film, has his face punctured by dozens of them, a familiar image to Hellraiser fans. Instead, Savary gets set alight because it was the much cheaper option.


  After filming was completed, there followed a long battle to try to secure a distributor. Finally a deal was struck with Empire Pictures from the U.S., Charles Band’s company. Empire trimmed the movie by almost ten minutes to make the pace faster and renamed it Transmutations. They gave it a limited release, with no promotion whatsoever, so it died at the box office. The film appeared, with the cut footage restored, on Vestron Video the following year.


  But worse was yet to come. In spite of this catastrophe, Green Man ploughed ahead with a version of Rawhead Rex, one of Barker’s most popular short stories. And although he hated what they had done with Underworld, the writer listened to what his producers had to say. “When Kevin Attew (of Green Man) asked me to write the script for Rawhead Rex, we had a couple of exchanges that went something like, ‘We know we fucked up the first one because we didn’t concede the fact that it was a horror movie.’”12 After being assured that they’d leave the horror in this time, and that he would be given a greater amount of control over the project, Barker produced a first draft screenplay.


  The location had to be shifted from England to Ireland for funding reasons, and the lead characteroriginally an ad executivewas turned into an American university professor visiting to research preChristian burial sites with his family. The Winds of War actor David Dukes was drafted in to play the lead, while Kelly Piper, whose previous roles had included a nurse in Maniac (William Lustig, 1980) and a prostitute in Vice Squad (Gary Sherman, 1982), signed on as his wife. Meanwhile, the crucial job of creature effects was given to Peter Litten’s Coast to Coast company, who would have to commute from their studio in Britain. The seven-week shoot began in County Wicklow, Ireland, in February 1986. However, once filming commenced, Barker wasn’t even allowed on set and alterations were again made without his say. As the budget dwindled from $3 to $2 million, fears rose that this film would turn out like the last.


  If judged as a straight piece of horror entertainment, Rawhead Rex isn’t the worst movie you’ll ever see. There are even some resemblances between the early parts of John Landis’s seminal An American Werewolf in London (1981) and Rex, certainly when it comes to the rural setting and the sense of outsiders invading a tight-knit community. The film cleverly draws on the opposites of Pagan and Christian standpoints for its central conflict, which can also be extended to the ideas about unbridled desire and rage versus goodness and faith. This is complemented by solid performances from Piper and the late Dukes, whose outbursts after his son is murdered are emotionally draining to watch.


  What fetters the movie is the Rawhead creature itself, which deviates quite markedly from Barker’s original vision of a ten-foot phallus on legs (see Les Edwards’ graphic novel adaptation for a better idea of what Rex should have looked like). This is crucial for the payoff to work, where we discover that Rex is scared of women, more specifically female genitalia. It explains the creature’s adverse reaction to pregnant females throughout the story and film, and, more importantly, how he is defeated. The loss of this subtext drags the movie down to the level of a simple monster-on-the-loose flick, which is, sadly, how Attew viewed the concept: “It’s Jaws on land ... purely an updated ’50s B movie.”13 In all honesty, Litten’s Rex looks like some kind of weird gigantic monkey with a punk haircut.14 Working with very little to go on, and with only six weeks of preproduction afforded to him, he came up with a one-piece suit for the gigantic German commercials actor, Heinrich von Buneauwhich he had originally intended to be a twenty-piece prostheticand an animatronic head with fifteen facial movements and glowing red eyes for close-ups. With the right lighting setups and editing, they might have worked, but, unlike the shark in Spielberg’s classic or even the Alien in Ridley Scott’s 1979 classic of the same name, Rex spends far too much time on-screen and in the unforgiving light of day. Buneau’s inexperience playing monsters is obvious in his lumbering performance, while the mechanical head looks just that: clunky and, at times, faintly ridiculous.


  Quite rightly, Barker disassociated himself from both Underworld and Rawhead Rex. There was no more contact between himself and George Pavlou and Green Man unknowingly let their options lapse on the other four stories from Books of Blood. This didn’t stop them trying to develop another couple of projects based on the tales, but Barker involved his lawyers and the producers soon backed down.
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  Rawhead Rex as depicted by artist Les Edwards was much closer to the original concept than its cinematic counterpart (courtesy Les Edwards).



  It is interesting, though, that without these experiences he wouldn’t have had the major impetus to direct. If they had taught him one thing it was this: To see a satisfactory adaptation of his work, he’d have to make one himself. And it is ironic that a line David Dukes utters in Rawhead should show him the way. “Go to Hell,” he says. “Just go right to Hell!”


  In the same 1986 interview with Fangoria, Barker also stated: “I want to direct. I directed in theatre, and I like working with actors, I like community projects. So, we’re putting a project together from a novella I wrote called ‘The Hellbound Heart.’ ... I did a screenplay from it which I hope to be directing this year. We’re going to call the movie Hellraiser.”15 Obviously the author would find film directing a little different from plays, but his theater experiences still stood him in good stead. It is at this point that we must also consider the art house shorts he shot in the 1970s, made with many of those same friends. Actually, Barker’s first films were naive experiments with a friend from his early teens, Phil Rimmer. He’d already written short plays with RimmerVoodoo & Inferno (1967)about crazed Germans and, naturally, Hell. Then they progressed on to stop-motion efforts with a Super 8 millimeter camera influenced greatly by Barker’s hero, effects man Ray Harryhausen. One of these involved an Action Man (the UK equivalent of a G.I. Joe doll), some plasticine and lots of worms from the garden. The setting was a slime-covered graveyard constructed in Barker’s bedroom and the directors held lamps close enough to make the scenery bubble.


  In 1973, the pair made a version of Oscar Wilde’s Salome, itself a biblical tale which recounts another bargain. The legend of Salome revolves around King Herod’s stepdaughter, who falls in love with the pious Jokanaan (John the Baptist) but is rejected. In exchange for his severed head, she dances for Herod. The group filmed on 8mm stock in the cellar of a florist’s shop in Liverpool. They had a single handheld light and the sets were wallpaper turned over with patterns painted on it. Anne Taylor took the title role, while Doug Bradleywho had played a blind Jokanaan in a previous stage versionwas granted his first cinematic encounter with make-up, playing King Herod. The whole thing was developed in Rimmer’s house, then edited by hand.
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  Cenobite concept sketch for Hellraiser (courtesy Clive Barker).



  Displaying definite expressionist and surrealist tendencies, as one would expect after the group’s exposure to film societies in the area, the movie also boasts some unique visual parallels with Hellraiser. We pass through a doorway, for instance, and a strange light sheen gives the frame an unreal quality. Taylor very closely resembles Kirsty with her long, dark hair, white smock and black-stained eyes. Then there are the requisite candles (present in both Kirsty’s dream sequence and at Frank’s puzzle-solving near the beginning). And the resemblance between Herod and the bearded Keeper of the Box is uncanny.16 But most intriguing is the first cinematic use of a kiss as a betrayal, in addition to Taylor’s scratching of a cheek, which Kirsty recreates when Uncle Frank is pretending to be her father.
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  Cenobite concept sketch for Hellraiser (courtesy Clive Barker).



  Yet more similarities abound in a second short, The Forbidden (197578). This is probably not that surprising, as it was based loosely on Christopher Marlowe’s Doctor Faustus, Barker’s preferred reworking of the Faust myth. Funded by £600 from Merseyside Arts, this time the footage was shot in negative on 16mm black and white stock, but stood for quite a while before being put together. The first thing to say is that The Forbidden plays very heavily on an obsession with puzzles and games. The opening shots are bare feet on a chessboard floor, while the odd symbols painted on paper and put together like a jigsaw puzzle recall the sides of the Lament Configuration box itself. Hand animated birds flutter behind a grid, trapped like the birds at the pet shop where Kirsty works. And there is a gridded piece of wood with nails at each intersection.


  Talking about this, Doug Bradley recalls:


  
    Clive had built what he called his nail board ... and spent endless hours playing with what happened if a light was swung around in front of it to see the way the shadows of the nails moved and what happened if it was top lit and so forth. Of course, when I saw the first illustrations for this gentleman [Pinhead] it rang a bell with methat here was actually Clive putting the ideas that he’d been playing around with, with the nail board, in The Forbidden. Now ten to fifteen years later or whatever, here he’d actually put the image over a human’s face, which is typical of the way he works.17

  


  But undoubtedly the most recognizable factors are the Angels at the endrobed figures who inflict painand the figure of Faust himself once he is skinned. Peter Atkins played him in full make-up, actually strips of paint that were peeled back revealing new layers of flesh and muscle. When viewed in negative and for the amount of money available, the results are shockingly effective and would prove to be Barker’s first ventures into making less look like more. Owing much to those Vesalius pictures, Faust’s character is a distinct antecedent to skinless Frank Cotton in Hellraiser, and those torturing him can only be equated to the Cenobites.
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  Cenobite concept sketch for Hellraiser (courtesy Clive Barker).



  These same preoccupations would resurface when Barker wrote The Hellbound Heart novella almost a decade later. Originally published in 1987 as part of the Night Visions 3 anthologyalongside stories by Ramsey Campbell and Lisa Tuttlethe tale is prefixed by a quote from John Donne’s Love’s Deitie (“I long to talk with some old lover’s ghost, Who died before the god of love was born.”) and differs from the finished Hellraiser in a number of ways.


  First, we are provided with more explanation about the puzzle box itself: created by a Frenchman called Lemarchand, a “maker of singing birds.”18 Later this would form the genesis of the fourth movie in the series. Second, the Cenobites are given a definite back history: referred to as “the order of the Gash,” hinted at in the diaries of Bolingbroke and Gilles de Rais.19 They are more conversational and far less imposing than their cinematic counterparts. During the hospital confrontation with Kirsty, one muses, “We’d better go.... Leave them to their patchwork, eh? Such depressing places.”20 The figure we would come to call Pinhead is here asexual, bordering on female: “Its voice, unlike that of its companion, was light and breathy the voice of an excited girl.”21 And the Engineer creature, in the film a fleshy, noisy mass with rows of teeth, hovers at the edge of the action and only intervenes to whisk a dying Julia off at the end and then pass the box back to Kirsty. Their lines are not quite as polished, either. Compare, “Maybe we won’t tear your soul apart” with the immortal tagline everyone knows from the film.
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  Night Visions, the original anthology featuring The Hellbound Heart (Arrow Books).



  The female protagonist, Kirsty, is the friend, not the daughter, of Rory Cotton (renamed Larry in the film), a fact which holds great significance when exploring the relationship between these two characters, as well as the family dynamics we will come to later. She is also, to quote Barker, “A total loser. You can live with someone like that for the length of a novella. You can’t for a movie.”22 Even her body works against her as Frank is chasing her through the house at the climax: “Swallowing the breath her cry had been mounted upon had brought an unwelcome side-effect: hiccups. The first of them, so unexpected she had no time to subdue it, sounded gun-crack loud.”23


  Also, Frank appears to Julia the first time through a gap in the wall: a more traditional shade haunting the upstairs “damp room,” able to maintain his substance only for a short time. And he is brought back not simply by the blood, but by route of leaving his spilled seed on the floor. The murder weapon of choice for Julia in this novella is a knife, and Frank uses bandages to cover his regenerating skin, a homage to the Mummy films Barker so admired when he was growing up (this image would be adopted by a skinless Julia in Hellbound: Hellraiser II). Most of the changes made to the story at script level can be understood perfectly from a visual point of view. It makes for better cinema to have Pinhead speaking with a deep, booming voice, or to have Julia wielding a hammer and being splattered with blood, or even a skinless Frank walking around in his far less clichéd shirt and suit.


  As is to be expected in a work of prose, Barker delves deeper into character backgrounds and motivations. We learn exactly how Frank came to be in possession of the box, for instance. While smuggling heroin in Düsseldorf he’d come across the legend again, which led him to a German called Kircher, who in turn could get him the box. “The price? Small favors, here and there. Nothing exceptional. Frank did the favors, washed his hands, and claimed his payment.”24 Not only that, Frank’s experiences after he has opened the box are much more internalized. We’re given passages about how the Cenobites heighten his senses: his touch, sight, sound, everything magnified to make the best use of his suffering. “It seemed he could suddenly feel the collision of the dust motes with his skin. Every drawn breath chafed his lips; every blink, his eyes. Bile burned the back of his throat, and a morsel of yesterday’s beef that had lodged between his teeth sent spasms through his system as it exuded a droplet of gravy upon his tongue.”25 And, of course, his true feelings about Julia are made more explicit: “He remembered her as a trite, preening woman, whose upbringing had curbed her capacity for passion.”26 We even find out more about Julia’s victims, something which had to be achieved with the shorthand of dress and dialogue in the film.


  The basic story line remains the same from The Hellbound Heart to Hellraiser, however, and regardless of the fact that Barker claims he never wrote it with a movie in mind, the novella has a very resolute three-act structure. It is set in a limitedeven claustrophobichandful of locations, with the ordinary house on Lodovico Street playing host to much of the gruesome action. And there is only a quartet of characters at the very kernel of the story: Rory, Julia, Frank and Kirsty. Whether he did it consciously or not, in The Hellbound Heart Barker fashioned the ideal template for a low-budget horror movie. Now all he needed was a way to get that movie made.


  At first, Barker thought about shooting the project with his friends on Super 8 or 16mm. Then, by chance, he was introduced to Christopher Figg through an old Dog Company friend, Oliver Parker. Figg, an assistant director on pictures such as The Dresser (Peter Yates, 1983) and A Passage to India (David Lean, 1984), was now interested in producing a horror film. Still very inexperienced, Figg joined forces with Barker and they were given some start-up money by Oliver’s brother. Next they put together a package containing a number of Barker’s conceptual drawings and a draft version of the script. Armed with these they flew out to L.A. to find backers. New World Pictures, founded by B-movie director Roger Corman (famous for his Poe adaptations in the 1960s) offered them a $4.2 million budget; not an inconsiderable amount for a first time director with hardly any footage under his belt. Suddenly Hellraiser was about to become a reality.


  Work began gathering cast and crew, and with the help of his fellow producers, David Saunders and Christopher Webster, Figg assembled a technical dream team for Barker. To start with, there was the director of photography, Robin Vidgeon, with twenty years of experience. Vidgeon had worked as an assistant cameraman on films like Rollerball (Norman Jewison, 1975) and Raiders of the Lost Ark (Steven Spielberg, 1981), and, like Barker, was a fan of the Italian horror films of Dario Argento. This explains why some of the lighting set-ups very closely resemble scenes from Suspiria (1977) and Inferno (1980).


  Then came production designer Mike Buchanan, responsible for the film’s décor and set construction. He secured the location house in the suburban district of Dollis Hill, North London, where most of the filming would occur (it was rumored someone had gassed themselves in the garage) and the stage at Cricklewood’s Production Villageonly a few minutes awaywhich would double for the opening bazaar and attic room. In charge of special effects were Bob Keen, Geoff Portass and Image Animation. Keen came fresh from triumphs on such movies as Return of the Jedi (Richard Marquand, 1983) and Highlander (Russell Mulcahy, 1986), although it was his first time as effects supervisor.


  In terms of casting (with the aid of casting director Sheila Trezise), young German-born actor Sean Chapman was chosen to play the part of Frank Cotton. Chapman had made his screen debut in Leidenschaftliche Blümchen (André Farwagi, 1978) and Scum (Alan Clarke, 1979) and landed TV work in the aborted Dr. Who spin-off, K-9 and Company (1981), before appearing in the ill-fated Underworld. His look was totally right: dark, brooding and charming. And his initiation into the world of Hellraiser was to hang upside down from chains for a test shoot until he threw up, footage of which was used in the flashback sequence where skinless Frank recounts his tale.


  Meanwhile, British actress Clare Higgins came on board as Julia, having had a little experience of wayward women roles playing parts like Stella in A Streetcar Named Desire onstage. Higgins had also carved a name for herself in various BBC television serialsPride and Prejudice (1979), The Citadel (1983)and debuted on the big screen in Hugh Brody’s feature film 1919 (1985). The attraction for her was plain: “I’ve done all the nice parts, but I love playing Julia because she’s so evil. There’s a great range to the part: I go from being bored and domestic to being absolutely vile....”27


  Fresh-faced American actress Ashley Laurence became involved with the film after she got a phone call from a friend who was PA-ing at New World, and who was also in her teenage drama workshop. Barker and Figg had auditioned a number of actresses for the role of Kirsty, but couldn’t find one they wanted. So when they traveled from New York to Los Angeles, Laurence had a chance to impress them. Recalling her first encounter with Barker, Laurence says: “I didn’t know what the script was about. I didn’t know anything. I met him [Clive Barker] and he was really enthusiastic and he was really communicative, and he said to me, ‘Okay, your Uncle Frank is in your father’s skin and he wants to kill you and have sex with you. Tell me how you feel about that.’”28


  Barker, too, has warm memories of Laurence’s audition, claiming she could outscream Fay Wray,29 and didn’t mind looking grimy. It also helped that she resembled Jessica Harper, star of Argento’s Suspiria, who also spent much of that movie in a state of perpetual disarray. Moreover, both Barker and Figg recognized a feistiness about the cinematic newcomer, something that would translate well in her scenes with Frank, Julia and the Cenobites. Here was someone who, unlike her literary counterpart, would fight back, who would carry on the tradition of the tough female heroine from horror films of the late ’70s and early ’80s, typified by Sigourney Weaver’s Ripley.


  The most famous member of the cast, and a real coup for the production, was well-known U.S. actor Andrew Robinson. In the two years before Hellraiser, audiences had seen him starring alongside Cher in the moving film Mask (Peter Bogdanovich, 1985), and opposite Sylvester Stallone in the action movie Cobra (George P. Cosmatos, 1986). But he was probably still best known at that time for his debut role in Dirty Harry (Don Siegel, 1971) as the lunatic rifleman Scorpio. Robinson took a huge gamble flying over to star in this film; not only was it in the horror genre, with everything that implied, it was also being directed by a novice. Fortunately, after reading the script he was very impressed and liked the idea of being able to play both the mild-mannered Larry and his demented brother Frank.


  His presence added extra credibility to what was already becoming much more than the average shocker, and he improvised some classic moments in the film (Frank readjusting his eye; his last line, the shortest verse in the Bible: “Jesus wept”). Speaking about the film as part of an electronic press kit for New World, Robinson said, “I think the movie is unique within the genre. I think the images, especially the images of horror, are unlike anything anybody has seen. I think it’ll be a bizarrely fascinating film. There’s no middle ground. They [the audience] will either loathe it or go out of their minds about it. But at least they’ll have a reaction to it.”30


  When it came to roles for the Cenobites, the director selected actors who were closer to him. Bedfordshire born Simon Bamford had been attending North London’s Mountview Theatre School when he met Barker for the first time: “I met Clive through a friend of mine who I was sharing a house with at the time. Clive was doing one of his horror plays and this friend was making some specialist props for him. That’s how I got introduced to him. We became good friends and then he asked me to join his company.”31 He played with the Dog Company for about a year and a half before they disbanded, and then went on to do other theater work. He rang up out of the blue to see what Barker was working on and it just so happened that his call coincided with this project. Barker told Bamford about Hellraiser and offered him the Butterball role there and then.


  Nicholas Vince was also a Mountview student and used to live around the corner from Barker, who saw the actor in some of his drama school shows and liked his performances. “He and I met up at a party over a cup of coffee and said, ‘We must work together sometime.’ And it took us six years!”32 That turned out to be as the Chatterer Cenobite. For the Female Cenobite, Barker enrolled his cousin, Grace Kirby, whose only previous film role had been as a French teacher in Heavenly Pursuits (Charles Gormley, 1985).


  But when it came to the part of Lead Cenobite, Barker turned to his old school friend and a Dog Company player, Doug Bradley, although he gave him the option of playing one of the removal men with the mattress. “It seems odd to me now, but I very nearly settled for the latter. This was going to be my first movie, so why would I want to be buried in latex? Who would be any the wiser? Much better to make the briefest of appearances and be seen.”33 After much deliberation, and assuming he’d drawn the short straw, Bradley plumped for the Cenobite and let Oliver Parker have the other part.


  The requirements for skinless Frank were a little more exact. They needed an actor who was thin enough to wear the muscle-coated bodysuit. Step forward Oliver Smith, who had starred in the Jesus of Nazareth miniseries (1977). As with the Cenobite roles, the actor also had to be comfortable spending up to six hours in make-up getting ready before the cameras even started rolling: “The main body was prefabricated around my form, so I got into that for each morning’s work. So the head was done bit by bit each morning.... Bob Keen and Cliff Wallace [the personal creator] whacked on several sections of thin rubber. It was a grueling process, glue and gunge.”34 And those cameras actually began rolling towards the end of 1986 when Hellraiser was made over a nine to ten week period (seven weeks initially, extended by New World), under Barker’s tongue-in-cheek alternative title Sadomasochists from Beyond the Grave.35


  Most of the cast remember the shoot with affection, especially Barker. Speaking about it in the introduction of The Hellraiser Chronicles, he comments: “I think back to the making of Hellraiser with unalloyed fondness.... The cast treated my ineptitudes kindly, and the crew were no less forgiving.”36 It was certainly a steep learning curve for someone who admitted that when he first started out he “didn’t know the difference between a 10-millmeter lens and a 35-millimeter lens. If you’d shown me a plate of spaghetti and said that was a lens, I might have believed you.”37 Luckily, as he remarks, the cast and crew were supportive, and showing his efforts to the producers was a major incentive to get things right.


  On a set visit, Tim Pulleine of Films and Filming had this to report about the director firsthand.


  
    Certainly Barker, affable and unassuming behind his designer stubble, seems very much at ease on the set as he rehearses and blocks out part of a scene between Oliver Smith and one of his intended victims. “Keep squirting to the last minute,” he cheerfully adjures the make-up man who has been spraying a glistening substance onto Smith’s cranium to make him look more awful than ever.38

  


  Undoubtedly, the fact that cast and crew were all living in close proximity to each other, some in the location house itself, gave the shoot a communal feel that harked back to the days of the Dog Company. Perhaps this accounts for why Barker relaxed into his stride so quickly. He knew how to deal with actors, he knew how to tell stories visually; all that was lacking was the technical expertise, which he picked up as the production progressed.
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  Original Frank make-up reference head (courtesy Phil and Sarah Stokes of the Revelations Web site www.clivebarker.info).



  Most crucially there was this underlying ethos to spur him on: “The force of imagination behind these things is finally more important, I believe, than knowing the rules, because somebody else will help you with the rules. That’s what technicians are there for, to say no, no, you can’t possibly do that, it’ll be out of focus. And that’s fineyou learn as you go along.”39


  Obviously, no production is all plain sailing, particularly a first time one. Bradley had trouble hitting his marks the first time in make-up because he couldn’t see through his black contact lenses, and he was also frightened of tripping over Pinhead’s skirts. He had a difficult moment on a wooden support that was being raised into the air above Kirsty, and tumbled off. There were reports of some tension between Robinson and Barker over how to play certain scenes, possibly not helped by the new director finding his feet,40 so much so that Barker described his job as being 50 percent diplomat. They had to rush a shoot in a Chinese restaurant between Kirsty and Larry because the man who was supposed to let them in was late, the consequence of which is one of the flattest scenes in the whole film. The Engineer creature, that Barker actually spent evenings with the special effects team helping to construct, proved cumbersome to maneuverin fact, if you watch the scene closely where it runs down the hallway, you can see the men operating it and pushing it from behind. Additionally, there was little time and money to effectively destroy the house for the denouement. Handfuls of dust and a few bits of wood falling from the roof have to stand in for this. But, taking everything into consideration, it was a much easier shoot than some (The Exorcist comes to mind). There was also nothing like the misfortune that would plague Barker on his next movie as director (see Chapter 11).
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  Clive Barker on set (photograph credit Tom Collins).



  When filming wrapped, the editors proved no less considerate: Richard Marden, who had worked with John Schlesinger and David Lean, and an uncredited Tony Randel. Marden, who started out in the business as sound editor on The Vicious Circle in 1957 (Gerald Thomas) and was responsible for editing such diverse films as Bedazzled (Stanley Donen, 1967) and Half Moon Street (Bob Swaim, 1986), was apparently the “soul of tact” when Barker sat in on the process.


  Finally, the importance of Christopher Young’s music cannot be underestimated. Barker originally wanted the electronic band “Coil” because he claimed their music made his “bowels churn,” although unit publicist Stephen Jones tactfully suggested that cinema management might prefer it if he said “spine chill” instead.41 However, the idea was rejected by New World and it was actually Randel who brought New Jersey native Young into the Hellraiser stable. No stranger to working in the science fiction and horror fields, Young had provided the music for movies like Godzilla (Koji Hashimoto and R.J. Kizer, 1985) and A Nightmare on Elm Street Part 2: Freddy’s Revenge (Jack Sholder, 1985). Strangely, his compositions would mark Hellraiser out as distinct from such fare, in particular the slasher flicks of the Nightmare series, which was into its third installment by 1987. From the very opening bars of the movie the majestic signature tune speaks of deadly elegance, a much more classy horror film. And who can imagine Frank’s resurrection sequence without the celebratory waltz?
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  Hellraiser soundtrack by Christopher Young (cover courtesy Silva Screen).



  Barker has said in retrospect about the musician, “In a sense he made a larger mark on the movie than practically anyone else associated with it, because his score elevates the picture with its scale, majesty, complexity and emotional richness. Chris is an old style composer, and a little crazy I thinkand he’d probably admit to that. An extraordinary talent.”42 High praise, but then Young did give the director a crash course on spotting and scoring, continuing his involvement in the project at every level. Barker even pitched in with the people at New World’s publicity, marketing and distribution departmentsunaware as he was at that time of the significance of a really excellent marketing campaign (it can make or break the picture, as he discovered later in his career). From the beginning, Barker was the driving force behind this project. And he was there right at the end when, upon its general release, Hellraiser recouped its production costs in just three days.


  2


  OPENING THE BOX


  Deals with the Devil


  
    Faustus, ah Faustus! Poetry, perversity, farce and damnation! What more could I ask for? I adored its rapid changes of tone, its sheer theatricality.

  


  
    Clive Barker, “Keeping Company with Cannibal Witches,” Daily Telegraph, January 6, 1990.

  


  As befits a story based around the Faustian myth, the overriding theme of Hellraiser is the bargain, or pact. The tale originates from fifteenth and sixteenth century Germany where a Dr. Georgius Faust of Helmstadt encouraged the rumor that he had sold his soul to the devil in exchange for magical powers. This was transcribed as Historia von Johann Fausten (1587), and translated into English as The Historie of the Damnable Life, and Deserved Death of Doctor John Faustus. Around the same time, Christopher Marlowe reworked the story as The Tragical History of the Life and Death of Doctor Faustus, in which a scholar trades his soul to the demon Mephistopheles for knowledge and is sucked into the pits of Hell. In Barker’s own words, “It tells of a shaman who touches an inner darknessa forbidden place that promises dangerous knowledgeand is snatched off by the very forces he’s hoped to control.”1 But in Johann Wolfgang Goethe’s nineteenth century verse drama, Faust, the main protagonist escapes his damnation by cheating the demon Mephisto. Hellraiser’s story of Frank Cotton and the Cenobites, therefore, is a skilful conjunction of the last two. Although, this being Barker, there is no escape for long.


  The very first scene depicts a deal in the process of being struck. Frank is asked, “What’s your pleasure?” by the merchant. The pleasure Frank seeks is not magical powers or knowledge, but the ultimate in sexual and hedonistic experiences. Frank is the quintessential thrill-seeker who has been constantly searching his whole life for something “more.” The small ivory ornament of a man and woman coupling and the photographs he leaves behind all point to his particular weakness for pleasures of the flesh. Unfortunately, “It’s never enough.” And his brother’s line about Frank never being one to kick cash out of bed denotes that he has always been willing to pay for his enjoyment. Later, Frank confesses to Julia, “I thought I’d gone to the limits. I hadn’t. The Cenobites gave me an experience beyond limits. Pain and pleasure, indivisible.” Frank strikes a deal for the box, hands over his cash, expecting his version of pure pleasure. It isn’t until later that he discovers not everyone’s idea of “pleasures of the flesh” are the same.


  Desire and gratification are at the heart of the next deal we see, too; indeed, they intertwine with this theme throughout the film. In the attic flashback scene where Julia remembers her own sexual brush with Frank, two critical bargains are made. Just before they make love, Julia asks Frank, “What about Larry?” to which he replies, “Forget him.” This is the price she must pay for his favors. Incidentally, it must be pointed out here that the sex scene in the finished movie isn’t the original one Barker scripted and filmed. In this version, the act is longer and much more passionate, as this screenplay extract shows:


  
    Their love-making is not straight-forward: there is an element of erotic perversity in the way FRANK licks at her face, almost like an animal, his hold too tight to be loving. The sequence escalates into a series of strange details from their locked bodies. Nails digging into palms; sweat rivulets running down their torsos. And once in a while we see their faces. JULIA watching FRANK, mesmerized and amused by his intensity.2

  


  Barker wanted there to be no doubt in the viewers’ minds that she’d never experienced anything like this before; so intense it has stayed with her all these years. Interestingly, though, it was New World who forced the director to cut back on the sex and introduce the switchblade elementwhere Frank cuts the strap of Julia’s chemise. “I lost the situation I’d written,” explained Barker in a later interview, “which was they fuck like crazy. I wanted to motivate her with this incredibly raunchy sex scene, they said, ‘sorry, we simply can’t use this material because you can’t mix sex with violence’.... I could only hint at that.”3 The idea was that Julia feels excited and alive rather than in dangerthis is no rapeand that’s an important distinction when it comes to the second bargain the lovers make.
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  Julia and Frank. Hellraiser still (photograph credit: Tom Collins).



  After the deed is done and he is about to walk away, she implores him: “Please, I’ll do anything you want.” This bargaining chip doesn’t work the first time, but Frank will hold her to the promise when he is the one who needs her. Essentially, he uses her longing to make good his escape and swindle the demons. The deal is simple: in exchange for luring and killing men to feed him, Frank will stay with Julia this time, or so he has her believe. If she’d felt overtly threatened the first time they’d met, there would be no way she’d want to bring Frank back.


  A scene was actually shot of Julia and Larry’s wedding, which would have illustrated a further pact. Barker chose not to include this in the finished cut of the movie (it actually turns up in Hellbound), perhaps for running time purposes or because it was already quite obvious that the deal Julia made with Frank was always of greater import. The symbolism of Frank and Julia having sex atop her wedding dress, Julia’s fist crushing the material, and her flashback occurring just as Larry is hauling the matrimonial bed up the stairs, is enough. It makes a mockery of the legal and religious contract between Larry and his wife. Regardless of this, it would have presented a nice contrast to later parallel scenes where Julia and Frank exchange twisted wedding vows. In the first of these Frank asks if she’ll spill more blood for him and Julia replies, “I will.” In the next, Frank swears to Julia, “We belong to each other now. For better, for worse. Like love, only real.” Theirs is the only wedding that counts in Hellraisera warped bonding of a skinless man and a murderess. But just as pleasure and pain are indivisible for the Cenobites, so, too, are love and desire for Julia and Frank. This is something Frank substantiates when he kills Julia at the end. “Nothing personal, babe,” he sneers.


  Cracks are apparent, though, in Larry and Julia’s union from the second they open the door to the house on Lodovico Street. Barker highlights this in the screenplay.


  
    We see the pair on the doorstep. LARRY is an American in his early forties, an attractive man who has lost his edge in recent years. He looks harassed; he smirks too much. A little, but significant, corner of him is utterly defeated. JULIA, his wife, is English: and looks perhaps ten years his junior. She is beautiful, but her face betrays a barely buried unhappiness. Life has disappointed her, too, of late: and LARRY has been a major part of their disappointment.4

  


  Thanks to the adroit acting of Robinson and Higgins, this is conveyed to the viewer. When Larry mentions the difficulties they had in Brooklyn and states unconvincingly, “We can make it work here,” it only confirms our suspicions. And when Julia agrees to Larry’s “So?” with a “Why not?” we realize that instead of strengthening their covenant they are heading for its complete dissolution. Furthermore, because Julia has stolen a picture of Frank we also know that he will be the principal cause of this annulment. Her powerful attraction to Frank means that any deal they made will always have priority, though both deals have serious repercussions. Her pact with Larry has left her trapped in a loveless marriage. Her pact with Frank might lead to transient sexual fulfillment, but it also forces her to kill and initiates her own death.


  An unfilmed scene from the novella has a bleeding Julia wearing her wedding dress at the end, further emphasizing the hideous mistakes she has made and her wish to turn back the clock:


  
    And there, in the middle of this domestic wasteland, sat a bride. By some extraordinary act of will, Julia had managed to put her wedding dress on, and secure her veil upon her head. Now she sat in the dirt, the dress besmirched. But she looked radiant nevertheless; more beautiful, indeed, for the fact of the ruin that surrounded her.5

  


  More hopeful is the alliance between Kirsty and her new boyfriend, Steve (played by Robert Hines). The pair meet at her father’s housewarming dinner party and we sense immediately the first blossoming of young love. The eye contact and laughter is genuine, as opposed to Julia’s false smiles when placating Larry or luring her male victims to the house. There is a hint of sex when Steve wants to pour more wine and Kirsty insists she won’t be able to stand up. “So lie down,” says Steve with a grin. But compared with the animal passions of Julia and Frank this is all very tame, and when the couple kiss for the first time in the underpass we definitely feel there is potential for a real relationship. However, this shot then pulls back and dissolves to a scene with Larry and Julia in beda cynical extrapolation of how the romance might culminate. Barker himself has wickedly said of this, “We cut to Julia and Larry and what marriage actually is: someone lying snoring and farting on one side of the bed while the other one has a good smoke and curses the moment they ever got married.”6


  We can’t help but contrast this with a more innocent, or naïve, pre-wedding Julia. “I’m very happy,” she affirms, talking about her impending nuptials, and it seems as if she really means it. What would have happened if Frank hadn’t come along is certainly cause for speculation. Would she have been a different person without his corrupting influence? Even though she denies any feelings for Larry, she still initially resists the idea of killing him for his skin.


  There are signs that Kirsty and Steve’s association could last, nonetheless. They don’t yet share a bed, for one thing; when they wake from a nightmare about Larry dying, they are shown in two single beds. Steve comes to visit her at the pet store where she is working, and worries when he can’t find her at the hospital, enough to follow her to Lodovico Street. Here he attempts to rescue Kirsty, although it is she who ends up rescuing him. To all intents and purposes the dynamics of the relationship switch after their first date. Steve is the one who initiates the kiss after the party, but at the end Kirsty is definitely the one in control. There is a danger here that Steve might become just as weak and ineffectual as Larry, but it does at least suggest that Kirsty will not be forced into any deals like the one Julia makes with Frank. She has a mind of her own and is strong enough to use it; she won’t be manipulated by anyoneapart, perhaps, from her father, for reasons we will come to later.


  One last thing to mention about the relationships between these couples is the significance of the kisses traded. Of them all, only Kirsty and Steve’s is genuine and seals what could potentially be a good partnership. But, as in Salome, the rest mark betrayal, deception, or even impending death. We do not see Frank and Julia kiss at all until the very end, and this is only so Frank can feed himself. The kiss Julia gives Larry is to distract him from investigating the Damp Room, then she shuns his attentions. And the one she shares with her first victim, angrily instigated by him and over in seconds, signals that his end is not far away.


  The final pacts to be made involve Kirsty. Inadvertently, she opens the puzzle box in the hospital, thus unconsciously striking the same deal Frank made at the start. The Cenobites are summoned and verify what she has done. “The box. You opened it. We came,” says their leader. It doesn’t matter that she has done this in ignorance; her curiosity was the catalyst, just as Frank’s desire was his undoing. When Kirsty tells them to “Go to Hell!” the female Cenobite confirms her worst fears: “We can’t. Not alone.” The box has been opened and Kirsty must live up to her end of the bargain. Swiftly, she counters this with a deal of her own, offering them something they crave even more than her: Frank. The lead Cenobite barters from a position of weakness now, in spite of his apparent dominance of the situation. He argues that no one has ever escaped them, but all evidence points to the contrary. We have seen Frank, he has escaped them. The lead Cenobite is forced to contradict himself seconds later, then reluctantly agrees to this new bargain. But they also close their end of the deal with a threat. If Kirsty deceives them they will tear her soul apart!


  Just like the pact between Julia and Frank, this one is wholly unstableand it is the Cenobites who ultimately double-cross Kirsty. She fulfils her promise and delivers Frank, but that is not enough. They want to take Kirsty back as well, their hunger for her just as great as Frank’s for survival or Julia’s lust. As a result, Kirsty is perfectly within her rights to send them back. They have the one soul as agreed, and so the puzzle box now complies.


  Cotton Family Values


  The second major theme running through Hellraiser is that of the family, or, more correctly, an undermining of the traditional family unit. Hellraiser was by no means the first horror movie to do this, and we can trace the concept back to genre films of the 1960s and ’70s. In earlier U.S. and UK horror films the moral supremacy of the nuclear family and all it stood for tended to be asserted. Heterosexual couples and stable family units fought against threats from the outside, like the overtly supernatural vampire, mummy or werewolf. This can be seen in the Universal and RKO movies of the ’30s and ’40s, and also in certain Hammer productions from the 1950s. By this time, though, American horror films were also considering the danger from within, fueled largely by the fear of communism, classic examples being Invaders from Mars (William Cameron Menzies, 1953) and Invasion of the Body Snatchers (Don Siegel, 1956). Hitchcock’s Psycho (1960) completely internalized the threat, fixing the attention firmly on the mother-son relationship and its effect on Norman Bates (Anthony Perkins). As we’ve already seen, Psycho was the first adult horror film Clive Barker ever saw and it had a huge impact on him.


  Other U.S. horror movies that challenged the family’s stabilizing role included Rosemary’s Baby (Roman Polanski, 1968) and Night of the Living Dead, while The Texas Chainsaw Massacre (Tobe Hooper, 1974) remains the epitome of dysfunctional family life: a cannibalistic clan who butcher and eat passersby. Similarly, the stalk and slash films of the late ’70s and ’80s depicted killers who had uneven upbringings: Jason from the Friday the 13thseries had a psychotic mother, Michael Myers from Halloween (John Carpenter, 1978) was put in a secure psychiatric facility when he was young for killing his sister. Or else they targeted weak families, as Freddy Krueger does in Nightmare on Elm Street (Wes Craven, 1984). For a British equivalent, one could go back to Michael Powell’s Peeping Tom (1960), in which a father’s experiments on his son turn him into a voyeuristic murderer.


  Because of the commercial sense of casting American and British actors, and thanks to Barker’s broad international outlook, Hellraiser could claim a lineage to both U.K. and U.S. “family horror” films. But, at its very core, it is a British film with a British writer/director. If anything, the film’s bland domestic setting, the suburban environment against which such an extraordinary story plays out, has its origins in the black and white Kitchen Sink or British New Wave dramas of the late 1950s and 1960s, typified by films like Look Back in Anger (Tony Richardson, 1958) and A Taste of Honey (Tony Richardson, 1961)a realism which helps immensely when it comes to suspension of disbelief. At the very least, the saga of the Cottons, on one level, is pure British soap opera in the Eastenders mold.


  But there is a massive difference. Hellraiser scratched beneath the veneer, in much the same way David Lynch did with small town America in Blue Velvet (1986). Barker’s film is a metaphor for what really goes on behind the net curtains in certain British households, and not just because of its S&M overtones. This concentration on verisimilitude, on human and family situations, could also be the reason Hellraiser has been dubbed “Ibsen with monsters.”7


  The relationships between family members are key to the understanding of Hellraiser and how it subverts conventional roles. The four primary characters are all introduced to us by way of their position in this family. Julia and Larry are man and wife; Kirsty is Larry’s daughter and Julia’s stepdaughter (we discover the real matriarch has passed away when the removal men comment that Kirsty has her mother’s looks. “Her mother’s dead,” snaps Larry), while Frank is the black sheep brother and Kirsty’s uncle. As a primary player in this story, Frank states his affiliation every time he encounters a new character. “I’m Frank,” he tells Julia when he turns up just before the wedding, “Brother Frank.” Later, when Kirsty comes across him in the attic, he says: “Kirsty, it’s Frank. It’s Uncle Frank.”


  Barker then deliberately contorts the roles so that they often result in uncomfortable and disturbing viewing. Julia is Larry’s wife, yet there are times when she acts more like his mother. When he cuts his hand he seeks Julia out. “You know me and blood,” he says, looking like he’s about to faint. Julia immediately adopts the position of caring parent, holding his arm up, preparing to rush him to the hospital and comforting him by saying, “It’s all right.” Here is another reason their marriage is on a collision course for disaster. In true Greek tragedy form, Larry is fulfilling some subconscious Oedipal desire to sleep with his mother (or a figure who represents his mother). But this situation is fundamentally wrong and Julia knows it. As stated earlier, she uses her sexuality to divert Larry when he is about to investigate the attic room, but cannot go through with the act itself: for one thing her real lover is watching close by.


  Conversely, there are moments when Julia becomes the child and Larry the parent, the most obvious example being when he thinks she is ill, after she has committed the first murder, though this could just as easily translate as subservience. His throwaway joke of, “Wanna cookie, little girl?” is disquieting, especially when one scrutinizes his relationship with Kirsty in more detail.


  Kirsty is introduced via a telephone conversation with her father, and the contrast between his body language with Julia and now is incredibly revealing. Larry’s face lights up; there is pure delight in his voice. Kirsty, not Julia, is the great love of his life. When she arrives to help them move in, the kiss they share is full on the lips, not a general peck on the cheek: there is not a hint of betrayal here. Larry’s jealousy of Steve is apparent at the dinner party, and then the pair have an intimate Chinese meal together to discuss Julia. It is evident that the affection he has for Kirsty is mutual. Kirsty has a severe Elektra complex (the female version of Oedipus) when it comes to her father. Her dislike of Julia stems from this love, tinged with jealousy itself. Kirsty’s own body language is responsive in the scenes she shares with Larry, and she phones him in the middle of the night just to check that he is unharmed.


  The original character of Kirsty from Barker’s novella is a friend who adores Rory/Larry. Barker might have altered the character’s relationship to Larryat New World’s suggestion, it should be stressedbut he was still writing and directing it from that standpoint, which is where the incestuous overtones creep in. The genuine feeling of love and adoration the original character of Kirsty had for Rory/Larry remains. This is not to imply that anything sexual has occurred or ever would occur between them. Theirs is a different kind of love, with Larry transferring his devotion for his late wife onto Kirsty, while Kirsty is happy to play the archetypal Freudian Daddy’s Girl.


  In stark contrast, Frank’s blatantly lustful feelings for Kirsty are all too evident from their first rendezvous. After establishing he is Uncle Frank, he comments about how beautiful she’s grown. Their clinch is akin to a rape stance. Frank pins her against the wall and growls, “Some things have to be endured. And that’s what makes the pleasure so sweet.” Yes, he is referring to his time with the Cenobites, but also of the forbidden delight the pair of them could experience if only she’d stop struggling. Near the end, he stalks Kirsty through the house, holding up that most transparent of phallic symbols from many a slasher film: the knife. His aim? Penetration. For Frank, as we have seen, there is no difference between love and desire. What he sees when he looks at Kirsty is not his niece, but another potential sexual conquest.


  

  [image: ]


  Come to Daddy. Uncle Frank as sculpted by Ian Frost (courtesy Ian Frost).



  The fascinating thing is Frank’s use of the phrase, “Come to Daddy.” This not only foreshadows Frank’s “borrowing” of his brother’s skin, providing a clue to his real identity, it also suggests that some part of him actually wants what Larry has: Julia as his partner, Kirsty as his daughter. In one scene Frank, Julia and Kirsty create the three corners of a dysfunctional family triangle, literally, in long shot. “Stay with us,” says Frank. “We can all be happy here.... Come to Daddy.” In this family unit, Kirsty would experience not the deep platonic love she shared with her father, but a more physical level of incestuous love. Little wonder she declines his offer.


  Julia’s relationship with Kirsty is also intriguing. She is the archetypal evil stepmother from fairy-tale lore, and this is referenced in Hellbound: Hellraiser II, where Julia says, “They didn’t tell you, did they? They changed the rules of the fairy tale. I’m no longer just the wicked stepmother. Now I’m the Evil Queen.” Kirsty resents Julia for taking her own place as the woman of the household, but if we look at it from the other angle Julia has more than just one reason to hate Kirsty. She is her love rival not only for Larry’s affectionswhich she insists she doesn’t require anywaybut also Frank’s. Both men are attracted to Kirsty in different ways, and Julia can’t help but be resentful of her younger, apparently more attractive, adversary.


  Anyone outside of this “family unit” isn’t utilized much in Hellraiser. This explains why Steve, as an outsider, is allowed to participate only in the very last sequence of the film. Even then he is virtually relegated to the role of spectator while Kirsty battles it out with the Engineer. Equally, the Cenobites, regardless of their undeniable screen presence, appear only very briefly, although it could be argued that they form a family unit of their own, with the lead Cenobite as father, Female Cenobite as mother, and Chatterer and Butterball as the two siblingsmirroring Frank and Larry.


  Secrets and Masks


  Another important motif in the film is that of masks. Gary Hoppenstand notes in his essay “The Secret Self” that Barker’s characters often hide their true natures: Mamoulian from The Damnation Game might appear to be all powerful, but his use of these supernatural abilities is simply a smokescreen for who he really is, weak and vulnerable; the central hero Boone from Cabal (and Nightbreed) has a dark, bloodthirsty side, which forces him to hide away and seek the town of Midianyet he is also in his heart a leader; the ape in “New Murders in the Rue Morgue” pretends to be human,8 a homage to Poe, one of Barker’s favorite authors as he was growing up. Barker has expressed a particular admiration for the stories The Fall of the House of Usher (1839), about another fated family cursed by evil, and The Masque of Red Death (1842), where a deadly plague disguised as one of the guests at a masquerade ball infiltrates a sealed off Abbey:


  
    The mask which concealed the visage was made so nearly to resemble the countenance of a stiffened corpse that the closest scrutiny must have had difficulty in detecting the cheat. And yet all this might have been endured, if not approved, by the mad revelers around. But the mummer had gone so far as to assume the type of the Red Death. His vesture was dabbled in bloodand his broad brow, with all the features of the face, was besprinkled with the scarlet horror.9

  


  Just as the Red Death did, most of the characters in Hellraiser wear masks, too. Sometimes they are corporeal, other times less so. Frank’s face is stripped from him at the beginning; in fact, it becomes a puzzle in itself that the lead Cenobite has to put together. When he returns without his skin, Frank takes the drastic measure of stealing his brother’s face. This he uses to deceive Kirsty, gain her trust, and play out the role of her father, albeit briefly. He also fools the Cenobites, who must hear from his own lips that he is Frank. When he confesses, they strip this second mask away from him accordingly.


  The mask Julia wears at the beginning is the face of a happily married woman. She wears another mask when she preys on her female victims, sexually alluring and available, with sunglasses to cover her eyes. The more she kills, the more she turns into a Lady Macbeth figure who can wash the blood off her hands but carries the mark of it nonetheless. Julia is able to conceal these crimes from her husband behind a façade of innocence, but her half-smile as she remembers the murders betrays her.


  Larry wears the mask of a man who fundamentally believesor should that be hopes?Julia still loves him, but has his doubts. His nice guy act also cloaks a subconscious undercurrent of rampant emotion which he can release only by watching boxing on television. He would love to be in the ring himself, but unlike his brother he has repressed these feelings to the point where he is a pale shadow of a man. The scene between Larry and Julia when they are watching the boxing match is therefore laced with ironic black comedy. When Larry comments that she used to hate this kind of thing and asks if it’s upsetting her, Julia replies coolly, “I’ve seen worse.” Both are hiding their secret selves from each other, but, in fine theatrical tradition, Barker has revealed them to the audience for their fullest effect.


  Kirsty barely disguises her feelings about Julia, so her one true mask is that of vulnerability she displays with Steve. She allows him to dominate the relationship at first, hiding, or even subduing, her true fiery naturewhich forces him to become more like her father, and thus more attractive in her eyes. It isn’t long afterwards that her true character surfaces, more in keeping with a horror heroine who doesn’t need a man to fight on her behalf.


  Lastly, the box and its keeper wear their own masks. Camouflaged as a trinket, the Lament Configuration is really a doorway to another very dangerous dimension, just as the carpet in Weaveworld (1987), the dream sea Quiddity in The Great and Secret Show (1989) and the lighthouse in Abarat (2002) are portals to other places. Essentially, though, it is more than that. It is Pandora’s Box by any other name.


  There are various versions of the Pandora legend. One Greek version says that Pandora was created by the gods and taken as a wife by the titan Epimetheus. Pandora had a sealed vase, which Epimetheus opened, causing all the troubles, weariness and illnesses of mankind to escape. In a Roman retelling it was Pandora herself who opened the boxbrought by Mercuryand once all the evils had escaped the only thing left inside was hope. In the first, we can exchange Epimetheus for Frank, while in the second, Pandora herself becomes Kirsty. But one thing remains a constant: the disguise of the innocent-looking vessel.


  The keeper in Hellraiser (Frank Baker), who initially appears as a derelict, is also much more than he seems. He goes from being a character who seemingly has no power, except that of unnerving people when he eats bugs or stares at them, to one who obviously has a great deal. At the end, he is the one who retrieves the box from the flames, simultaneously transforming into a winged skeletal creature. Beyond the human flesh, he is obviously a demon himself. Crucially, he is the “person” who returns the box so it can be purchased by the next Frank Cotton who comes along, literally completing the circular narrative. Without him, there would be no Hellraiser story.


  Heaven or Hell


  To conclude, we have the religious aspects of the movie. Though not particularly religious himself, Barker has always said that, “The Bible is a source of inspiration constantly for me and remains a significant source of inspiration ... biblical stories have a kind of ... primal quality to them.”10 This has been especially true when constructing his own mythologies, including Hellraiser’s, as we shall see later on, but also when considering the eternal struggle of good versus evil.


  Filmically, in this respect Hellraiser shares its roots with movies like The Exorcist and The Omen (Richard Donner, 1976), which also address this question through the device of demonic interjection. But the lines between notions of good and evil in Hellraiser are far less distinct. In The Exorcist the evil is quite obviously the demon that has taken control of the child Regan, while at the other end of the scale are the priests attempting to free her soul. Karras may well be losing his faith but there is no question as to his intentions, nor which side he fights on. Likewise, Damien hasindirectlycommitted murders, manipulated events and positioned himself to take over the empire of his “father.” Gregory Peck’s politician Thorn and David Warner’s photographer Jennings may not be the most religious people, but during the course of the film they seek out those who arelike the monks in Italy, or Leo McKern’s Exorcist. The polarization between good and evil, between who should win and who should lose, is extremely clear-cut; and in religious terms it comes down to the simple conflict between God and the Devil.
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  The cover of Clive Barkers Abarat, featuring Barkers own artwork ( HarperCollins and Clive Barker, used by permission).



  At the outset of Hellraiser Kirsty might appear to be on the side of Heaven as she occupies a contrary position to the Cenobites. The first time we see her, she is virtually in soft focus, her face bathed in light like an angel. During the Argentoesque dream sequence, too, with white feathers floating around her, Kirsty resembles the Madonna from a painting by an Italian master. Even her name is Christ-like. Kirsty also wears a white T-shirt throughout the film, in line with the basic iconographic symbolism of color clothing schemes.11 This follows if we also examine Julia’s choice of outfits: she begins with white blouses, then switches to orange, then finally to dark blue, thus reflecting her journey through passion to the dark side.


  However, Kirsty does not adhere to the moral codes of a Heavenly heroine, or even a heroine from previous horror films. Most noticeably, she does not remain virginal. Whether or not anything happened after her kiss with Steve, it is still insinuated that she has slept with him. In slasher films this is usually the grounds for punishment by the killer, as Carol Clover elucidates in her groundbreaking book, Men, Women and Chainsaws. The Final Girl, as she calls the Stalk and Slash heroine, is usually a “spunky enquirer into the terrible place,”12 but never sexually active. Secondly, when Kirsty first arrives at the house on Lodovico Street, she sees statues of saints and Christ on the doorstep, cast out ready for Hell to enter. Her reaction is simply to smile, shrug, and walk in through the door. Such ignorance of the portent leads to terrible heartache later. Perhaps this is why the statue that falls out and scares Kirsty as she is being chased by Frank has to be Christin retaliation for her apathy? But given this, Kirsty still turns her back on the power of faith and uses her own mettle instead.


  There was even a deleted scene where an evangelist spoke to Kirsty directly through the radio to warn her, which would have highlighted her rejection yet further:


  
    INT: KIRSTY’S ROOM. NIGHT

  


  
    Music from the radio: a love song. The radio is badly tuned: the song sounds tinny. It fades, then comes back into focus again. We move around the room, over an unfinished puzzle, left on the bed; over a few pictures of LARRY, set lovingly beside the bed, and finally, onto KIRSTY, who is drying her hair after a shower.

  


  
    The radio channel slips. The radio whines. Then, an evangelist’s voice on the air-waves.

  


  
    EVANGELIST: The Devil is watching you. That’s the message I came here tonight to bring you. The Devil is watching you and he sees the corruption in your hearts. He hears you! He sees you! Every night, every day.

  


  
    KIRSTY has got up now and is trying to change channels, but the controls defeat her. She gets more and more annoyed.

  


  
    KIRSTY: C’mon, damn you. C’mon.

  


  
    EVANGELIST: The Devil knows your soul.

  


  
    KIRSTY: No he doesn’t! Damn thing!

  


  
    Eventually she pulls the back off the radio. The batteries fall out.

  


  
    KIRSTY (to herself): Nice going.

  


  
    Thunder.13

  


  In addition, Kirsty swears, she fights dirty, and to save herself she negotiates with the Cenobites, offering up Frank. Because Frank is such a morally bankrupt character, we can forgive this behavior, but it blurs the line between right and wrong even more. If there hadn’t been a scapegoat around to give the demons, would she have offered up an innocent? Possibly not, but Kirsty’s strong streak of self-preservation is what makes her such a tough heroine in the first place, and her complexity is what makes her an enduring screen champion.
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  Ashley Laurence publicity shot (photograph credit: Tom Collins).



  By the same token, Julia, for all the terrible things she does, has a compassionate sideevidenced by her response to Larry after he cuts himself. The act of kindness can be viewed as pity, of course, for an inferior person, ormore logicallyit can be seen as a natural reaction to anybody in pain. Remember, this is before she has the motivation to kill for “love.” When she first enters the house and climbs the stairs, she, too, sees the statue of Christ on the windowsill. Another warning, this time for her not to go any further, up the stairs and down the road to damnation. But she gives the effigy a cold stare and carries on, and will regret it just as Kirsty does.


  Larry’s religious beliefs are just as indistinct. It’s unclear whether he gets rid of all the religious artifacts simply to please Julia, or for his own benefit. Has the death of his previous wife shaken any faith he might have had in the Lord? He does choose Sunday for them to move in, indicating that he cares little for religious tradition. In The Hellbound Heart it says, “It was the Lord’s Day up this end of the city. Even if the owners of these well-dressed houses and well-pressed children were no longer believers, they still observed the Sabbath.”14 All except Larry and his clan. But perhaps there’s another explanation. A man so apathetic about everything else, his family, pleasing his wife, the state of his marriage, might also be lackluster when it comes to believing in something spiritual.


  Like Julia, Frank is another contradiction in terms. On the surface he’s everything reprehensible and amoral about the human race. Selfish, lecherous and downright vicious: the true villain of the piece. So one has to ask why he allows the religious artifacts to remain in the house while he conducts his transaction with the Cenobites. Is it for protection in case things go horribly wrongin which case, they offer none at all. Or is it because he believed they might well be angelic beings, come to provide him with pleasure: if they are, then they have more in common with the angels from The Forbidden than with any biblical text. Frank realizes all too late that Hell is not the place he thought it would be. By seeking to escape, therefore, he seeks to redeem himself. He is, quite literally, born again. Either that or he’s resurrected, which has the same religious connotations. A shame then that his base nature comes to the fore again as the film progresses. Despite this he still plays the martyr when the Cenobites catch up with him. Strung out with arms wide in a re-creation of the crucifixion, he recites a line from the Bible: “Jesus wept.” It doesn’t save him, just as his victims who called out “Christ!” before their death were shown no mercy.


  It might sound odd, but the Cenobites are even more ambiguous from a religious standpoint. They are demons, true, but not in the typical sense of the word. They do not seek to bring about chaos; rather, theirs is an order of discipline. They have to follow codes insomuch as they can only take back people who have opened the box, generally those who have been searching for them in the first place, with the right frame of mind. As Pinhead says, they are, indeed, “Angels to some, demons to others.” Theirs is a religion in itself, and the Hell they come from contains none of the reported fires or pits; its corridors are gray stone, just like a church or monastery (the very name itself, Cenobite, is derived from the term coe’nobite, which means member of a monastic community). And as actor Doug Bradley recalls, “There was this stuff that was filmed for Hellraiser and I don’t know whether it exists, but it was certainly filmed. Clive ... had us in these little monkish cells with the walls covered in taboo fetishist quasi-religious iconic things, pacing backwards and forwards.”15


  The arrival of the Cenobites in this realm is heralded by the chiming of a bell, similar to the one we hear on the Sunday as Larry and Julia move into Lodovico Street. And when they are gathered together only three are generally shown in a shot at a timeA trinity: a darker Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, with Pinhead’s crown of nails replacing the thorns. Like Kirsty, they are also bathed in light when we see them properly for the first time in the hospital. The Cenobites are not merely evil for evil’s sake, rampant creatures causing devastation and destruction like the monsters from so many B movie horror flicks. They only practice their trade on those who deserve and desire their attentions.




End of sample
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