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LOVE IN THE CINEMA/LOVING THE CINEMA

[image: image1.png]


 [image: image2.jpg]



[image: image3.jpg]


 [image: image4.jpg]



[image: image5.jpg]


[image: image6.jpg]



Media and Communication, University of Auckland, 2018

FTVMS 716 Love in/Loving the Cinema

(Semester 2, 2018)


Convenor: 


Laurence Simmons

Office:


HSB 201E, Rm 515
Extension:


87130

Email: 


l.simmons@auckland.ac.nz

Seminar Time:

Thursday 10am-1pm
Seminar Room:

Arts 1 203, Rm 213
COURSE OVERVIEW

This course looks at theme of love in the cinema. Why is it that the love story — the state of being in love, of searching for or recovering from love — has been such a staple of movie narratives? What can films teach us about love? And what about the love of cinema itself, cinephilia? Through a number of theoretical readings that draw on a psychoanalytical understanding of the love experience — including texts by Alain Badiou, Roland Barthes, Stanley Cavell, Jacques Lacan, Jacques-Alain Miller, Jean-Luc Marion, Jean-Luc Nancy, Adam Phillips, Renata Salecl, Slavoj Žižek and Alenka Zupancic — we will address the working structures of the love event in the cinema from the exquisite anguish of feeling in Charlie Chaplin’s City Lights to love as a repetitive, uncontrollable force in Wong Kar-wai’s In the Mood for Love; from the repeated refrain of ‘I love you’ in Love Letters to the impossibility of love in the romantic melodrama Now Voyager. We will explore how love in the cinema sustains and makes bearable the experience of love. How the love experience inaugurates a search for signs of love not only in the actions and bearing of the beloved but in the wider world.

READINGS

Each week the topic will be set by theoretical readings which define the key concept under consideration. These readings will be supported by other articles or chapters which draw directly on the weekly themes and concepts, and which refer directly to the film in question. All three readings are required readings, meaning that they must be read in advance of each seminar. Students will be expected to bring copies of the readings to class and show knowledge of each reading during class discussions, during which time we will extend the key concepts beyond the selected articles, in order to assess their applicability to a range of films that deal with the theme of love. 
SCREENINGS

There will not be any group screenings for this course, but students will be expected to spend two to three hours viewing assigned materials per week, in the AV library or, where possible, at home. The essential films to be viewed are listed in the course programme below, and will be placed on Library desk copy in the AV section for your use and may also be available via streaming. In addition to the films assigned for viewing each week, students are encouraged to watch other cognate films (signalled along with the weekly readings) and draw on this knowledge during class discussions, and for their research project. 

COURSE PROGRAMME

Week One: Love as Longing
The introductory seminar will draw on our collective experiences as ‘lovers’. What are the various forms of love? What are the signs of love? In some ancient and medieval cultures, love was regarded as an illness, and the signs of love read as the signs of lovesickness. Today we rely on other signs: txt messages and love notes, flowers, wedding rings, sudden exuberance or distractedness and public displays of affection. There are invisible signs, too: biochemists tell us that falling in love is a ‘chemical’ process. Love usually involves longing (for example, for the absent lover), and most people have some experience of longing for love or longing to be over love. But love can paradoxically increase longing at the same time as it meets it. Longing is about distance, but not necessarily geographical or temporal distance. One can long for something from within the closest of intimate bonds. The first filmtext introduces one of the main course co-ordinates: the radical asymmetry of the relationship between the lover and the beloved where the love returned is never the same as love given. As an introduction to the course theme we will explore the haunting sadness and ultimate undecidability of a tramp’s love for a blind girl in Charlie Chaplin’s City Lights.

Reading: 

Alain Badiou, ‘The Construction of Love’ in his In Praise of Love, with Nicolas Truong (London: Serpent’s Tail, 2012): 27-37.

Roland Barthes, ‘Waiting,’ ‘The Ghost Ship,’ ‘I Want to Understand,’ in A Lover’s Discourse: Fragments [1977] (New York: Hill and Wang, 1978).
Slavoj Žižek, ‘Death and Sublimation: The Final Scene of City Lights,’ American Journal of Semiotics 7:3 (1990): 63-72.

http://www.pdcnet.org.ezproxy.auckland.ac.nz/collection/authorizedshow?id=ajs_1990_0007_0003_0063_0072&file_type=pdf&page=1
Viewing:

City Lights (Dir. Charlie Chaplin 1931)

Further viewing:

Enoch Ardern (Dir. D.W. Griffith, 1911)

The Woman Next Door (Dir. François Truffaut, 1981)

The Virgin Suicides (Dir. Sofia Coppola, 2000)

Love Actually (Dir. Richard Curtis, 2003)

The Secret Life of Words (Dir. Isabel Coixet, 2005)

Away from Her (Dir. Sarah Polley, 2007)

Week Two: Love as Melodrama 
Hollywood cranked out women’s pictures (or ‘weepies’ as they came to be known, they are now known as ‘chick flicks’) with excessive emotional fervor in the 1930s and after. In part because they contained few strong male characters, they were films created for the female segment of the audience. Producers thought women would be more interested than men in relationships, love, and marriage, thereby escaping from their own problems, and empathizing (and weeping) with the on-screen sufferings of strong female protagonists. Female audiences would be attracted to plot lines that included doomed love affairs, infidelity, unrequited love, various family crises, or marital separation. The protagonists of women's films would often overcome stereotypical gender roles, and the films would examine the strong achievements of these characters. Melodramatic plots with heart-tugging, emotional plots (requiring multiple hankies) usually emphasize sensational situations or crises of human emotion, failed romance or friendship, strained familial situations, tragedy, illness, neuroses, or emotional and physical hardship within everyday life. Victims, couples, virtuous and heroic characters or suffering protagonists (usually heroines) in melodramas are presented with tremendous social pressures, threats, repression, fears, improbable events or difficulties with friends, community, work, lovers, or family. Love in these films is never ‘just love’ but always the field on which battles for power and domination are fought. The melodramatic format allows the character(s) to work through their difficulties or surmount the problems with resolute endurance, sacrificial acts, and steadfast bravery.

Reading:

Tom Inglis, ‘Romantic Love’ in his Love (London and New York: Routledge, 2013) 15-25.
Stanley Cavell, ‘Two Cheers for Romance’ in Willard Gaylin and Ethel Person (eds.), Passionate Attachments: Thinking About Love (New York: Free Press, 1988). Reprinted in Cavell on Film, edited by William Rothman (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 2005): 153-56.  

Stanley Cavell, ‘Ugly Duckling, Funny Butterfly: Bette Davis and Now Voyager’ in Contesting Tears: The Hollywood Melodrama of the Unknown Woman (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 1996): 115-148.

Viewing: 

Now Voyager (Dir. Irving Rapper, 1942)


Further viewing:

Stella Dallas (Dir. King Vidor, 1937)
Dark Victory (Dir. Edmund Golding, 1939)
Mildred Pierce (Dir. Michael Curtiz, 1945)

Adam’s Rib (Dir. George Cukor, 1949)
Written on the Wind (Douglas Sirk, 1956)

Far From Heaven (Dir. Todd Haynes, 2002)

Love Story (Dir. Florian Habicht, 2011)
Week Three: Love as Letters
‘I love you’ — we encounter these words of love everywhere in spoken declarations, written letters, poems, emails, txt messages. How much of love is in the talking (and writing and filming) about it? Why do we take the statement ‘I love you’ so easily as proof of love? If we treat it as a form of proof from where does the ‘I love you’ draw its force of conviction? Where does the seriousness of such a statement come from? Why does the seriousness of the ‘I love you’ make it so difficult to utter for some and not for others when they want to be responsible for it? Indeed, it is true to say that we are taught to say the ‘I love you’. We learn the ‘I love you’, just as we learn to kiss from, among other things in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, movies. William Dieterle’s Love Letters exemplifies the pervasiveness of ‘love talk’ and the fact that one may fall in love without actually encountering the other person. During World War 2 a soldier persuades his friend to write passionate love letters to a woman. Through the process of writing the letters and reading the responses the friend falls deeply in love with the woman although his deception sets a disastrous chain of events in motion. We think we know what ‘I love you’ means without knowing what love is. What if the ‘I love you’ automatically implies another question ‘What is love?’ The ‘I love you’ would then read ‘I love you but I hope you know what love is?’ This questioning of love already inside the words of love has to do with the limit, the limit of love.
Reading:

Owen Ware, ‘Love Speech,’ Critical Inquiry 34:3 (2008): 491-508.

http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.auckland.ac.nz/stable/10.1086/589491
Roland Barthes, ‘I Love You,’ ‘The Love Letter,’ in A Lover’s Discourse: Fragments [1977] (New York: Hill and Wang, 1978).
Renata Salecl, ‘The Anxiety of Love Letters’ in Lacan and Contemporary Film, edited by Todd McGowan and Sheila Kunkle (New York: Other Press, 2004): 29-45.

Viewing:

Love Letters (Dir. William Dieterle, 1945)

Further viewing:

Casablanca (Dir. Michael Curtiz, 1942)
Letter from an Unknown Woman (Dir. Max Ophüls, 1948)
Betty Blue (Dir. Jean-Jacques Beineix, 1986)

Il postino (Dir. Michael Radford, 1994)

The Love Letter (Dir. Dan Curtis, 1999)

Love Letters (Dir. Stanley Donen, 1999)

The Reader (Dir. Stephen Daldry, 2008)

Week Four: Love as Obsession
We live in an age of obsession. Not only are we hopelessly devoted to our work, strangely addicted to our favourite television shows, and desperately impassioned about our cars, we admire obsession in others: we demand that lovers be infatuated with one another in films, we respond to the passion of single-minded musicians, we cheer on driven athletes. To be obsessive is to be modern. But obsession is not only a phenomenon of modern existence: it is a medical category — both a pathology and a goal. What constitutes obsession in love? In many literary traditions from the pre-modern period (and later cinematic ones), obsession — not necessarily mutual — is regarded as a sign of love, part of its special calling. Is a measure of obsession necessary for, and found socially acceptable in, lovers? Is a measure of obsession necessary in order to be able to talk about love? More than any other film by Hitchcock Vertigo centres on the link between falling and falling in love. Scottie becomes obsessed with Madeleine. She fascinates him; he loves her; he is transfixed. As viewers we are affected sympathetically and invest our emotion. We, too, become obsessed vertiginously. All attraction is a form of love, and all love is a falling.

Reading:

Lennard J. Davis, ‘Obsessive Sex and Love’ in Obsession: A History (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2008): 145-86.

Tom Gunning, ‘The Desire and Pursuit of the Hole: Cinema’s Obscure Object of Desire’ in Erotikon: Essays on Eros, Ancient and Modern, edited by Shadi Bartsch and Thomas Batscherer (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 2005): 261-277.

Slavoj Žižek, ‘Vertigo: The Drama of a Deceived Platonist’ in The Hitchcock Annual Anthology: Selected Essays from Volumes 10-15, edited by Sidney Gottlieb and Richard Allen (London and New York: Wallflower Press, 2009): 211-222.

Viewing:

Vertigo (Dir. Alfred Hitchcock, 1958)


Further viewing:

Ossessione (Dir. Luchino Visconti, 1946)

Lolita (Dir. Stanley Kubrick, 1962)

Play Misty for Me (Dir. Clint Eastwood, 1971)

Obsession (Dir. Brian de Palma, 1976)

Fatal Attraction (Dir. Adrian Lyne, 1987)

Notes on a Scandal (Dir. Richard Eyre, 2006)

Week Five: Love as Funny


Romantic comedy films are movies with light-hearted, humorous plotlines, centered on romantic ideals such as a true love able to surmount most obstacles. The basic plot of a romantic comedy is that two protagonists, usually a man and a woman, meet, part ways due to an argument or other obstacle, then ultimately reunite. The screwball comedy is a subgenre of the romantic comedy film genre. While there is no authoritative list of the defining characteristics of the screwball comedy genre, films considered to be definitive of the genre usually feature farcical situations, a combination of slapstick with fast-paced repartee, and a plot involving courtship and marriage or remarriage. The film critic Andrew Sarris has defined the screwball comedy as ‘a sex comedy without the sex’. Screwball comedies involve a central romantic story, usually in which the couple seem mismatched and even hostile to each other at first, and ‘meet cute’ in some way. Sometimes the two protagonists are hesitant to become romantically involved because they believe that they do not like each other, because one of them already has a partner, or because of social pressures. However, the screenwriters leave clues that suggest that the characters are, in fact, attracted to each other and that they would be a good love match. 

Reading:

Alenka Zupancic, ‘Introduction’ in The Odd One In: On Comedy (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2008): 2-10.

Alenka Zupancic, ‘Love as Comedy’ in The Shortest Shadow: Nietzsche’s Philosophy of the Two (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2003): 164-181.

Steven Cohan, ‘The Bachelor in the Bedroom’ in Masked Men: Masculinity and the Movies in the Fifties (Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1997): 264-303.

Viewing:

Pillow Talk (Dir. Michael Gordon, 1959)

Further viewing:

It Happened One Night (Dir. Frank Capra, 1934)
The Awful Truth (Dir. Leo McCarey, 1937)

Bringing Up Baby (Dir. Howard Hawks, 1938)

The Philadelphia Story (Dir. George Cukor, 1940)

When Harry Met Sally (Dir. Rob Reiner, 1989)

The Hudsucker Proxy (Dirs. Coen Brothers, 1999)

Week Six: Love as Risk
All love involves some risk, although it is not always foreseen. The western imagination has difficulty imagining feminine love risk as genuinely adventurous, and tends to naturalise the relation of femininity to love as stability or home. This idea is not kind to men either, who get cast as infantile philanderers or those whose sole aim in life is to sidestep feminine manipulations and domestic oblivion. This tidy division and diminishment of roles diminishes (the risk of) love as adventure most of all. For where’s the frisson if one sex isn’t supposed to want it and the other only gets it while trying to get out of something else? Overcoming obstacles is part of the heroic history of love, especially in the west. Adam Phillips’ claim: ‘two’s company, but three’s a couple,’ suggests, however, that an obstacle of some kind is necessary in the most ordinary cases of coupled love. Is love with no obstacles really love? Is the allure of adultery based on the fact that it is a parodic transgression of the couple as Laura Kipnis argues, or is the erotic phenomenon of love the result of a long and deep faithfulness as Jean-Luc Marion maintains? In Louis Malle’s Damage a British Member of Parliament is seduced by his son’s girlfriend. Their affair intensifies as they meet for sexual trysts and he becomes recklessly obsessed with her to the point where he is willing to leave his wife and destroy his relationship with his son. The son catches them having sex in an apartment and the shock of the discovery causes him to stumble backwards and fall over a stairway railing, plummeting to his death. The German concept of liebestod proposes the idea that true love cannot be attained without the complete abandonment of the will and submission to suppressed passion (hence, the literal translation of ‘love and death’).

Reading:

Laura Kipnis, ‘Adultery,’ Critical Inquiry 24 (2) (1998): 289-327.
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.auckland.ac.nz/stable/pdf/1344170.pdf?&acceptTC=true&jpdConfirm=true
Jean-Luc Marion, ‘Concerning the Third Party, and Its Arrival’ in The Erotic Phenomenon, translated by Stephen E. Lewis (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 2007): 184-222.

James Mellard, ‘Lacan and the New Lacanians: Josephine Hart's Damage, Lacanian Tragedy, and the Ethics of Jouissance’, PMLA 113:3 (1998): 395-407.
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.auckland.ac.nz/stable/pdf/463348.pdf?acceptTC=true&jpdConfirm=true
Viewing:

Damage (Dir. Louis Malle, 1992)

Further viewing:

Brief Encounter (Dir. David Lean, 1945)


Double Indemnity (Dir. Billy Wilder, 1945)

The Postman Always Rings Twice (Dir. Tay Garnett, 1946)

Fatal Attraction (Dir. Adrian Lyne, 1987)

Eyes Wide Shut (Dir. Stanley Kubrick, 1999)

Unfaithful (Dir. Adrian Lyne, 2002)

Lust, Caution (Dir. Ang Lee, 2007)
Week Seven: Love as Intimacy 
In week seven, the class will delve into issues of sexual and romantic intimacy, with reference to the Lacanian notion of ‘extimacy’. Lacan coined the word to express the intersubjective workings of the subject and of the unconscious. For Lacan, the subject is not only within him or herself, but also realized in the other. Indeed, what could be more intimate than the talk without sex that characterises the psychoanalytic session? In Patrice Leconte’s Intimate Strangers one day a woman enters the office of a mild-mannered accountant, thinking that he is her new psychiatrist, and before he can say anything, she begins talking about all of her problems to him. As their sessions probe deeper the man becomes suspicious. Who is this woman who speaks of crippling accidents and controlling husbands? Is she in danger? Is she dangerous? Is she lying? His own motivations are equally suspect. Does he think he can rescue her? Is he simply getting a voyeuristic thrill from her? Or is he on the verge of falling perilously in love? Does this film illustrate Leo Bersani’s call for a new form of intimacy, which he terms ‘impersonal narcissism’ and which involves a casting off of the ego and a recognition of one’s potential self in ‘evolving affinities of being’?

Reading:

Lauren Berlant, ‘Intimacy: A Special Issue,’ Critical Inquiry 24 (2) (1998): 281-8.

http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.auckland.ac.nz/stable/i257793
David Pavón-Cuéllar, ‘Extimacy’, in Thomas Teo (ed.), Encyclopedia of Critical Psychology (New York: Springer, 2014).
https://www.academia.edu/4374516/Extimacy
Leo Bersani, ‘The It in the I’ in Leo Bersani and Adam Phillips, Intimacies (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 2008): 1-30.

Viewing:

Intimate Strangers (dir. Patrice Leconte, 2003)

Further viewing:

Love Story (Dir. Arthur Hiller, 1970)
Last Tango in Paris (Dir. Bernardo Bertolucci, 1973)

Romance (Dir. Catherine Breillat, 1999)

The Piano Teacher (Dir. Michael Haneke, 2001) 

Intimacy (Dir. Patrice Chereau, 2001)
Amour (Dir. Michael Haneke, 2012)
Appendix:

Henry James, ‘The Beast in the Jungle’ from Complete Stories 1898-1910 (New York: Library of America, 1996): 496-541.

Week Eight: Love as Queer
Each love experience tends to make its own rules, which are then normalized in retrospect (‘she was just like all the others’; ‘all men are the same’). Love’s queerness isn’t only to be found in same-sex partnerships — some of which are very straight indeed — although it may be. Lauren Berlant’s take on love’s queerness highlights its role as ‘a marker for a whole constellation of things that one wants to experience extremely,’ suggesting that ‘love approximates a space to which people can return, becoming as different as they can be from themselves without being traumatically shattered’. Does Ang Lee’s Brokeback Mountain tell an old story (the impossible love of star-crossed lovers) in a new idiom (‘gay cowboys’) or else a new story (men in love with men) in an old idiom (the Western)? Is male homosexuality in the film, as D.A. Miller argues, ‘massively contradictory … irresponsible and committed, casual and deeply felt, shocking and perfectly natural’?

Reading:

Lauren Berlant, ‘Love, a Queer Feeling,’ in Homosexuality and Psychoanalysis, ed. Tim Dean and Christopher Lane (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001): 432-451.

Tim Dean, ‘Lacan and Queer Theory’ in The Cambridge Companion to Lacan, edited by Jean-Michel Rabaté (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003): 238-52.

Film Quarterly 60:3 (2007): Special Feature on Brokeback Mountain.
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.auckland.ac.nz/stable/10.1525/fq.2007.60.issue-3
Viewing:

Brokeback Mountain (Dir. Ang Lee, 2005)

Further viewing:

Cruising (Dir. William Friedkin, 1980)

Desert Hearts (Dir. Donna Deitch, 1986)

Maurice (Dir. James Ivory, 1987)

The Crying Game (Dir. Neil Jordan, 1992)

Lan Yu (Dir. Stanley Kwan, 2005)

Week Nine: Love as Fantasy
Love works through fantasy in the sense that it always alters a person’s world-view. And different cultures have their own love fantasies, to which individuals’ fantasies are related. Fantasy is necessary in life and love because it gives form and shape to desire, but fantasies can also bind us when they have outlasted their purpose or we seek to recreate them with a different person and a different desire. Fantasy is involved in watching films about love, as we enter another world, desiring to learn something if only the outcome of a story. For Slavoj Žižek the desire realised in fantasy is only satisfied by the postponement of satisfaction. Fantasy gives us something to desire, it is not the object of desire. Fantasy is only produced by the interaction between subjects. Fantasy is a window through which we see reality and thus fantasies are the way we organise our enjoyment. About one-third into Lost Highway the protagonist (Fred) who has been sentenced to death for the murder of his unfaithful wife (Renee) inexplicably transforms into another person (Pete) in his prison cell. It is a transformation from dull, drab existence of impotent husband and a mousy non-communicative wife to the exciting and dangerous life of the young virile Pete who is seduced by the sexually aggressive femme fatale blond reincarnation of Renee named Alice and uncannily played by the same actress (Patricia Arquette). The problem of the film is how are we to understand this inexplicable (‘unreal’) transformation? We can, suggests Žižek, not through any exploration of a formal distinctiveness but by understanding the film as an illustration of the Lacanian notion of ‘traversing the fantasy’, the re-avowal of subjective responsibility that comes at the end of the psychoanalytic cure.
Reading:

Slavoj Žižek, ‘The Seven Veils of Fantasy’ in his The Plague of Fantasies (London and New York: Verso, 1997): 3-44.

Slavoj Žižek, The Art of the Ridiculous Sublime: On David Lynch’s Lost Highway (Seattle: Walter Chapin Simpson Center for the Humanities, 2000) (selections).

Viewing:

Lost Highway (Dir. David Lynch, 1997)
Further viewing:

Hiroshima mon amour (Dir. Alain Resnais, 1959)

Belle de Jour (Dir. Luis Buñuel, 1967)

Claire’s Knee (Dir. Eric Rohmer, 1970)

Heavenly Creatures (Dir. Peter Jackson, 1994)

An Affair of Love (Dir. Frederic Fonteyne, 2000)

Mulholland Drive (Dir. David Lynch, 2001)

Week Ten: Love as jouissance
Why is there love? Lacan’s answer to this eternal question is: because there is no sexual relationship — love is the mirage that fills out the void of the impossibility of the relationship between the two sexes. According to Lacanian theory, every individual must necessarily give up some of their enjoyment — their jouissance — in order to enter into language. One signifier comes to represent this — the Phallus. Individuals experience this differently, depending upon whether they fall into a masculine or feminine structure. Those who fall within the male structure are wholly alienated within language. Masculine pleasure is limited to what is permitted within the limits of the symbolic order (language, culture), and so is restricted to phallic jouissance. Woman, however, because of her more distanced relationship to the Phallus, is not wholly defined by the symbolic order, and thus not entirely subject to it. Besides experiencing phallic jouissance, she also has access to ‘Other’ or feminine jouissance, which exceeds the boundaries set by language. This perspective is what leads Slavoj Žižek to argue that Lars von Trier’s Breaking the Waves is not a chauvinistic film. Žižek admits that an ‘obvious reproach’ that may be directed towards Breaking the Waves is that it is the ‘utmost male chauvinist film celebrating and elevating’ the sacrificial role of women in society. He insists, however, that through Lacanian theory, one can understand that the dynamic at work is actually more complex, and that the film represents a demonstration of Lacan’s notion of feminine jouissance. For Žižek, Bess’ actions demonstrate that the ultimate cost of love is not to remain pure, but to sin for one’s loved one. As he states it: ‘The highest sacrifice of love is to accept freely and willingly the role of the other through which the subject enjoys: not to suffer for the other, but to enjoy for him.’ 

Reading:

Juliet Flower MacCannell, ‘Jouissance’ in Glossalalia: An Alphabet of Critical Keywords, edited by Julian Wolfreys (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2003): 156-166.

Renata Salecl, ‘Love Anxieties’ in Reading Seminar XX: Lacan’s Major Work on Love Knowledge, and Feminine Sexuality, edited by Suzanne Barnard and Bruce Fink (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2002): 93-97.

Frances L. Restuccia, ‘Impossible Love in Contemporary Film: Mystifying Hysteria’ in Amorous Acts: Lacanian Ethics in Modernism, Film, and Queer Theory (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2006): 69-94.

Viewing:

Breaking the Waves (Dir. Lars von Trier, 1996)

Further viewing:

Realm of the Senses (Dir. Nagisa Oshima, 1976)

Body Heat (Dir. Lawrence Kasdan, 1981)

The Piano (Dir. Jane Campion, 1993)

Holy Smoke (Dir. Jane Campion, 1999)

The Piano Teacher (Dir. Michael Haneke, 2001) 

Week Eleven: Love as Impossible 
In week eleven we will explore three questions. Is love always blind? What does love’s blindness make possible? Blindness is a particular mode of operation, not simply the lack of sight. Consider how love’s blindness works in a culture such as our own where the visible is readily equated with the desirable and the true. Is love traumatic? A trauma is an unprecedented event that exceeds the spatial and temporal frameworks ordinarily governing experience. As event, it commands the sufferer more than the sufferer is able to command it. Its most common effects are repeated kinds of suffering or experiences that have no obvious connection with the trauma. Is love impossible? Overcoming obstacles is part of the heroic history of love, especially in the West. Adam Phillips’ claim: ‘two’s company, but three’s a couple,’ suggests, however, that an obstacle of some kind is necessary in the most ordinary cases of coupled love. Is love with no obstacles really love? Wong Kar Wai’s In the Mood for Love is a romance melodrama, which tells the story of a married man and a married woman, living in rented rooms of neighbouring apartments, who fall in love with each other while grappling with the infidelities of their respective spouses whom they discover are involved with each other. The two protagonists are thrown together into an uncertain affair which assumes an air of mystique touched by intuitions of fate and lost opportunity: is it a Platonic relationship based on mutual consolation and sadness arising out of the betrayal of their spouses? Is it love? Is it desire? Did they sleep together?
Reading:

Alain Badiou, ‘What is Love?’ lecture at

http://videos.gaia.com/511577/alain-badiou-what-is-love-sexuality-and-desire-2008-1-12
A longer and more difficult published version exists in:

Alain Badiou, ‘What is Love?’ in Conditions, translated by Steven Cocoran (London and New York: Continuum, 2008): 179-198.

Peggy Kamuf, ‘Deconstruction and Love’ in Deconstructions: A User’s Guide, edited by Nicholas Royal (New York: Palgrave, 2000): 151-170.

Stephen Teo, ‘Wong Kar-wai’s In the Mood for Love: Like a Ritual Transfigured in Time,’ Senses of Cinema at http://sensesofcinema.com/2001/wong-kar-wai/mood/
Viewing:

In the Mood for Love (Dir. Wong Kar-wai, 2000)

Further viewing:

Fear Eats the Soul (Dir. Rainer Werner Fassbinder, 1974)

Love in the Afternoon (Dir. Eric Rohmer, 1972)

The Bridges of Madison County (Dir. Clint Eastwood, 1995)

Breaking the Waves (Dir. Lars von Trier, 1996)
2046 (Dir. Wong Kar-wai, 2004)

Atonement (Dir. Joe Wright, 2007)

Twilight (Dir. Catherine Hardwicke, 2008)

Week Twelve: Cinephilia
As the lights go down and our faces turn transfixed, towards a glowing screen, the darkness heralds joy. In the ensuing flickers we laugh and cry, are thrilled and pacified, lost and found; we stumble out of the cinema, our worlds and ideas of possibilities transformed. Do we choose films… or do films choose us? Susan Sontag writes of the 1960s and early 1970s as a feverish age of cinema-going and cinephilia (love of/for the cinema). Paul Willemen writes of his pleasure in film-watching as revelation. At the end of the course, through an examination of Bernardo Bertolucci’s The Dreamers (2003), itself a cinephiliac reflection, we will reflect on the relationship between love in the cinema and loving the cinema. 

Reading:
Susan Sontag, ‘The Decay of Cinema,’ New York Times, 25 February 1996: 60-61; subsequently reprinted as ‘A Century of Cinema’ in Where the Stress Falls (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2001): 117-122.

Paul Willemen, ‘Through the Glass Darkly: Cinephilia Reconsidered’ in his Looks and Frictions: Essays in Cultural Studies and Film Theory (London: British Film Institute, 1994): 223-257.

Sutanya Singkhara, ‘Dreams of Lost Time: A Study of Cinephilia and Time Realism in Bertolucci’s The Dreamers,’ in Cinephilia: Movies, Love And Memory, edited by Marijke De Valck and Malte Hagener (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2005): 45-54.

Viewing:

The Dreamers (Dir. Bernardo Bertolucci, 2003)

Further viewing:

Le Mepris (Dir. Jean-Luc Godard, 1963)

Otto e mezzo (Dir. Federico Fellini, 1963)

Day for Night (Dir. François Truffaut, 1973)

Cinema paradiso (Dir. Giuseppe Tornatore, 1985)

Cinemania (Dir. Angela Christlieb et al., 2002)

Dopo Mezzanotte (Dir. Davide Ferrario, 2004)

Film Geek (Dir. James Westby, 2005)
















