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up a CFT A award in 1980 and the others 
have received domestic and foreign 
awards and nominations at festival 
screenings. 
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Competence is maybe the single most 
important mainstream quality. We can 
ignore bad acting, mickeymouse effects 
and glaring technical flubs in the ex
treme movies - we're too busy being 
scared to care - but the mainstream au
dience, wired into Hollywood standards, 
demands the gloss of the well-made pic
ture. The Gate has it. In terms of presen
tation there's nothing major-league 
awful here. At worst, it's flat and pOint
less. At best, though , there's nothing 
great, nothing to give any but the least 
experienced viewer a rush of real plea
sure or thrill. 

At best, The Gate is competent. 
Which is about as mainstream as you can 
get. 

Andrew Dowler • 
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I L M R 
Lewis Furey's 

Champagne 
for Two 
and Mort Ransen's 

Sincerely, 
Violet 

A
s the continuing success of Dallas, 
Dynasty and the Harlequin novels 
prove, the public's appetite for love 

is unsatiated, maybe even insatiable. The 
words and images of Love are gobbled 
up by the reading and viewing audience 
as fast as they can be produced. To satisfy 
this voracious appetite, Astral Film En
terprises has brought us Shades of 
Love, a series of eight contemporary ro
mance movies. Shades of Love is an at
tempt to transfer the immensely popular 
romance novel to film. The romance 
novel in question is not the early Harle
quin variety that first comes to mind: in
secure waif initiated into womanhood 
by worldweary man who falls in,J.ove 
with her intoxicating innocence and 
energy, marries her, and takes care of her 
- but one that has adapted to changing 
times. 

The 'new' romance novel, on which 
Shades of Love i~ based, has incorpo
rated into its formula -certain inescapa
ble truths of our society the older one 
avoided: work, gray hairs, sexual experi
ence, stretch marks, failed marriages, 

·etc. However, this is nothing more than 
a facelift . The skeletal plot remains intact 
- they meet, clash, fall in love, separate, 
return to each other, marry and, of 
course, live happily ever after. But it was 
never the plot that attracted readers ex
cept, perhaps, for its familiarity. The ap
peal has always been its language, its 
preoccupation with the heroine and her 
handling of the romantic situation and 
the access it gave to vicariously fall in 
love. 

The language of the romance novel is 
purposefully vague and traditionally vei 
led in an idiom of sensation that allows 
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the reader to actively participate, filling 
in precise detail according to personal 
preference. The final product is as much 
the creation of the reader as it is of the 
writer. 

The most important element of the ro
mance novel is the heroine. And it is in 
her depiction that the facelift is most ob
vious. She is now a fiercely independent 
and successful career woman who, hav
ing already been involved in a disastrous 
relationship, has become a bit of a cynic 
in regards to men and resists involve
ment with them unless she is in full con
trol. The man she eventually falls in love 
with tears down her defences without, 
except superficially, threatening her in
dependence or career. 

The genre continues to favour the 
heroine. Weare allowed access to her 
inner thoughts and frustrations. The 
man, on the other hand, remains a vague 
shadow except when he is with her. He 
develops into a character only through 
having had contact with the heroine. 
However, in spite of the attractively 
modern wrapper, the heroine essentially 
continues unchanged: she is and feels in
complete until the man enters her life ; 
he redefines her existence and gives it 
real meaning; it is he who drives her to 
do her best , and achieve excellence. 
This, however unpalatable, does not de· 
tract from the genre's appeal. Like the 
skeletal plot, its familiarity numbs the 
jar. 

The success of Shades of Love in 
translating the romance novel to film is 
dependent on its ability to make avail
able to the viewer the opportunity to 
participate in the creation of the ro
mance and to be privy to the heroine's 
inner thoughts. 

Shades of Love 's attempt to capture 
the spirit ofthe romance novel is a won
derful success in Champagne for Two 
and a dismal failure in Sincerely, Vio
let_ Champagne for Two is a light, inti
mate and humourous look at what hap
pens to the life of Cody Prescott (Kirsten 
Bishop), a young architect-engineer, 
when she agrees to share her apartment 
with an unexpected house-guest 
(Nicholas Campbell). Champagne for 
Two discloses the romance that devel
ops between Cody and her house-guest 
from the heroine's perspective. The man 
plays a secondary role to the woman's 
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vulnerabilities, fears and feelings which 
are made available to the viewer via her 
confidences to her friend Mollie (Carol 
Ann Francis). Having been allowed entry 
into the heroine's psyche and having 
been given the opportunity to fill in the 
'falling-in-Iove' scenes, the viewer sym
pathises with the heroine when the rela
tionship breaks down and is happy for 
her when she is reunited with the man 
she loves. 

Lewis Furey succeeds in translating 
the veiled and vague quality of the 
genre's language to that of film. He ap
pears to know that the romance novel's 
language is, first and foremost, a lan
guage of sensation that must be inter
preted and not taken too literally. It is 
flesh to its familiar, skeletal plot. It 
foreshadows the plot and is suggestive of 
the sensations the reader should vicari
ously feel as the heroine falls in love. 
Lewis transmutes the foreshadowing 
language of the novel by using its film 
equivalent - the visual cliche. For 
example, at the beginning of the fLlm, 
while Cody is taking a shower, Vince en
ters the apartment without her being 
aware of it. Shots of her in the shower are 
juxtaposed with shots of Vince's gloved 
hand opening the apartment door. She 
soaps herself and Vince (unidentified as 
yet) takes out several knives from the 
kitchen drawer. She rinses herself and he 
revs the electric knife. She dries herself 
and he throws a piece of meat to his dog. 

Furey elicits certain audience expec
tations of the plot which he then humou
ously undercuts. At the same time, and in 
the tradition of the suspense/ horror 
film, he prompts the viewers to partici-. 
pate in the filling in ofthings only hinted 
at by the shots and allowing their imagi
nations to take over. 

Sincerely, Violet fails to capture the 
spirit of the romance novel. It is difficult 
to believe that Elizabeth (Patricia Phil
lips) - a shy retiring history professor 
with a basso profundo, furniture-strok
ing second self, Violet - and the man we 
are told she is in love with (Simon Mac
Corkingdale) are actually in love. There 
is a complete absence of intimacy be
tween them. This may be because 
Elizabeth enters Mark's life fraudulently 
as Violet (an identity made up by her 
friend when Elizabeth is caught trying to 
steal a letter from Mark's study), disap-
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pears from it because she is afraid he 's 
falling in love with her Violet alter-ego 
and not her 'true' self. and reenters his 
life as Elizabeth. TIley only sleep to
gether because Elizabeth reminds Mark 
of Violet. This is romance' 

Ignorant of the purpose of the genre's 
language, Mort Ranson makes the mis
take oftaking it too literally. In o ne scene 
the cliche of a couple dancing to their 
own song, oblivious to the world around 
them, is presented word for word, to the 
viewer as Elizabeth! Violet and Mark 
dancing to a slow song \"hile the o ther 
people on the dance floor move spasti 
cally to an inaudible disco tune. 

Unlike Champagne for Two, which 
gives us access to the hero ine's inner 
thoughts, Sincerely, Violet effectively 
locks us out. Elizabeth is too busy writ
ing a book and would rather no t share 
her thoughts if it means falling behind 
schedule. However, even if Sincerely, 
Violet had given us the oppo rtunity to 
know the heroine's tho ughts and feel 
ings, it is doubtful that any identification 
with Elizabeth would have been possi
ble. Elizabeth is depicted as the retiring 
and shy history professor in some scenes 
and a sensual, femme- fatale in others. 
The two aspects of Elizabeth! Violet are 
never reconciled into a whole and com
plete individual. It is as though the film 
takes as truth the Madonna/whore myth 
that a woman can't be both intelligent 
and seductive. She must either be an 
Elizabeth or a Violet. This depiction of a 
dichotomized woman will be insulting 
to many of the female viewers who see 
themselves neither as pasteurized 
maidens nor as irresistable vamps. 

If Shades of Love doesn't undermine 
the intelligence of its predominantly 
female viewer, as it does in Sincerely, 
Violet, it will be an incredibly successful 
series. Few can resist a warm invitation 
to fall in love, at regular interYals. in the 
privacy of one's home. And without hav
ing to worry if this time is for 'real '. As 
Champagne for Two proves, when the 
romance novel is interpreted correctly. 
it will be. 

AnaArroyo • 
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I L M 

Chris Gallagher's 

Undivided 
Attention 
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U
ndivided Attention is a feature 
length experimental film by Chri~ 

Gall agher which could be seen as 
part ofa tre nd in Canadian experimental 
film which has surfaced in the last few 
,·ears. This tre nd can be defined as a 
mo ve away from the purely structuralist 
inspections o f time and space to include 
elements of character, narrative , emo
tion and text. 

Other films by Gallagher have been 
fashioned primarily in the structuralist 
mode, for example, Atmosphere 
( 1975) or Seeing in the Rain ( 1981 ). 
Undivided Attention is essentially a 
non-linear, narrative construct (With a 
voice-over text and an original musical 
score) which uses structuralist devices. 
Like Godard or Straub, Gallagher relies 
heavily on a collage technique which 
uses the film elements like puzzle pieces, 
that only come together as an emotional 
and narrative whole in the viewer's 
mind . 

Gallagher's metaphor for narrativity, 
and construct of the film as journey, is a 
recurring shot of a man and woman in a 
small sports car travelling through vari
ous rural and urban landscapes. We al
ways see the couple from the back ofthe 
car where the camera has been placed 
and travel with them, in what seems to 
be a cross-country journey, through a 
series of jumpcuts which destroy the il
lusion of a continuous time and space. 

This emblematic couple is always 
crossing bridges just as Gallagher's film 
attempts to bridge the gap between the 
dicho to mies that define his filmmaking 
and his self. This film seems to be dealing 
with the split in the postmodern world, 
between th e natural and the civi lized, 
the emotions and the intellect, woman 
and man, art and theory, sign and mean
ing, and what we see and what we know. 
These splits are imaged through a col
lage which becomes a three-way rela
tionship between perceptual disorienta
tio n, an ambiguous conceptual relation 
to the world, and the problema tics of 
male-female relationships. 

The recurrence of perceptual , cine
matic games is the most no ticeable fea
ture of the film . Asides from the numer
ous uses of rhythmically edited jump
cuts, we also get many shots which serve 
to disorient the viewer's relationship to 
the visual world of the film. One often
used device is that of isolating a part of 
the frame , usually some sort of symbol 
(such as a painting, a postcard , or a 
wheel) and holding it steady while the 
rest of the frame - a conventional, realis
tic shot - spins o ut of control. At the be
ginning of the film Gallagher does this 
with a strip which goes horizontally 
across the center of the frame , showing 
a picture of a toy boat, while in the back
ground is a shot of a real boat. The real 
is set spinning but the sign remains in 
control. 

Another type of shot which Gallagher 
uses to question and distort our sense of 
space and control of the view, is one 
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• character + narrative + emotion + text = Undivided Attention 

where the came ra is seemingly directly 
attached to some object in the frame . In 
the most spatially disorienting shot of 
this type, he mounts a camera on a 
shovel with the shovel blade in the 
center o f the frame . This at first seems to 
give us a point of reference but as soon 
as the manipulator of the shovel (maybe 
the cameraman/filmmaker) starts to 
shovel, the background space becomes 
real and yet a virtually unreadable , swirl
ing sea of matter. The central view 
orients to the shovel but disorients us in 
space. The background and foreground 
seem separate realities but become one 
as the shovel picks up snow. The sound
track also disorients as the live syn
chronized sound is inte ntio nally put o ut 
of sync , thereby creating a further feel
ing of a world o ut of kilter. Gallagher's 
perceptual games and intentio nal blur
ring and undermining of an easy viewing 
or reading of his work is impliCitly a call 
to pay attention (Undivided Atten
tion?) to his mode of co nstruction of a 
work of art, his style of representation, 
and his version of a cinematic self. 

The previously described shots could 
be seen as pure structuralist constructs, 

questioning the relationships between 
viewer, film and reality. However, Gal
lagher, in this film , often uses these 
structuralist devices to put forth an emo
tional reality. As in a Brakhage film , we 
share the filmmaker 's subjective point
of-view. The narrative line of this film , as 
disjunctive as it is, does seem to follow 
the progress of a sexual relationship. The 
emblematic couple in the recurring car 
scenes is replaced by other actors in dif
ferent scenes, but these scenes when 
strung together do make a poetic and 
narrative whole . The feelings of dis
orientation, which the perceptual trick
ery conveys to the viewer, are not only 
feelings of disorientation towards the 
perceptual world, but only towards the 
conceptual and emotional world. 

A scene central to the definition ofthe 
male/female re lationships in the film is 
that of a man typing up a shot by shot de
scription of The Blue Angel by Von 
Sternberg, while a part of the film plays 
on a television set in the background. 
The scene on the TV is that of Marlene 
Dietrich in the cabaret singing Falling in 
Loue Again while the German professor, 
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