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Preface

If journalism is literature in a hurry, then reviews must
be criticism in an instant. Like instant coffee, however,
film reviews may not be as good as criticism brewed
with the beans of deep thought in the water of leisure.
Nevertheless, looking back at the hundreds of film re-
views [ have churned out since I got hooked on film — in
the sixties—after watching Ingmar Bergman'’s Wild Straw-
berries in an empty theater on Escolta, sitting through a
dozen screenings of My Fair Lady, and rediscovering my
Filipino roots as Imarvelled at Gerardo de Leon’s Noli Me
Tangere and Lamberto Avellana’s Portrait of the Artist as
Filipino, 1 find that not all my reviews (all written to meet
deadlines set by appreciative, supportive, kind, but al-
ways strict editors) may be as forgettable as instant cof-
fee. In fact, I have gathered (with a writer’s typical hubris)
what I consider the best of my hurried efforts, if only to
test my theory that criticism may indeed be written in a
hurry.

This book is divided into three parts. The first, “Film
in the Modern Filipino World,” brings together short
opinion articles which answer the nagging question,

vii
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“What's a nice professor like you doing in a place like
this?” Like more and more specialists in literary criticism
in the world today, I believe that the professor’s place is
not only in the school, but also in the marketplace (where
Socrates, after all, used to teach). Technocrats use the
term “research dissemination,” activists use “rele-
vance,” but I call it simply “duty.” The professor-scholar-
critic has the duty to apply the latest results of academic
research to the art pieces that the masses of his country-
men recognize and appreciate — in our generation,
films. Films are the most popular, most representative,
probably most artistic art forms of our time.

The second part, “The Landscape of the Filipino Film,”
brings together reviews of movies which serve as a can-
vas against which our better films stand out like colors
against darkness or gems against plain stones. It is better
— says the old but still remarkable saying — to light a
candle than to curse the darkness, but sometimes, it is
necessary to curse the darkness, if only to remind our-
selves that it indeed deserves to be cursed. Most of the
films discussed in this second part are forgettable, but
unless we remember them as we remember history’s
mistakes, we are bound to repeat them.

The third part, “A Gallery of Film Artists,” pays tribute
to our better directors, actors, and writers. While I have
sometimes been particularly harsh with our leading
filmmakers, I have never denied that they have what it
takes to gain national and international recognition for
their outstanding talents and achievements. Filipino
films have long been entering international festivals, but
it was only recently that foreign festival directors placed
Manila in their obligatory list of places to recruit films
from. Everyone knows that when Filipino films are bad,
they are very, very bad, but too few people know that
when our films are good, they are very, very good.

Preface  1X

For convenience, I have classified the reviews in the
third part alphabetically by filmmaker (mostly by direc-
tor). An index to films and film artists can be found at the
back of this book, for those who want to find out what I
have written at various times on particular figures. Be-
cause I have been greatly impressed by Renato Constan-
tino’s editorial achievement in Soliongco Today (1981), I
have followed his method of grouping items together
primarily in terms of theme, rather than chronologically.

I wish to thank the Integrated Research Center of De La
Salle University for giving me a grant to compile this
work. I thank the editors of the following periodicals in
which portions of this book were originally published:
Asiaweek, Diliman Review, Expressweek, Interlock, Ob-
server, Panorama, Parade, Philippines Herald, Student Can-
teen Magazine, TV Parade, TV Times, and WHO., “The Use
of Film in the Teaching of Literature” was first published
in Proceedings of the 1980 CETA Convention (College
English Teachers Association, 1981). I am grateful to
critic Mario A. Hernando (who first suggested this
anthology), to the other members of the Manunuri ng
Pelikulang Pilipino (whose forthnightly meetings have
stimulated me since 1979), and to my wife Remedios
Calma Cruz (who patiently and painstakingly saw this
book through publication). Most of all, I wish to thank all
those who argued with me, those who wrote letters to
editors about me, those who wrote articles against me,
even those who spread false rumors about me, because
their actions proved, beyond any doubt, that in the un-
critical world of Philippine cinema, critics do make a dif-
ference.

Isagani R. Cruz
Metro Manila, 1983
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Bienvenido Lumbera
Manunuri ng Pelikulang Pilipino

. Film.reviewing in the Philippines is an unfortunately
intermittent occupation at present. Therein lies a source
of resentment against the Manunuri ng Pelikulang
?111p1no as an organization with the avowed aim of alert-
ing audiences to new films that deserve attention. Some
filmmakers and their producers are understandably
frustrated that reviews which get published come few
and far between, reviewers being hampered by such fac-
tors as the reluctance of available outlets to print
straightforward reviews, or the rigidity of the reviewers’
thedule in the full-time job they are holding. In such a
situation, one negative review published in a particular
newspaper could put a film under a cloud at the start of
its run, with no other (perhaps positive) review forth-
coming from another critic, or if another does come, it
might appear after the film’s run is over.
Much lamented as it might be, the situation is but in-
evitable for as long as film reviewing in this country can-

X
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' not as yet be a full-time, paying occupation. The

economics and politics of publishing in an underde-
veloped society such as ours have made it necessary for
qualified intellectuals to hold jobs that might not utilize
their full potential but nevertheless pay well. Thus, a film
reviewer might earn his livelihood at some stable job
(usually as teacher), writing his reviews during lulls in
his schedule. Most often, however, his “sidelines” eat up
those lulls, and the result is fewer and even no reviews.
One wishes for a time when the entertainment sections
of the national dailies would begin to employ
as full-time journalists reviewers whose sole responsi-
bility would be to watch films and write frankly about
them. Until then (and from the looks of things, such a day
will be a long time coming), one can only make do with
the sporadic reviews that pass for film criticism in our
time. :

No other Manunuri since 1979 when he joined the
MPP has been more prolific as a reviewer than Isagani R.
Cruz. Into his film criticism, Cruz brings the best of re-
commendations. A passing resume of his academic
background establishes the intellectual versality that has
thus far characterized Cruz’s career. Armed with an ex-
cellent record as a physics major in the University of the
Philippines, Cruz tried the priesthood after getting his
undergraduate degree. It was as a Jesuit scholastic that
he shone in his classes as an insightful critic while taking
up graduate work in literary studies at the Ateneo de
Manila University. Later, he was to decide to leave the
religious life, turning to the theater which in the late

1960s was bouncing back to life at the impetus of the

nationalist movement. He wrote two innovative Pilipino

plays Tao and Halimaw and edited a book on Philip-

pine theater, and then left for the United States to study
literary criticism at the University of Maryland where he

earned his Ph.D.
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The seemingly boundless energy which Cruz has
poured into his work since as a reviewer is reflected in
this book of reviews. Because he reviewed films with
reasonable regularity, Cruz has been the most exposed of
the Manunuri to the tirades of those in the film industry
resentful of any kind of adverse criticism. That he has

“dared to retain in this collection views originally ex-
pressed in reviews that were passionately assailed when
they first appeared is a measure of Cruz’s faith in what he is
doing. “Criticism in an instant” is his own description of
a review. The expression suggests the hazards that con-
front the reviewer each time he passes judgment on a
film he has watched. Occasional sweeping generaliza-
tions that more reasoned reflection would have revealed
as vulnerable, candid remarks about the work of a direc-
tor or a performer that prove to be unduly cutting, reck-
less endorsement or dismissal of films viewed on the run
— these are shortcomings that at one time or another
have tripped Cruz in his race against deadlines. Cruz has
gamely faced up to the poisoned remarks and letters that
some of his reviews have drawn from his victims. And
those of us who are zealous about the growth of the
Filipino film industry are in his debt for such daring.

When film reviewing has ceased to be occasional jour-
nalism hereabouts, Movie Times will have become a land-
mark the new reviewers will look back to. Together, the
reviews in this book document a chapter in Philippine
film history with great verve and vitality. Because he
wrote almost regularly about films as they passed
through the Metro Manila theaters during their first run,
Cruz in this book is able to give a vivid chronicle of the
heights and depths of contemporary Philippine cinema,
allowing us insights into the vagaries, vulgarities and
when the occasion allows it, also the virtues of local film-
making. This, it seems to me, is a reasonable enough jus-
tification for Cruz’s theory that “criticism may indeed be

written in a hurry.”




LM IN THE MODERN
HLIPINO WORLD

The feeling of actuality, the sense of resemblance to life without
which there can be no art of the cinema, is not something
elementary, provided by direct sense perception. Being a com-
ponent part of a complex, artistic whole, it is facilitated by
numerous ties with the artistic and cultural experience of
society.

. — Jurij Lotman, Russian semiologist

Movie critics have an advantage over critics in other fields:
responsive readers. And it can help you to concentrate your
energies if you know that the subject is fresh and that your re-
views gain rather than lose from the speed and urgency of mak-
ing deadlines and reaching the public before the verdicts are in
on a film.

— Pauline Kael, American film critic



UNDERSTANDING
MOVIE

What is a good movie?
A good movie has three things: technical excellence,
literary value, and cinematic sense.

Technical Excellence ;

Technical excellence refers to the way the basic tech-
nical requirements of the film medium are met. The
photography (technically known as cinematography), for
example, must be exact; no shots should be out of focus,
badly composed, or poorly lighted. When we see a paint-
ing in an art gallery, we do not expect to see the frame
smudged with paint, the canvas full of the painter’s
fingerprints, the colors dripping down. When we listen
to a symphony, we do not expect to hear improperly-
tuned violins, pianos played by half-asleep pianists,
conductors going to the bathroom in the middle of the
concert. Similarly, in a good film, we do not want to see
an ‘empty screen (because the lighting is too dim), blur-
red figures, or actors with their heads chopped off by the
edge of the screen.

In the same way, the technical art of editing must be
exact. If the words are heard one split second before the
actor opens his mouth, the editing is bad; we say that

3
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such a movie is “out of synch.” When a scene drags on
three seconds after its point has been made, the editing
is bad. When film strips are put together such that an
actor suddenly shifts position, or a piece of furniture
suddenly appears on screen, or the color of the
background suddenly changes from bright red to dull
green, the editing is bad. Just as we do not expect the
sentences in a novel to be grammatically wrong, we do
not want a movie to be badly edited.

Production design is another technical aspect of
filmmaking. The production designer is in charge of
making sure that the sets, the locations, the props, the
make-up, and the costumes all belong to the period when
the action of the movie is supposed to be happening. If
the movie is set in the American period, for example, the
cars'should not be Toyotas. If the movie is set during the
Second World War, nobody should be wearing denims.
If the movie is set in Forbes Park, the actresses should not
be wearing thick make-up or bright red lipstick. (All of
these mistakes have been made by several Filipino
movieinakers.) In short, because movies are usually
realistic, everything in a movie should be realistic. There
are exceptions, of course, especially in artsy-craftsy
films, but there is no excuse for Amalia Fuentes, for
example, looking young when she is supposed to be Fer-
nando Poe, Jr.’s mother in Eddie Romero’s Aguila (1980).

The other technical aspects of filmmaking which
should be excellent in a good movie are directing, acting,
scriptwriting (technically known as screenwriting),
sound engineering, musical scoring, special effects, and
title design. During the credits, for example, we expect to
be able to read the names of the actors and the other
filmmakers when these names are flashed on the screen.
If the names are in yellow and the background is in yel-
low, the names disappear and we get eyestrain trying to

Understanding Movies 5

read the almost invisible credits; when such a thing hap-
pens, we say the movie is badly titled. (STUDENT CAN-
TEEN MAGAZINE, November, 1980, p. 39.)

Literary Value

Every good film begins with a good screenplay. This is
an old rule that admits of only two or three exceptions.
Most critics have pointed out that, given a good
screenplay, a good director can make a great film. These
same critics realize that, without a good screenplay, no-
body—not even a great director—can make a good film.
Just as the director is responsible for seeing to it that a
film has technical excellence, the screenwriter is responsi-
ble for ensuring that a film has literary value.

What are the qualities of a good screenplay?

First of all, a screenplay must tell a story. This sounds
rather obvious, but there are many local movies which
do not tell a story. More precisely, they do not tell a single
story. All great films tell stories. Some of them tell very
complicated stories; others tell very simple stories. But
all of them have some kind of story to tell.

Next time you're watching a movie, ask yourself the
question: “Whose story is this film?” In other words, the
film is about some person. Most films are about only one
person; a few films (very few) are about two or three per-
sons. Take the great Filipinc film Jaguar (1979), directed
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by Lino Brocka, the story of a security guard. Everything |

‘same type. The film is the story of only one kind of per- &
son-— the night person of Manila. It may be said that the |
different characters all portray facets of one personal- |
ity—the Manilefio. Films such as Manila by Night, how- ¥
ever, are very few. Most films are like Eddie Romero’s ,_

- Aguila, which tells the story of only one man named |
Aguila despite the large number of major stars in that

6  Understanding Movies

in the film contributes to the story of the guard. Even the

story (called a sub-plot) of the prostitute is meant only to

be a parallel of the guard’s story.

Jaguar is one of the best films of the seventies: it is not ;
surprising that it has literary value. But even a mediocre |
~ film such as Jett Espiritu’s The Quick Brown Fox (1980) is
about only one character, in this case the thief (played by

Dolphy). Everyone else in the film, even NidaBlanca, is a
supporting actor or actress.

There are films, of course, which are exceptions. Take
Ishmael Bernal’s City After Dark (1980), formerly Manila !
by Night, written by Bernal himself. This film tells the .

stories of several people, but the people are all of the

film.

Since a film is the story of one person, it follows that

the second quality of a good screenplay is good charac-

terization. The major character, also called the pro-

- tagonist, should be fully explored. We should know what
kind of a person he is, how different he is from the other
characters, how alike he is to real-life people. We should :
not have the feeling that he is stereotyped; on the con- |

trary, we should almost mistake him for a real indi-
vidual. Take the homosexual in Manila by Night, for |
example. Welike him when he helps the blind masseuse,
but we hate him when he uses his money to lure boys to

 his bed. He is manipulative; at the same time, he is
‘warm. He would be nice to know as a friend, but we

Understanding Movies 7

would always be suspicious of him. In short, this charac-
ter is complex.

Similarly, in Jaguar, the guard is complex. We sym-
pathize with his attempt to rise above his class, but we
cannot condone his pretenses. We pity him when he is
forced to shoot his boss’ enemy, and yet we know that it
is his ambition which has put him in that situation in the
first place. When he wears an expensive shirt and pre-
tends to be one of the disco set while his family is starv-
ing, we feel repelled by him. Jaguar is an anti-rich ﬁlm,
but it is not pro-poor. :

Plot and character are the two literary values that we
look for in a film. The plot must be credible, logical, flaw-
less straightforward, easy to follow. The character must
be credible, complex, sympathetic, human, consistent.
One of the qualities of both plot and character is conflict.
The plot must revolve around some kind of conflict
facing the main character. i

The main character may be facing a conflict of man
against man. In Romy Suzara’s Sa Init ng Apoy (1980), for
example, the main character faces a supernatural enemy.
Another kind of conflict is man against his environment.
There is a little bit of this in Jaguar, because the guard
there fights Tondo. The third kind of conflict pits man
against himself. Maryo de los Reyes’ Gabun (1979), for in-
stance, shows the main character torn to pieces by his
having two families.

Next time you watch a film, then, ask first the basic ;
question: does the film have technical excellence? If the
anwer is yes, then ask the next question: whose story is
being told? Does the film have literary value? (STUDENT
CANTEEN MAGAZINE, December, 1980, p. 16.)
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Cinematic Sense

Even if a film is technically excellent and even if it has. *
an impressive screenplay, it cannot be called a good film
if it does not have cinematic values. By this, | mean thata
good film must communicate something to the viewer |

through the various resources of cinema.

In Ishmael Bernal's City After Dark, for example, there is F

a shot of Alma Moreno, in her all-white nurse’s uniform,
walking down a dark street. She passes a garbage dump

truck, with the garbage collectors busy at their task of
cleaning up the street. This particular shot is cinematic,
because it says something to the viewer. It says, first, that
Manila is a city full of contrasts: the whiteness of the un- |
iform with the blackness of the night, the cleanliness of
the nurse with the dirtiness of the garbage collectors, the E
brisk pace of Moreno as she walks by and the unhurried
movements of the collectors. The shot says, secondly,

that Manila is a city full of pretenses. Moreno in the film

is a prostitute passing herself off as a nurse; her nurse’s
uniform is a kind of whitened sepulcher. The garbage |
collectors appear to be serious at their task, but their 3
truck is already full. That means they cannot possibly
clean up the entire street. They are ineffective garbage 1

collectors.

In Marilou Diaz Abaya’s Brutal (1980), the opening |
shows Amy Austria being brought out of the apartment 1
where she has just killed her husband Jay Ilagan and his .
two gangmates. The camera follows the police jeep
which has rushed to the scene of the crime. Going above
the heads of the people in the crowd which has gathered

Understanding Movies 9

in front of the apartment, the camera shows Austria
being practically carried to the jeep. The shot—a con-
tinuous one—tells the viewer immediately what is hap-
pening: Austria is in a state of shock. She is not going to
talk about the crime. We have to find out about the crime
from other sources.

In Lino Brocka’s Bona (1980), the final sequence is a
masterpiece. Nora Aunor, finally coming to her senses,
takes a pot of boiling water and scalds (by implication,
blinds, maybe even kills) her erstwhile idol Phillip
Salvador. Brocka uses slow motion, in order to capture all
the nuances of Aunor’s face as she explodes in a mixture
of rage, frustration, and hate. By stopping the action
every so often during the sequence, Brocka manages to
get the audience also to feel Aunor’s anger. The revenge
comes even more sweetly because throughout the film,
water has been used to oppress Aunor. Once the person
forced to fetch water for Salvador and to bathe him even,
Aunor now becomes a dark avenger. It is a powerful
sequence, one of Brocka’s best. (The film, however, is far
from being Brocka’s best.)

Cinematic values, then, reside in the director’s ability
to integrate sight and sound, visual image and sense,
plotand meaning. If a film merely tells a story, we say it is
as good as anovel or a play. If the film merely manages to
have technical competence, we say it is all right as a film,
but not necessarily worth seeing. But if a film, aside from
being technically precise and logically told, excites the
viewer’s imagination through its use of the camera, then
we say that it is a good film.

Good films, however, are not necessarily great films.
There are very few great films, just as there are very few
great novels or great plays. Great films have scope and -
grandeur, insight and inspiration, aside from the three
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qualities of good films. Sooner or later, we shall have our
great Filipino film. But meanwhile, let us at least do good
films. Put another way, let us watch only the good films
and refuse to pay good money to watch bad Filipino
films. That is the only way our movie industry will re-

spect our tastes. (STUDENT CANTEEN MAGAZINE,
January, 1981, p. 41.)

Rudy Fernandez faces a supernatural enemy in Sa Init

ng Apoy.

BOOKS ON HLIMS

The second book in the Teach Yourself series pub-
lished by the Communication Foundation for Asia, enti-
tled Writing for Film (1982), a slim volume by Clodualdo
del Mundo, Jr., promises to be heavily influential in the
development of Filipino screenwriting. After all, it is the
first and only book of its kind ever published locally. It is
also written by a multi-awarded writer, who is not only
the author of several distinguished screenplays (includ-
ing Maynila ... sa mga Kuko ng Liwanag, Itim, Kakabakaba
Ka Ba? and Kisapmata), but also an academically trained
film critic (he holds a master’s degree in film from the
University of Kansas).

Writing for Film shows the beginning writer how to ful-
fill his long-cherished dream of gaining fame and fortune
through the movies. The book first establishes the neces-
sity of thinking in filmic terms. Defining film as “a story
told in moving images,” Del Mundo insists that the wri-
ter understand his medium. Film is made up not of
words, but of “image, movement, sound, and editing.”
Despite the need for words in actually writing the
screenplay, the writer must subordinate verbal language

11
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to cinematic language. “If you can show it,” argues Del 1

Mundo, “why say it?”

Crucial to the film, says Del Mundo, is character. |
Character is “the key” to story, dialogue, and structure.
One should start with character, insists Del Mundo:
“Character provides the story; character projects a need *
which moves the screenplay forward.” Similarly,
“dialogue (or no dialogue) does not merely move the |
story forward; it reveals character.” Even the structure of |

a film is “rooted in character.” It is not surprising, there-

fore, that of the ten chapters in the book, four are devoted
to character (two others to the introductory description |
of the film medium, three to techniques for selling a |
screenplay, and one to advice from filmmakers). Charac-

ter is the meat of his book.

One cannot teach writing, says an old anti-academic 1
adage, but del Mundo certainly tries. By encouraging ]
thinking about the character first, Del Mundo ensures §
that the aspiring screenwriter will be on the right track,
One can go wrong any number of ways, but there are less
~ ways to go wrong if one starts out right. Similarly, by §
concentrating on the essentials of screenwriting rather
than on details, Del Mundo manages to give the impres-
sion that writing is not that hard (an important incentive

for the beginning writer).

Besides the clear guidelines for logical writing, Del
Mundo offers generous examples from his own work, as |
well as from other local or foreign screenplays. Notable *
among his examples are excerpts from Batch ‘81, the
- storyline of which he reprints. There are also well-cho- |
sen excerpts from Ishmael Bernal’'s City After Dark, "
- Ricardo Lee and Jose Lacaba’s Jaguar, Lee’s Brutal, and
Ang  Alamat ni Julian |
Makabayan. Of course, as in any other book on screen- 4
writing, there are excerpts from foreign screenplays, *

Marina Feleo-Gonzalez’'s

Books on Films 13
such as Citizen Kane, Chinatown, The 400 Blows, and Wild
Strawberries. :

Despite its excellence, the book could have been even
more useful if it had added certain features. For instance,
a sample page from a screenplay (photographed from an
actual script) would have been extremely helpful. Del
Mundo also mentions “a standard format of the contract
between writer and producer” that the Philippine
Screenwriters Guild uses. Such a contract should have
been reprinted in the book. Although Del Mundo cor-
rectly advises the writer not to use technical terms,
photographs illustrating the most useful terms should
have been included. For example, shots showing the
difference between a long shot and a close-up would be
useful to many writers who still think of these words in
absolute terms (the words are used relatively, such as “the
close-up of a building” and “the long shot of a man”).
The glossary in the book, although helpful, is sometimes
too abstract or too technical. :

A book on how to write for film has long been needed
in our country. Some local writers still write as though
they were in Hollywood, with all the sophisticated
machinery that makes American movies look so easy.
Some writers, on the other hand, still write as though our
filmmakers are all ex-komiks illustrators who have never
experimented with even the primitive equipment we
now have. The virtue of Writing for Film is that it insists
that local writers follow the American model of writing
films with a three-act structure (borrowed by Del Mundo
from Syd Field’s Screenplay (1979), as he himself
acknowledges), but at the same time cautions against ig-
noring the realities of our local motion picture industry.
(OBSERVER, February 14, 1982, pp. 29-30.)
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“You know how very few young minds survive the |
pressures of show business,” a worried Carmen Soriano
confides to Emmie G. Velarde, as they talk about Lloyd *
Samartino. The statement comes as no surprise to |
Velarde, who has heard the same sentiment expressed in
various ways by most of the show business personalities |
she has interviewed. In fact, if there is a common theme
running through the interviews collected in All-Star Cast

(Cine Gang, 1981), it is the theme of survival.

How do the stars survive in the jungle of show busi- -
ness? Velarde inevitably focuses on that central ques- | 1
tion. The answers she gets are as different as the stars

themselves.

Nora Aunor, for instance, periodically “shuts off the |
whole world to be mother and playmate to her kids.” '
Pilar Pilapil does either of two extremes: she either really |
keeps busy (“I get busy in my little garden. I go shop- "
ping. I go marketing. I even go to Divisoria alone.”) or re-,;i
mains completely idle (“...just lock myself up and do no- |
thing, not even think”). Rudy Fernandez has a simple
solution: “I often take cold water first thing in the
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morning. They say it builds up the stomach resistance to
stress.” Fernandez has a less physical, more psychologi-
cal defense mechanism: he is a master in what Velarde
calls “defensive rapping.”

Dina Bonnevie reads MAD comic/books; she also lis-
tens to relaxing music. Al Tantay keeps “a safe, unin-
volved distance” between himself and the world of
make-believe. Lorna Tolentino shuns pretending, re- -
solving to “just be myself.” Gina Alajar cannot survive
without her friend Perla Bautista, neither can Eddie Rod-
riguez remain afloat without Carmen Soriano. The APO
play a constant game with each other, always putting
each other down, therefore always putting each other up.
Edu Manzano claims he learned survival tactics from
Vilma Santos, who has “patience and subtlety.” But the final
word seems to have been spoken by two survivors: Tirso
Cruz III suggests that one should “yield, make things
easy on yourself. Don’t rush. Cool it.” Jay Ilagan agrees;
he thinks people should be able to say of you, “Wow, this
guy, cool na cool, kahit na heavy na pala ang situation.”

In the world of “star eats star,” the young learn
quickly. Maricel Soriano, for instance, knows what it
takes to grow old being a star: “Kung gusto mong mag-sur-
vive, dapat alam mo kung ano talaga ang pakay mo, at dapat,
lalaban ka.” To fight—that is the secret of survival. Those
who were intimidated too soon are no longer around.
Those who hoped for too much are gone. Those who
have remained are hard, realistic, and alone. Fernando
Poe, Jr., the longest and most successful of the survivors,
is described by Velarde with the most flattering words
she can put together. Poe is the “acknowledged maestro at
keeping mum.’

Most interviews of movie stars find the reader merely
being told all sorts of things he already knows. Not
Velarde’s interviews. There are all kinds of facets that
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Velarde reveals about our stars which we never knew
existed. Aunor for instance, turns out to be a real mother 3
to her children. Poe turns out to be a literate person who

can quote “The Rubaiyat” in the same breath as talking

about his latest leading lady. Chanda Romero acquires |
her interests (poetry, photography) from her lovers. Un- _:
like' Pilapil who ignores “nearly everything written
about her”, Jose Quirino loves even his detractors: s
“When they throw stones at me, I should join them in *
throwing stones at JQ. That way, they’d talk more about |

me. You see, it’s hard to be Number One.”

The most enjoyable interviews in All-Star Cast are |
those in which Velarde succeeds in gaining the complete §
trust of her interviewee. The interviews of Nora Aunor, |
J.Q., Rudy Fernadez, Fernando Poe, Jr., the APO Hiking
Society, and Maricel Soriano, for instance, are especially §
delightful. Only once or twice is Velarde forced to use
secondary sources for her articles (the Julie Vega inter- 1
view, for example, is a disaster). In almost all the inter-
views in All-Star Cast, the star opens up to Velarde, and

through Velarde’s lucid prose, to us.

All-Star Cast is only the second book published by
Cine Gang (the first was Brutal/Salome), but already,
Cine Gang has shown a fine sense for marketability and
inherent value. Perhaps, however, in their next book, |
Cine Gang will pay more attention to such irritating er-
rors as forgetting to place the original publication dates -
of Velarde’s essays, retaining such useless phrases as
“which opened two weeks ago in Metro theaters,” and
allowing a few typographical errors to remain uncor-
rected. Nevertheless, All-Star Cast clearly deserves an all-

star billing. (OBSERVER, January 24, 1982, p. 29.)
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ONLEALY

What is a screenplay? In his book Screenplay: The Found-
ations of Screenwriting (Dell, 1979), Syd Field answers this
question simply: “A screenplay is a story told with pic-
tures.”

Field should know. Before he wrote this. excellent
book, he read more than 2,000 screenplays. Out of these
screenplays, he recommended only 40 for possible pro-
duction to his bosses at Cinemobile. Out of these 40

| screenplays came such movies as The Godfather, Jeremiah
| Johnson, and Deliverance. Clearly, Field not only knows

what he is talking about, but actually was in a position to
back his opinions with money. (When Cinemobile
started to make movies, it had 10 million dollars ear-
marked for production.)

The book is useful not only to those who are dreaming
of a screenwriting career in Hollywood, but—in the local

context—especially to those who write for Philippine

movies. The more you read this book, the more you will
realize that, as far as screenwriting is concerned, Filipino
writers are still in kindergarten. Only two or three of our

 local writers (Ricardo Lee and Clodualdo del Mundo, Jr.,
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perhaps only a couple more) have an idea how to write |
screenplays. Most Filipino screenplays are short stories #
in dialogue form, plays with camera instructions, writ-
ing exercises put one after another, or—worse—simply"
sequence guides. Hardly anybody in the local industry
can tell a real screenplay from a komiks novel. a2

If a screenplay is nothing else but a story told with plC- 4
tures, what is a good screenplay? Field says that the an-#
swer is obvious. “When you read a good screenplay, you '8
know it—it’s evident from page one. The style, the wa ; |
the words are laid out on the page, the way the story is set
up, the grasp of dramatic situation, the introduction of
the main character, the basic premise or problem of the
screenplay—it’s all set up in the first few pages of the
script.”

Field has several more, actually a lot more, of these
theoretical principles waiting in store for the screen-
writer. He has a theory, for instance, that almost all®§
the screenplays filmed in the last decade by Hollywood §
follow a certain outline. This outline is similar to the out-
line of a theatrical three-act play. Briefly summarized, a' §
screenplay consists of three main parts: the beginning or @
set-up, the middle or confrontation, and the end orresol-
ution.The three acts are separated by two “plot points,” #
i.e., points at which the story spins around into another

direction.
Such theorizing, however, would be valueless if Field

does not give lots of examples, and this he does. He gives
numerous examples (complete with pages from the per=
tinent screenplays) from such films as Star Wars, Carrie,
Annie Hall, Close Encounters of the Third Kind, Bullitt, and
M*A*S*H. In fact, if you studiously follow the dlrectlon |
in the book, you will be writing screenplays in no time. @
Here, you will find all the technical vocabulary you need
(there is not much jargon actually expected of the screen=

writer), all the models you need (there is an excellent ex‘;
i
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cerpt from Silver Streak, for example), and all the confi-
dence you need (to write a screenplay, all you really need
is alertness to your own experiences).

Here’s an example of the kind of thing the book offers.
Field, in this example, is explaining what a “sequence”
is. “Remember the ‘party’ sequence in Midnight

Cowboy? Dustin Hoffman and Jon Voight decide to go to

a party. They find the apartment, walk up the stairs, and
enter. The party is in full swing, bizarre, unreal. They
mingle, exchange words with several people. Jon Voight
meets Brenda Vaccaro, Dustin Hoffman leaves, and Jon
Voight goes home with Brenda Vaccaro. Beginning,
middle, and end.” From the example, Field draws the

. principle: every sequence has a beginning, middle and

end. That is the kind of thing one learns reading this
book. It is the kind of thing most of our local screenwrit-
ers have never learned. (PARADE, August 24,1980, p. 11.)
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1971

Once a year, during the awards night of the Filipino |
Academy of Movie Arts and Sciences (FAMAS), Philip- 1_
pine movie producers, directors, actors, and personnel
remember that film is not only an industry, but also an |
art. So much has been said about the commercialism in-
‘grained in our local film industry that the twentieth
FAMAS awarding ceremonies at the Manila Hilton |

should not be looked at merely as a welcome breather

from the usual gossip sessions about movie per- |
sonalities, but also as the continuation of a prmseworthy 3

tradition.

Lilet (Velarde and Associates), directed by Gerry de ¢
Leon, won the award for Best Picture. It also won the &
awards for Best Director, Best Actress, Best Color
Cinematography, and Best Musical Score. Also nomi- |
nated for Best Picture were two socially-conscious films, |
Asedillo (FPJ Productions) and Hukom E.tay (Trax.s-Asia;
Films). The inclusion of these films indicates a healthy |
desire among filmmakers to make the film industry

share in the rising politicalization of the country.

Although the FAMAS gave the limelight to Fernando

o 20
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Poe, Jr., and Celia Rodriguez for their achievements in
acting, the 1971 FAMAS awards are especially significant
in the light of the influx of fresh young talent into the
movie industry. Two young directors did not make it
this year. There were Lino Brocka, nominated for Star-
doom (LEA Productions), and Ishmael Bernal, nominated
for Pagdating sa Dulo (Frankessa Films).
Brocka, who paved the way for the entrance of young
talents into the industry, was nominated for the wrong
film. Lumuha Pati mga Anghel (LEA Productions), which

- he also directed, was nominated for Best Picture. If

Brocka had been nominated for Lumuha Pati mga Anghel,
he would have given Gerry de Leon a good fight for the
directorial award. In Lumuha Pati mga Anghel, Brocka
shows his skill in editing and lighting. The film is prob-
ably Brocka’s best work so far, even overshadowing the
classic Santiago in tightness and overall design. It is also
in Lumuha Pati mga Anghel that Brocka proves his thesis
that a good director can bring out a splendid perfor-
mance from unsuspected talents. Awardees Marissa
Delgado, Lorna Tolentino, and Arnold Gamboa are all at
their best in Lumuha Pati mga Anghel.

Bernal’s Pagdating sa Dulo (Best Screenplay and Best
Editing awards) is too advanced for the FAMAS mem-
bers to have won the Best Picture award. Bernal uses
French techniques in editing, underground movie
techniques in plot construction, and some other tricks he
learned abroad. Unfortunately for him, many movie fans
are still of the opinion that a good film is simply a good
story, with a lot of poetic language and mood music

- thrown in for good measure.

All in all, the 1971 FAMAS awards for Best Picture and

| Best Director show that our standard-makers are aware
' that new techniques and new themes are now called for
‘#l (explaining the nominations given to new directors and
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new companies and the conscious playing down of the“
superstars), but these standard-makers are still wary of
abandoning the traditional Filipino norm of entertain-}
ment and profit before relevance and experiment. That
FAMAS chose the old master Gerry de Leon who, un-}
like the proverbial old dog, has learned some new tricks,3
shows the curious but cautious attitude that prevails
among the less mercenary of our film standard-setters.?

(PHILIPPINES HERALD, April 19, 1972, pp. 16-17).

Hilda Koronel — a favorite of film buffs in Europe. ‘

Years in Review 23

1979

Christmas is the season for counting our blessings,
and the biggest blessing in sight for the ailing local
movie industry is the participation of Lino Brocka’s
Jaguar (1979) in Cannes. Insiang (1976), of course, already
introduced Brocka to the international film community,
but Jaguar—hailed as one of the ten best Filipino films of
the seventies, perhaps of all time—should establish him
as one of the best film directors in the world.

1979 was not a bad year for Philippine cinema abroad.
Mike de Leon’s Itim (1976), for example, was well re-
ceived at three festivals: the Sydney Asian Film Festival
in July, the Edinborough Film Festival in August, and
the Locarno Film Festival in September.

Fr. Nick Cruz, S.J., recently told me about the 28th
Mannheim Film Festival, held October, 1979, in Mann-
heim, West Germany, to which he was the lone South-
east Asian delegate. Fr. Nick, who was my classmate in
Lamberto Avellana’s film class at the Ateneo along time
ago (a class which also included Laurice Guillen—how’s
that for name-dropping?), is now Professor of Film
Theory and Production at the Ateneo and at Maryknoll.
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He has a degree in cinematography from the Londor
Film School. :
In Mannheim, at a study group attended by directors,
producers, journalists, distributors, and filmologists
from eight countries, Fr. Nick read a paper entitled “The
Starts and Perspectives in the Young Film-Countries:§
Hongkong, the Philippines, Indonesia, Thailand, and
Sri-Lanka.” Other speakers included the internationally:
known Indian director Mrinal Sen, the German televis
sion director Heinz Ungureit, and Basu Battaacharya;
current president of the Indian Directors’ Union.
The good news that Fr. Nick brought home is that, of
the twenty-five Asian films shown during the Festival, §
six where chosen to be distributed in the Federal Repub-§
lic of Germany. Of these six, three are Filipino: Brocka’s
Maynila, Sa Mga Kuko ng Liwanag (1975), Brocka’s Insiangg
(1976), Eddie Romero’s Ganito Kami Noon, Papaano Kayof§l
Ngayon (1976). e |
Fr. Nick recalled how the three films were given stand-§
ing ovations by the largely German audiences. Hildaj§
Koronel, as in Cannes, became an instant favorite. In§
many film circles in Europe, according to Fr. Nick#
Brocka is now being called the new Satyajit Ray. To any-§f
one who knows Ray, this is a big compliment; Ray
often mentioned in the same breath as Kazin, Hitchcock}
and Welles. I am not sure, however, that Brocka—whol§}
deals with larger social problems than Ray does—feel
comfortable being compared to the great Indian directoz
Fr. Nick also mentioned that the only Asian film shows
on German television so far is Perfumed Nightmare, di
rected by Kidlat Tahimik, a Filipino. A
One conclusion reached by the delegates to thi
Mannheim study group was that “ Asian films should no
adjust to Western taste and standards.” “Genuine Asial
cultures and peoples should be projected through Asial
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films.” The study group apparently felt that there is
something Asian in Asian films, that whatever this
something is should not be lost in the expected drive to
be commercially successful in Europe. An example of an
Asian quality that the study group members observed,
according to Fr. Nick, is “the peculiar narrative style and
structure and length of Asian films in general.”

Now, I don’t know exactly what the Mannheim dele-
gates or Fr. Nick meant by this particular conclusion, but
I certainly have a few thoughts about it. Despite the
scientific experiments' which tend to prove that films
are culture-bound, that certain visual images make sense
only to certain groups of people, there is alingering sus-
picion that, in film, man has discovered a universal lan-
guage. Kurosawa may be understood completely only by
Japanese audiences, but a film by Kurosawa, even in
Japanese, still makes some kind of sense to a non-
Japanese viewer. Verbal language, in other words, is
secondary in film; the visual language of the camera and
the editor, not to mention the body language of the actors
and the musical language of the scorer, is apparently uni-
versal.

Arguments about the role of culture-bound verbal lan- <
guage in film have moved back and forth for some time
now. The Swedish director Vilgot Sjoman for example,
student of Ingmar Bergman and director of [ am Curious-
Yellow, said in a recent lecture at U.P. that the best parts
of a film occur when the actors are not speaking and there
are only sound effects or music being heard. Many film
scholars still think that some of the best films of all time
were silent movies. Charlie Chaplin, in some surveys of
critical opinion, is still considered the best film director
ever, despite the fact that he worked primarily only on si-
lent films.

What is Asian about Asian films? What is Filipino
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~ asadirector period. In other words, if he is really good, he i

good Asian film, but a good film. We should not make al-#
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about Filipino films? If film is indeed a umversal lan-
guage, if Marshall McLuhan is right about the world hav-
ing shrunk into a “global village,” should we be looking
for regional values in a universal medium? Satjayit Ray is
interesting to me because I can relate to the situations he
depicts in his films. I need not be an Indian to appreciate
Ray; Ray need not be an Indian to produce in me a recep-#§
tive reaction. :

In the same way, Brocka should not be viewed as a'
great director because he is Asian. He should be judged:

should be as good as Chaplin, Kurosawa, Woody Allen, §
or George Roy Hill. If Jaguar is good (and I believe it is), #
then it should not be just a good Filipino film, nor just a

lowances for Brocka because he is working with un-§
trained actors, uninspired scriptwriters, obsolete §
cameras, inadequate budgets, and unsympathetic pro- j
ducers. 1
Come to think of it, this Christmas, as with many re« g
cent Christmases, it isn’t so easy just to count our bles-:
sings. (TV TIMES, December 23-29, 1979, p. 9) 1
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1980

1980 was not a good year for Philippine movies. Agrix,
which was doing good films, fell. Premiere tried to re-
gain its former status as the country’s producer of quality
films, but failed with Gabi ng Lagim Ngayon. Regal con-
tinued to ignore quality, though it did produce the un-
characteristically good City After Dark. Former power
LVN returned with Kakabakaba Ka Ba?, but the film did
not make it at the box-office. The best producer of the
year was Bancom Audiovision, which brought out
Aguila, Palaban, Pag-ibig na Walang Dangal, and Brutal,
four of the year’s best. The taste of the local audience did
not change from that of previous years: among the top
grossers were the comedy John & Marsha, the action flick
Kalibre 45, and the sex film Under-age.

The top directors did not produce their best work in
1980, except perhaps Ishmael Bernal, whose City After
Dark, however, suffered from heavy censorship. Lino
Brocka was disappointing in Angela Markado and
Nakaw na Pag-ibig; so was Celso Ad. Castillo, who took
all year to finish Uhaw na Dagat. Eddie Romero returned
with Aguila, but his son Joey Romero’s first film Iwahig
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was a disaster. Maryo de los Reyes started the year righ
with Apat na Maria, but ended up doing disco potboilers
Among the new directors, the most successful wa
Marilou Diaz-Abaya, whose two films (Tanikala and§l
Brutal) earned critical raves. The least successful was
Christian Espiritu (Alaga). Laurice Guillen’s first filmil
Kasal was excellent, but her second film Kung Ako’y liwan
Mo disappointed even her friends. An old director whol§
returned was Mario O’Hara, whose Kastilyong Buhangin$j
made a serious actor out of action star Lito Lapid. :
Although the industry made more films in 1980 than in§
1979, there were not many good ones. The best films off§
the year were: Ishmael Bernal’s City After Dark (Regal),
Mike de Leon’s Kakabakaba Ka Ba? (LVN), Marilou Diaz-
Abaya’s Brutal (Bancom), Eddie Romero’s Aguila (Ban
com), and Laurice Guillen’s Kasal (Trigon, formerly
Agrix’s). Among the worst films of year were Makaman-§
dag na Rosas, Alaga, and Iskul Bukol. (TV TIMES, December§
28,1980 - January 3, 1981, pp. 10-11.) -’
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1981

It’s almost the end of another year, and it’s time once
again to add up the pluses and the minuses of the local
motion picture industry.

Clearly the newsmaker of the year was the formation
of the Filipino Motion Pictures Development Board
(Film Board, for short), the first comprehensive organi-
zation of movie people in 72 years of local moviemaking.
Organized through the singlehanded efforts of Marichu
Vera Perez Maceda and under the patronage of the First
Lady, the Film Board is now fully operational, at least as
far as two of its four branches are concerned—the Film
Fund (which has funded three film projects and started
work on several more) and the Film Academy (which has

brought together most movie artists under various

guilds). The other two branches still have to be fully or-
ganized—the Film Archives (to be housed in the ili-
fated Film Center in the CCP complex) and the Board of
Standards (still to be constituted, though President Fer-
dinand E. Marcos has announced that it will replace the
incumbent Interim Board of Censors for Motion Pic-
tures).



30

Years in Review

Another newsmaker, but not directly beneficial to thef'
local movie industry, was Manila ‘81, a dress rehearsal of
sorts for the coming International Film Festival. Al-
though the foreign delegates to Manila ‘81 had no chance
to see local films (that's what delegate Mel Tobias of
Hongkong complained about), the international filmy
event at least gave local movie personalities-a chance to}
converse with some foreign producers. :

The year clearly belonged to local directors. The D1rec~ ‘
tors’ Guild was the most active of all the guilds in the‘
Academy, sponsoring seminars and filmshowings, even?
flexing its collective muscle by deciding to boycott rising
star Gabby Concepcion. The biggest director of the year
was Romy Suzara, whose films not only hit the jackpot at
the box office, but even earned him a citation from the}
Manunuri ng Pelikulang Pilipino (for Pepeng Shotgun).;
Of the new directors, Mel Chionglo (Playgirl) was clearly &
outstanding, although Diego Cagahastian (Kambal sa
Baril) showed a lot of promise. Standing out as a directors
was Laurice Guillen, whose Salome not only got critics’]
raves, but who also found herself at the forefront of a batt
tle with her line producer, Armida Siguion-Reyna of
Bancom Audiovision. i

Abroad, local films made some kind of splash, despit}
the poor showing of Lino Brocka’s Bona in Cannes. Bona
itself eventually made it to the London Film Festival. The!
Festival of Three Continents in France exhibited several
local films. Variety, the bible of the international film in=
dustry, reviewed at least three local films: Bona (“a flaw=
less visual style”), Ishmael Bernal’s City After Dark (“Thy
Philippines has finally made a film for the world mars
ket”), and Suzara’s I Confess (“more of a Hollywood film
than a typical local feature”). 3

The lifting of martial law removed the legal restraints
on publishing new magazines. As a result, numerous
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movie magazines (with varying life spans) flooded the
market. One short-lived paper, Interlock, could have
been the first trade journal of the industry (it was pat-
terned after Variety), but competition from the gossip-
oriented fanzines quickly killed it.

The big controversies of the year had far-reaching im-
plications for the future of the movie industry. The first
was the quarrel between Guillen and Siguion-Reyna (re-
sulting in two versions of Salome). The second was the
quarrel between director Marilou Diaz-Abaya and actor
Concepcion (leading to the boycott of the star and the
probable eventual demolition of the star system). The
third was the entrance of the film censors into print
media, with the magazines insisting that print (espe-
cially nude and semi-nude photographs of bold actres-
ses) should not be the concern of the Board of Censors,
and the censors insisting that all movie-related photo-
graphs are subject to their censorship. The fourth was
the power struggle between movie theatre owners (who
formed a third association late in the year) and video-
tape sellers-renters (this controversy ended up in court).
Not as dispassionate as the first four, but still a con-
troversy, was the legal action of some movie stars against
some movie reporters; libel suits became fashionable.

Whether the controversies will have lasting effects re-
mains to be seen, but one thing is certain: 1981 had a lot
of bad things going against it. For one, the box office col-
lapsed: there were less big money-makers this year than

. in previous years (whether that was due to the quality of

the movies or to the over-all economic slump in the
country is not known). For another thing, various inno-
vations backfired, such as forcing young stars to sing (al-
most all of them cannot hold a note), airing relatively re-
cent films on television, and mounting expensive

| television promotional campaigns. Talk shows on

the movies generally ended up as visual equiva-
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lents to the gossip magazines (though two—Tonight
at the Movies and Let's Talk Movies—attempted
serious stuff). The Good Harvest philosophy of
quickie pictures did the most harm, since it accustomed -
the public to bad movies. The biggest loss of all was the #
death of Gerry de Leon; also a loss was the mystenous
death of screenwriter Enrique Dimacali.
In terms of the films themselves, 1981 was a very bad §
year. There were very few good films. Offhand, these
were the films that mattered: Salome, Pabling, Playgirl, :
Kontrobersyal, Uhaw na Dagat, Bakit Bughaw ang Langit,
Ako ang Hari, Pepeng Shotgun, Pakawalan Mo Ako, Ku- |
mander Alibasbas, Burgis, and Hiwalay (of course, the #§
Metro Manila Film Festival films are not yet accounted #§
for here). Of these, only Salome, in my opinion, is of in- k|
ternational caliber. (TV TIMES, December 20-26, 1981, p.
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1982

In Ishmael Bernal’s H zmala, a young filmmaker (played

6.)

by Spanky Manikan) comes to record the himala or mira-
tle that is happening not only to the lead character
8 (played by Nora Aunor), but to the small town itself. Not
"M abeliever in God or in miracles, the filmmaker acciden-
Ml tally records on film something that can destroy the cre-
dibility of the lead character. Since he believes only in
" the truth that his camera records, the filmmaker faces a
3 dilemma: shall he show the film or not? Shall he tell the
A truth or not? Does the truth really set man free?
i The local film industry today faces a similar dilemma.
W Attacked on all sides by unsympathetic people, local
. filmmakers cannot decide whether their films will por-
tray reality as they see it, or simply allow millions of
viewers to escape reality. The dilemma may be put as a
Bl question of semantics; will our local industry make films
| or will they make mere movies?
.~ Those who opt to make films have a difficult time
| with the year-old Board of Review for Motion Pictures
. and Television, known—to the dismay of its members—
| as the Censors. The Censors face a damned-if-you-do
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Flores, in a speech at the First National Film Market o
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lm has, the more likely it will be understood by provin-
¢ial audiences (who are not, despite propaganda by the
‘Burian ng Wikang Pambansa, native speakers of
' Tagalog). One kind of film that does not need words is
‘the action film, where the most meaningful sound ut-
lered is the “hai” accompanying the karate chop. At one
~ lime, action stars such as Rey Malonzo and Lito Lapid
- were reputed to earn more than the word-oriented Nora
~ Aunor. The acknowledged king of the box-office both in
' Manila and the provincial circuits, in fact, is action star
' Fernando Poe, Jr. Ramon Revilla’s reputation as a box-
.._pffice draw comes mostly from the provinces, and even
fon- -action-star Dolphy always makes sure that his films
‘#nd in action scenes.
- Still others say the star system It was once a general
behef that, if you put Dolphy in front of the camera for
two hours, you will have a box-office hit. But Dolphy has -
had his share of flops. Vaunted stars Vilma Santos, Nino
“Mubhlach, and Alma Moreno can no longer make films on
| ﬁ:e strength of their names. Only Poe is still relatively a
‘magic name, but his films—if you study them—are gen-
" grally technically excellent. If we do have a star sysem, it
s clearly not foolproof.
. In the end, moviemakers end up saying that sex sells
pictures. But the Censors—bless their souls—unite
whenever that three-letter word is uttered. Any nudity
On screen is automatically regarded as malicious unless.
L proven otherwise. On some (rare) enlightened days,
" however, the Censors ask what relevance the nudity has
to the film. Ang Babae sa Ulog (1981), for instance, cannot
avoid nudity because it deals with ethnic women who
fhappen not to think that their breasts are occasions of
sin.
. It would be wrong, however, to think that the only ob-
| stacle to a thriving motion picture industry is the Board

and damned-if-you-don’t situation: no matter wh
parts of a film they cut or do not cut, there are always ou
siders who think they goofed. Censor Zeny Flores e €
counts how Chairman Maria Kalaw Katigbak got pho
calls from irate, holier-than-thou citizens protesting
way students and teachers in school are portrayed as
maniacs in the foreign film Private Lessons. Anyone whe
has seen this movie, of course, knows that there are ng
students nor teachers in it, since it is not about a school a
all. Holier-than-thou citizens usually speak before they
view. (One recalls the similar incident at the Batasang
Pambansa when an assemblyman speaking against t
BBC documentary on the Philippines was forced
admit, upon interrogation, that he had not yet seen thi
film.)

Not all irate calls, however, are ignored by Katlgb

November 20, 1982, claims that Katigbak, on her ownii "
itiative, orders cuts in films already showing 1
moviehouses, even after these films have been approveg '
by the Board. While she may, technically, have the pow S
to do such a thing, Katigbak—by such action—clea ‘;
throws doubt on the competence of her fellow Censors.

Those who opt to make mere movies are not exemp
from hassles. Their problem comes from their attempt ¢
be entertaining. What really entertains local viewe
There are as many theories as there are theaters. So
say pretty, young faces, but films with Regal babies don’{
really make that much money. (It is only because Reg A
also has extensive theater holdings that it earns; it do {
not have to share its film earnings with theater owners;
One successful local producer, for instance, laughs of
the fame of the Regal babies as “movie magazine fame?
but not “box-office fame.” 1

Others say pure action. Itis true that theless dlalogue '
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of Review. The Censors are a formidable obstacle, bj
‘they are just one in the gauntlet of “masters,” as Batch 8;
would put it, that the neophyte filmmaker has to run.
bigger obstacle is the government itself, which refuses
ease the taxes imposed on the industry. E

Johnny Litton, who runs the annual Manila Interna-
tional Film Festival (MIFF), raises his hands in helplesss
ness as he notes that 40 to 45 per cent of the gross income
of a filmmaker goes to the government. A long-standing
sore spot is the flood tax. “Only theaters pay flood tax,”
grimaces Litton, “but don’t all the stores along Avenida
Rizal get flooded?” Early this year, hopes rose when the
First Lady promised to see what she could do about the
taxes, but like many bright moments in the life of the film
industry, this one did not last. : E

The general economic situation has affected the movi e
industry so much that, for the first time in the recent.
past, the number of local films produced has gone down.
Marichu Maceda, president of the Philippine Motion'
Pictures Producers Association (PMPPA), attributes the
decline to censorship uncertainties during the first quar-
ter of 1982 (the “slump,” as it is now called). But just as
important a cause is the general rise in prices of things |
needed by the film industry. The power bill of Avenue
Theater, for instance, rose from P5,000 to P76,000 a month |
recently, primarily because of energy taxes (the con- -
sumption of the theater having remained the same). The |
cost of print advertising (hooked to the cost of news-
print) has risen from P10 to P54 per column inch. We do.
not even have to speak of imported materials, which be-'
come more expensive the more the peso plunges. “In’
1950,” says Maceda, “a film cost P50,000 to produce,
while an orchestra ticket cost P1.20. In 1982, an average #
film costs two to three million to produce, but the or- §f
chestra ticket has risen only to P5.” Anyone with a cal-
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culator can see that income has not kept up with the ex-
. penses.

In the past year, of course, a few attempts to light a can-

dle instead of merely cursing the darkness have been
" made. The Experimental Cinema of the Philippines
L (ECP) is the most promising, because it promises censor-
ship-free films made with relatively: huge budgets.
Himala, one of its first two products, is clearly a master-
. piece, thus proving the ECP artistically viable. The ECP
Short Film Competition, moreover, steps towards the
- right direction: in a country where resources are scarce,
. the short film may be the creative answer to the problem
of art. The ECP, however, is not without faults. Its most
. glaring fault is its insistence on showing foreign films at
* the Manila Film Center. Since it was established primar-
1 ily to encourage the production of good local films, there
. is no logical reason to get into distributorship of foreign
b films.

Similarly, the Film Fund, established to help local pro-
ducers financially, has proven its worth with Moral, pro-

- duced for the Film Fund by outstanding local producer
. Jesse Ejercito (one of the very few who believe that films
should be both commercial and artistic). Its earlier choice
- of films to support has not been so happy, but the Film

Fund, at least, funnels all its money into local films.
Another body which helps local producers by giving
them tax incentives is the Film Ratings Board, a relatively
new addition to the growing number of government film
bodies. The Board correctly supported Batch ‘81, but its
granting of a higher rating to Haplos than to Lino

. Brocka’s Cain at Abel has raised questions about its com-

petence. Like the Censors, the Film Raters are about to
find themselves in a no-win situation.
The oldest and the most important film event that has

. brought life to the dying movie industry is the annual
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Metro Manila Film Festival. Continuing the Manila Film
Festival started in 1966 in the City of Manila, the Metro
Manila Film Festival (taking over the festival in 1975) has
annually provoked a flurry of creative activity among
local producers. Today, in fact, it may be said that pro-
ducers who generally make mere movies during the year
80 out of their way to make films for the Festival.

Even a partial list of films inspired by the Festival (if
we include the Manila festival from 1966 to 1974) is as im-
pressive as you can get: Daigdig ng mga Api (1966), Por-
trait of the Artist as Filipino (1966), Dahil sa Isang Bulaklak
(1967), Manila, Open City (1968), Wanted: Perfect Mother.
(1970), Ganito Kami Noon ... Paano Kayo Ngayon (1976), In & 1
siang (1976), Minsa'y Isang Gamu-Gamo (1976), Burles :
Queen (1977), Atsay (1978), Rubia Servios (1978), Ina Ka n
Anak Mo (1979), Ang Alamat ni Julian Makabayan (1979),
Brutal (1980), Kisapmata (1981). Clearly, creative energies |
have been released by the Festival in the past. 1

The present Festival has acquired a new dimension’
because of the January MIFF. Instead of merely aiming at
the local market, the Metro Manila Film Festival now
looks at the foreign market. Five of the entries this year, |
for instance, are going to get free subtitling from the
Movie Workers Welfare _Foundation (MOWELFUND),
which is managing the Festival in preparation for show-
ing in the MIFF. The stakes, as gamblers would put it,
have been raised.

As a consequence, the criteria for entrance into the
Metro Manila Film Festival have been slightly changed '
to gear them to the international market. “The general
theme of the Metro Filmfest this year,” says Joseph Es-
trada, chairman of the Festival, “will be universal appeal.
It will be a blending of overseas commercial viability and
positive artistry.” 1

The “sub-criteria” of the Festival follow from that gen-.
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. eral guidéline: “(1) themes that portray positive realities

without exploiting misery, desperation and the negative

. values that find no redemption; (2) themes that seek to

establish the Filipino identity of strength, perseverance
and triumph over odds; (3) new and relatively unor-
thodox themes that will find universal appeal regardless
of race, creed or religion; and (4) themes that depict the
rewards of struggle for betterment of life.”

A fair look at the Festival, then, involves not only art,
but also commerce. “A festival is a battle of giants,” says-
Rolfie Velasco, the MOWELFUND man-of-the-hour
who runs the whole thing. The festival, he explains, pro-
motes local films, selling them not only as good artistic
films, but as commercially viable films. Like everyone

' else in the industry, he is fond of citing the phenomenal

box-office success of films such as Brutal and Kisapmata,
which have no stars, hardly any sex or even action, yet
made lots of money primarily because they won awards
for their artistic merits. In short, one way to make a film
sell is to make it a good film.

Without any doubt, it is the Metro Manila Film Fest-
ival that has placed local films on the cinema map. Before
1966, hardly any moviehouse showed local films. Today,
local films often outgross foreign imports. Theater own-
ers today fight for the privilege of showing a local film.
Even without a festival, such exclusive theaters as Quad,
Makati Cinema Square, Greenhills, and Virra Mall—all
in the middle of plush sections of town where English,
and not Tagalog, is supposedly the lingua franca—regu-
larly show Tagalog films. Even the Betamax market is
now supporting Trigon’s venture into tapes of local
films. In a sense, local films have democratized taste.

The year started dismally for the local motion picture

. industry. After the slump, however, there is an artistic

resurgence. With the several extracurricular activities by
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movie people (symposia sponsored by the ECP, work-
shops sponsored by the various guilds, scholarships
given by MOWELFUND, awards given to short films,
and—of course—the incessant talk in anticipation of the
MIFF), we definitely have a more self-conscious, more
responsible and more responsive motion picture indus-

try. (PANORAMA, December 26, 1982, p. 9.)

s
.

M A e o

Gina Alajar in Salome, 1981’s best.

THE BETATMAX
CONTROVERSY

Among the major issues raised by the 67,000 actors
who went on strike in 1980 against film and television
producers in the United States was the issue of video-
cassette rights. The number of videotape playback
machines used either in private homes or in semi-
private establishments (such as schools and restaurants)
in the United States is large enough to mean a loss of
millions of dollars in possible actor income.

An actor is usually paid a flat sum (plus at most, a per-
centage of theater income) for his work in a film. If the
film is sold in the videocassette market as a tape, no
royalty or income of any sort goes to the actor. Because
videotape machines operate fairly much like xerox
machines, in fact, it is difficult to keep track of how many
videotape copies of a film actually are in circulation.

There was an attempt recently to regulate the flow of

\ videocassettes into the country. Such an attempt met

with heavy opposition, not only on the part of the Be-
tamax merchants, but also on the part of those who find

that they have no access to certain films except in Be-

tamax form.
The videocassette market in the Philippines is very

' small, compared to that of the United States. Although

41
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from the A market is lost by a local distributor when'
film becomes available on Betamax. (Locally, all v1;
eocassettes regardless of brand are known as Betamax
We are not yet in a situation where our locally-produc
films get pirated by Betamax copiers, but we will even
ally be. Are we going to wait until a strike is inevitabl
before we do something about the Betamax problem?
The question which must be answered, however, i
not that of censorship, although that is clearly a maje
issue in itself. Neither should it be, from the point @
view of those of us in the industry, that of taxation. W

posed on various aspects of fllmmakmg and fllm
tributing. : 1

The question that must be answered is a moral qu?
tion. Is an artist entitled to financial compensation ever
time his work is exhibited? In the print media, suck
question has already been answered positive
Copyright laws now allow a writer to demand royalty
such things as public recitation and xerox copies (w
the notable exception of xeroxes for educational p 1T
poses).

It is my opinion that filmmakers (including actors an
screenwriters) should also be entitled to all the financ
fruits of their labors. Let us find some practical way.
imposing on Betamax distributors some kind of fee. It
not yet our problem that foreign directors get nothing fe
the Betamax tapes we have in our own homes. But it
be our problem when our own films get seen for fre
countless viewers on their home screens. Let us not w:
for a strike to develop. Let us do something about it r
now. (INTERLOCK, February 14,1981, p. 4.)

Betamax watchers enjoy freedom from censorship
of such shots as this one of Isabel Rivas in Uhaw na
Dagat. (Photo by Romeo Vitug).
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the same building) rents tapes for P25 for three days, but
- the customer has to leave a cash deposit. The third (just
. across the street) rents tapes for P25, also for three days,
| but the customer has to leave a tape as deposit.
| There is a Betamax outlet in Mandaluyong which rents
. tapes for P10 per day, without any deposit, without any
limit to the number of tapes the customer can rent. Not to
- be outdone, there is an outlet in a nearby shopping mall
. which rents tapes for P10 for three days, though a cash
” dep051t is required. In general, rental rates average
around P20 for a two-hour (L-50) tape for three days, and
. “around P30 for a longer (L-750) tape.
. Tapes sell also for varying prices, ranging from P110 to
P160 for L-500 tapes and from P230 to P250 for L-750
tapes. Apparently, there is no relationship between the
selling price and the quality of the tape. Most viewers,
therefore save money and aggravation by simply rent-
ing tapes, rather than buying outright. In any case, it is
‘also possible for a customer to have two Betamax recor-
ders; by renting a tape for P10 and buying a blank tape
for P95, the customer saves a lot of money.
. There are ba51cally five types of tapes. The best kind is
‘known locally as a “master tape.” This is the kind that
sells in the United States for fifty dollars (usually more).
Thisisa legal copy made by the production companies in
‘Hollywood. A film such as Ordinary People, for instance,
Is transferred to videotapes by the producer (or his re-
 presentative). At least 100,000 copies are made, usually a
ot more. (Remember the actors’ strike in 1980 in the
‘United States? Vldeotape royalties was the major issue
Lin the strike.)
. The second kind of tape is copied locally from one of
these “master tapes” (they are not really “masters” in the
technical sense, because they are all copies of one “mas-
er” in Hollywood). Naturally, being second-generation

“Why buy a Betamax tape for fifty dollars when yo
can see the movie at your neighborhood theater for for
dollars?” quipped Johnny Carson in the Acaden
Awards for 1980. It may not have been one of Carson
greatest lines, but it certainly struck at the heart of one
the most dangerous foes the international movie indu
try has ever faced—the Betamax phenomenon. (Like th
toothpaste brand “Colgate,” the brand name “Betama
is commonly used to refer to all brands of videorecordet
and videotapes.) ;

In Metro Manila alone, there are hundreds of Beta
outlets, ranging from a store which boasts of a thousar
titles to small neighborhood outlets lending out or
around twenty tapes each. Most outlets rent out tapes, @
though a few merely sell tapes.

Rental rates vary from place to place, often without ar
perceivable logic. Three outlets in Quezon City, £
example have three different rental procedures. The fi

“sells” L-500 (or two-hour) tapes for P20, but the ci
tomer has to trade-in a comparable tape. The second (



- of the film importers who own the prints of the forei
film is this: where do the “masters” come from? When

-who bring a videotape recorder to a moviehouse in thi
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nited States. Locally, this kind is known as a “film
tansfer,” though the term is technically applicable only
10 the third kind. Because the transfer here is actually
from screen to tape, the sound is almost always in-
Wudible. ;
. Why is Betamax syndrome a threat? Look at it this
Way. Suppose [ rent a tape for P10 a day, and I ask a friend
bf mine to watch the Betamax with me. If I went to a
movie theater to watch the same film, I would spend P10
also (for the two of us), plus transportation, not to men-
Hon the popcorn. If there are three of us watching the Be-
Amax, we are saving money dramatically. If the whole
amily (and my friend’s family too) watches, and if I play
e tape three times during that one day when I have it, [
ave saved a considerable amount of money.
It may not éven be the money. Suppose I want to watch
ame the way it should be watch (with the disrobing
tene). Or Dressed to Kill with the crucial masturbation
jtene. Or Manila By Night (the banned version). Or
‘aligula (almost certain to be banned). Or any film cen-
ored for being too sexual, too political, or too violent. Or
ny film too “uncommercial” to be shown locally (such as
Bergman's films). There’s only one way to get around the
vard of Censors or around the commercialism of our
hovie distribution system—the Betamax
. Johnny Carson’s words are as true here as they are in
e United States. Why rent a Betamax tape for ten pesos
When you can see the same film in a movie theater for
ive pesos? (TV TIMES, May 10-16, 1981, p. 6.)
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tapes, so to speak, these tapes are less clear. They area
apt to have jumpy spots within them (attributable
local fluctuations in voltage and to sleepiness on the pz
of the local videotape operators). Nevertheless, th
tapes are in great demand here. 3
The third kind of tape is copied from a “master” (are
“master” in the technical sense) which is made dir
from a print of the film. For instance, a tape of Ordinaj
People may have been copied from a “master” tape of th
film Ordinary People. There are a number of film-ty
videotape machines operating locally. The question th
comes up all the time, however, especially in the ming

film is delivered to a local distributor, it is, of course,;'
print form. The distributor does not make a tape from th
print, since he loses money every time a videotape |
shown (the videotape viewer does not go t
moviehouse anymore). The distributor, after the film §
censored, gives the print (or prints) to moviehouse owt
ers. These exhibitors, in turn, do not make tapes of th
film, because they want people to go to their theaters, n
to stay in bedrooms watching television. Since every
body involved in the movie business wants to keep th
print from being transferred to videotape, who actuall
transfers imported films to tape? ;

The fourth kind is copied from cable television in th
United States, where some first-run films are actuall
shown ahead of exhibition in movie theaters. It is a si T
ple matter of taping broadcast tapes on cable TV ar
sending the tape (this becomes also a “master,” in lo cé
lingo) to a friend here. 1

The fifth kind—the worst kind in terms of quality
the tape that is recorded by enterprising individual

3
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Word “popular” can be used in both of Calweti’s senses
multaneously Thus, a film by Dolphy is popular both
- ' cause a large number of people view it and because the
yeople who view it are mostly from the lower classes. In
tontrast, the opera Turandot staged at the Cultural Center
8 not popular both because hardly anybody saw it and
because those who did see it came from the upper classes

WHY STUDY
POPULAR CULTURE?

) soc1ety
| In spite of such scholarly definitions, however, prob-
m cases exist. The top-rated television series Charlie’s
A ngels is, according to surveys, viewed primarily by C
nd D audiences, but a large number of more privileged
limilies also watch it. Lino Brocka's early films, appealed
primarily to middle-income and upper-class audiences
hlch is why his films almost always lost money). The
liccess of Disgrasyada (seven million pesos in Metro
Manila alone) seems to imply that even the upper classes
daw it, since films popular only among the lower classes
( uch as the Dolphy films) never make that much money
n Metro Manila.

Exceptlons, however, remain exceptions. In general,
popular culture in the Philippines may be said to refer to
the culture of the ma]orlty of the Filipino people, who are
poor. Thus, there is no point talking about the Tagalog
’- opular novel as opposed to the Tagalog novel, since
agalog novels are always popular, being published se-
ally in Liwayway or similar magazines. The distinction
Which American scholars like to point out between
nainstream literature and popular literature is of little
ise in the Philippines, since mainstream literature in the
United States commands a large audience, while there is
fardly any mainstream literary tradition with a signifi-
tant following in the Philippines.

. Consider, for example, these figures: in the United

Why study popular culture?

Because it is there.

Such an answer may seem flippant, but in fact, it is pn
cise. The serious academic scholar studies popular cu
ture because it is his business to study reality, and popt
lar culture forms a large part of social, intellectual, and a
tistic reality.

There are, of course, many ways to define popular cu
ture. One derogatory sense of the term, for examp!
places popular culture at the opposite end of “high-at
or “Art” or “Culture.” Such a sense, fortunately, is hard
ever used today in scholarly studies of popular cult =,f
More useful are two definitions given by the Ameri
critic John Cawelti, in his bibliograhic essay on the s r
ject. Popular culture may refer, in one sense, to cultu
which involves large numbers of people, spanning se
eral classes in the society. In another sense, popular _'
ture may refer to the culture of the masses, limite
primarily:to the lower classes of society. 4

In the Philippines, because the vast majority of th
population belongs to the lower-mcome groups, th
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il of popular culture) sees popular culture as a social
over the Cuckoo’s Nest has tens of thousands of readers, ' phenomenon, capable of being studied with standard
surely not insignificant although still very much less
than the hundreds of thousands who read Scruples of
Wheels instead. A book like Bloodline sells over two
thousand copies a month in Metro Manila, but what
book by Nick Joaquin or N.V.M. Gonzales sells twe
thousand copies a year? Every novel by Carlo Caparas,
however, is read by approximately sixteen million
Filipinos every week. Surely, the scholar who confines
himself to Joaquin and Gonzales and ignores Caparas
has a distorted view of his responsibilities towards his
people. ;

It is interesting that, even in the United States, the dis:
tinction between mainstream culture and popular cul
ture is rapidly blurring. Critically acclaimed novels, suck
as those by Walker Percy and Kurt Vonnegut, are best
sellers as well. Film directors such as Alfred Hitchcod
are now considered classic and worthy of scholar}
study, although their films are certainly popular in thi

States: a “difficult” and “literary” novel such as One Fleui

popular culture as the background against which mas-
' terpieces can be viewed. The literary critic, especially the
| structuralist, sees popular literature as continuous with
- great world literature, containing the same themes, the
| game structures, the same consciousness.

It is ironic that those who complain most bitterly
| against the new scholarly attention on popular culture
find nothing wrong with going to a movie, watching
elevision, singing Christmas carols, reading Mills and
' Boon novels, subscribing to Woman'’s and Newsweek, rid-
Ing a jeepney, following Tisoy and Peanuts. The scholar
- who refuses to deal with popular culture soon finds him-
self a hyphenated person—an intellectual on campus, an
‘Ordinary human being at home. The true scholar must
‘hee his experiences as a totality, not as fragments. He
ﬁnust view Voltes V in the same way that he views Virgin
@il Spring. If he has to shift his mental gears in order not to
numerical sense. Science fiction has become an acknowsll be disgusted with a TV show that he knows he enjoys,
ledged literary genre. A number of big-name univetSlf then there must be something wrong not with the TV
sities now offer courses in science fiction and fantasy it ghow, but with the scholarly standards that he is using. If
erature. A scholarly journal entitled Journal of Populaf life is meaningful, if it is a whole, then the scholar must
Culture is now on its twelfth year. Outside the Uniteg be able to bring together Mozart and Aguilar, Arcellana
States, of course, academic interest is of longer standin and Aragon, Kurosawa and Bernal, Solzhenitsyn and

Tzvetan Todorov, the major contemporary European crisgh ¢ iguion-Reyna, Turandot and Kiri. (DILIMAN REVIEW,
tic, has come out with a whole book on fantasy. An excel@l® ()ctoper-December, 1979, p.53-54.)

lent example of British scholarship on popular culture
Victor Neuburg's Popular Literature: A History and Guids
a recent book which builds on more than a century ¢
earlier scholarship.

How is one to approach popular culture? In a
number of ways, depending on one’s field. T
sociologist (and sociologists have pioneered in the stud

| sociological tools. The art historian sometimes sees

7
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s far as design is concerned.”

- “Then how come, in films set in the fifties, you invari-
lbly see Toyota Corollas and Metrocom cars? And how
‘ibout all those Paris fashions worn by actresses playing
fural women?”

. “What about the music? Our best composers are now
| doing original scores for our local movies.”

THE SIYANGA PALA
SYNDROME

~ “Then how come Pinay, American Style has terrible

‘music? That's a high-budget film and yet the guy who

| put together the sound track has no taste.”

. “Sound! There, at least, we have progressed an im-

- mense amount. Think of the soundtrack of the Ishmael

Bernal episode in Bakit May Pag-ibig Pa? That was worth

‘i Manunuri citation.”

- “That’s because there were hardly any sound effects in
that film. Inevitably, when our sound effects men get

g omg, they drown out the speeches and 1mtate our

“How can you stand Filipino films?” my friend ask
me last week.

“They’re not that bad,” I replied, irked at my frieng
snobbish tone. “They’ve improved a lot since the day

Avellana and Abalos.” E s ‘ 2 CO
“You're not saying that Zialcita is a better director thaflf I was down. to my last techn.lcal ace. “The direction.
Kolafia?® i ou’re not going to say that Lino Brocka and Ishmael

“I'm not saying that. 'm only saying that local fi i Bernal and Celso Ad. Castillo and Robert Arevalo and
on the whole, have improved both technically as aryo delos Reyes do not compare favorably with the di-
thematically.” ectors of the past? If you look at how badly Hollywood

“What do you mean by technically?” ] ;ﬁlms are directed in spite of their multimillion dollar

“In terms of cinematography, for example. You cas ‘budgets, you have to be thankful for our brillant young
deny that Romy Vitug is one of the best cameramen ' 1rectors.” . : ‘
the world today.” M “The fact that American directors are bad does not

“If you mean he can focus better, keep his camera m make our local directors good. Our young directors, no
steady, zoom in more gradually—he is one of the besiil ' matter what their intentions and qualifications, find
But if you mean he can keep his mind on what the filmig ! e.mselves up against mediocre designing, mediocre
about, I don’t see how you can justify his penchant cl;mg, and mec%wcre scr}ptmg. [
butterflies and scaffoldings and cogon grass.” - If not technically or in terms of acting, at least you

“How about art direction and production de51gn 8 have to admit that scripting is now much, much better in

insisted. “Surely our films today are extremely creati local films.”
50 . “Not if you abhor the Siyanga Pala Syndrome
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“What's that?”

“When I think of the Siyanga Pala Syndrome, | rea
that it is not only in the dialogue our local films fail, by

- in a lot of other elements as well.”

“When a director suddenly thinks of somethmg,

example, he merely inserts a sequence, whether or 1

the sequence is related to whatever it is he is trym ¢

~say. That is the Siyanga Pala Syndrome.”

“When a production designer sees a nice looking piece
furniture, he puts it in whether the piece comes from #

same period or not. The period consistency is an af
thought, a Siyanga Pala.”

“When an actress decides to wear a dress, she wo
only about whether she will look good in it, not whe hy
itis appropriate to her character or not. Logicisa Szya f

Pala, an irrelevant thought.”

“Why are our writers afflicted with the Siyanga P

Syndrome?” I asked my know-it-all friend.

“Because we don’t want to spend time thinking th
through to their local conclusion. We're an 1mpro
sional people. We like doing things which have no rels
vance to our goals. Filipino screenwriters merely exh1

in stark relief the worst of our Filipino traits: the inabilif

to stick to the point.” (EXPRESSWEEK, August 16, 19

p.31.)

ENSORSHIP

1 3

1’,~

- Browsing in the CCP Library recently, I came across a
pamphlet published by the Centre for the Study of Com-
¥ unication and Culture, a London-based international
ervice for communication research. The pamphlet, an
Bsue of Communication Research Trends (Summer 1981),
i’ as on ”Censorshxp in the Media.” Consisting primarily
; of book views and bibliographies, the pamphlet seemed-
televant to our local concerns today about censorship,
ermxssweness, and freedom of expression.
‘ There is a book, Censorship and Obscenity (1978), edited
by Rajeev Dhavan and Christie Davies (reviewed in the
pamphlet), which describes the two fundamental posi=
’tions about censorship: the “community standards ten-
dency" and the “libertarian tendency.” The first is for
, ensorship, the second against it.
- “The community standards tendency argues that
p' any individuals need more than personal discretion to
‘protect themselves.” (All my quotes are from the pam-
phlet.) Those for censorship, in other words, believe that
Someone must protect us from pornography, violence,
Xlubversxon and whatever, because many of us cannot do
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tian tendency argues that there really is no common
 societal consensus of standard and that attempts to apply
. a blanket protection of the community restricts indi-
- vidual artistic creativity and the right of individuals to
. read or see what they like in privacy.”

. There are two basic arguments, then, against censor-
ship. One is that there is “no common consensus of stan-
‘dard.” In the Philippine context, this is dramatically ap-
parent in the discrepancy between the standards held by
bur censors (not just our current Board, but even more
. clearly, the previous Board) and the standards held by
many Filipinos. A simple, non-sex-related case will suf-
| fice as an example: although the cuss word “p.....-ina” is
- #aid every other minute by jeepney drivers, sidewalk
endors, feuding housewives, even Makati executives, it
| tannot be heard on television because it is a “bad word.”
' In some current local films (though not in all, because the
- Board members themselves have disagreements), the
-. WOrd is blipped out, even if everybody in the audience
- “hears” the word by reading the lips of the actor.

| The second argument against censorship is more
basic: censorship restricts individual freedom (of the ar-
' list to create and of the viewer to see). Unfortunately, not
- everybody agrees on what “freedom” means, and this ar-
gument, therefore, fails to convince legislators to do
Aaway with censorship. The usual distinction between
“freedom” and “license” involves two terms with vague
“Ineanings for most pegple.

Those who argue for or against censorship in terms of
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that ourselves. We lack the “personal discretion” to »;
tinguish between harmless films and harmful ones, be
ween art and propaganda, between love and lust. If W
restrict ourselves to movies, the argument runs that
need Maria Kalaw Katigbak to screen for us the “bad”
quences in our films, because many of us cannot tell th
“good” scenes from “bad” ones. -
The old problem of who will protect us from ourselve
can, of course, be raised. Plato—in one of the earliel
_treatises advocating literary censorship—believed f
" the philosopher has the right and the ability to excCis
objectionable lines from Homer’s poetry, but nobo d
asked Plato to explain why he should be regarded &
more authoritative that Homer himself. Who will censt
the censors? Who chooses the censors? 1
Despite the obvious objections to the communif
standards position, however, all societies believe in
The word “all” is no exaggeration. In Harry Cloz
Obscenity and Public Morality (1969), anthropologi
Margaret Mead is cited as having proven that “ever
known society has some public standards and exercisg
some explicit censorship in the area of sexual by
haviour.” Some Filipinos who have never been f
America still believe, for instance, that there is no cel
‘sorship in the United States. Those who have lived thej
know that the states have their local film censorshi
boards (which do not merely “rate” films, but actuall
classify theaters, cut films, sue filmmakers, and othi
such familiar censorship techniques) and their locill® ‘
school boards (one of which censored the story “The Lo the effects of censorable material on people are more
tery” in a famous case less than ten years ago.) In what Dpen to attack. Those who want censorship claim that
supposed to be the freest society in the world, there iif Pornography, for instance, threatens “harm to personal
explicit and elaborate censorship. - fafety, severe personality disorders, public security,

. i & . ”
Those against censorship, however, are not fazed by #l Mesthetic standards, protection of property, etc.” For
universal support of the idea of censorship. “The libert

‘example, pornographic films are said to stimulate ado-
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lescents to commit sexual crimes.
Those who dislike censorship are quick to point
“the evidence of the Denmark experience where
ally all obscenity statutes were repealed in 1969. 1
country, parallel with the rise in the use of pornogr.
there were substantial decreases in all reported se
crimes except rape which remained relatively
changed.” In fact, psychological studies show that “a
lescent exposure to erotica is significantly less for all
viant and offender groups in comparison with non-di
viant, non-criminal groups regardless of social cla
education and socio-ethnic background.” In laymat
terms, this means that a male teenager exposed to Pe
house and Deep Throat is less likely to molest or ra
women. Taken to its logical extreme, this means that, |
removing pornography from local movies, our cense
are actually promoting sexual crimes.
Both sides, however, are barking up the wrong tre
using socio-psychological studies to prove that
nography has good or bad effects, because the trut
the matter is, as the pamphlet points out, there is no
evidence either way. No scientific or statistical pro
exists that pornography has any harmful individual {
societal effects. (TV TIMES, April 11-17,1982,p.4.)
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" | have summarized the issue of Communication Re-
arch Trends on “Censorship in the Media.” Perhaps, re-
printing the blurb of that issue will help recall some of
the problems raised today about censorship:

The principle of freedom of expression in the press, book

. publishing and broadcasting has been one of the hard-won

battles in human history. Without this freedom, a democra-
tic society could not exist. Yet every community and nation
has to make painful decisions about what will or will not be
communicated. Libel and privacy are obvious examples.
Otherwise our societies would virtually disintegrate. Does
freedom of speech have limits? If so, how do we decide on
these limits? ‘

New forms of censorship are always creeping in. Cur-
rently it is insinuated that consumer protection groups such
as Action for Children’s Television in the United States are
censors in disguise. ACT itself is accusing the fundan.en-
talist religious group, Moral Majority, of censorship goals.
What are the norms for judging who is a censor?

This issue reviews some of the profoundly new patterns
of thinking about freedom and censorship that have
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emerged in the last generation and the debate that s,:
rounds the new logic for defending freedom of expression
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bak herself is a social scientist.)

* Finally, something I really have no expertise to ask, not
" being alawyer, but I'll ask it anyway. In our Constitution
(pecifically, Art. 4, Section 9, of the 1973 Constitution),
' the following passage occurs:

That’s enough for the international scene. What abot
our own censors? Here are some questions I wish to raig
about our local censorship practices. (Some of these
raised privately with Chairman Maria Kalaw Katigba
on the set of Tell the City some time ago.) 5

Here’s a hypothetical case. Suppose we have a cense
who is only 35 years old (the minimum age required b
law.) Let us assume that his parents are still alive.
would make them around 60 years old. When the censg
disapproves a film for showing to the public, he is, ¢
course, including his parents in the prohibition. Isn’t th
censor here, therefore, placed in the position of tellin
his parents what they may see or not see?

Many of our Filipino films meant for children (such a
those starring Dolphy, or Tito, Vic, and Joey, or evel
Nifo Muhlach) have rape scenes or extremely violer
scenes. One example is Tropang Bulilit, approved by t'
new Board, where there is a sequence showing ]aruce d
Belen almost being raped by two goons. Why does th
Board allow such sequences to be shown? 3

Some of the old Tagalog films shown on daytime tel
vision have rape or violent scenes (they were originall
shown under more lenient censorship codes). These re
plays of Tagalog films are highly-rated. They have a lot¢
young viewers. But they are not edited for televisior
What does our Board intend to do about this? 4

Much of our censorship beliefs are based on indi
vidual surmises, prejudices, or ethnics. We have a lot ¢
behavioral scientists who can form a kind of Filipin
Commission on Obscenity and Pornography, like th
American one of 1970. Is the Board planning to comm is
sion scientific research into the actual effects of permis
siveness in local film? (One should recall that Mrs. Katig

No law shall be passed abridging the freedom of speech or
of the press, or the right of the people peaceably to assemble
and petition the government for redress of grievances.

. This article, say the lawbooks, prohibits “prior re-
' ytraint,” which means “official government restriction
" on the press or other forms of expression in advance of
" gctual publication or dissemination.” See Times Film
orp. vs. City of Chicago 365 US 43 (1961) and Freedman vs.

" Maryland 380 US 51 (1965). (How’s that for a non-
*lawyer?)

It seems to me, being a legal layman, that this provi-
| gion states that nobody can stop a film from being
‘ ;lhown Nobody has the right under our Constitution to
;censor films before they are shown. There should be “ny

i pnor restraint” on the form of expression known as
_ ginematic art. Film is exempted from censorship, under
" our 1973 Constitution. Why, then do we have censor-
 ship? Isn’t censorship unconstitutional? (TV TIMES,
- April 18-24, 1982, p. 4.)
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New Republic should be completely done away with.

- If we review the history of censorship in the world, we
jee that, historically, societies have moved from the
Inore restrictive to the less restrictive. This is true of the
three main objects of censorship—religious ideas, politi-
Il ideas, and obscenity.

. Religion was the first to suffer from censorship. Plaio
btherwxse an enlightened thinker) ordained in his Laws
that falsehoods about God are crimes; Plato, inciden-
lally, was also the first major thinker to attempt to sup-
press artistic freedom by banning poets from his Re-

public. Europeans generally followed Plato’s lead, with
__' ws and Christians being the first to suffer persecution
lor their religious beliefs. Needless to say, even with
itler and the Catholic Index of Forbidden Books (the
lust edition was only in 1948), censorship of religious
Ideas is now largely a thing of the past, exceptin totalita-
Flan states such as Iran.

- Similarly, there was a time when all political beliefs
ot consonant with the ruling power’s philosophy were

cinematographers, dance personalities, fashion desl fonsidered dangerous and even criminal. But today,
signers, film directors, assistant directors, productiofie o1y in the most repressive countries do we have politi-
managers, film editors, soundmen, journalists, film cridl @ censorship. In China, the Cultural Revolution (when
tics, movie actors and actresses, musicians, painters 1 ensorship was state policy) is s considered by the
sculptors, producers, production designers, screenwrit hinese people themselves as a mistake. In most de-
ers, television personalities, theater personalities, wrif mocratlc European countries, Marxists are allowed, even
ers, and teachers—protests against certain onerous praciif tncouraged to join public debates. In the United States,
tices of the censors (such as the cutting of negatives) ang g ere are no political prisoners. Of course, in less secure
against contemplated future control of live entertair ndif focieties (such as the Soviet Union and Latin American
ment (including stage plays, concerts, and fashion@g Military dictatorships), political prisoners abound,
shows), but it does not question the idea of censorshipf 127,000 of them according to the Newsweek (February 14,
itself. B 1983) report on “prisoners of conscience.” Clearly, cen-

I believe that we should go further. I believe that t ‘Sorship—defined by the Encyclopedia Britannica as re-
Board of Review for Motion Pictures and Television btriction before or after publication—still exists as far as
should be abolished. I believe that censorship in l  political ideas are concerned, but it has certainly di-

i

The success of the entertainment industry’s protes
against Executive Order 868, reorganizing the Board ¢
Review for Motion Pictures and Television, should ng
blind us to the fact that the root of the problem sti
exists—censorship. The manifesto (published in Bulleti
Today, February 11, 1983)—signed by National Artists
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minished since the reigns of Caligula (who burnt his ¢
tics alive), Domitian (who killed even the secretane
his critics), Stalin, and Hitler. :

Unlike religious or political ideas, obscenity is n
matter of reason, but of highly charged emotional pi
judices. Up to now, despite all the scientific studies ¢
ducted about sex, there is no scientific proof that wa_"
ing an obscene film or reading an obscene book encou
ages sexually deviant behavior. In simpler terms,
body has proved scientifically that a young boy, aft
watchmg a rape scene on screen, will grow up to be
raplst "
In fact, the evidence points to the contrary. In {_
mark, censorship of obscenity was abolished in 196
Pornography proliferated, but the number of sexu
crimes (except for rape cases, which remained the sam
dropped. There are psychological studies of rapists ‘
show that these sexual criminals read and watch
pornography than law-abiding men. In technical l‘
guage, “adolescent exposure to erotica is significant
less for all deviant and offender groups in comparis
with non-deviant, non-criminal groups regardless of 8
cial class, education and socio-ethnic background” (s 3
Communication Research Trends, 1981).

The suspicion that obscenity ruins the morals
young people is nothing else but a modern superstm 0!
It has absolutely no basis in scientific research, in reaso
or in history. Historically, in fact, censorship of obsc
ity started in England only in the later eighteenth ce
tury, with the United States following suit in sug
famous cases as those against James Joyce’s Ulysses i
1933, D. H. Lawrence’s Lady Chatterley’s Lover in 195
Henry Miller’s Tropic of Cancer in 1961, and John Cl
land’s Fanny Hill in 1963. Again, as in the case of relig
ous and political persecution, human beings soon b
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ime less paranoid about obscenity.
" | do not mean to say that obscenity is good. I say
lerely that it should be allowed, for the sake of the good
hat can exist only if freedom of expression is present. If
‘ artist (whether writer or filmmaker) is forever shack-
#d by censorship statutes that do not make any logical or
iklentific sense anyway, he is likely to falsify reality in
' der to publish or to exhibit his works. Artists have al-
Ways been problematic individuals, existing on the
linges of societies, not believing in the values of civiliza-
fion, questioning our most fundamental beliefs, shatter-
fig our superstitions. We should always remember the
gssons of history. We still remember and honor such
wople as Euripides (prosecuted for impiety), Shakes-
gare (with his plays full of sex and violence),
Michelangelo (with his nudes), Joyce and Lawrence, Jose
Rizal, Aurelio Tolentino, and Amado V. Hernandez, all
whom had problems with the censors of their times.
e also remember that the showing of the film Iginuhit
¢ Tadhana was stopped by the Board of Censors in 1965,
akmg Ferdinand E. Marcos a popular hero by virtue of
his having been censored. (PANORAMA, February 27,
1983, pp. 14, 16.)
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ty -five because her make-up makes her out to be only
l'urty if we cannot see the connection between one

b ene and the next, we say that such a film is technica
FOR TEACHERS ONLY: USINGE! d ‘“"m b

ecause a film is nothing else but “a story told with
HLI TO TEACH LITERATURE oot decnshidly G

Pictures” (the classic Hollywood definition), it must
Have the basic requirements of a story. It must have a

plot, characters, a theme, a structure, and some kind of
" heaning. The plot must be unified, the characters prop-
ly motivated, the theme consistent, the structure evi-
; flent, and the meaning suggested. What we look for in
any short story or novel we should look for in any film.
'7 ce a film satisfies the technical requlrements, we
ould look for its literary qualities.
" A film, however, is not a short story or a novel or a
5} ay. Itis an art form distinct from literature. What makes
ddifferent is its being cinematic. A film like Ishmael Ber-
Wl's Manila by Night (City after Dark), for example, can
ive us a shot of Alma Moreno in a white nurse’s uniform
Malking past a full garbage truck on a dirty, badly-
ghted street and say immediately that Manila is full of
Pntrasts, inconsistencies, hypocrisy, and trash. That is a
inematic statement made in less than three seconds by
ine of our best directors. A film like Lino Brocka’s Jaguar
show Philip Salvador trying to escape pursuing
jolicemen by crawling up a mountain of trash and say
mmediately that our poor people are trying to overcome
lie filth that fills up their daily lives. That cinematic
litement is made through a complex combination of
plting, character, and plot in the final sequence of
tocka’s film.
| ,When we see a film, then, we look basically for three -
cannot make out what is going on on screen because: hings: technical excellence, literary value, and cinematic
lighting is too dim, if we cannot accept an actress to nse. Let us assume, from this point on, that we know
66 4 at to look for in a film, what a good film is, how to ex-

The key word is use. We are interested in using film
help us teach literature better. We are not interested—
this paper for teachers, anyway—in film in itself. We
interested in film not as an end, but as a means. .

Before we can use film as a tool, however, we shou
know certain basic things about film in itself. For 0
purposes, there are only three basic things: tech
qualities, literary qualities, and cinematic quali
These are the three things we should look for in a filn

Before a piece of work becomes a work of art, it m
satisfy certain technical requirements. A novel, |
example, should be written in grammatically correct
guage, unless (in rare cases) the use of ungramma
language is necessary to the novel. A poem (at least|
fore the coming of the concretists) should have wo
lines, and meaning. Similarly, a film should have -
perly-focused shots, synchronized sound, appropri
sound effects, credible visual effects, realistic make-1
and various other basic technical requirements. (-
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tract meaning from a film. Let us now see how we canu erceive the events in the story? What is his motivation?'
films to help us teach literature in the classroom. hirly soon, we will be dealmg with the same kind of
Most of our schools are located within walking or ri Juestions we deal with in a short story. It is a long step
ing distance of moviehouses. Our students go to ¢ fom this to character development in a novel, but it is a
movies anyway, whether we want them to or not. Ma p Enter through their door, the Ignatian principle of
of our students get to see “For Adults Only” moviellit! Baching states, and leave through ours. Start with Poe
whether they are legally allowed in or not. We can & id end with Alff:edo Santos in Manuel Arguilla’s “Caps
sume that the vast majority of them, even those in urb g LoV Casl(: ; Poe and Santos are both oppressed
centers, share the general taste of the Filipino'masses Aranng to taxe action,
movies, i.e., movies which feature the superstars Fi | Another aspect of any recently-shown film is struc-
nando Poe, Jr., Vilma Santos, Dolphy, Nora Aunor, a re Ask the students how the film begins and how it
Nifio Muhlach. These movies capture the imagination Nds, whether the ending sums up the entire film. Fairly
our students, whether we like it or not. Several of thi bon, we will be asking about closure, that new preoccu-
waking hours are spent either watching or drea Mtion of formalist literary critics. We will also be asking
about their favorite movie stars. If we are going to rea bout the more traditional Aristotelian norm of struc-
our student’s sensibilities, here is a good place e pigk l.1as #-beginning, ¢ middle, and an end.
begin—their captive imagination. ; ¥hen we deal with a short story or a novel, we can refer
Can we get anything from these third-rate films (m b the film as the opposite of the literary work. The
of the films featuring the superstars are third-rate) whi liperstar film does not really end, but all literary works
we can use in our literature classes? We can get, at t t(evendthe Theater of the Absurd plays, in a kind of
very least, the literary qualities we identified as the s¢ : wa = 1ng). : LA .
ond thing to look for in a film. Every film has a storyff : We can go into a more abs'stract discussion of the film.
matter ‘how: ridiculous), a ¢character (no. matter il ¢ can ask what the meaning is. Chances are that the
stereotyped), a theme (no matter how minimal), a8 ‘ perstan movie will have hardly any meaning. We can
ture (no matter how loose), and a meaning (no m at en ask whether a film should have a meaning. This
how insignificant). ; lestion leads to the more general question of whether
One concrete thing we can do in our classroom S ery work of art has a meaning. When we discuss the
take a few minutes of one class (not the whole class iff fork of literature scheduled for the day, we can ask what
movie is really bad, since paying too much attention l meaning is, whether that meaning is necessary to the
bad thing ultimately convinces the student that a fork, whether it should have a meaning at all. Literary
thing is worth paying attention to) to discuss one' jtory can come painlessly from literary criticism.
ment in a recently-shown superstar movie. Take a When we use a bad film in class, we should always use
movie. Ask the students why he acts the way he d“‘ : ¢ bad film as a contrast to the good work of literature
one particular sequence. What is his reason for behay ¢ have assigned. We should never give thestudents the

that way? What does he hope to achieve? How does ipression that bad films are worth seeing. This would

‘|
i



70  For Teachers Cnly: Using Film to Teach Literature For Teachers Only: Using Film to Teach Literature 71

be a disservice not only to the film industry (at leas
the Manunuri ng Pelikulang Pilipino) and to literatu
but to the students themselves. We are, after all, in 0
literature classes because we want to develop the
dents’ taste, to increase their sensitivity, to make t
sensibility sophisticated. :
It goes without saying that, in order to be able to '
current movies in class, we have to watch the mow: 1
ourselves. Since most of us have sensitive sensibiliti i
we should not really subject ourselves to the aesthe
torture of sitting through bad films. One bad filr ;;
enough, if all we want to do is to use that film for a f¢
minutes in one or two classes. Choose a film most of @
students are likely to watch anyway. The figures ct
rently available (1981) indicate that the vast majority
our students will watch a Fernando Poe, Jr., Dolpk
Ramon Revilla, or Nifnio Muhlach movie. It is fairly safe
say that everybody will know the story of the latest P
movie. We are not talking here only of rural students, b
of all students, including those in exclusive school
Metro Manila. Aguila, starring Poe, earned over
million pesos in Metro Manila, a clear proof that A a
audiences trekked to see it (yes, that includes peo
from Forbes Park). On television, the low level of tas
our moneyed students is even more explicit: the
shows, watched by all audiences including Makati a
Greenhills people, are John & Marsha and Chick
Chicks. Ratings do not lie; only rumors lie. There is'
significant difference in movie and television view:
habits between the Makati village resident and his l
lost cousin in Tondo. 5
Watch a superstar movie, then. Chances are ouri
dents have all watched the same movie. When we ¢
about that movie in class, our students will be all ea
We do not have to watch all the superstar movies, ',

\e ones we will need for our class. Remember that the
word is use. If we can use the movie, let us go see it. If
¥e want to be certain that the story or character or theme
Will be appropriate for the short story or poem we are
#theduled to discuss during a particular week, we can
sk around about the movie. Or we can read about the
| Novie in the dozens of paid write-ups the movie public-
ly people churn out.
; Discussing a bad film in class, however, is only half the
un. The real fun begins when we discuss good films in
bur literature. Yes, Virginia, there are good films show-
Ng in our neighborhood cinema. Some of these films are
reign; in practice, however, because of the peculiar
boking situation in the country, hardly any good
pign film reaches areas outside Metro Manila. Stu-
ts in Metro Manila can always be asked to go to the
J uad or to Ali, where good foreign films are usually
pfhown. The teacher has to be alert, however, since these
s show for only two or three days. How do we know
n film is good? Normally, the advertisement for the film
hentions thatit has won an award or two. That is one in-
, ation that the film is worth assigning to students.
etimes, a movie reviewer will write about the film in
vance; that is a better indication that the film is worth
yatching. Occasionally, a film festival is held in Makati
it Quezon City; films in a festival are usually good, but
ot always.
Let us limit our discussion here to Filipino films, since
bod foreign films do not usually reach the provinces.
ilipino films—good or bad—always reach the pro-
finces. How do we know that a film is worth assigning to
r students? We do not know. Everything is hit or miss.
he chances that a film will be good are better if the di-
tor is one of the following: Ishmael Bernal, Mike de
jon, Lino Brocka, Eddie Romero, Laurice Guillen,
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f view forms the core of the fiction.

* Or take Mike de Leon’s Kekabakaba Ka Ba? This film
jevolves around the theme of Japanese control of our
onomy. Reading a war novel like Stevan Javellana’s
Without Seeing the Dawn is like reading a fairy tale for the
joung student who was born a decade after the war. But
er watching de Leon’s film, the whole Japanese-
Hilipino conflict becomes more real, therefore more un-
lerstandable. The young student will also appreciate the
ense of loss (both historical and personal) in Joaquin's
Portrait of the Artist as a Filipino when he sees the similar
iequence in Eddie Romero’s Aguila, when Poe as a
uenlla officer poignantly asks why collaborators are
ing given top government posts after the war.

Take Jaguar, for example. We can learn a lot from | ~ Whether the film we discuss is good or bad, we should
way the character of Phillip Salvador is handled not forget, however, that the main thing we are discus-
Brocka. We can ask about his original situation, his £ ding is the work of literature listed in our syllabus. Film is
vation for being so loyal to his employer, his epiphan attractive mistress, but literature is our wife. We
the end. We can point out that his character develops # $hould be careful to follow a discussion of a film im-
climax, where he has to confront his own self (or lac mediately with a discussion of a specific work of litera-
self). We can differentiate his conflict (man against hi e '.I'here AS0G need to apologize for using fqm in the
self) with the other conflicts used in the story (m leaching of literature. After all, we use our ownlives, cur-
against others in the fight scenes, man against natur ent events,\our student’s family experiences, all the
the magnificent final scene). Fairly soon, we wil world, in fact, as examples when we discuss literature.
teaching our students what characterization really i " °"'® make up a huge part of our students’ daily exis-
From Jaguar to Niick Joaquin’s short stories is not too logiie tence: Let us enter through their door, but leave through
a step. (In fact, the story of Jaguar comes from an ess ‘ours. Lets us watch films with them, that they may read
written by Nick Joaquin under the pseudonym Qui' ; literature with us. (Proceedings of the 1980 CETA Conven-
de Manila.) : ‘,ion, pp. 143-47.)

Or take Laurice Guillen’s Kasal. We can discuss G "
len’s use of a feminine point of view during the film
cinematic quality). Is it because she is a woman that¥
film is female in approach to the question of love a
marriage? Shifting from Guillen to Estrella Alfon’s s J‘_’
stories is not difficult. In Alfon, the same feminine po
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Marilou Diaz-Abaya. Sometimes, Celso Ad. Cas
Romy Suzara, Maryo de los Reyes, Augusto Buenave
tura, and Mario O’Hara make good films. But so \;
these directors have been responsible for the worst fi
in Philippine movie history. One can never be su
Read reviews of the movie first, if you have a chane
The technique of using a good film is different fri
that of using a bad one. When we discuss a bad film
class, we spend only a few minutes on it, shifting 1
mediately to a literary work whose merits stand out
clearer relief because of the faults of the bad film. W b
we discuss a good film in class, we can spend a whi
class on it, devoting a lot of time to the literary quah i
maybe even cinematic qualities, of the film. '

)



ith their preoccupations, their ennui, and their formularized
ponses to stimuli, the critics go their complacent (or dis-
funtled) ways, finding movies better (or worse) than ever, but
ver noticing that movies aren’t movies any more. Not so long
0, the movies, whatever their oversimplifications and distor-
ons, still rested on the assumption that their function was to
fesent some intelligible, structured image of reality—on the
Implest level, to tell a story and to entertain, but, more gener-
ly, to extend the spectator’s meaningful experience, to offer
m a window on the real world.

— Manny Farber, American film critic

here are certain films which will leave us squirming in our
ts while our neighbors sit laughing convulsively.

— Joy Gould Boyum, American film critic
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. To the older movie producers in the country, the way
l0 sell a movie is to “pre-sell” it, that is, to base it on a
Womiks novel with proven popularity. Because novels be-
bng to a totally different medium, “pre-sold” films have
Jeen, in general, forgettable.
- Joey Gosiengfiao’s Ang Kambal sa Uma (1979), based on
he popular novel by Jim Fernandez and Ernie Santiago,
rprisingly turns out to be one of the best of the “pre-
wld” genre. The novel, as serialized in Kislap, is full of
Inpossibilities, improbabilities, inconsistencies, and
anities. The novel meanders through attempted rapes,
nistaken identitites, contrived confrontations, number-
pss minor characters, as well as morbid rat scenes.
- The film rejects the plot twists of the novel and, instead,
ncentrates on making the implausible story almost
icceptable. Joey Gosiengfiao, who used to direct artsy-
raftsy plays for stage but has, until now, never made a
erious film, wisely limits himself to the events which
Pad *o the birth of the twins, to the inevitable death of
ila (Rio Locsin), and to the first days of Vira (Rio Locsin)
I the hospital. Granted the scientific impossibility of
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half-rat human beings, the film tells a logical story.

Rio Locsin has improved a lot from her Disgrasyu
and Alas at Reyna days. At certain points during the fill
in fact, when she plays both Vira and Ela simultaneous
she almost succeeds in becoming two persons. Unfo
nately, her over-all characterizations are inconsistel
She needs an acting coach. E

Gosiengfiao’s main contribution to Philippine films
his timing. He edits much better than most Filipino ¢
rectors. Even his earlier, otherwise insignificant fi f‘
move quickly from one sequence to another. His sense
timing, however, does not save Kambal sa Uma fre
being painful to watch. It is probably not Gosiengfi
fault. No director can compensate for the ridiculous nof
acting that Al Tantay, Julie-Ann Fortich, and everyo;

_' Komiks novelist Carlo Caparas, who wrote the novel
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else in the film (with the possible exception of Rio Locs
and Orestes Ojeda in a few sequences) impose on #

viewer. (TV TIMES, August 5-11, 1979, p. 6)

Hong, is himself one of the directors of the movie Mong
;" 979). The other director, Artemio Marquez, wrote the
Mcreenplay for the movie. Surely, here, there should be
No problem between writer and director. The problem
re, however, is the old one of adaptation. Countless
ilipino films have been adapted from comic strips, just
i half of all American films have been adapted from
hovels, plays, or short stories. In the case of Mong, the
idaptation is not too successful.
. As the hundreds of thousands who read Mong in
Tagalog Klasiks know (the figure could reach millions, ac-
ording to a recent study), Mong is a gigantic dummy
who becomes a professional basketball player. Tutored
by his father Cachupoy and his coach Rudy Manlapaz,
onnie de Jesus becomes a superstar, but only when
Melanie Marquez is around.
_ In the comic strip, Mong is a lumbering, bumbling,
pathetic, lovable character. Towering way above his
feammates in height and stupidity, Mong becomes a
Filipino version of Huckleberry Film. Mong, in other
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words, is a growing-up story. In the film, howev
Jesus is not that much taller than Marquez in her '
heels. In the basketball sequences, it is not easy to
him out from the other tall players (the director s
probably have used short high school players
heighten the difference). De Jesus’ bumbling is limi
to sucking his finger and slipping; his lack of acting’
perience keeps the film from being consistently funs
- More important, Caparas’ komiks novel s full of fus
situations; one remembers, for instance, Mong's nati
mistake of entering the first ladies’ room he sees
Manila. The film, on the other hand, relies mainly on’
slapstick antics of Cachupoy and Pugak. Beca
Lachupoy and Pugak are not funny, neither is the
ore imaginative direction would have saved thls
The Crispa Redmanizers have the potential to be
comedians (after all, the Harlem Globetrotters are ex
lent athletes). Melanie Marquez seems to be as taler
as she is beautiful. Even Rod Navarro appears perfe
cast. It is too bad that the directors were badly ch
(TV TIMES, November 18-24, 1979, p. 9.) |
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Arman Reyes and Freddie Sarrol’s Palengke Queen
¥82) is a commercial movie, if nothing else. There are
¢ sure-fire elements: rich boy and poor girl, rags to
hes, revenge, love. This is a film in the grand tradition
local cinema—based on the komiks phenomenon. One
inor crisis follows another, exactly as one wants to read
in a weekly serial.
ere’s always a deep sense of loss when a promising
or such as Arman Reyes loses his touch and turns
it a terrible movie. This film is, no matter how one
oks at it, simply awful.
Take the characterization of the three brothers, for in-
lance. Why are they so ineffectual? How could Nora
nor have remained the servile sister in such a house-
pld? Even the sequence in which Mat Ranillo offers
em two cases of beer is inconclusive: we never know
that the effect of the “bribery” is on Ranillo’s courtship.
Or take Joonee Gamboa, who suddenly transforms
to a responsible father when he inherits wealth. No
jgical explanation is ever offered for his fantastic
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change of behavior. Even his chronic cough srmply
ishes. Or take the supporting characters in the ma -
what ever happens to Louella, Ike Lozada, Inday B
day, and German Moreno? They seem merely to ha
gotten old (but not make-up-wise). If there are going
be minor characters anyway, why not make use of the
| to move the plot or the theme forward? i
o There is merit, of course, in the revenge theme. &
applauds when Aunor refuses to have Celia Rodrig
kiss her foot. But someone used to the religious und
tone of local movies can easily guess that our heroi 3
matter how much she wants to get back at archvi
Rodriguez, will never go through with such an un ',
tian act. There are, in other words, no surprises m
film. " The good thing about Eddie Garcia’s Sinasamba Kita

The only surprise is that Reyes has allowed hims 1982) is that there are only four major characters. Other-
15 make a thoroughly commercial film. Perhaps the = Wise, it would be impossible to keep track of the events,
1% problem lies with the komiks roots of the story. Komik ¥hich rival eighteenth-century dramatic twists in quan-
st a medium that has, in hundreds of films, proven to ly. One thing keeps following another, with or without
’; unadaptable to the screen. This film proves it bey ’ enefit of logic. The fan of komiks magazines and radio
: doubt. After all, anyone seeing Charlie Davao rials will undoubtedly find nothing wrong with the .
Greggy Liwag look so lost in their badly written r¢ \eandering plot, but those with more sophisticated
cannot help but give up on komiks-based movies. istes will soon tire of the complications.

| One question says it all: what is the relationship - Viva Films started out with a holier-than-thou attitude
b Palengke Queen to the film? Except for the first seque that Filipino films should portray the true, the good, and
no use whatsoever is made of this ill-advised ti e beautiful. With Sinasamba Kita, Viva Films takes an
(PARADE, August 25, 1982, p. 35.) ibout-face. This film uses the two ingredients regarded

#§ anathema by do-gooders—sex and violence. There’s a

)t of sex, with the four major characters changing
Jrtners. There’s enough violence for the action fan,
With one sequence showing a drunk Phillip Salvador de-
pnding himself in a particularly brutal way against sev-
al well-meaning toughies.
. The whole film, of course, revolves around the ques-
f on of sex, in particular, the question of Lorna Tolen-
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tino’s virginity. One sequence shows Tolentino neck 1
and petting (when Christopher de Leon is holdlng
thigh) but stopping just short of deflowering. he
Vilma Santos finally rescues Tolentino, the first ques f'
she asks is whether Salvador has touched Tolentin
Why, however, is virginity so important? Hop
moreover, can Tolentino kiss and pet de Leon and |
5 with Salvador on a weekend trip and not expect to 1
y her virginity?
The acting is not spectacular, considering the track
L cords of the four stars. Salvador is the most effectlv o
the four, especially since Santos’ performance is ma re
by bad dubbing (many lines are even dubbed by son
other person). Among the supporting players, Iret
Celebre is not bad, Luz Fernandez is credible, and Rar
Rodriguez turns in a good performance. 5
Despite such a distinguished staff (Romy Vitug at
camera, George Canseco at the piano, and Orla
Nadres at the typewnter) the film fails techmcally
artistically. The fault, however, may lie not in the techs
cal persons, but in the original choice of material. ;'
story is really bad, even for a komiks novel. No one ¢
possibly believe anything in this film, starting from
extremely unlikely possibility that the woman de L
almost runs over turns out to be his friend’s younger si
ter. (PARADE, September 8,1982, p. 37.) 4

FIRST FILMS

PR

Everythmg about Maryo de los Reyes’ High School,
irca '65 (1979) smells of a bad film. It has a new director,
br one thing. It has Eddie Rodriguez in his thousandth
fole as the man in the love triangle. It has Ike Lozada and
Is generation doing slapstick. It has a huge cast of teen-
Agers who, in 1965, were not even old enough yet to go to
dindergarten.
Maryo de los Reyes, however, turns the clichés into
inematic gems, the children into serious actors, and an
inmemorable period into a fit object for nostalgia. High
ithool has to be one of 1979’s best films.

" To another director, the years after 1965 would be more
finematically exciting, since the students can be shown
dulging in drugs, politics, or sex. De los Reyes, how-
Ver, takes up the challenge of recreating an apparently
dlstmgulshed period by paying more than the usual
jttention to production design. There are the old Pepsi

bottles, the familiar trumpo, the awkward dance steps,
‘e school programs, the one-on-one fist fight, and
en Pepito Rodriguez signing autographs.

- There is, of course, the expected story. A fresh U.P.
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graduate (Charo Santos) becomes teacher-in-cha B arenidliler oo it Lok i
the graduating class. She forms a close friendship g P p 8 apparenta

: ; . rous affair, the teachers do not defend her.
fellow teacher Eddie Rodriguez, husband of wes 8 . The most impressive achievement of the director is

(I;ll::er[;(e);:r;; ::kds fsatt:l;:nct)sf, Stt:;;f; SM:;%"; f: ::tas al I olc;lingl;1 thcci young talents into serious actors and actres-

’ #es. In the classroom scenes, the students show different
Santos is forced to leave the school and Rodriguez vol ficting attitudes, superior to those shown by older bit ac-
tarily disappears from public sight. 4 i?“ ( lors in usual crowd scenes. De los Reyes brings w1th him,
e st e e o e v B A g

o1 insemble, which emphasizes ensemble acti

Rodriguez really loves Lorena; it is Lorena who is t H lno Brocka and ManopO’Hara, who are also Pllri‘TgA stlaltf
‘f?althtful belial:ise she sznis t}}er hg;f\t?)tte:}?;?sgt ?. Warts, de los Reyes adopts for film the stage adage that
unciions. Rodriguez aoes not love il there are no small roles, only small actors. In High School,
;elhge}ilt to {all for a Ifrtlarne?:l m:n I:l the ‘;“fd thf fam he bit roles are played by veteran stage actors such as
ives happily ever after and the value of family 1s loxy Topacio and Angie Ferro.

firmed. S | The film is not without its faults. Lighting leaves much

But it is the director who transforms the cliché int b be desired; some medium shots have the actors’ faces
tour de force. The obligatory confrontation between wi shadows. Rodriguez’ make-up in one sequence has
and suspected mistress, for example, is particularly | e wrong texture. The close-up of the sand castle being
structive. Having established early in the film that ashed away by the waves is too obvious an attempt at
riguez loves ice cream, the director makes Santos ymbolism; it would have been better to build the sand
ice cream in the restaurant where she meets Loren astle closer to the waterline, so that the castle can be
ice cream becomes a visual symbol; Santos does not en in the background of the earlier long shots. But such
the ice cream. Instead, calmly and softly, she tells Lore ults do not mar the film in any essential way. In fact,
that Rodriguez has always loved his family and, in fa lnce this is de los Reyes’ first film, it is a wonder that

has never been unfaithful. 2 ere are so few of these faults. (TV TIMES, February 25 -
The director succeeds in transforming similar tn larch 3,1979, p. 8)

episodes. Carrying a cake to a school celebration, a nas
old teacher trips on a string tied by a couple of misc i
ous students. As she gets up with the traditional “pie
the face,” she berates Santos’ students. Santos, in tu
berates her for assuming, without proof, that th
dents set the trap. Instead of regressing into slapsti
the sequence becomes a highly dramatic, crucial m
ment in the film. By taking the side of students aga1 g
fellow teacher, Santos breaks a professional taboo. '

First Films 87
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olphy and Panchito are forced to play Russian roulette -
ter the fashion of The Deer Hunter (complete with bam-
Joo cage, river, and Vietnamese-sounding words). In
other sequence, the film spoofs the snake technique
lolized by Kung Fu fans; Dancing Master uses a real
nake. In a dream sequence Dolphy and Nida Blanca ap-
pear to take their balletic pas de deux seriously, while the
era pokes fun at them. Justasin Jack ‘n’ Jill of the Third
ind, the training sequence is hilarious; Dolphy is at his
best with visual satire.

- Despite Dolphy, the cast, and the inspired moments,
however, the film fails, because the screenplay and the
lirection leave much to be desired. Much of the humor is
\ the ad libs obviously contributed by the veteran com-
ians. Dolphy’s visual talents are not fully exploited.
Jne routine involving an exchange of gifts is done
lwice—a clear sign of loss of imagination on the part of
he screenwriter. The characters act without clear moti-
ation. The film is billed as Jett Espiritu’s first film, but
at is no excuse. Maryo de los Reyes’ first film, High
chool Circa ‘65, was a masterpiece. (TV TIMES, January
7-23,1979, p. 8.)

At a symposium held in U.P. in 1978, a major film pg
ducer remarked in all seriousness that, for a film to mal
a million, all a producer has to do is to make Dolp ?'
stand in front of a blank wall and to run the camera(
two hours Such an observation appeared to be nothi
more than a complacent hyperbole when Darna Kul
failed at the box-office, but Jett Espiritu’s Dancmg Ma -;_'
(1979) has, once again, proven the accuracy of the stat
ment. Dolphy commands an audience.

Dolphy, of course, has a lot of help in Dancing Ma
The film uses the cast of the once top-rated TV series Joi
en Marsha; Dolphy, in fact, plays a character namg
Johnny. The film improves on the Buhay Artista team
Dolphy and Panchito. Panchito manages to have his ow
naughty moments, instead of simply playing straig
man to Dolphy. True to his philosophy of riding on ot
money-making elements (he did Ang Tatay Kong Nani
with Nifio Muhlach and Jack ‘n’ Jill of the Third Kind w‘
Nora Aunor). Dolphy uses the Kung Fu formula whi
catapulted Rey Malonzo to superstar status. 3

The film itself has inspired moments. In one sequenc



First Films 91

central mataphor of the tanikala (chain), or explore
he Gothic possibilities of the character played by Rita
fomez.
. Abaya and Reyes together produce a problematxc film,
) film well directed but badly written. Tanikala leaves the
vlewer with a nagging feeling that something important
iz ‘ s been said but with no idea of what that something is.
'f E 1V TIMES, March 2-8, 1980, p. 9.)

L
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To geta good film, you need a good director and a gg
writer.

A good director is not enough Take Marilou
Abaya’s Tanikala (1980), for example. Abaya directs
nically impressive film. From the opening credit seq
(heavily influenced by Kramer vs. Kramer) to th
of characters at the end (rare for Filipino mov
Tanikala moves firmly under her control. Except fe
couple of editing slips (the first sequence mvolvm g
priest, for example, starts too early) and the anachro;
tic shirts worn by Romeo Vasquez, the film faithfi
evokes the period around 1939. Using tight shots"
sensible pacing, Abaya sets a technical standard of]
Filipino directors should strive to reach. ‘

The screenplay of Tanikala, however, is one of scre
writer Edgardo Reyes” worst. Granted, he had to wi
it with the inferior material of Pablo Gomez’ komiks n
W but he already showed in Atsay that he can transﬁ
i comic-book coals into cinematic diamonds. In Tanik |
1 sad to say, Reyes fails to establish motivations, deve
fle character, plug logical holes, sustain credibility, expl

1 Laurice Guillen directs Chanda Romero in Kasal.
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: Lany artistic value. ;
- The screenplay tells the story of the day before Hilda
bronel and Christopher de Leon are married. Both
Soronel and de Leon turn out to be in love with other
persons. Her real love Jay Ilagan, however, is now mar-
fled to her older sister Mia Gutierrez. His real love
whanda Romero—who turns out to be a callgirl—has
Jeen bought off by his father Johnny Wilson. Koronel
id de Leon meet their real loves the night before the
Vedding. The thematic question, then, is: will they get
larried anyway although they do not love each other?
. There are basically two things wrong with the
treenplay. First, it is impossible that, of all the callgirls
E i Manila, Romero would be the one given as a gift to de
Don't miss “Kasal?” (1980). : v gon in his traditional de§ped1da de soltera.” It is also
: ol E : ; p Nprobable that, after having suffered for more than a
It is the first film directed by actress Laurice Guill : . : ;
: PrahiaRe ar with Gutierrez, Ilagan will choose the night before
but already, it shows a master at work. Guillen’s dir eC i : ! 4 iy
! § ; : 3 ¢ wedding to reiterate his love for Koronel. The end-
rial hand is strong from the opening credit sequence. 1 . : / :
; ; ‘ .. . B, in other words, is not believable at all.
titles are simple, clear, and readable—something

: ; ; 3 ‘More important, however, is the failure of the
cannot say of most title sequences in local films. In feenplay to clarify the relationship between Koronel
first five minutes of the film, the technical accomplis ey P

S o id de Leon. How much in love with each other are they?

ments of Guillen’s staff all announce themselves: ti . : Wi :
i : ihy is there a sequence showing him, in a car, telling
editing (by Efren Jarlego), competent caematoR ir such basic things about himself that presumably
(by Ricardo Remias), supportive sound engineering ¢ i

Rolly Ruta and company), and appropriate music (by} [\ 2bout \fo e married. siteady know?. The
Latonio). TERR S song (yrics by Ni iteenplay fails to establish the intensity of the love be-

. : i i ¥een the two, or at least the intensity of their respect for
Tlo.n geon and sung by K‘fh LefieSI.na) 58 excmng: e icietal traditions. The final decision of the two, then, to
Guillen has succeeded in wielding together into o - . ; ] ; G

: 4 on with their wedding is suspect. Again, the ending is
piece the several talents of her technical staff. 4 B lematic

: O;lly t:lu:hst;)Fy antd scliee(t;\p!laly l’ea;re ;:1 ‘;cl:l t; be \s a director, however, Guillen is responsible primar-
s;;'e l,lan 2 1sfn t<l)1 r;a Z’Flu sl s .: ast, "; j for—at least—three basic things: the camera angles,
:4' - (g?; e oh 4 hgs ;flg ":}? scree:lu;r.n e:s ¢ ¥ ¢ structure of the film, and the acting. In these aspects,

o aéa,i{w (3 > 1msel oh e tl:tc O;f 3 i well as in the various other aspects connected with di-
good actor. i 5 81 NOWEYEL BIRL o ctorial craft, Guillen excels. The camera angles, for
a bang, but ends with a concession too commercial to ,

i

|
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example, are exciting, imaginative, and original. T
cinematographer should be credited with the lightii
and compositional values of the camerawork, but it
Guillen who decides where to place the camera. T
camerawork in Kasal? has to be seen to be believed. -

First Films 95
;" the young actors’ performances, though he is no sea-
ned veteran.
. The casting is excellent, not only because the actors are
good, but also because they all look alike (Gutierrez,
particular, really looks like Koronel’s older sister).
The structure of the film is also innovative. Guillen| hey also all act wealthy (again, something which cannot
to shift back and forth through time to tell stories of | ¢ said of almost all other films which deal with the life of
two partners. Only once does she employ a stand; e moneyed). By a strange coincidence, Guillen stages a
flashback signal (she zooms into a close-up in the fi irectional debut similar to those of Maryo de los Reyes
flashback). All the other flashbacks are not signalled ¢ id Marilou Diaz-Abaya. High School, Circa ‘65 had a
ventionally at all, but the viewer is never confused. 1 d plot, but de los Reyes compensated with his direction.
effect is stunning and appropriate: the film, after all nikala also had a rerrible screenplay, but Abaya saved
not really about the present, but about the past’s hold “with her direction. Kasal? does not have a terrible
the present. 1 fteenplay, only a flawed one, but Guillen extracts a
It is in her direction of her actors that actress Guil lamond from it. If Kasal? is any gauge, Guillen should
shows a form which should land her some kind of dit on join the ranks of our magic three—Brocka, Bernal
tional citation. Kasal? is filled with great performan d de los Reyes. (TV TIMES, June 22-28, 1980, p. 48.)
Koronel, as usual, is masterly, but even a newcomer} 3
Gutierrez comes off well. In fact, in her scene ¥
Koronel, Gutierrez manages to upstage the vete

himself in his first performances as a screen actor. W
this film, de Leon strengthens his position as the E
young actor in the local industry today.

llagan is excellent as the cheated lover. His “lip-syn
ing” (should we call it “cheek-synching”?) o
saxophone solo is perfect. Romero shows, once ags
that she is one of our rare, serious young actresses. |
performance is flawless. Only the older actors have so
uncomfortable moments. Gloria Romero as the mothe
Koronel looks the part, but seems ill at ease with the ¢z
era after such a long absence. Johny Wilson as de Leg
father gives just the right impression as the street-w
decadent tycoon. Even Bobby Ledesma as Koron
father manages to stay afloat in the tidal wave unleas!
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- exploited one, but the exploiter of sugar mommy

- FirstFilms 97

The ironic twist Espiritu introduces in his story—that
i the exploited being, in fact, the exploiter—is also, un-
brtunately, part of surviving in today’s complex society.
Vho has not, at some point in his life, dreamed of climb-
Ig the social ladder and been willing to compromise
:‘ nciple for profit? The film intends to say something
portant; of that, there is no doubt.

-; What is doubtful, however, is whether the film—the
My it is made—says anything at all. The technical as-
" ts of filmmaking are so badly ignored that the film al-
\0st fails to be a film. The cinematography, for example,
‘ more amateurish than usual; the hand-held camera
loves like a tree during a typhoon. The dubbing is in-
fedibly incompetent, with actors opening their mouths
hg before and long after any actual words are spoken.
‘ writing is incomprehensible; the sequences seem
her out of order or not ordered at all. The acting is
inful to watch; not even Charito Solis gives more than
alf-hearted performance. The editing is frustrating;
sequences start before the director shouts “Action!”
it is one thing to have something good to say. It is
other thing altogether to be able to say it. Bancom
'diovision, which produced this film, has a good rec-
I of original and daring stories (Jaguar and Aguila, for
imple), but it still has to prove that it understands the
thnical aspects of filmmaking. Film is both an art and a
ence. We have a number of people (including Es-
itu) who are creative and even brilliant. What we
#d—and this Bancom with its funds can provide—is
hnical expertise. Alaga could have been the first
pino film with an unsympathetic anti-hero (also, a
\-star) as the protagonist, but instead, Alaga is not
nafilm.Itis merely the germ of a film, (TV TIMES, Oc-
r 26- November 1, 1980, p. 47.)

96 First Films

Alaga begins with a germ of a good film, but |
germ rapidly grows into a menace, poisoning"f.
cinematic work.

Christian Espiritu has to be commended for dari N,
make a serious film about a serious subject. An “alay

or sugar baby (Edu Manzano) turns out to be no

Solis, bold actress Amy Austria, and inn 0C
sweetheart Baby Degado. Manzano uses the h
women in his attempt to gain fame and fortune.
his intrinsically evil design is discovered by Solis, sw
revenge is planned. He ends up more miserable |
when he started out.
The subject clearly deserves serious attention. It
only gigolos or the “alagas” of wealthy matrons in
life today who are victims of exploitation, but alm
everyone else; who has not, at one point or other i
life, been forced to acquiesce to the irrational demand;
a boss, a teacher, a parent, or a wealthy aunt? Bei 8
“alaga” is part of surviving. Being an “alaga,” howe
is far from being part of being human.

3
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sign. Chionglo has won several awards for his work as
production designer in local movies. As a designer, he
) a stickler for details, as well as an excellent evoker of at-
OSphere In Playgzrl the ambiance of the life of low-
tlass prostitutes is very well evoked. The casting of the
pportmg characters, the choice of locations, the cos-
imes—everything adds up to an excellent portrait of a
imited Manila by Night.

- A production designer, however, by necessity is more
litrested in things than in persons. Working in a pro-
liction with a director, the designer usually ends up
a th the props, rather than with the actors. It is the direc-
I who handles the actors and the cinematographer. As
director, Chionglo fails to use his actors and his camera
ectlvely

'The acting is abominable. Charito Solis is hardly be-
#vable as the aging, but still popular twenty-peso pros-
ute. The story demands that the woman she plays, a
irty-year veteran of Misericordia, earn a lot of money.
e supports a young man (Phillip Salvador). She also

a first film, audiences can see the basic orientation | \ pports her iny daughter (Gma‘ Alajar), who goes to a
director. Marilou Diaz-Abaya’s Tanikala, for ins her expensive school (by prostitute standards). There
was overly concerned with the technical side of filmm I line in the script which describes Solis as “different
ing, to the neglect of storytelling—thus revealing w jom the others,” but she plays her character too diffe-
promises to be her main contribution to local cinema, Bhtly. There is a total lack of lasciviousness. Anyone
academic training as a filmmaker. Laurice Guills fho goes through thirty years of “serving” men is bound
Kasal? self-consciously cultivated a female point of vi | cultivate some kind of vulgarity, or at least some
to the extent of creating male caricatures—thus reveal nblance of sex appeal. Compare, for example, the way
what promises to be her main contribution to is plays the ex-prostitute in City After Dark. There, Is-
cinema, i.e., feminist filmmaking. Maryo de los Re I el Bernal makes sure that she still looks like a prosti-
High School, Circa ‘65 highlighted ensemble playir q;
heritage from his theater days.

Playgirt (1981), the first film of Mel Chionglo, shi
clearly what Chionglo’s strengths and weaknesses
be. His strength—expectedly enough—is in produ

98  First Films

A film is always a cinematic event. A first film usu;
represents a director’s all-out attempt to master a 1
medium, as well as his initial statement to the world. .{
diences are often willing to give the beginning diree
the benefit of the doubt, thus giving him an advant
over the veteran with a reputation to protect. Alrea v;

S imilarly, Gina Alajar is a complete disappointment,
pecially after her bravura performance in Marilou
-Abaya’s Brutal (1980). She fails to bring across the

nse of purpose that her character (according to her
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explicit lines in one confrontation scene) calls for.
audience is left wondering how she suddenly becom
prostitute; it is not enough to show that she has b
drugged right before being raped by two men. E
Alajar’s use of her face is unsatisfactory in Playgirl
Brutal, she showed that she has the ability to portray ¢
flicting emotions without saying a word. There is
such use of facial expression in Playgirl. 1

As director, Chionglo clearly failed to motivate his
tresses properly, since in their other films, both Solisi
Alajar have played similar characters competently. ',L
more inappropriate, however, is the cinematogra"
The director is responsible for deciding when to
long shots, medium shots, and close-ups. In Pl
girl, most of the shots show more things than §
sons, more of the background than of the protagonis
other words, there is a disproportionate number of I
and medium shots in the film. This is particularly wit
because the film calls for a minute examination of merely shows promise. (TV TIMES, February 15-21, 1981
psychology of Solis and Alajar. The film must, then, h
a lot of close-ups (Ingmar Bergman, for example, just]
Lino Brocka, uses close-ups to delve into chara
Chionglo, apparently, is more interested (understai
ably) in showing the excellent settings than in supp
ing the theme of the screenplay. b

One particular sequence will serve as an exampleg
Chionglo’s strong and weak points. In the middle of
film, Salvador takes a train to Bicol; Solis sees him
The train comes into view. We see other passengers w
typical Bicol-type luggage. The eye for details of"
former production designer is clearly there. When'
train comes alongside the couple, however, they
thrown into darkness. This would be an excellent sy
bol, if it were deliberate. But it cannot be deliberat:
cause light actually filters in between the cars. When'

b
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tain stops, Chionglo shows that he still has to learn more
bout blocking. Instead of Salvador boarding at the door
Nearest him, he walks all the way to the third door and
boards there. The movement is unrealistic and distract-
ng, but it does give Chionglo the opportunity to show
the station in full shot. The design is excellent, but the
blocking and the cinematography ruin the effect of the
sequence.

- Chionglo will certainly be a director to reckon with in
the coming years, if only because he appears serious in
his intentions and careful in his choice of locations and

hionglo’s experience as a production designer clearly
put him ahead of these directors. But directing a film in-
Volves cameras and actors too. When Chionglo learns to
tlevote his attention not only to the objects in the shots,
but to the persons in the shots and to the shots them-




b 102  First Films First Films 103 :

hout cluttering the screen with the usual poverty
mbols, the designer manages to convey the sense of
pelessness that surrounds student life in the inner
- Two interesting directorial touches show that Arman
yes has potentials as an artistic director. In one se-
Juence, the dorm residents are usually noisy. Having re-
patedly failed to study in the past Arnold Gamboa is
bout to give up all hope of learning his lessons. One of
dorm residents is reading a book entitled Amok. The
tle of the book, of course, describes the action in the
pquence.
- Another such directorial touch involves the use of a
‘ ick cut to show time lapse. Reyes, walking home
thausted from his job, meets the neighborhood
ushers. He looks at the face of one of the pushers. The
ice suddenly turns into his own. In the very next se-
uence, Reyes is already the school’s established pusher.
lime lapse has been successfully shown through a sim-
e cut.
Nevertheless, the film rings several false notes. The
nost ridiculous is Lorna Tolentino’s subplot, which tries
) exploit that over- exploited Filipino situation: the rich
rl falling for the poor boy. One can understand the
ed to get a superstar to help box-office prospects, but
folentino comes out so infrequently and her role is so
tently absurd that the film would have been much bet-
br off without her. (PARADE, January 23-29,1982, p. 49.)

The style of the credits and the advertisement lays
for Arman Reyes’ Dormitoryo (1982) is misleading,
cause this film is not a comedy. On the contrary, it is
lentless exposition of the kind of dehumanization:
occurs everyday in student dormitories around the ¢
versity belt. It is, thus, not entertaining m the
it sense. It is disquieting. ;
b 1982 starts off with a bang with this film. Desplte 0
ous technical drawbacks, the film succeeds in recreal
the deplorable conditions of student life in the c1ty
power of the film stems from its screenplay, whicl
based on several short stories written by Agaplto
. quin. The most coherent of the stories invol
& Ariosto Reyes, whose transformation from f
" poverished to stone-hearted drug pusher serves as
i hub of the events in the film. Reyes gives a perform
h. decidedly superior to those of the other young acton
i the film, as well as superior to most of the performan
i of young actors in 1981. ;

e ey

Also noteworthy is the production design, I
positively helps generate sympathy for the chara
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In Lito Tiongson’s Hubad na Gubat (1982), Agbayani
ally bares all, and I don’t mean just her body. She fi-
Wlly stands revealed as someone who, honestly, cannot
d¢ considered a great Filipino actress. She should not
en be considered a good one.
- For one thing, she never gets into the character of the
loble savage she plays. Phillip Salvador tames her, but
le taming of this shrew takes too short a time. Without
b much as a shake of her hair (which cleverly hides her
Bsets 99 percent of the time), she becomes transformed
fito a village maiden. Whatever happened to the years of
Ving alone among the wild boars and vicious head-
unters? A good actress would have shown traces of
ldemess that the character is supposed to have.
For another thing, she has strange, lowland manners.
‘ r nails (criticized to death by numerous viewers) are
mcured She stands fiddling with the hem of her
buse while standing in the forest with Salvador. She
umes a couquetish look more proper to a city sophis-
tate than to a female Tarzan. Her scenes with either Sal-
idor or Raul Aragon lack tension, primarily because she
finot stay on the same level as the two veteran actors.
acting, in short, is a disaster.
Not that she is the only thing wrong with Hubad na
bat. The direction of first-timer Lito Tiongson, for one
‘\ g, is also disastrous. He is unable to create tension in
B scenes. He shifts his camera without shifting angle
elementary mistake in camera direction). He fails to
in a centerfold). " t cinematic techniques in their proper places, invari-
The real issue is whether Agbayani can act or not. | ly being carried away by some Hollywood touch (for
she is a good actress, we might be willing to overlook L tance the first sequence comes straight out of horror
daring act as the idiosyncracy of an artist. If she is not ms such as The Burning).
good actress, however, we must look more critically & e cinematography, while at times stunning, also
her action—which is daring because she dares to s 8 to provide enough lighting for the indoor scenes.
called an actress. ' forest scenes are well-lighted, but that is hardly the

All that fuss about Tetchie Agbayani and her epochs
appearance in a sexist magazine abroad has clouded th
real issue, namely, is Agbayani a good actress or not
Whether she is pretty or not is clearly not the issue, sing
we have any number of other actresses who are as pre
Whether she is the only Filipina willing to bare all for if
ternational fame is also not the issue: one can find (o; :
version says an entire girls’ school volunteered) az
number of local women just as willing and just as et
dowed. Whether she did a disservice to Filipino woma 3
hood (another sexist term!) or not is also not the issug
one woman clearly cannot represent the mllllOI’lS g
Filipinas who would not be caught dead in a centerf
(or, conversely, would do everything to be caught dea



106  First Films First Films 107

cinematographer’s achievement, since the sun cleg
comes though the trees. The acting by the other act
and actresses is nondescript. Salvador delivers his us
competent performance, but Aragon tends to 0 exagge
his bad-boy character. Charlie Davao hardly geners
any excitement with his monotonous performance, :i
even Mario Escudero, given a complex role, has a t

time bemg credlble o

the film's pubhc1ty clearly revolved around her
shares the major part of the blame. The technical fa
of the film is all the more regrettable because }
screenplay happens to be of the best ever written forlg
films. Ed Maranan’s highly intelligent and provocat
script calls for flashbacks through Escudero’s memog
and Venchito Galvez’s storytelling; parallels betwi
Davao and Aragon, Escudero and Salvador, and 2
bayani as the missing mother and Agbayani as the
age daughter; counterpoint between the lust (for wo
and gold) of the Christian lowlanders and the et h
pride of the Tinguians; and a beautiful terse summa

the end where everything is finally revealed to the v1_
ers. 3
Hubad na Gubat could have been a trlump 3

screenplay over direction and acting, but a film is sti
-director’s medium, rather than a writer’s. Desplte
well-structured script, the film falls flat on its naked f
It is a safe bet that the vast majority of its viewers ca
see Agbayani. It is perhaps the greatest irony of this fi
that the sexist persons who wanted to see a sex obj
came out of the theaters unsatisfied. They not only fail
to see much of Agabayani, they did not even get to se
good film. (TV TIMES, July 18-24, 1982, p. 4.) ’

7 ;Antomo Jose Perez’s Haplos (1982) is the story of an en-
neer (Christopher de Leon) who falls in love with a
host (Rio Locsin) while he is having an affair with a
5 PCOM officer (Vilma Santos).

(Clearly meant to be a Gothic movie, Haplos is sup-
sed to scare the viewer to death. Unfortunately, it is
film that dies. The screenplay (said to have been
fastically altered in production), incoherent enough as
stands, is rendered valueless by a ridiculous ending.
he only good thing about the film is its sound, which
naginatively uses various background noises for thema-
¢ effect.

' The reason the film fails is cleary its incompetent di-
ion. Scenes obviously well-written (from the
I lalogue, anyway) come off stale because they are not
ramatized. Because the director does not know how to
lrect his actors, the actors give terrible performances.
o Locsin is the best of the leads, with Christopher de
Leon a poor second. Vilma Santos apparently cannot de-
de how to approach her role. This is the comeback
jehicle of Delia Razon and J. Eddie Infante, but frankly,
hey have had better films. (PANORAMA, December 26,
.82, p. 11.) 3
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- It is surprising how one screenwriter can come.
| simultaneously with one brilliant work and one terri|
i‘ one. Moral, by Ricardo Lee, is an excellent work; Antol
i Jose Perez’s Haplos (1982), also by Lee, is a disaster {
dustry sources indicate that Lee’s screenplay was h

; ribly mutilated by the director, but whether or not thi
‘ true, Lee remains responsible for the screenplay as
pears in the film. This is unfortunate in the context o
unprofessional industry, but it is the only way to re

a critic and not to become a detective.)
The first major flaw in the screenplay involves th
lationship betwen Vilma Santos (a POPCOM wor
v and Christopher de Leon (a balikbayan from Sat
Arabia). Virginal Santos has her first taste at the hands
de Leon. In one scene, Santos says that she views |
event as isolated. But in another scene, she says shel
fallen in love with de Leon. Between the two sceg'
however, she never sees de Leon. Does percepti
change with time? In general, yes, but only if there
cause to change. De Leon, for all intents and purpos
has disappeared from the life of Santos after the isolal
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| scene. :
e second major flaw involves the time frame of the
\ost (Rio Locsin). She is supposed to have been raped
il killed during the Japanese occupation. She re-
ipears to selected men (de Leon, in this case), in order
(heduce them. That is the only logical explanation for
fact that she allows herself to be kissed so quickly
rely, women during the Japanese occupation were
" forward). Since she is dead, she should not “die”
iin. When the house burns down at the end, therefore,
it house should reappear (as it does). But she also
buld reappear. But she doesn’t. Where's the logic?

I the screenplay is flawed, so is the direction. In fact,
 direction is much worse. Antonio Jose Perez just
% not know how to direct. One scene is ridiculous:
itos decides to scare de Leon by putting on a furniture
det and acting like a ghost. The camera is placed such
we can see both Santos (masquerading as a ghost)
il the unwary de Leon. We are not scared and—to top it
sneither is de Leon, whose face is hidden by the
vement of Locsin. Even the worst horror-movie direc-
‘tan do better than that.

Jr take the first shot of Locsin as she paddles behind
'Leon, who is on a boat. She becomes a mere speck in
i background. The correct way to direct the scene is to
i on Locsin in some way (through blocking, camera

ising, color contrast, or any number of directorial op-

18). There should also be a reaction shot of de Leon
10 should certainly not think that this is a ghost. Allwe
rom Perez, sad to say, is a straight, simple shot of two
§ crossing.
don’t understand how the Film Ratings Board could

t this film a higher rating than Lino Brocka’s Cain at
I (1982). 1 am all for giving incentives to as many

ple as possible. In fact, I feel, like everybody else in
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the industry, that taxation of movies is excessive.
one thing to encourage good movies and quite anof
thing to reward bad ones. Haplos, simply put, is al
film. (TV TIMES, December 26, 1982,-January 1,1983,¢

o

If sex and violence will sell a film, Peque Gallaga’s Oro,
luta, Mata (1982) has both in large doses. There are sex
juences that are practically softcore. There is a shot of
uh Ledesma (playing an insane woman, a kind of Sisa
jgure) with her brains splattering across the screen.
here is a shot of man’s face being ripped open. There
¢ several shots of gunshot wounds spouting blood in
Wenerous doses. Clearly, this film is not meant for
hildren or even squeamish adults.
It is impossible not to be impressed by this film. It is so
good that, despite its being three and a half hours long, it
jaintains its hold on audience attention.
. The most breathtaking element in it is its production
psign (not surprisingly, since director Peque Gallaga
Marted out as Ishmael Bernal’s production designer).
fverything is autheritic forties, from the furniture to the
jostumes, down to the smallest piece of property (or
rops).
. Almost as breathtaking is the cinematography by
Rody Lacap, who makes full use of the sets and costumes. -
rely does a Filipino cinematographer show such mas-

R

Rio Locsin and Christopher de Leon in Haplos.
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. do not come

tery of color combinations, com ositions, and shguences of Sand.y Andolor}g Tl o i
tegmical knowledge. One early sh%t, taking all of thi* f well,.at iGadl incompatioen. lt i th; ;esi(;frltih f/ifllllgrﬁisz
minutes (without a cut), says it all: the camera mofghitlineation of the characters p.aﬁed T}"h motivation for
back and forth through a crowded room, following .00 de 18 S Fugan ot P-OhS- et ; b(:mdit in fact, is
leaving characters who turn out eventually to be impi® e Cruzis zewolt and turmngf.lln ? :s & resuit his vén-
tant in the story. The director, of course, must have j i icpously a::?sen'tofrom i :
Lacap what angle to use, but the a2 cvecation (U ;‘tnlC\Zsler:;:);eelfe:sahi:ﬁable of late to speak of flawed
conception, the actual placement of lights in orde : o : flv on “mas-
achieve such a period effect (highlighting the setsg "' Sferplf S8 gxgs hlnn;; th;g tl;;?;i,,d;;_ ) 5
various ways), and the actual physical handling of’ R cce- (EARAIE Iemay 20, :
camera are all Lacap. E 3

The editing by Jesus Navarro is a bit problema
particularly since the film is—no matter how good it]
too long. But the problem of the editor is easy to |
which shots should be shortened? Every shot is so el
antly composed that it is almost sacrilege to touc
footage. Nevertheless, certain scenes can do with a lj
(perhaps a lot of) trimming, such as the Pieta of
mother crying over her dead son, the tableau after
fight scene at the end, and the comic scene about the s
tol fruits in the grove. ]

Performances are clearly above par. Maya Vali
stands out in her role as the sex-starved doctor who i
earthy as she is compassionate. Ronnie Lazaro ably
ries the longest and most complex supporting role. i
Cuyugan Asensio is exceptional in her delineation o f
haughty, half-crazed hacendera. Liza Lorena adequal
paints the quiet, self-effacing mother of the two ad o)
cent girls. {

Not every film is perfect, even this masterpiece.
one thing, the fantastic shots of the man'’s face be
ripped open, Kuh Ledesma’s head being blown up, a
the hospital battle scene are all unnecessary to the m
plot, which is simply the growing up story of Joel
The whole subplot of Ledesma is ill-advised. The

Mahjong is a major symbol in Oro, Plata, Mata.




~ fact, it is as though the war has never happened. OI
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 practically the same. In the middle of the scene is
dolong’s old boyfriend (Antonio Alonso), a mute re-
der of the reality the elite has just experienced, but is.
fing to forget. Nothing has changed, yet everything
changed.
I'he beginning and ending sequences are similar in
her ways. There is the tentative kiss in the beginning,
id the surerkiss at the end. There is the dancing and the
pving about and even the same camera movements.
:‘ gre is the same exuberance that is broken only by the
inouncement of an accident in the first party scene. The
\plication is that the exuberance of the final party scene
l be broken by some similar catastrophe. History
list repeat itself, if only on film.
f‘t e first major part of the film is its Oro portion, por-
'\ ing the short, happy life of the clan presided over by
des Cuyugan-Asensio, but actually held together only
y Manny Ojeda. The daily life in the aristocratic house
 tharacterized by a mahjong game. Mahjong is well
\osen not only because it is the game actually played by
 idle rich, but also because it is a game of chance re-
Jiring a minimum amount of intellectual effort. It is not
Jen a game exclusively for the rich. Mahjong is played on
feet corners, as well as in exclusive villages. Although it
established that the Oro players (Asensio, Liza Lorena,
otli Villanueva, Maya Valdes) play for high stakes
Wenty pesos at that time was a lot of money), there is
sthing particularly richy about the game being played
the big house, except the incidentals: a maid peeling
ilong pakwan, the “slaves” doing all the housework and
irden work, the furniture, and the jewelry.
- The Oro portion, just like the opening party sequence,
lended by a major crisis: the Japanese are seen coming
| the distance. The final sequence of this first part has
n justly praised: against the burning crops, the flee-
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To see how good a film Peque Gallaga’s Oro, [
Mata (1982) is, let us study just one aspect of it—its sf
ture. The film consists of three parts (Oro, Plata,
framed by two party sequences.

The frame of Oro, Plata, Mata consists of two si f
party sequences. In the first sequence (including
opening credit sequence), faces of Bacolod’s beauf
people are shown. The faces are uniformly hands
and untarnished. Among the faces is that of a .1‘
young woman who assumes no significance in the re
the film, except its ending. In the ending sequence,
a party scene, this young woman is shown covering
mouth. When she shows her mouth to the audience
find out that she has a scar right across herlips. Itisa
scar, but it disfigures her face. The scar symboliz
deeper disfiguration in upper-class society: the eli --f.
also retained the scars of the Second World
these social scars are hardly noticeable though re

Gil behaves like an innocent, righteous lady. Sandy
dolong has a new boyfriend (Joel Torre). The party n
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gdesma’s brains splattering across the screen. The final
scene, it is thergfore implied, will end in some kind
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ing families are etched. 4
The second major portion of the film—the Plata p P 5
tion—shows the aristocrats in their hiding place in : dxs'aster (the ov.erthrow of the el}te?').
mountains, an idyllic, well-furnished house in beau " Incidentally, th1§ stt.xdy of the film’s stt:u?ture shomrs
surroundings. The shots of the natural wonders of xactly where the film is strong and where it is wealf. Itis
place cleverly hide the ugly nature of the situation: | irong everywhere except in places which do not fit the
elite are enjoying themselves while the rest of their coi fucture or are forced to fit the structure. Thus, the
trymen are fighting the Japanese. Only twice does' puntain sequences after the massacre are unnecessary
war intrude into the make-believe paradise: once, " ese are sequences suf:h as the revival ‘Of the fofur
a group of wounded guerrillas comes for help, and & men.thro.ugh the meh;ong gan.te). There is a need for
ond, when a dying Japanese soldier comes upon h mething like the bram-splattermg.shot, though some
hideaway. lore scenes should h.ave been 1nc!uded to fnake
The incident involving the Japanese soldier brmgs C desma less problematic at the end. Visual techniques
a basic conflict in the group: the rich people, represent bt germane to the structure are dubious: the slow-mo-
by the cowardly Torre, are ineffectual, while the pe lon shot of the sheep in the Oro portion strikes a com-
people, represented by the macho Ronnie Lazaro, ¢ etely false note. Slow motion ends the Oro and the
superior to the Japanese. 3 Mata portions; a slow-motion shot should have be.en in-
The Plata portion ends with another disaster—t lided in the massacre scene to end the Plata portion.
group is attacked by a gang of bandits, among who ‘__f : All we have discussed in this short review is the struc-
Abbo de la Cruz, a former hired hand. The attack is pz e of the film. We have said nothing about 1t§ excelle.nt
ticularly vicious. Only Torre and Lazaro are spared hnical el.emef\ts (es;.)ec.ially pl_'oduction design) or its
being around at the time. ;. sterly direction. It is 1mpossx.bl? to dwell ?n all the
The third major portion of the film—its Mata pi rits (and all the mistakes) of this film. One t.hmg, how-
tion— brings Torre and Lazaro to the hide-out of # Ver, cannot be denied—Oro, P lata, .Mata is the best
bandits. Some questions have been raised about the ftoof that, given ade_quate f'manaal SUPI_")“’. our
levance of Kuh Ledesma to the whole film. One possit Immakers can make internationally superior films.
reason for including her is the necessity to end the M PANORAMA, February 13, 1983, pp. 24-25.)
portion with some kind of major event. Clearly, 1
acclaimed shot of Ledesma being shot right through ‘
head is a major event. 3
The general structure of the film can thus be descrik
this way: a joyous event is given, ended by somethi
terrible. The first party is ended by an accident at &
The Oro portion ends in the fire scene. The Plata porti
ends with the massacre. The Mata portion ends w
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sts led by Rez Cortez, mouth slogans against the rich
un, but in their spare time, they go to beerhouses just
their decadent enemies. The film, of course, is per-
tly within its rights to claim that an activist like Cortez
15 three hostess-girlfriends, but to imply that all ac-
vists have the money (or the inclination) to go

THE FHILIPINO
| AS REBEL

gerhouse dancing every night is to seriously distort re-
lity.
' The laborers have legitimate grievances against the
3 ant owner; at least, that is the implication of the labor
inrest scenes. But the grievances are never articulated.
: nce, the laborers merely appear as trouble-makers or,
il best (since they speak of being threatened), cowards.
" fact, the labor leader himself (Ramon Revilla) turns out
D be the wanted bandit that the undercover soldier
fernando Poe, Jr.) is after. What does the film really
jant to say, then? Apparently, the labor movements are
' e, labor leaders are bandits, student activists are
Jomanizers, factory owners are angels. Whether or not
hese things are actually true is not the question here.
e problem is that the film belongs to a “social con-
lousness” genre, but violates all the rules of that genre.
' Nevertheless, on the surface, as an action flick, Sierra
gdre is terrific. It is one of the few films where Poe gets
is clothes dirty (that is, again, no mean achievement).
loe does not actually get shot in the film (although, by
! plication, he is shot one second after the words “The
ind” appear), but his Supérman image is properly com-
fomised. Poe is not a bad actor. If he would only accept
gally dramatic roles (including those which show him
ad), he could be a Marlon Brando—well-rewarded,
vell-awarded. (TV TIMES, March 29 - April4,1981, p. 4.)

B

k.
Pablo Santiago’s Sierra Madre (1981), as an action §
ture, succeeds: it has extended fight scenes, it |
superheroes, it has confrontations, it has clear and §
ple plotting. In the context of local movies, it is no e’*"
feat to put together two giants,and to give them eq
time. It is a bit like Butch Cassidy and the Sundance |
(from where the ending was copied): two stars m
share all the glory and all the blood. 4
If Sierra Madre had stuck to being an action p1c
there would be no difficulty giving it a five-star rati
The trouble is that there is a deliberate attempt to m
the film “relevant,” in the worst sense of the word. !
villains, for instance, are members of a private at
(dressed strangely enough, like legitimate secu
guards). The archvillain, however, turns out not to b,
rich man, but only his nephew. Rich men, the screen ',
says, are actually well-intentioned, kindhearted, deg
people: it’s their aides who are mean and oppressw .r
other words, the film sets out to defend the motives
land-grabbing rich men.
There is a bunch of student activists in the film. The ;

118
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The real-life story of Kumander Alibasbas could have
\ade a brillant movie, if only because his death showed
hat even movements presumably intended purely to help
he masses of our people are actually hotbeds of power
ggles, intrigues, and assassinations (in other words,
jery much like the Old Society the Huks wanted to top-
¢). Or the focus of the movie could have ,bee::\ the
gychological make-up of the messianic (but misguided)
lumander Alibasbas; the movie, however, offers abso-
;tely nothing by way of psychological or sociological in-
ght. In short, the material is wasted by the movie be-
luse, in the first place, the writer does not understand
he historical importance of the main character
PARADE, June 14, 1981, p. 24.)
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The drawing power of Augusto Buenaventu
Kumander Alibasbas (1981) derives from its acho
quences. There is blood all over the screen when Jos
Estrada and friends meet their foes. There is even a
of Estrada’s head after he is decapitated. There is no
at all, but plenty of violence.

Nobody can do anything with a bad screqnplay
movie is a good example. The screenplay is almo_,
comprehensible. We never know what Estrada is i
ing for. The people he liquidates are sometimes note
identified, giving us the i impression that he kills o '
psychotic need for power. The sequences do not lead|
central climax, nor are they even unified by a
theme. Although the advertisements for the movie fe
on the fact the the real-life Kumander Alibasbas was
third highest-ranking leader in the Communist mi i’
arm of the time, nothing is said in the movie about
Huk movement. The role of the PC is also not well S A
lineated; they hardly ever appear, except in the amby Two supersiass confiont each otiver in Sherra Madre.
scene. (When they do appear, they wear what appe it
be security guard uniforms.)

o
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a (who seems not to understand the racial, religious,
d political motivations which drove the real Kamlon
ito rebellion), Rivas (who seems to be a different person
Verytime she appears on screen), de Vera (who merely
valks through her role), and even Garcia (whose charac-
prization is uncharacteristically simplistic). Anthony
lonzo and George Estregan are wasted in essentially
iperfluous roles.

' The direction is terrible, with Yandoc committing
ich elementary mistakes as reversing screen direction.
he music is ethnic (as it has to be), but does not high-
ght the major actions in the film. The cinematography
nges from incompetent (out of focus) to unimaginative
hot making use of the colorful motifs of the sets).
"ARADE, January 9-15, 1982, p. 37.)

B

15,0

Clearly the most incoherent of the 1981 Metro Ma
Film Festival entries, Jose Yandoc’s Kamlon (1981) 1'
one of the most boring. There is hardly an exciting |
ment, despite the inherent drama of the real-life Kan
saga. The fault lies with the director, who car
dramatize his sequences. The screenplay tries to
things—play up the love triangle involving Ramon
villa, Isabel Rivas, and Rosemarie de Vera, and tell
story of Kamlon. Unfortunately, the two things canng
together, and the result is a confusing, frustrating,’
insulting flow of events. Strictly speaking, in fact, #l
is no flow of events, since the episodes do not have 1o
al connections. One glaring mistake will suffice a
ks example: in one sequence, Eddie Garcia commands
i men to prepare for an assault on Revilla’s moun
stronghold. In the very next sequence, labelled “Afte
Months,” Revilla is shown preparing for the assaul
conclusion is that it takes Garcia’s men six months
| on their uniforms; obviously, that is not what th
' really wants to say.
e The acting is uniformly horrendous, beginning witk
i

! Lirio Vital and Dante Varona in Indio, another film
~ treatment of the Filipino as rebel.
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istic as possible: there is even a war council over
phich a guy named Ka Amadeo presides. Even granting
thesis of the movie, however, the viewer'is disturbed.
 two clear distortions of reality. First, were all the NPA
pmmanders in Tarlac in the late sixties as insane as
ddie Garcia? Second, were all the PC soldiers in the late
Ixties as ineffective as those shown in this film? Only
personal efforts of Revilla are effective; without him,
' PC soldiers cannot even kill a single dissident. In fact,
PC provincial commander is satirized: he is more
cerned about his press image than about the success
if his campaign against the Huks. Is the film trying to
y, then, that both the NPA and the PC were wrong in
968? Who, then, was right?
Technically, the movie is full of errors. The production
design, for example, is all mixed up. The events are
parly indicated to be happening from 1968 to 1970, but
: costumes, sets, even dialogue, are all post-martial
. The direction has no life at all: during the crucial
0 spital sequence, for example, in which Revilla fights
or his life, all the actresses merely stand around as
pugh posing for a class picture. Since the film was pro-
loted as a “quality film” (the producer “pledges to make
nly quality films the local movie industry can be proud
), this is a clear artistic failure. (PARADE, May 3, 1982,
§22.)
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i The ads for Leonardo Garcia’s Alfredo Sebastian (18
emphasized that “five hectares of sugar cane W
burned and five bullets were used for total realism.”
1 screen, however, the five hectares do not look more tk
three square meters. The cinematography is so bad #
the sugar cane fire looks even less realistic than a si
pi one simulated through models or camera tricks. Live b
lets may have been used for the scene where Ramon
villa hysterically shoots at a pond but what's the thri
seeing plants being shot at? The entertainment valu
this movie can only come from the sugar cane sequer
or the live bullet sequence, since the story is far from
tertaining. Even the fight scenes are not as exciting
those in Fernando Poe, Jr., or Lito Lapid films, beca 1
the combatants merely shoot at each other from 4:
distances, using thousands of bullets and hardly ew
scoring a hit. 1

The film has a thesis which is interesting, maybe e
valid: that the dissident movement in the late sixties W
nothing else but a power trip on the part of small-ti
goons. Care is taken to make the dissident moveme -':
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ts of the main stars. Among the supporting actors and
sses, Romy Diaz, Baldo Marro, and Rez Cortez are
rth singling out.

If the acting is adequate, even outstanding, why then
jes the film fail? The fault lies in two elements of the
n—the screenplay and the production design.

The screenplay is horrible. Given the possibilities of
i material, the screenwriter removes all the significant
fgles and retains only the trite ones. A serious screen-
ititer would have focused on the reasons Fernandez
st gives up fighting after the war (why, in other words,
pes he not follow the example of Austria?), then why he
ils to do something earlier about Diaz’s violence, then
thy he joins the Huks (the rational, not the emotional,
gsons), then why he decides to surrender. What is in-
plved in all these decisions is Fernandez’s obsession
jth Communist principles. In the film, what the screen-
iter actually does is to give Fernandez stock lines
ken from Communist manifestoes (lines which make
h sense taken out of context), make him a man torn be-
veen his duty to his wife and his sexual desire for Aus-
la, and show his followers as unthinking men who act
ke hungry rats pouncing on a piece of cheese. In other

Fernandez, for instance, is good in his portrayal of a 8 ords, the screenwriter completely misunderstands the
forced by his principles to abandon his family and_ , pectes of Pach'bar. : : :
the dissident movement. Rising above the level of acti i peoriodaies hisbest w1th re screc_enplay, i
generally expected of mere action stars, Fernandez ‘ 1 pannot 00 thuch 16 apetii the ext.raf)rdmary short
ages to elicit audience sympathy for his character’ : e hhe alar ek B4 Q0 satei i R T gaps_left
using a minimum of face and body movements. It is r the hit-or-miss writing. He tries, for instance, to visu-
b to find such internalized acting in an action film. _l }’ jump the gap between the black-and-white: wes ¢
| Similarly, Amy Austria gives a performance w1 ; enes and the postwar farm scenes (through newspaper
the high level of acting expected of her. Only the flim \ adlmes) He tries a similar transition from 1946 to
ness of her role prevents her from giving another . again thiough newspaper headfines. Bt i
winning performance. Marianne de la Riva is pretty b fansitions do not work because they merely span time,
not much else, but George Estregan ably supports the: t do not show logical connections. Moreover, the first

Bebong Osorio’s Kumander Elpidio Paclibar (1982) ¢
not really know what it wants to do. As an action fils
4 is tame, the action sequences being limited to the 1 f'
s war scenes and too short peacetime gunfights. It
fails to appeal to action fans. As a serious film, it lac 4
sight and truth, thus failing to appeal to intelligent vif
ers. It is hard to say, then, who exactly this film wa
entertain. :

There are several good performances in this film. R

i
i

i

"
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rough-and-ready, street Tagalog? The ending is:

\
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transition is wrong, because the black-and-white s
actually turn into color scenes before the transmon .
The production design adds to the confusion i "
film. It is supposed to be 1946, but the actors wear |
clothes. The cabarets look like 1982 beerhouses.
Huks are supposed to be hiding out in the mountains
months, without supplies and often without food,
Fernandez is always clean-shaven, with clean shi
the only thing he does not change is his hat, which
wears all the time, whether the sun is shining or he “
doors or what. i
The real problem of the film is that it is simply not 3
Why, for instance, are there no female Huks besides #
leaders (Austria, Beth Bautista, and Lorna Tolentir ‘
Surely, if women can be commanders, they can be ‘Lontroversy often makes things appear more impor-
diers too. Instead, the women are all domesticz it than they really are. Take JE Productions’ battle with
(mother types who cook and care for the sick). censors, for instance. Originally, the publicity would
Why do the characters speak in old-fashioned Taga e us believe, Pedring Taruc was being blocked be-
when their milieu clearly demands that they speal use no outlaw is supposed to be the hero in a film.
#dro Taruc, the communist leader, was an outlaw—as
f as all our governments so far are concerned. No film,
llowing the strict logic of our censors, can have Taruc as
\¢ protagonist.
- As is usual in our cinema industry, compromise is the
le rather than the exception. The censors eventually re-
fnted and allowed the film to be shot and shown, but
pith an insignificant change in the title—Pedring, rather
Pedro. The change is insignificant, because the
Im—if it is to have any value at all—must revolve
found the real life of real-life “outlaw” Pedro Taruc.
The disclaimer, in any case, is ridiculous. Take just one
xample from the film. There is a character in the film
med “President Marcos,” who is portrayed as having
ed to the grievances of the poor and instituted
tograms to help the masses. According to the dis-
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worst of all the sequences: why do the families suddeé
lead the procession back to town, when a real surren
would certainly involve all kinds of military
(identification, countings, tight security, and so on)?

What is the film trying to say? That the Huk movem
was nothing else but a protest against private arm
That the army was always outwitted by Paclibar’ s .
band? That sex and hunger were the two greatest tes
ations of the Huks? That going to beerhouses was a ¢
mon Huk pastime? (PARADE, May 26, 1982, p. 35. ) :
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claimer, this character called “President Marcos” f“‘
the real-life President. Is the film claiming that our!
life President has not listened to the grievances o of
poor and has not instituted programs to help the mas
But if the President Marcos in the film is truly our
life President, then the Pedring Taruc in the film is
our real-life Huk leader. There is the rub. :

In other words, disclaimer or not, the film mus
judged according to its faithfulness to the life of Pe
Taruc. And that is where the film fails. There is 0
tempt in the film to tell us what it is that Taruc is fig
for. What political or religious or social ideology d ;
represent? Why is he being supported by thousands
people? (If he were not so supported, he would nof
able to go to and from towns so openly.) Why is hi
whether we like it or not—a folk hero?

- A film about a rebel must deal with the issues th
rebel represents. One expects of the film some gr
scope, with ideas-clashing, with armies battling, W
nations at stake. Instead, the film gives us a basic dom
tic drama, with Joseph Estrada ending up as aman i
out a cause, whose only concern is protecting his
Such a portrait is an injustice to any rebel, whethe
rebel is on our side or not.

This could have been a good film. The screenwri'
start out with a brilliant device: they focus the film on,_
wavering beliefs of spy Ronaldo Valdez. After comi
into contact with Taruc, Valdez starts thinking th
perhaps, just perhaps, the aging Huk leader is rig] _
Thus, when the time comes to kill Taruc, Valdez is fz
with a personal and ideological crisis. When Valdez et
braces Taruc, whom he has just shot the intention of
screenwriters is obvious. :

The trouble is that the device is not allowed 1ts' -
dramatic impact. The viewer is puzzled by Valde;

f
¥

| tity crisis. Why is Valdez so taken in by Taruc when
fuc is portrayed as a man without a cause? Why does a
ined soldier, a top product of the Philippine Military
idemy, hesitate to perform his duty to his country?
film should clearly have painted Taruc more sym-
hetically and more profoundly. That way, the viewer
I believe in Valdez’s crisis. In that way, too, by the
, the viewer’s anti-communist beliefs can be better
Inforced. The soldier who rejects communism because
‘understands it is much more praiseworthy than the
i¢ who rejects it out of ignorance. -
| am speaking here merely of dramatic propriety, of
" at it takes to make viewers believe in a protagonist’s
ernal conflict. For the protagonist here is truly Valdez,
It Estrada. It is Valdez who has to make up his mind. It
he who has to choose between democracy and com-
nism. Taruc is a mere catalyst in the screenplay as it is
tten. Technically, Estrada is merely playing a sup-
irting role. But the trouble is that the filmmakers are
t consistent. Estrada keeps getting center stage and
fldez is not given a realistic choice. In the end, Valdez
lls Estrada out of self-defense, not because Valdez does
it believe in communism. In other words, there is no
| conflict in the film, and, as everyone knows, without
inflict, there is no film. (TV TIMES, September 5-11,
982, . 4.)
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lary, is wrong. A political caucus of Taruc’s enemies is
own, but Taruc (who is narrating the events) could not
ive been in that caucus. In other words, the point of
lew of Taruc is not kept. Similarly, a later sequence
owing the crooked politicians panicking at the return
Taruc does not belong to Taruc’s point of view. This is
| lechnical mistake in the writing of the screenplay.
" Another technical mistake, irritating for most of the
ly sequences, is the use of a lens made deliberately
lzzy near the edges. Presumably, the director wanted to
fleate a memory effect, a kind of soft focus not possible
brally (because we lack sophisticated equipment) and
erefore approximated by rubbing some kind of dirty
quid around the edges of the camera lens. Knowing the
nancial limitations of local cinema, we might tend to
irgive such a primitive ploy. But the problem is that the
Wizziness is not kept throughout the flashback sequ-
ces (the point of view here is the diary). What appa-
intly happens (this is a guess, but probably correct)-is
lat some of the shots come from the earlier Kumander
ibasbas. In other words, stock footage seems to have
een used. The cinematography thus shifts from the
lizzy to the clear, without any logical explanation.
- Because Diego Cagahastian has proven his ability to
reate realistic and correct dialogue in his earlier
jereenplays, I am inclined to think that some of the lines
I the film were either written by Augusto Buenaventura
ir contributed by the actors. A good example of aterrible
Ine is this: “Kakamutin mo ang likod ko, kakamutin ko
g likod mo.” This is a literal translation of the English
iom, “You scratch my back, I'll scratch yours.” The
diom makes sense in English, but itis plain nonsense in
Pilipino.
- There are other technical blunders in the movie, the
Most obvious of which is the music, which ranges from

One can be a Joseph Estrada fan and still throw
while watching Augusto Buenaventura’s Pedring Ta
(1982), JE Productions” sequel to Buenaventura’s equ
horrendous Kumander Alibasbas. Admittedly, Pedt
Taruc is much better written, much better planned, m
better directed than the earlier saga of a Huk leader
that is not saying much. In fact, it is saying much to
tle.

On the one hand, the problem with Pedring Taruc
be said to be mainly technical. Take the handling of po
of view, for example. The whole film is divided into :
interwoven parts: an ongoing narrative of events af
Taruc’s death, and a series of episodic flashbacks prio
Taruc’s death. The flashbacks are technically ]ush
through the memories of two persons close to Taruc, |
wife (Coney Reyes-Mumar) and his killer (Ronaldo Vi
dez), and through Taruc’s diary which Valdez disco ‘i_

The first flashback, ostensibly through the memor
the dead-tired Valdez, is short and accurate. It tell_
Valdez's attempt to get Mumar to leave her husband. T
second flashback, however, justified through Taru
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the blatantly inappropriate to the clearly denvatlv
fact, at various points, such as in the meditative £
quences involving Valdez, the music is ridiculous, ca
laughter where there should be contemplation. The eg
ing is technically clean (in the sense that the cem
marks do not show), but there are many things to be s
against the loss of camera direction because of the p
ting together of unmatched shots. In the sequence w
Mumar’s father and brother get killed, for instance, i
jarring to see the killers shift from one side of the scr
to the other. E

Of course, not everything is a technical disaster in
film. The sound, for example, is good; it would hi
been much better if the music were not there to hid e
creative use of sound effects, background noise, and ¢
ryover crowd voices. The major screenplay device
shifting from Kapampangan to Pilipino is also well-€
cuted. One hardly notices that the characters are spe
ing now in one, now in the other language. In fact, re
tically, everybody is speaking in Kapampangan, but
unnoticeable shifts to Pilipino create a kind of insf
dubbing. :

While the problem with the film may be said s.'
mainly technical, the real problem is really, on the of
hand, that of approach. As in Kumander Alibasl
Buenaventura deliberately ignores the ideology behi
the Huk movement. There is no sequence showing pe
ants being oppressed by hacenderos. In fact, the 0
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¢ movement (referred to as “ang kilusan” by Taruc’s
chmen) can recruit so many members, when it is
lnted by the authorities and it never takes the side of
e oppressed (Taruc even kills those who kill an hacen-
o).
The approach to a hero (or anti-hero) who happens to
a rebel should be, even if unsympathetic, fair. We
st know what it is that the hero is fighting for. We
st know why he merits being a hero. We must know
thy he ultimately must lose to the agents of the govern-
lent. A good example of an anti-Communist film with a
bmmunist hero is Warren Beatty’s Reds (1982). No one
fitching Reds will defect to Russia, since the Com-
nists are shown up for what they are. Butits herois an
It-and-out Red, with whom we can sympathize but not
jree. Taruc (and using his alias “Pedring” does not fool
\ybody, especially since the theater billboards clearly
y that the film is about Pedro) will not posthumously
ment revolution in the Philippines. What will make
jople take up arms is something like the Board of Re-
ew, which keeps treating adult moviegoers like chil-
fen, insulting them by telling them (through a dis-
‘ mer shown at the start of the film) that the whole
ling is fiction (according to this disclaimer, these per-
ns are pure figments of the imagination: Quezon,
gsaysay, Marcos, all of whom are referred to in the
m). Ironically, then, the real subversive is not Taruc
Who, according to army intelligence, was a mere
quasi-hacendero is Mumar’s father, who is avenged jurehead anyway at the time he was killed, apparently
Taruc! There is no conversation between Taruc and ¥ larmed, by persons unknown), nor even Joseph Es-
dez about the principles which the Huks are fighting 'da (who does his best acting and, at least, making
When Valdez says to Mumar that he has seen the ms about people considered outlaws by our govern-
and will join the movement, we wonder what light nt), but maybe the Board of Review, which is making
has seen (even if he is only pretending at this point) ult Filipinos so angry by insulting their intelligence,
what the movement is all about. In fact, we wonder jotional maturity, and loyalty to democracy. (WHO,
: iptember 29, 1982, pp. 26-27.)
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is are not even professional actors, but are friends or

nds of friends. If they are professional, the actors al-

Jst certainly are not Equity members (American union

imbers), since they are willing to accept what to them
substandard talent fees.

Think of the non-actors in Bullet for Your Music, for

mple They deliver their lines like high school stu-

[HE FILIPINO
ABROAD

hts memorizing an incomprehensible Shakespeare
Msage. They stand up stiffly. The leading lady (a par-
pularly unattractive and fat American) even looks at the
imera as she walks past it. Even the fight scenes are so
adly acted that no credibility is ever approximated.
The cinematography is terrible. During the kissing
ne, for example, the shadow of the camera is clearly
jen behind Puno and the American woman. To hide the
lidow, the camera tries to pan to the side, but the
jpvement makes the shadow even more obvious. In the
ime scene, which is first in close-up, the cameraman
iddenly pulls his camera back in order to geta medium
j0t, so he can zoom in slowly. The intent is so obvious
id the camera movement so abrupt that the result is
inny, not romantic nor erotic.

‘The direction is abysmal. Sometimes, there isn’t even
master shot. The camera just picks up a person who is
it, to the audience, even in the room. Screen direction
apparently something the director knows nothing
put. Of course, the blame for the bad acting has to be
it not only on the actors, but on the director, who could
least have cast right or coached extensively.

. Perhaps the problem really lies with the screenplay,
¥hich is so minimal the film has to spend a third of its
ime showing Puno in concert. A long dance sequence in
he very beginning, as well as an even longer disco se-
uence in the middle of the film, clearly exists to prolong
hie movie to an acceptable length. But no amount of stal-

Now and then, Filipinos go abroad to make m )
Undoubtedly, there is a certain attraction inheren
movies made abroad. Atthe very least, the Filipino g
chance to see other countries, if only on film. He also}
to see Filipino actors and actresses interacting ¥
American actors and actresses. Given the still vital @
nial mentality of many local viewers, going abr
seems to be a distinct advantage in terms of the I
office. 1

What actually results from these expensive #
abroad, however, is usually not worth the trouble,
time, and the money. A good example is Muni Zai
Bullet for Your Music (1978), shot in Los Angeles,
Rico J. Punoin the lead. The film is a total disaster, an
is good to know why. Perhaps, some lessons are wa'
to be learned by producers still interested in g
abroad. :

Because local producers (or foreign producers ey
primarily the local market) cannot afford to pay the usi
Hollywood rates, Filipino films made abroad usually ¢
third-rate actors. Worse, many actors appearing in thi

136
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ling can hide the sterility of the story and the absur
the screenplay. A
Drug-related murder mysteries have been done §
dreds of times by filmmakers in dozens of countrié s
the very least, such mysteries have, within them,
mercial values such as long fist-fights or beautiful acts
ses. Even the most worthless karate film offers some
tion thrills. In Bullet for Your Music, there is nothiné‘
exciting action scenes, no engrossing story, not €
good music. ]
And that’s really what is so disappointing in Bul
Your Music. Puno is captivating on stage; he is one of
best live performers. But on film, he does not regist
all, either as an actor or as a singer. The sound of th 2 :
dissipates the Puno magic. His having to speak in 3 One would expect that because of technical limita-
telligible English (both in terms of the writing 2 bns, Elwood Perez’s Pinay, American Style (1979), a
terms of Puno’s accent) makes things worse. : ; pino film done mostly in New York City, would dis-
If this is the kind of film we show in other counti lay terrible cinematography and even more terrible
we should ban all our films from ever leaving our she lalogue. The much publicized difficulties the camera-

We are our worst enemies, as far as our national culf had in New York lead the viewers to expect jerky
image is concerned. ; d-held shots, underexposed landscape shots, out-of-

Some Brocka films are making waves in Europe s zoom shots. Given the difficulties, however, the
for every Brocka film abroad, there are a dozen fi inematography is surprisingly good. Although bystan-
similar to Bullet for Your Music. In fact, for several y¢ ers do cross suddenly in front of the camera (a fault that
now, old Dolphy films have been showing in the U editor should certainly have corrected), the
States, giving foreigners the impression that we o ,, Inematographer manages to show New York without

Facifica Falayfay movies. (TV TIMES, July 12-18, 18 ing sight of the main story.
p.29.) 4 ' The dialogue is also surprisingly accurate. The actors

peak in the second-hand American slang characteristic
f many Filipinos living in New York, complete with the
ual Filipino accent and mispronunciations. Toto Be-
ino’s concerns as a screenwriter are also the concerns of
any New York Filipinos—immigration, employment,
dentity.

" The technical achievement of the cinematographer

|
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and the good material of the screenwriter are wa
however, in this very bad film, because director ﬁa
Perez not only does not understand the United S
but filmmaking as well. Perez fails to weave vis
gether the scenes that Belano contributes. In sé
sequences with only music on the soundtrack, 1
does not supply visually meaningful shots, nor do
ask his actors to think about motivation.

Even less experienced directors would not maki
mistake he commits in one scene: he shows the
completely drunk one minute and, two mmutes
completely sober. The characters meet in the mid id
the street, as though New York City were as small 1
Quad (even at the Quad, it is very difficult to bu
one’s mother at precisely the right time).

In many films, the director has to make do wit
ferior material. In Pinay, American Style, in spite of
material, the director succeeds in wasting both h1 5
ducer’s money and the audience’s time. (TV TIMES ’i
15-21, 1979, p.9.) 3

il

mmanual Borlaza’s Romansa (1980) does not make
iy logical use of its location. Filmed entirely in
merica, Romansa is not about America, nor about
| pinos in America, nor even about Filipinos. In fact, it
pms not to be about anything at all. Romansa is, among
ipino films shot abroad, the least successful. Even
s X, Pinay, American Style, and Waikiki have more
\portant things to say.

On the surface, Romansa needs to be filmed in Ameri-
‘because Vilma Santos faces deportation if she does
it marry an American. But this immigration problem is
it necessary at all to her character. She would still have
# same emotional problems if her fiancé were a
lipino and the location were Manila. Her major source
‘conflict is her relationship with her mother (Mercy
1), who is dominating. Similarly, Santos’ relationship
{th Edu Manzano does not have to happen in America.
ghe had met him in Davao City while the young man
§s trying to get away from Manila, the story would still
§ exactly the same.

i- other words, there is no reason for Borlaza to shoot

\

i
M |
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the film abroad. Everything that happens in the film
very well happen in the Philippines. This is espe¢ !
true of the indoor locations, which are all avada
Manila. Presumably because of budget 11m1t
(maybe even American union problems), many of
outdoor shots are wrongly lighted, with the faces of!
tos and Manzanc often in shadows; this is a clear
that good lighting techniques were not employed d
shooting. ‘
The screenplay of Romansa is terrible, even p
tious, with wrong references to the theories of Dat
and Freud. The cinematography of Roman

amateurish, its postproduction (especially the dub o}
extremely careless.

Romansa is filmed in a country which has noth
do with the film. Just as it was a waste of good mo f’
film Romansa in America, it is a waste of good mone

watch the filin in the Philippines. TV TIMES, Decem b
13,1980, p. 24.)
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ere’s nothing wrong with Elwood Perez’s Waikiki
B0) that cannot be corrected with a pair of scissors.
he first forty minutes of this film, for example, which
@ in black-and-white, should be removed completely.
ing in this portion is worth saving, not even Alicia
Jonso’s excellent performance as the harrassed mother
[three quiet girls and one careless boy.

ere is no need, for example, to introduce the boy. In
¢ final sequences of the film, the father (Raul Aragon)
| shown with his new son in Hawaii. That a typical
lipino wants a boy for a child is so obvious there is no
ason to waste precious film stock justifying it. In other
ords, all that Perez has to do is to show the Hawaiian
by at the end; there is no need to establish that Aragon
18 already lost a son.

Similarly, the personalities of the three girls are
equately established late in the film. There is no need
) show what kind of childhood the three girls had. If the
-and-white sequences contribute anything, it is
sion. In the early sequences, Aragon is an honest,
ithful, and model husband; in the Hawaii sequences,
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he is dishonest (he lies to his Hawaiian wife), but hej
faithful (he does not try to make a play for Alonzo) at
appears to be a good husband and father. Th
| Aragon is, thus, not contrasted fully with the |
v Aragon the way the grown-up daughters Rio Locsis 3
) Lorna Tolentino are contrasted with their Spl
B childhood selves. Without the black-and- wlu

ch better than in the parallel Pinay, American Style or
4 n Miss X. Alonso finds that her old-fashioned beliefs
ive no place in modern Hawaii. She is shocked to find
it daughter Locsin has adopted the American way of
lsing a child. Locsin allows the child to have her own
| pntity, instead of forcing the child to “behave.” Ironi-
1 lly, Locsin adopts only the practices, but not the
quences, the confrontation between;Alonso and A Mlosophy, of American child psychology. The child
i at the end would be much more logical and much ; s out to be a spoiled brat, instead of a balanced per-
¢ powerful. ; m. Alonso knows only the old-style Filipino way of
i A major mistake in the film occurs when Perez s " Ising a child, namely, by spanking (in this case, by slap-
from black-and-white to color. When such a shift o g the child’s face). Naturally, Locsin throws out
there should be a reason (perhaps the filmmaker i 13 bnso (as any American mother would), but does a typ-
i ing that Manila is black-and-white, Hawaii is cC ally Filipino act of driving her to town any way. Loc-
. - perhaps that childhood is drab, adolescence is not). I's character is well conceptualized: a Filipina who is
ke is absolutely no reason for Perez to shift to color i : erican on the surface, but Filipino at heart.

B! sequence where he does. Alonso spits blood; the sa 'Screenwriter Toto Belano’s main contribution to the

f; ; suddenly turns bright with color. The intention n Im is the Hawaii dialogue, which is realistically first-
b. have been to show that the spit is bloody; in that & gneration American—correct American idioms with
E1 only the blood should be in color, with the rest of jeasional Taglish. Perez directs the dialogue very well:
L‘ screen in black-and-white. The shift from black- je persons who dubbed the voices of Locsin and Tolen~

white to color does not signal a shift from Manil
Hawau (that occurs several minutes later) nor do
| coincide with the transition from childhood to ad
cence (the same child actress still appears in the g
sequences). If Perez wanted to shift to color for s@
U reason or other, he should have shifted during

i airplane take-off shot. Better still, he should have n f
i the entire film in color.

If the first forty minutes are cut out, as well as the &
| realistic sequence where the three stars dance on |
: beach, the film is actually significant. This is Perez’s fi
' serious attempt at making a serious film (ironicaily, Q

film did not make money by Regal standards). The cla
of cultures in the Hawaii sequences is well han:

ho exhibit a faulty American accent, occasionally mis-
pnounce their words, and speak Tagalog ridiculously.
he production designer should be congratulated for
otting Hawaii-looking Philippine locations. The
puse in Tagaytay is not perfect (it has a telltale light
itch, for one), but it is credible as a pineapple planta-
on house. The upper class mansion is well chosen as
yell as the interiors of Locsin’s apartment and of the
light club. Of course, in the last analysis, it does not
feally matter if the locations look American or not. What
he film is about is our notion of Hawaii, our Filipino ver-
jon of the great American dream. Judging from Hawaii
five-O (since, unfortunately, I have no personal knowl-
idge of Hawaii except for its airport), we can say that the




i

h

146  The Filipino Abroad

Hawaii of Waikiki is a hundred times cleaner, n
peaceful, more civilized than the Hawaii of Hawaii Fio
Perhaps this is what Belano and Perez are really tryii n
say: the Filipino’s dream of the good life in America i
illusion. (TV TIMES, November 30 - December 6, 1
p.24.)
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!
Gil Portes” Miss X (1980), is an example of a film well
tten but badly directed. Written by Ricky Lee
ar), Miss X is supposed to depict the tragedy of a
joman fooled by an illegal recruiter into travelling to
irope. She is forced into a life of prostitution in
msterdam, a life completely meaningless and desolate.
'One sequence will suffice to show how Lee’s efforts go
f naught in the hands of Portes. In Amsterdam, Vilma
tos receives word that her only child has died in the
ilippines. Dazed, she walks through the streets, see-
\g children alive and well, but not seeing the famous
ights of the city. It is a crucial point in the film: Santos
8 just learned that she is all alone in a world of stran-
irs. It is also an excellent chance to exploit her consider-
ble acting abilities. What does Portes do? He makes the
mera focus on everything but Santos’ face. Carried
vay by the tourist sights, he forgets the whole point of
¢ sequence. Instead of watching Santos grope in shock
fid terror, the viewer merely gets a guided tour of
msterdam. Lee is trying to make a statement; Portes

that statement into incoherence and insignifi-

AR nohg . e ke ince. (TV TIMES, March 2-8, 1980, p. 9.
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te the liberated expatriate she is supposed to be por-
Mying. William Martinez acts worst of the trio: he is
‘- sistently stiff, mechanical, and unmotivated.

The cinematography is way below Ely Cruz’s usually
fofessional level of competence. The photography is
insistently either over-exposed or under-exposed.
\fuz is particularly bad in his panning shots; he always
ns much too fast.

The editing is admittedly surprising, but the editor
ould have cut out at least 70 per cent of the carnival
hots. In fact, that is really the problem with the movie.
he carnival shots have nothing to do with the plot. In-
tad of serving, say, as a symbol of the incestuous re-
tionship, the carnival merely dissipates whatever ten-
jon starts to build between the characters. It is almost
ke watching a movie with a whole lot of tourist com-
lercials in between. The movie constantly shifts from
ing a travelogue to being a feature film.

' We have to appreciate the problems of local film-
lakers who film abroad. After all, they lack abroad the
Ind of logistical support they have on local locations.

" it certain things cannot be excused. Why, for instance,
| the death sequence so dramatic? If nothing else,
loreno should have been hit by a car, or hit on the head
ly a drunken Brazilian, or—at least—she should have
llipped and hit her head on the pavement. The reason for
iming abroad should always be that the film cannot be
Imed here. But the story, the characterization, and the
leme of this movie have nothing to do at all with Brazil.

he Ati-Atihan could have served as well maybe even
ptter.

If the controlling intelligence behind the film is the di-
ector, then director Gil Portes must take most of the
llame for the artistic failure of this movie. In fact, since
he talents of Ricky Lee, Ely Cruz, and even William Mar-

As a tourist film of Brazil, Gil Portes” Carnival l
(1981) is entertaining. It has ample footage of the colg
carnival in Rio, including bare-breasted women |
couples making love in public. In short, if you remow
the Filipinos who appear in the film, this is not a
documentary about Brazil. ;

As a film, however, Carnival Queen is one of the w
Filipino films made abroad. For one thing, screenwa
Ricky Lee has done much better work (think of Bru
this movie, the material is extremely flimsy, with I2
logical holes in the beginning (how can a provinci
like Alma Moreno who calls her aunt “Tiang” seem
comfortable in modern Rio?), the middle (why d
Moreno walk the streets and slums of Rio in the ok
ously vain hope of finding her brother among the 1
lions of people in the city?), and the end (how .
Moreno die of a hallucinatory drug whlch she is worki
off by dancing hysterically?). -

For one thing, the acting ranks among the worst
Philippine cinema. Moreno’s acting ranges from pl
bad to just awful. Martha Sevilla dpes not even app;_
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tinez (in Ishmael Bernal’s City After Dark ) have alr

been proven in previous films, the disastrous p erf
mance of both cast and crew must be blamed on poo 5
rection. A lot of money went into the making of the fil
If alot more thought had also entered into it, it might}

have been the disaster that it is. (PARADE, July 26, I
p-21.)

L AGIARISM,
INFLUFNCE, AND
POOFS

1

- Velarde and Associates Productions is one of the very
#w film companies which consciously set out to im-
tove the quality of local movies. Its first offering,
werardo de Leon’s Lilet (1972), was a pioneer of sorts. If
ot for its weak screenplay, something which de Leon
ried desperately to underplay. Lilet could have been one

if the first genuine Filipino art films. '
- Velarde’s second offering, unfortunately, is not di-
ected by de Leon. The director of Roulette (1972) is Ding
V. de Jesus, and de Jesus is not able to conceal the faults
)f his screenplay.

. The elements of the plot of Roulette come straight out
f Dirty Harry. Charlie Davao, a police lieutenant who
gmploys third-degree methods, hunts a small-time hood
¥ho has just killed Davao’s fellow cop. The hood, how-
gver, is under the protection of an influential rich man,
who in turn is responsible for the promwtion of the
Major, Davao’s immediate superior. Ronaldo Valdez,
Davao’s close friend, is recruited by the rich man to stop
he cop from pursuing the cop-killer. But Davao cannot
e stopped. In an obligatory fight scene, all the bad guys

151

William Martinez in one of his best roles, as the ad¥
dict in City After Dark.
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get killed. In the exchange of fire, Valdez gets killed,

rich man’s glrl who falls in love with Valdez, has;
much to do with the story, the two women occupy m
screentime. That Valdez is shot in the end is predicta
of course, since his presence complicates the love an
but that is not the greatest fault of the screenplay. It i8
dialogue that really destroys the film. Characters sp
in English, then translate these English lines
Tagalog. The result is an inexcusable repetition of
bearable, clichetish, and meaningless prattle. 4

The only good things about Roulette are the flashb
sequences (when Valdez and Ortiz remember what;
did years ago) and the title. Unfortunately, the flashb
sequences can be completely removed without bé
missed. The title, which hints at life being nothing ;
game of chance, has very little to do with the st
(PHILIPPINES HERALD, April 13,1972, p. 72.)

It was just a matter of time before somebody came up
fith a local version of The Champ. After all—one can al-
Nost hear local producers thinking—if Filipinos cry for
in Voight and newcomer Ricky Schroder, they’ll surely
for superstar Fernando Poe, Jr.,, and veteran
Parstimulator Julie Vega. Another film about a father’s
plf-sacrificing love for his child is bound to succeed.
- The trouble with such reasoning is that Franco Zef-
irelli, one of the best directors in the world today, di-
ected The Champ. Armando Herrera, who directs Duru-
iin si Totoy Bato (1979), is not even one of the best direc-
0rs in our country today. The result is obvious: Durugin
Il Totoy Bato is a far cry from The Champ.
- The local film could have beeh a good one. Eddie
omero, after all, one of our good directors, wrote the
greenplay. Carlo Caparas, the recognized major figure
h popular culture today, wrote the story. Fernando Poe,
r., using his directorial pseudonym Ronwaldo Reyes,
lirected the climactic fight sequence. The cast includes

ch acting stalwarts as Charo Santos, Anita Linda, and
aquito Diaz.



154  Plagiarism, Influence, and Spoofs

But the emotional appeal of the story, the l
screenplay, the exciting pace of the final fight, eveni
intelligent cinematography of Ben Lobo, all go to w
because of the director’s inability to elicit good p ?’}
mances from his actors and his unwillingness to cut:
necessary shots. Only the sequence directed (and
bably edited) by Poe is cinematically satisfying. |
sequences directed by Herrera tend to be flat,
extended, and purposeless. i

Ironically, however, the biggest flaw in the film is!
the fault of the director, but of the superstar. The 8
demands that Fernando Poe, Jr., a has-been flghte
ing to earn enough money to pay for medicine for
daughter Julie Vega, die in the ring. There is even af
eral scene. But (surprise!) he comes walking in at thee
completely unharmed and in great spirits. No amo ’
explanation that the police staged the “death” merel
stop illegal gambling will ever justify such an 1110
and self-serving ending. Because superstars can
“die” in their films, they never make super films. |
TIMES, November 25 - December 1, 1979, p. 9.)
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Don’t bother watching any of Danny Zialcita’s films.
bu are better off watching the original American films.
Take his Ikaw at ang Gabi (1979), for example, a film
yminated for Urian Awards for Best Picture, Best Di-
gction, Best Screenplay, Best Actor, Best Supporting
ctress, Best Cinematography, and Best Editing. Zialcita
d everyone—including me—fooled.

Ikaw at ang Gabi is a Tagalog version of Delbart Mann’s
yrn Between Two Lovers, a made-for-TV film released in
anila only in 1980. In the American film, Lee Remick,
married for 14 years to Joe Bologna, falls in love with
sorge Peppard. Bologna leaves her, sheleaves Peppard,
ind the audience is left wondering at the end whether
she and Bologna will come together again.

. Zialcita (who also wrote the screenplay of Tkaw at ang
abz) takes not only the basic situation from the Ameri-
television film, but even snatches of dialogue, crucial
enes, and the entire final sequence. Bologna’s line “I
i ym what I am,” for example, is used untranslated in Zial-
tita’s film. Dindo Fernando, like Bologna, offers to take
his wife on a plane trip. Fernando’s packing scene is
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identical to that of Bologna. After he leaves Beth Baul
Fernando has a brief affair with another woman (
Romero), just as Bologna sleeps with an officema
confrontation scene between Fernando and the Kk
(Ronaldo Valdez) is blocked and scripted just li e
parallel scene between Bologna and Peppard.
The entire last sequence of Ikaw at ang Gabi is cof
almost shot by shot from Torn Between Two Lovers. .
the same after-hours office set, the same interrupti :'v
a cleaning woman (the Tagalog version has a janitor
stead), the same walk out the glass door, the same !
pended ending. What everyone thought was a b ill
scene written and directed by a Filipino turns out to
brilliant scene written and directed by an America .
: Similarly, Si Malakas, si Maganda, at si Mahinhin ( 9
is a direct copy of an American film, Paul Aaron’s A [
ferent Story, not yet released in Manila but already
able on Betamax videotape. The story of the Tagalog."
is attributed to Toto Belano, but, in fact, the Tagalog‘
is a line-by-line, character-by-character, shot-by-
copy of the American film. The only major differencel
tween the two films is their endings: A Different ’
ends up with the homosexual (Perry King) having an
fair with a woman after he marries Meg Foster. In t
Tagalog version, the lesbian (Elizabeth Oropesa) die
la Love Story—of leukemia.
Before the endings, however, the two films are
cally identical. King marries Foster because he wants
avoid being deported as an illegal alien; for a while, h
b.oth remain strictly homosexual. Dindo Fernando mg
ries Oropesa because, in a moment of heterosexual pa
s.ion, they forget themselves and she gets pregnant.
c.lta tries here, at least, to “Filipinize” the situation:
riages for immigration purposes are common in the Us
ited States, just as marriages due to unexpected pregn
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y are common in the Philippines. But the American
In is more realistic: the two homosexuals get physically
liracted to each only after they have become emotion-
intimate. In the Tagalog version, Zialcita falsely as-
imes that once a gay male touches female flesh, he will

stantly turn into a real male.

' If Zialcita had consistently tried to adapt the American

lluations to Philippine realities, his film would be

yorth-while, at least as an adaptation. But he copies the

merican film much too closely. The scene in A Different

lory where Foster comes home late to find King waiting

ip with a cold dinner occurs unchanged in the Tagalog

jersion. Foster comes home one day to find her place

smpletely cleaned up; so does Oropesa. Fernando fixes

dress for Oropesa in the same way that King (also a

lor) fixes Foster’s dress. Oropesa’s remark about the
lld sewing machine is a direct translation of Foster’s re-
hark about a similar sewing machine.

" Before going to bed, Foster does sit-ups; so does
dropesa. King folds his clothes neatly before retiring; so
does Fernando. There is a door-to-door salesman in both
flims, selling the same kind of goods and getting the
Jame response from the lesbians. The celebrated kissing
ene between Oropesa and Alma Moreno with Fer-
pando outside the bedroom trying to calm. down
Dropesa’s lover (Suzanne Gonzalez), is scripted and di-
ted exactly like the parallel scene in A Different Story.
. Si Malakas, si Maganda, at si Mahinhin, then seems like
the same old story. It isn’t any different from A Different
Story, just as Ikaw at ang Gabi is Torn Between Two Lovers,
Filipino style. At least, Ikaw at ang Gabi is well-crafted
nd well-acted. Dindo Fernando is a much better actor
than Joe Bologna. It is difficult to sympathize with
‘Bologna’s character, who seems to be too straight, even
chauvinistic. Fernando makes his character human, even
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tragic. Remick appears merely to be a woman tor
from her husband by a lover; Bautista (because of

nando’s performance) really appears torn between
lovers.

Similarly, it is only Fernando who saves Si Malg k
Maganda, at si Mahinhin from being a total waste of §
Without overplaying his effiminate gestures, Ferna
manages to convey the falseness of his homosexuality
is not really gay; that’s why he shifts almost instantl
being a heterosexual husband. (A Different Stor
actually a worse film than the Tagalog version, becz
the American film makes the transition from ga
straight much too easy.)

~ A film need not have original material in order
good. Numerous good films have been adapted
novels, plays, comic strips, newspaper articles, @
other films (witness Godfather, Part II, the Dracula s f
the remakes of film classics). One can cite a whole bodj ‘
brilliant thinkers, from Plato down to present-day st
turalists, who have argued correctly that it is not o
history which repeats itself, but just about eve
else. But it is one thing to be heavily influenced by ear
films; it is a different story altogether to copy a forel
film line by line, shot by shot, sequence by sequen
(TV TIMES, April 13-19, 1980, p. 9.)
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In Danny Zialcita’s Dear Heart (1981) millionai::e’s
ughter Sharon Cuneta, though engaged to be married
Ting Jocson, develops an infatuation for Gabby Con-
pcion. Concepcion has a lot of personal prc?bletf\’s,
ought about chiefly by his mother Rosemaxfle Gil’s
ing the mistress of respectable Fred Montilla and
ng, at the same time, the lover of taxi driver Ronaldo
aldez. When Cuneta and Conception are forced to seek
elter one night because Concepcion’s motorcycle runs
Jut of gas, all sorts of complication arise, all of th.em
plved by Jocson’s surprise decision to let Concepcion
ave Cuneta. After all, it is revealed, Jocson and Concep-
bon are really brothers. ,

| If the story appears confusing, that’s because the
Mtory-writer must be confused. So is the viewer, after 15
minutes of this comedy of writing-errors. On.ly .the
retty faces of Cuneta and Concepcion save this film
rom being a total waste. :

* Much has been made of Zialcita’s habit of copying
American movies shot for shot, prop for prop, even
dialogue for dialogue (manifested most recently by the
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first part of Mahinhin vs, Mahinhin, which comes £ L
American made-for-TV movie about a man being r;
by a woman). But Dear Heart appears to be original,
that is the problem with it. If jt were copied, we cou
least blame somebody else. As it is, we have only Zia
to blame for the awfulness of the movie. -
The basic. situation {(two brothers competing for
hand of the same woman) is so farfetched and coin cig
tal that it strains the viewer’s beljef. The crucial mon
which triggers off the overnight stay—Cuneta hand|
fing chaperon Suzanne Gonzales to a dress rack
ridiculous, given the effort taken earlier by Zialcita tg
tablish that, everywhere Cuneta goes, an entire secuy
detail (four cars in one sequence) goes with her. Th
ing is terrible: the shortcomings of Cuneta and Co 10
cion are brought dramatically home to the viewer
Zialcita flashes an excerpt of his much-better Lan,
Tubig, with Vilma Santos and Dindo Fernando show
what it means to really act; in contrast, the effo
Cuneta and Concepcion are pathetic. True enough,
performances of Gonzales and Josephine Estrada
competent, but two gems in a sea of blah are much
few. (PARADE, August 9, 1981, p.23.)
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Director Danny Zialcita wisely ce'nters szlrrtbctimg n‘::'i
:ngit (1982) around Kuh Ledesma’s songs. i ecel:nical
pice is enthralling, thus making up for the s
Weaknesses of the film. The songs, in other wo[l:, s,Ell o
 film worth seeing (or hearin;gi at ;nz;‘aitf()). enojc.Dy s
ancy sets are also bo :
0, l\?v‘l,;ct}c: fs:aet\.flrescy some of the loveliest indoor loca-
jons in local cinema.
QZ 1cr:ne seriously expects Kuh L'edesm.a todbe a tgrte:;
\ctress. Thus, no one should be dlsappoqitcfeill;wumit—
pvel of acting she manages th}-oughout tl"us L;desma
ing herself to thoughtful facial expressxoxfis, s
lends a certain credibility to her role—thato g sing h
sssed with her career, but distracted )"thaa mon;
Nevertheless, it shouldhbe p;)inte;il gu; ;l‘\’:t,bv:; g
experienced actress, t e role co il i
with more warmth, vitality, humor, an giuwities
Instead of merely being serious all the time, ir; i
tress could have created a full person, .not. jus grf o.r :
Christopher de Leon delivers a perfor
m:r;czow:r‘;\riac:’is amongpthe best of his career. He is credi-

2
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ble as the wealthy composer whose mind may be or
music, but whose heart falls easily for kindred souls,
delineation of the sincere artist-lover redeems
sketchy writing. Without de Leon, in fact, the film
fail as dramatic vehicle. g
The supporting roles are strong, as one expects
Zialcita film. Zialcita has the proven ability to brin
the best in his actors, and this film is no excepti
Suzanne Gonzales steals the show several times wi
light-hearted portrait of the self-effacing but sexy
ager. She is particularly effective because she nev
lows herself to overdo her role. Similarly, Odette Khat
delightful as Ledesma’s aunt, especially in the ear
sequences. Rio Locsin, despite a badly written role,
impressive as the unpredictable balikbayan.
But the kudos really belong to the composers - B
Monserrat, Ed Formoso, and Gilbert Gregorio - whe
melodies fit both the character of de Leon and the vo!
of Ledesma. Zialcita has never been noted for the mus
cal scores of his films, since he usually uses canr
music; here, there are still traces of canned music (infl
ences, not outright copying) in the songs, but the canng
ness fits the characters (who are, after all, Engl':f
speaking). I hope that, in his next films, Zialcita cof
tinues using locally composed music. ‘-‘
Something has to be said about the screenplay, whig
has excellent dialogue but a terrible plot. The plot |
made up of all sorts of cliches: the conflict between loy
and career, the lover dying of leukemia, the price of s T
cess. There is even a major flaw in the plotting: how ca
Ledesma rise so fast from rags to riches? Surely,
money comes from concerts (which come later in E
singer’s career, as Ledesma herself says in the film as shi
dreams of having her own concert) rather than from re:
cord royalties. Khan says that the new house is all

ock, but surely, installment plans only go so far. Itis un-
selievable that Ledesma can have such a grand house so
after she meets de Leon. o
?0(1)"?1: g?alogue, however, although 'mostly in Englllsh, is
Bxcellent. By judicious repetition, in fact, the dia (;guei
links several of the more important sequences (the 1.11;
loncert, for instance, with-the proposal scene outside
Ledesma’s house). Lines such as “1 sai‘d Take to your h{f,
not Take your life” and “cry for the living, not fo;{ e
ilead” perfectly summarize the love theme of the film.

PARADE, June 16,1982, p. 17.)

Two of our better performers—Hilda Koronel and
Christopher de Leon.
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‘Aunor’s Atsay (1978). More than these allusions, how-
ever, the film features sparkling exchanges between San-
} tos and Aunor. Most impressive of all the lines perhaps
are those in the court room sequence, since the opposing
' arguments are easy to follow, yet logical in structure.
. The direction is tight and masterful. Although one al-
. ways gets reminded in a Zialcita film of sequences from
3 ~ foreign films, there is a minimum of unmotivated block-
- ing in this film. Each sequence contributes to the whole
film (if there is copying, in other words, and I do think
' there is in this film, the copying is not done simply to be
. cute or clever, but in accordance with the logical require-
- ments of the plot). ;
. The performances, as expected of a Zialcita film, are
_excellent. Aunor is more efféctive as the confused les-
1 bian, primarily because Santos is not able to get the
- rough and ready quality of low-class hospitality girls.
Tommy Abuel is terrific in his role as the patient suitor.
Fernando is given too little space to develop his charac-
 ter, but what he has, he makes good use of. Captivating
- is Suzanne Gonzales, though she has to learn to use her
. face a bit more to express varying emotions. In their brief
. roles, Anita Linda and Odette Khan are delightful.
(PARADE, September 22,1982, p. 37.)

; That Danny Zialcita’s T-Bird at Ako (1982) is ente air
ing cannot be doubted. The plot situations are funny. Th
lines are witty. The pacing is fast. The lesbian love ¢
Nora Aunor for Vilma Santos, moreover, is extremel
clever, since the two superstars in real life would not b
caught dead in such a relationship. -

Zialcita has made a career of doing impossible thi
He made he-man Dindo Fernando a homosexual in
Mahinhin series. He now makes Aunor a lesbian.
he tries to make Santos a low-class beerhouse dane
however, he fails. That makes his record two out of
il.npossible things, not bad for normally sedate
cinema.

This film shows Zialcita at his best—irreverent, to
in-cheek, unconcerned with larger themes, focuse
obsessive sexual relationships. Let's take the dial
first, which cleverly juxtaposes the fiction of the fil
with the reality of the careers of the two superstars. Thu
references are made to Santos’ being a “burlesqu
queen.”’ One character is even named “Rubia,” fte
Rubia Servios (1978), Santos’ competition film again:

i 1
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In Angel Labra’s A Man Called Tolon

_ conztedy is both verbal and visual. The verigaelsftgxl'tgcs;r)l’sit :
_mainly of puns, such as “Saloon Paz,” “Las Bi"'
Caseno,” and “Bar Ado.” The visual fun is more varie
Qne long sequence, for example, is devoted to a spoof -‘;
Ll.to 'Lapld's Ang Pagbabalik ni Leon Guerrero. Cachupoy
mimics Lapid’s bow-and-arrow gimmick, but instead .‘
fmd.m’g the mark, Cachupoy’s arrow almost hits Redford
Whlte s neck. The “apple” on White’s head, incidentally,
1s a tomato: that’s an extra spoof on the familiar William
Tell theme. White tries to outdo Lapid’s stunt of rotating
around a horizontal bar; instead of shooting his
however, White gets very dizzy (as any real perso
would). George Javier does Lapid’s gun tricks ;
enough with more skill (helped by a slo»:red-do :
camera, of course). Other tried-and-true entertainment.
numbers are in the film, such as extended fight scenes

a dance by Pia M ‘
oran, even pano jc “ "
Sty ' panoramic “desert 3

. T’l:le film t.ake.s MAD Magazine’s “Scenes We’d Like o
ee” to their ridiculous extremes. In other words, the
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" film is an out-and-out spoof of the Western, Philippine

style. All the elements of the Western are here: barroom

" brawl, desert trek, man dragged by a horse, good guys

versus bad guys. But the elements are deliberately

. turned upside down. The good sheriff, for instance, gets
" a cut (the local term is “tong”) out of Javier's reward

money. With the help of a split-screen, Javier does a dis-

. appearing act behind a thin tree. Entering the bar

through swinging doors becomes a major accomplish-

ment for the farcically clumsy Javier. Dynamite sticks
" have detachable fuses. The six bad guys who track down

the good guys become more (instead of less) every time
one of them is killed. Seen sympathetically, then, the film

" makes fun of the Western genre. By implication, it
~ satirizes pseudo-Western local films (such as those made

by Lito Lapid and Fernando Poe, Jr.). No one will claim

" any kind of artistic success for A Man Called Tolongges, if
. only because the cinematography is awful. Nevertheless,
" itis clear that everyone in the movie is out to have a good

" time, and the audience cannot help but be infected with

the wholesome humdr of the writers and the actors.

" (PARADE, April 19, 1981, p. 24.)
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-

_ Mike Relon Makiling’s Mag-Toning Muna Tayo (1981)
is entertaining, and not in the typical Tito-Vic-Joey man- :
ner. -There is an isolated instance of vulgarity (when De-
brahz. urinates on the statue of the lion on the road to |
Bagmo)., but overall, the film is several notches above the |
usual Tito-Vic-Joey films. The horror sequences, played
tongue-in-cheek, are delightful. :
It is ironic that Tito, Vic, and Joey are reported to h :
disliked this film, because it is t})\'eir begt? It lac(l)<s :;: :
things that make their usual films trash. Though there is
still slapstick, it is kept to a minimum. The situations are
all?wed to occasion the laughs, instead of the laughs
being provoked by horsing around. When they restrain |
their broad movements, the trio can be very funny; in
this film, Mike Relon Makiling succeeds in keeping the
comedy within tolerable bounds.
M?kﬂing deftly uses horror-film conventions in a §
comic context. One shot, for instance, is from the point of
vi.ew of the killer, as the victim looks behind her (a horror
cliché, but a comic comment). Another sequence copies
The Exorcist and dozens of such films: Vic is thrown 1
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~ around by the ghosts. But when the next sequence shows

Vic in physical disarray as he comes out of his room, the
film gets a laugh, precisely because The Exorcist is
satirized. The best part of the film is the satire on
psychics. Joey boasts of communing with spirits, until a
slight noise makes him hide behind his wife.

The worst thing about the film is its title, which has
nothing to do with the story. The toning part appears to .
be an afterthought, with a couple of sequences newly
shot in order to justify having such title. Of course, the
satire on toning is well-intentioned; the entire toning
phenomenon is fit matter for ridicule.

Perhaps the cause of the film's success in some mea-
sure is the deemphasis on the slapstick style of Tito, Vic
and Joey, and the corresponding focus on plot elements.
There should have been better use of the talents of Soxy
Topacio, Jennie Ramirez, Opalyn Forster, and Lito An-
zures. If the report is true that Makiling and the trio have
parted ways, then Makiling can say good riddance. Now,
Makiling should develop the promise he showed in his
critically acclaimed Ako Ang Hari (1981). (TV PARADE,
November 28 - December 4, 1981, p. 34.)
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_Cle\.rerly making use of tried-and-true entertainment
gimmicks, J. Erastheo Navoa’s Rocco, Ang Batang Bato

(1982) is far from boring and at certain points, in fact, is £
exciting. Although the plot line is hard to follow, there is
no problem following the fight sequences, which com-
bine special effects and swordplay effectively. Children
have been heard to cheer wildly for the hero; this film

certainly knows its proper audiente.

It is so seldom that local cinema tries sophisticated

special effects that, even if the effects in this movie are
below par, congratulations are still in order. The laser-

beam attacks on Muhlach during the death sequence are
not technically perfect, but they are interesting and
adequate. The giant effect, done by double-exposing the
left-hand corner of the film, is better here than in previ-
ous attempts by more respected filmmakers to create
giants on screen. In short, the special effects in this film, ]
though primitive by Hollywood standards, are marvel-

ous by local ones. :

There is even an attempt by the writer and the director
to make social comments during the film. The poisoning
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‘ of the sea by chemical waste from factories, for instance,
- is a good example of how to make our children ecology-

conscious without being obvious. The character played
by Jimi Melendez, an army doctor who has come to in-
vestigate the chemical poisoning of the sea, is clearly a
good guy. That makes the factory owners automatically
the bad guys. Here is a subtle lesson our children should
not forget: water pollution is a weapon used by the bad

~ guys in our society.

The problem with the film, however, is neither techni-

~ cal nor social, but fundamental. The screenplay is based

on a foreign model that is itself full of holes. This is, of

course, Clash of the Titans from which the film takes its

land-of-the-gods sequences (Nifno Muhlach gets sword

'~ and shield from the gods, just like Perseus in the foreign
film; Muhlach has to face all kinds of monsters; Muhlach

is searching for his mother). The film even nantes some

. of its characters Minerva, Janus, Vulcan, and so on. Clash
- of the Titans is a bad foreign film; why model a local film

on such a bad film? More important, why use foreign
mythology when we have enough local monsters which

~ can be used in fantasy films?

There is however, a directorial touch I like in Navoa’s

- films. Navoa tends to do tongue-in-cheek violence. One

scene in this film stands out: when Muhlach is cornered
by the twin monsters, he sees Excalibur imbedded in a
rock (he is a rock, get it?). He tells the monsters that their

. time is up, since he will be king if he draws the sword.
- Here is a spoof of the Arthurian legend which redeems

the triteness of the situation. Needless to say, when .
Muhlach finally tries to draw the sword, the blade is
stuck in the rock. (PARADE, July 14, 1982, p. 41.)
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It's not only nostalgia that attracts audiences to old
Dolphy films. The success of Dolphy films in the United
States, as well as the success of his old films on local tele-
vision, clearly points to something inherent in the films
themselves. When you come right down to it, the answer
is obvious: Dolphy is funny. That's what makes people
see his films, new or old. 4

Luciano Carlos’s Facifica Falayfay (1969) set a trend in
Dolphy comedies, namely, the caricature of the ma ;f.t
homosexual. What Dolphy satirizes is the outward be-
havior of homosexuals (their language or swardspeak,
their effeminate body movements, their outlandish cosf
tumes). Dolphy does not—except in the unique Ang
Tatay Kong Nanay— talk about the emotional or sexual
crises that homosexuals undergo. That is why Dolphy’s.
homosexuals are funny: effeminacy is funny, but sexual
identity crises certainly are not. v

In Pacifica Falayfay, we see the major stock situations
or characters (structuralists would call them ”signs,"-g: A
others would call them clichés) that make up the typical
local comedy. There is the domineering mother who
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" runs her household like Hitler. There is the henpecked
~ husband, who finally gets his way only when the wife

dies. There is the training sequence, where the effemi-
nate brother is given lessons in boxing, karate, and fenc-
ing, all to no avail. There are the stock macho occupations
(burglar, lifeguard, detective) and the obvious masculine
initiation (prostitutes). There is the fantastic chase (end-
ing up in a jungle, of all places). There is the dream se-

T quence (in a well-choreographed dance by Al Quinn).

There is the disco sequence (though 1969 was too early
for the disco, but not too early for a disco-like dance

. routine), lighted in red in the usual local manner. There

is the sudden wealth (Panchito wins in the sweepstakes).

There is the spoof on funerals (this film does this better
~ than Tinimbang Ka Ngunit Kulang).

Revivals offer the young viewer a chance to see how
things were done in the old days. Facifica Falayfay
should prove that there is little new in local film comedy;
Dolphy did it all in 1969. (PARADE, April 28,1982, p. 33.)
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But if these are all you can say of Jesus Christ Superstfzr,
i you would have done the local film industry a real 415-
service. For finding fault is only half the task of helplqg
our local producers make better movies. The other half is
pointing out the good points that our producers can
build on. :
Wenceslao should be credited for his pacing. Unlike
many other local films, Jesus Christ Superstar has faster
cuts, varied shots, and less beating around the bush. In
particular, Wenceslao should be congratulated f'or
employing the American system of shooting an entire
(called “master”) shot first from one angle, thep editing
short close-ups or short reaction shots into this master
shot. (PHILIPPINES HERALD, March 26,1972, p. 18.)

There are a hundred things you can say against Jos ;
Wenceslao’s Jesus Christ Superstar (1972). &
You can say that the title has nothing to do with th
story. The attempt to portray hippie Amalia Fuentes as
modern Magdalene fails because Fuentes undergoes
neither depravity nor conversion. £

You can say that, as in many local screenplays, the lan-
guage is unrealistic and inconsistent. Characterization is
poorly done. 3

You can say that acting is amateurish. Only Ike Lozada
is delightful in the fight sequences, but only because of
his body.

You can say that the singing is terrible. Whoever told *
Victor Wood he could sing is undoubtedly a subversive, -
out to undermine our rich musical heritage. p

You can say that the technical aspects are neglected. |
Editing is bad. Sound does not synchronize with lip
movement. Lighting is illogical. : :

You can say that direction is unintelligent. Wenceslao
does not know what makes film different from stage or
television. '

Techie Agbayani in one of her forgettable films.
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In terms of form and techni ilippi i i

: que, Philippine cinema is
the equal, if not the superior, of foreign cinema, except '
for the few top Hollywood companies. But in terms of |
content and meaning, Philippine cinema is primitive !

and provincial.

This characteristic of our local film industry is a ]
paradox. For technique in film is largely determined by
technological knowhow and devices, which in turn de-
pend on the money and the level of industrialization in a
country. Contents, on the other hand, is determined only F

by the resources of the unaided human mind.

Our native ingenuity has more than mad

tive il 1 e up for our

lack of scientific equipment in film. The strangep thinglils :
that, in ferms of human thinking power, for which we
need neither money nor equipment, we are way behind '5'

otlAer cggntries.

good example is Emmanuel Borlaza’s Don’t Ever Sa
Goodbye. (1972), the latest offering of Tagalog Ilang—llan;
Productions, one of the few serious film companies in
the country today. In terms of form and technique, this
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" film, though not perfect, is remarkable. The pacing, for

example, is excellent. The sequence showing Edgar Mor-
tiz being chased by Peter Cassidy on a winding road is a
good example of how varied camera angles contribute to
suspense. The long shots of the skiers are notable in com-
parison to the normal medium shots of other Philippine
films.

But whatever merits this film can claim in terms of
technique are completely overshadowed by the lack of
meaningful content. In other words, the story is of little
value. The film revolves around the fact that the dead
Edgar Mortiz has a twin who looks, acts, thinks, loves,
and dreams exactly like him. Vilma Santos naturally falls
in love with the live brother, just as she fell in love with
the dead ene. But the identity of the twins’ personalities
is highly improbable. The plot, then, is unbelievable.

There are other faults in the scripting. There is the deus
ex machina at the end (when the statue of Jesus inter-
cedes). There is the colonial orientation of the film (even
when lip service is given to anti-American sentiments).
There is the inexcusable Filipino practice of calling
characters by the actors’ names (Peter for Cassidy and
Jeffrey for Jeffrey Ayesa). :

But the greatest fault of the film is the same fault of
most Filipino films, a fault that is all the more surprising
because it does not depend either on money or equip-
ment, but on plain brains. The fault is a very bad

screenplay. (PHILIPPINES HERALD, April 3,1972, p. 15.)
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Armando Garces’ May Lihim ang Gabi (1972) is
bomba film. This is not to say that it is a bad film. This is
simply to say that this film has to be judged in referenc_i |
to the bomba genre, and not in reference to other types o!
film.

As a bomba film, Lihim is good. It is not as explicit as the
other bomba films showing at the same time (such as
Ang Magtatalong). It is not as experimental as serious
bomba films (such as Lino Brocka’s Tubog sa Ginto). But it
is a good film, principally because it has a good story and
a logical screenplay. The story is not original and the
screenplay has afew howlers (such as Vic Vargas remem-
bering something that he could not have possibly seen),
but the film succeeds because the sex scenes are moti-
vated and not overdone. 5

Lihim is the story of Eva Linda, a young girl who has
strange urges. One of these urges is to get into bed with
Vargas as many times as possible. Such a personality *
leads naturally to bomba sequences.

If the film is seen as belonging to another genre, how-
ever, Lihim fails miserably. Seen as a suspense thriller,

A Legacy of Mediocrity 179

for example, Lihim is illogical, for why would tl.le tough
guys carry such heavy ammunition in this rouflr}e hunt
for Linda? Seen as a psychological study, Lihim is incom-
plete, for the character of Linda is not developed. Seen as
a realistic film (with method acting and all), Lihim fails
because Linda’s acting ability is limited to feigning or-
gasm after about two seconds of foreplay. . :
Garces’ direction makes sense only if the film is
viewed as a sexual potboiler. Otherwise, the direction is
whimsical, inconsistent, and amateurish. One thing,
however, is going for Garces. This is that he kI.IOWS what .
type of people will see May Lihim ang Gabi. (PHILIP-
PINES HERALD, May 3, 1972, p. 17.)

A rare still from a typical bomba film of the early
seventies. Burt Zamonte and Emmaruth in Zoilo de
Baron’s Atrevido. ’
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~ That Vilma Santos would throw herself into the arms
of a handsome professor (Romeo Enriquez) is not far-
~ fetched, but that she would then have a miscarriage at a
* fun center carries things a bit too far. The parallel miscar-
. riage scene in Celso Ad. Castillo’s Burlesk Queen (1977)
- was the worst scene in that controversial film, but it at
. least grew out of the logical requirements of that story. In
" Coed, since Santos proclaims her maturity about such
' things, the illegitimate baby could very well be born.
. Borlaza, moreover, handles this particular scene with
- particularly bad taste. The Burlesk Queen scene was
~ bloody enough, but after Eddie Garcia showed, in Atsay,
'~ that all a director needs to denote a miscarriage is to puta
_ tiny pool of blood on the floor, there is no excuse for Bor-
laza’s lack of imaginative direction. (Why are miscar-
 riages, by the way, fast becoming obligatory scenes in
* Filipino films?) |
~ 1£1979, as one columnist puts it, is going to be Santos’
- year, Coed is a poor way to start. Santos should choose
her writers and directors with, more care. Even Richard
Burton cannot turn war movies into Shakespearian clas-
- sics. (TV TIMES, February 11-17, 1979, p. 20.)

P
b=

Vilma Santos is a good actress: As Sandra in Ishmael
Bernal’s Ikaw ay Akin, she was brilliant, holding herown
against Nora Aunor’s challenging performance. As the
title character in Lino Brocka’s Rubia Servios, she was
even more brilliant, handling the subtle and difficultrole
with ease and maturity. E

Not even Santos’ acting, however, can save Emmanuel
H. Borlaza’s Coed (1979) from being a very bad film. Itisa
little bit like Richard Burton acting in a war movie; no
amount of admiration for Burton can keep viewers from
falling asleep. Borlaza succeeds in neutralizing Santos’
magic. Screenwriter Allan Jayme Rabaya delivers a story
which does not allow Santos a chance to display her ta-
lents. ' .
Coed portrays today’s college student as sexually
liberated, emotionally mature, and financially stable.
Whether in fact this portrait is true is not the issue, al-
though questions can indeed be raised about the ab-
sence in the film of such obvious problems as drugs and
frat wars. The issue, rather, is whether this portrait gen-
erates a coherent and believable film.
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Bad writing is at the root of the failure of Armando
Herrera’s Isa Para sa Lahat, Lahat Para sa Isa (1979). The
screenwriter cannot decide whether he wants to write ¢
nice story about four nice kids romping around in the
countryside or a tough story about four tough guys trys
ing to make it in the city or a comic story about rip-off ars
tists or a murder mystery or, last but not least, an old-
fashioned fistfight extravaganza. Ironically, it is only the
fight sequences which work well, primarily because this
is what Fernando Poe, Jr., is good at and, secondarily, be-
cause the appearance of basketball and movie stars ends
the film with something of a surprise. Unfortunatel ;
that is the only surprise in the film; everything else in it
is a big bore. (TV TIMES, March 11-17, 1979, p. 8.) 1
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In Cesar Gallardo’s Maynila, 1970 (1979), screenwriter

- Edgardo M. Reyes (Atsay) paints a portrait of Manila as a
- jungle where violence, both physical and emotional, is
. the only reality. Phillip Salvador and Rudy Fernandez,
. two rookie cops, are both sons of outstanding policemen.
Salvador remains a good guy like his father Eddie Garcia,

but Fernandez, after resorting to taking protection
money, ends up a criminal.

Reyes takes pains to spell out character motivation.
Fernandez is out to win the love of Beth Bautista who has
married him only because he raped her. Salvador is out
to follow his father’s footsteps. Garcia has a mistress only
because his wife Anita Linda has been forbidden by her
doctor to make love.

Ironically, it is Reyes’ success in fleshing out the
background of his characters which highlights his fail-
ure at crucial moments in the film. Salvador finds out, for
example, that his father did not die in the line of duty,
but was in fact shot by his mistress. Since Salvador’s
main ambition in life is to be like his father, the viewer
expects this terrible revelation to lead to some identity
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crisis, but no such crisis occurs. ]
Fernandez’s father has long been disappointed ‘with
his son, but when he shoots Fernandez at the end, some
emotional upheaval must surely still result. Instead, the
father reacts as though shooting one’s own son is the
most natural thing in the world. The complicated build-
up at the beginning of the film, in other words, leads the
viewer to expect more complications at the climax of the
film. Instead, the film has a simplistic ending: the
rescuers arrive just after the fateful moment and Fernan'.
dez repents.
The non-fulfillment of the viewer’s expectations is the
crucial flaw of the film. The film starts, in fact, with a re-
markable credit sequence: the titles are flashed against
newsreel shots of pre-martial law student demonstra
tions. Such a promising beginning, however, lead
nowhere since, aside from the availability of firearms,
there is really nothing in the film which belongs specifi-#if
cally to the year 1970. The beerhouse sequence, for exam=
ple, is right out of 1979. The police uniforms are taken
from the Integrated National Police, which is a New
Society innovation. E |
The film, moreover, has nothing to do with the 19708
student unrest, nor aven with the issues from which that
unrest grew. The film is simply a character study of two
 friends. Rudy Fernandez'’s role is well thought out. Sal-#
vador’s character is a cardboard figure straight out of thel§
early Fernando Poe, Jr., movies. He can do nothin e; ‘.
wrong, and nothing wrong can affect him. Salvador has
gone along way under Lino Brocka’s direction, but Cesar @l
Gallardo does not handle him weli in Maynila, 1970. 3¢
There is no complexity of interpretation in Salvador's§f
performance. (TV TIMES, June 17-23, 1979, p. 8.).
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Screenwriter Beybs Gulfin has an exciting story to tell
in Eddie Rodriguez’s Halik sa Paa, Halik sa Kamay (1979):
a man (Eddie Rodriguez)—sleeps with a woman (Vilma
Santos) who, unknown to him, is his own daughter.

Incest has fascinated playwrights and screenwriters
no end, but in Gulfin’s hands, it loses much of its impact.
Gulfin includes all kinds of irrelevant material in her
screenplay. Ronald Corveau has an affair with a
stereotyped librarian (Rosemarie Gil). Santos is appear-
ing in a play. Rodriguez wants to build a hospital which,
by the way, he never does in the film. Disco dancers
waste a lot of the audience’s time. The irrelevant footage
renders the incest powerless.

The fault, of course, may not be Gulfin's, but Rod-
riguez’s. Rodriguez, after all, can neither act nor directin_
this film. The climactic sequence, for example, when Rod-
riguez realizes that he has just committed incest, has him
running to the bathroom to throw up. Maryo de los
Reyes would have made Rodriguez stand perfectly still
for ten seconds, then run out to the street, then get stink-
ing drunk. Lino Brocka would have held Rodriguez’s
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face in a close-up for three minutes. Any other director
would have realized that Filipino men (even balikbayan
doctors like Rodriguez) will not throw up at an emotional -
shock, but rather will shout obscenities for all to hear.

There is especially no excuse for the unrealistic theater
sequences. No stage director rewrites a play because the |
lead actress fails to attend rehearsals. No stage actress, no
matter how good, is allowed to perform in a play after at-
tending only the dress rehearsal; only the director—cer-
tainly not the lead actor—can make such a decision any- -
way. A dress rehearsal, in fact, cannot even take place if
one of the roles is still unfilled. Because there is little evi-
dence that the screenwriter or the director knows his |
material, Halik sa Paa, Halik sa Kamay loses much of its
credibity. (TV TIMES, October 21-27, 1979, p.9.) ]
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- Two recent films exemplify what is good and what is
~ bad in Philippine movies.
- Manuel Cinco’s Huwag (1979) showcases the talents of

Beth Bautista (1978 Urian Best Actress for her role in
. Hindi Sa Iyo Ang Mundo, Baby Porcuna). Sino’ng Pipigil sa
~ Pagpatak ng Ulan (1979) is directed by Robert Arevalo,
- alias Robert Ylagan (whose Hubad na Bayani won the
. Urian award for Best Film in 1977).

. Both films develop the basic theme of the love triangle.

- In Huwag, Liza Lorena forces herself upon George Estre-
- gan, the man her sister Beth Bautista is about to marry.

Six years after Lorena and Estregan are married, Bautista

. comes to live with them. Despite her heroic attempts not

~ to get involved, Bautista has an affair with Estregan. He

abandons Lorena and lives with Bautista.

Sino'ng Pipigil sa Pagpatak ng Ulan features, as one
point of the triangle, the dead first wife (Charo Santos) of
Robert Arevglo. Arevalo’s second wife Pilar Pilapil finds
out that he has no love either for her or for his son Jay Ila-
gan. It appears that Arevalo is really still in love with his
first wife. '

ik

Even a good actress like Vilma Santos has to de-
pend on her directors.
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What is good about Huwag is, as expected, Bautista’s
acting. She develops from an adolescent with a crush to
young woman with a hard, if hurt, heart. Bautista is a1
expert in combining confusion, pain, lust, and love iz
one facial expression. She holds the film together; in fa
it may be said that the film exists for her sake. ;
The supporting actors and actresses are not brilliant
but they are not incompetent either. Estregan as thé
weak, vacillating husband falters at some crucial mo:
ments, but his over-all characterization is adequate
Noteworthy is Eddie Garcia’s tongue-in-cheek perfors
mance as the social opportunist; it is especially note:
worthy because the role is irrelevant to the film. !
What is bad about Huwag is just about everything else
The story is pure cliché. Despite the clever echoes (Estre=
gan’s crucial encounters occur during baths), any viewet
can predict the entire story from the first few sequence 5.
The exposition, 45 minutes of it, is much too long; the
gist of the film, after all, is the affair of Bautista with h
brother-in-law. The middle portion of the film (meant
perhaps as a copy of the famous marriage sequence in
Orson Walles’ Citizen Kane?) should have been edited
out of the film completely. 4
The editing is particularly bad. In one scene, Estregan’
‘sits at a table with one fork in front of him. One split sec-
ond later, a second fork materializes in front of him. Th
editor, obviously, took frames from a discarded take.
Similarly, the sound is terrible and even disappears at
certain moments. '

. There is also a good side and a bad side to Sino'ng
Pipigil sa Pagpatak ng Ulan. The basic situation is promis-
ing: a man is totally crushed by the realization that his
only son was actually fathered by his wife’s previous
lover. Eager to have his own son, the man remarries, only

to find out that his second wife is barren. His immaturity :
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leads him to an emotional breakdown.

Robert Arevalo, Pilar Pilapil, Jay Ilagan, and Charov
Santos contribute sensitive and intelligent characteriza-
tions, at least as far as the roles go. There are some mo-
ments of typical local excess, but on the whole, the acting
is not bad. :

The problem with the film, however, is Arevaio’s in-

sistence as director, actor, and scriptwriter (yes, he wrote
the script, too) on an intellectual approach to the main
character. Instead of treating him as an immature, emo-
tional self-centered fellow, Arevalo paints him as a man
searching for his identity. Identity searf:hes are guaran-
teed to go over big with adolescent audiences, but adult
audiences know that the story does not make sense unless
the guy is immature. Many healthy males will simply take
a mistréss and have a son by her; more mature men will
forget the past and either accept the boy as a real son or
just simply throw him out. The emotional ma.sochlsm
that Arevalo imposes on himself belongs to the literature
of adolescence or to the literature of psychosis.

Because the character is incredible, the film as a whole
also becomes incredible. That is too bad. Arevalo, after
all, is not a bad director. His early sequences, which .do
away with transitional shots, are impressive and point

~ the way for other local directors. Unfortunately, the tran-

sitional shots return at the end in the guise of ﬂashback.s;
whatever applause the early sequences generate is,
therefore, quickly transformed into catcalls. ;

What is good in local films? Acting has impfoved quite
a bit. It is significant that these two recent films do not
have superstars. (Even superstars like Dolphy and Nora,
of course, have their moments of brilliance.)

What is bad in local films? Primarily, the writ.ing,' A
film is basically a story. Without a good story, a hlm_ in-
evitably fails. A good story not only features realistic
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dialogue and interesting themes, it must first be logical

gn‘d credible. Local films, unfortunately, cannot boast of
intelligent scriptwriters. That is too bad, since writing 3
does not require expensive technology, but only honesty ]
and thought. (TV TIMES, August 19-25, 1979, p. 9.) ]

Cirio Santiago’s Ang Galing Galing Mo ... Mrs. Jones
(1980), has 40 sequences too many. There is not a single
good sequence in the film. The rape scene is paiiicularly
bad; Vilma Santos is knocked unconscious by a blow to :
her stomach, but she manages to hold on to a tabletop
and to shout out a curse on rapist Vic Silayan. The shoot-
ing scene also verges on the ridiculous: Santos, now a
sideshow personality (it is never clear if she is a fashion
model, an a-go-go dancer, a burlesque queen, or a :
vaudeville star), manages to make a long, unrealistic
monologue, to shoot accurately at a man holding her
mother close to him, to kill the guy without the guy shed-
ding a single drop of blood (so many shots and not even
one drop of catsup). But, at least, the film does not try to
cloak the central question of justice in a display of good
directing and good acting. Santiago is pointing his
finger at the legal system of our country: are our laws
capable of dealing with Mrs. Jones? (TV TIMES, Sep-
tember 28, - October 4, 1980, p. 46.)

Robert Arevalo—actor, screenwriter, director.
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;necessarily good. In fact, in this case, the film is posi-
' tively bad. Take, for example, the directing. The
" screenplay calls for the building up of a three-sided con-
" flict: development as represented by the woman engineer
' (Chanda Romero) and the benevolent feudal lord (Vic
. Silayan), agriculture as represented by the agriculturist
| (Christopher de Leon) and the farmer (Bembol Roco),
‘and power as represented by the rich man’s son (Michael
'de Mesa). Instead of carefuliy tightening his scenes in
" order to build up tension, however, director Augusto
' Buenaventura gets carried away by carabaos and ducks.
| Local color, in effect, replaces genuine struggle. Car-
. reon’s screenplay is betrayed by the director’s lack of un-
derstanding of the basic conflict involved in the story.

. Take, as another example, the acting. There are good
. actors and actresses. in the cast, but they are not given
| chances to develop their characters. Roco, for instance,
. maintains the same look the whole time; the director
. could have asked him to put some complexity into the
- role. Similarly, de Leon fails to internalize the conflict his
' character should be feeling—that of a balik-probinsiya,
' intellectually alienated from his barriomates, but still one
. with the land. Suzette Ranillo is excellent as the helpless
wife, but she is not given any chance to relate her charac-
. terization to the main plot. Good acting is not a matter of
. keeping a sericus face, but a matter of changing expres-
sion to display complex emotions. Unfortunately, Taga
. sa Panahon has more caricatures than persons.

No film should be given any award of consequence
. (least of all a Best Picture Award, no matter what the
| theme of a festival) if it is technically careless. In Taga sa
| Panahon, elementary mistakes are committed by the
'~ cinematographer, who cannot keep his light values on
~ the same level during short sequences. More ridiculous
. mistakes are made by the editor, who puts together
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How did a film badly directed, badly acted, badly -
photographed, badly edited, badly scored, and badly de-
signed win the Best Picture Award in the 1980 Metro
Manila Film Festival? In the same way that, in 1979, the
inferior film Kasal-Kasalan, Bahay-Bahayan was named
Best Picture. Augusto Buenaventura’s Taga sa Panahon 1
follows the criteria set by the judges for the festival, :
criteria which have nothing to do with cinematic worth,

Granted, for the sake of argument, that the screenplay
of Taga sa Panahon, written by award-winning screen- 1
writer Jose Carreon, is better than the screenplay of
Ricardo Lee for Brutal or Baby Nebrida for Langis at Tubig |
or Nicanor Tiongson for Kung Ako'y liwan Mo. This is
granted only for the sake of argument because, while
Carreon’s dialogue is clearly superior, his specification
of visual images (if he included them in his screenplay)
leaves much to be desired. Carreon won the Best
Screenplay Award; it is an award he deserves, if only be-
cause his lines do offer profound insights, as well as
homespun wisdom. ‘

But even if the screenplay is good, the film itself is not
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close-ups and medium shots so carelessly the viewe
often cannot figure out who is facing whom. For exam
ple, when de Mesa enters the dining room early in thi
film, the editor puts together shots of the other chara
looking left, looking right, looking everywhere bu
where de Mesa is supposed to be standing. In a late
sequence, while talking to Roco, de Leon jumps screet
left to screen right. 1

The music is terrible, to say the least; no attempt seem
to have been made to relate music to shot. The produe
tion design is competent only in the sense that
airplanes zoom into the screen. Otherwise, there is n
sense of place nor of time evoked by the settings. In fact
if anything, the nipa huts all look brand new. This
not, however, be the designer’s fault, but the cinemato
rapher’s. It is, in addition, the director’s fault that Ro 0,
who has been on the land for years, appears in an early
sequence as constructing his house. {

Every year, after the annual filmfest, doubts are raised
either about the competence of the judges (after all, only
one of the jurors apparently is a practising film critic; the
rest are laymen as far as film art is concerned) or abou
the criteria themselves. There is clearly something
wrong with criteria which allow a bad film such as Taga
sa Panahon to be named Best Picture, even though the
bulk of the other awards went to Brutal. It does not follo

 that the director of the Best Picture should be named Best

Director, but it does follow that, if a director cannot pos-

sibly be named Best Director because he is unimagina-;
tive, careless, or incompetent, his film should not

good job. Taga sa Panahon, like Kasal-Kasalan, Bahay—
Bahayan before it, has to be named the Most Over-rated B
Failure of the Year. (TV TIMES, January 18-24,1981,p. 14.) |
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There are a few laughs provoked by Mike Relon Makil-
ing’s Palpak Connection (1981), the latest product of local
cinema’s Three Stooges, but the laughs are too few to last

- a whole film. Most of the gags are over-extended: they

are cut long after the audience has gotten the punch
lines. An example is the red and yellow car (shamelessly
inferior to a similar car gag in one of Dolphy’s films). The
car should have been funny if seen for two seconds; it is
boring as anything after the whole minute itis on screg’n.
Once again, the humor is basically of the toilet type, \N-lth
even otherwise intelligent comic Dencio Padilla being
handcuffed to a toilet door.

Relatively less gross than previous Tito, Vic, and Joey
starrers, this film is still, nevertheless, right smack in the
middle of one of the worst traditions in local movies.
There are green jokes all around; the jokes would not be
so bad if they were at least original (the decades-old ]okgs
about bibingka and longganisa, for example, are still
used in this film). The direction is particularly inept.
When the wives are unveiled, for example, the director
keeps everybody in a long shot; instead of seeing each



A

A

196 A Legacy of Mediocrity

face close-up, the audience is left frustrated, as the fumi-;
ture gets more screen space than the actresses. TheE
adequate performances by Arturo Moran and Lito An-
zures are wasted in the over-all sloppiness of the acting. *
Even stage discovery Debraliz appears to have over-
stayed her welcome in the world of cinema. Clearly, local
comedy takes a giant step backward with the appearance

of the Tito, Vic and Joey potboilers. (PARADE, April 19,
1981, p. 24.) ]
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Cloyd Robinson’s Pick-up Girls (1981) is not entertain-
ing in any sense whatsoever. The story is completely il-
logical, the disco sequences over-extended, the sex non-
erotic. Even the actresses do not bare enough flesh to
make the movie at least prurient. :

Everything that can possibly go wrong in amovie goes
. wrong in this one. The camera goes out of focus. The
~ faces of the actresses are often covered by shadows. The
editing leaves in preliminary footage (you can see the ac-
- tors waiting for the director to shout “Action”). The
music is intolerable. The sound jumps out of the screen
every so often. One actress even repeats a line she obvi-
. ously does not get right the first time. Whole sequences
are out of order (such as the sequence establishing that
- Wendy Villarica’s mother-in-law is antagonistic). The
kissing scenes show the actresses completely motionless
. and emotionless. The writer cannot keep time relation-
. ships straight. The director cannot control his cast and crew.
.~ Villarica shows promise with her flexible voice and im-
. pressive face, and supporting actresses Odette Khan and
Anita Linda do their best, but they all waste their talents

Tito, Vic & Joey take film one giant step back-
wards in their potboilers.
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on a movie terribly written, horribly directed, and int '
lerably acted. (PARADE, July 5, 1981, p. 25.) :

Two directorial styles: Eddie Garcia in P.S.ILove
You and Maryo de los Reyes in Gabun.
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You can’t ask for anything more. It's directed by a com-
petent, meticulous, serious director. It's photographed by
the best local cinematographer. It's written by a multi-
awarded writer. It also reputedly had one of the biggest
budgets ever given to a local production. Aboveall, it’sa
project of the Film Fund, the producing arm of the Film
Board.

And yet, Eddie Garcia’s P.S. I Love You (1981) is a re-
sounding artistic failure. Think, for example, of the
cinematography. Romy Vitug has already proven thathe
is not only technically brilliant, but also artistically sensi-
tive. He can create mood through his camera. He can por-
tray character through the way he handles light. But in
this film, his work is uninspired. There is no mood which
he creates. He does not distinguish roles through dis-
tinctions in lighting. In fact, at certain points, he is even
technically disappointing. In a shot of Gabby Concep-
cion and Sharon Cuneta sitting on the floor, shadows fall
on Concepcion’s face. In a shot of Concepcion and
Cuneta on a boat, the foreground (part of the boat) is in
focus, but the figures of performers farther away from
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the camera are of out of focus. In fact, several of the shots
are out of focus. Some panning shots are even jerky.

Or think of the screenplay. Edgardo Reyes has already
shown a socially-conscious bent, coupled with structural
skill in handling plot. But in this film, he forgets the basic
elements of a good screenplay. The character of Concep-:
cion, for example, shifts from happy-go-lucky in the fi '
part to emasculated in the second part. The dialogue of
the characters (all belonging to the upper class) shifts’
from straight English to such street Tagalog as “pinit-;
sarahan ko siya” and “mag-toning ka na lang.” Reyes
even falls into the trap that much less sophisticated writ-
ers always fall into: he does “instant translations” in hj
dialogues. For example, one of the lines of Boots Anson-
Roa goes this way: “You don’t understand. Ikaw ay
nalalabuan.” Other screenwriters often indulge in this
ridiculous redundancy; one is surprised to see Reyes
commit such an elementary error. 3

The dialogue, in fact, is absolutely incoherent. The |
characters shift from English to Tagalog without any ap- |
parent reason. It may be argued that wealthy people ac-
tually speak in Taglish, but they typically speak in a lan- -
guage appropriate to subject matter, occasion, and ad- 4
dressee. In other words, a highly emotionally disturbed
wealthy person (such as Cuneta when her mother Roa
keeps her away from Concepcion) may indeed speak in |
straight English to her mother, but she will then speakin
Taglish during analogous situations. But in this film, #
Cuneta, in times of emotional stress, speaks eitherin En-
glish or in Tagalog or in Taglish. In other words, there is
no reason, linguistic or emotional or whatever, for the |
shifts in language. 1

Even the direction leaves much to be desired. The
dramatic sequences, for instance, lack building up; the
actors seem merely to be reciting their lines. Of course,
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* part of the problem may be that Cuneta cannot yet
~ handle dramatic scenes (she is excellent in the cute-type
1 courting scenes), Concepcion tries hard but does not

quite have enough sophistication to approach a poten-
tially complex role, and Barbara Perez is given too little
scope for substantial characterization. It may also be part
of the problem that Roa is acting against type (she is a vil-
lain in this film); she is an excellent actress, but there are
limitations to anybody’s talent, especially if the role is
not properly written. But the director should have re-
medied the situation by de-emphasizing the actors (as
he does in one scene where Cuneta and Concepcion are
photographed in an extremely long shot, thus hiding
their facial expressions). He should also have used
Vitug'’s considerable technical abilities to create a film
where settings overpower acting (the settings are fantas-
tic, anyway). In short, since there is not enough sub-
stance in the film, the director should have done some-
thing to disguise the lack of depth in the story and in the
acting.

The film could have been excellent. In fact, it starts off
on the right foot, with Concepcion acting like a kid in
front of Norma Japitana (his father Eddie Garcia’s secret-
ary), Roa and Garcia entering into a subplot about banks
and personal grudges, and a well-handled scene show-
ing Concepcion casually drinking Cuneta’s drink at the
Manila Polo Club. But the complex treatment of the first
few sequences rapidly gives way to a lackadaisical, cliché-
ridden portrait of two pretty people encountering op-
position from an unreasonable parent. What starts out as
a promising film showing the true, the good, and the
beautiful, ends up merely as another boy-meets-girl,
boy-loses-girl, boy-gets-girl flick.

P.S. I Love You is a big disappointment, especially
since the creation of the Film Fund brought up the hopes
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of those who feel that our movie industry can become
one of the best in the world. So far, however, all the pro:
ducts of the Film Fund seem to head in the wrong di
tion. There was Dear Heart, which was bad enough. Then
there was Free to Love, which was worse. Now, there’s
P.S. 1 Love You, a film that clearly does not achieve what
the Film Fund wants to achieve, namely, to present a
good image of the Philippines here and abroad. If this
latest film is all foreigners will see of our country, the
will think that we are a people who spend all our time
playing polo, having dinners, watching Deep Throat, and
building big houses, instead of—as our government
keeps telling us to do—developing our country’s natural
and human resources. (TV TIMES, November 22-28, 1981,

g

1

Don’t look now, but this film belongs here.
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Alma Moreno is a sex siren, but she does not get to dis-
play any of her sexual charms in Jose Miranda Cruz’s
Sisang Tabak (1981). Instead, she attempts to become an
action star, something she definitely is not. The fights
are repetitive, the story muddled, and the suspense non-
existent. In short, this is a most boring film.

The story is ridiculous, with blind swordsman Vic
Vargas suddenly ending up as Moreno’s father, Moreno
suffering amnesia but remembering everything her
father taught her, totally evil bandits suddenly letting
the unconscious Orestes Ojeda live after he has killed
some of them, and (most ridiculous of all) a one-day-old
baby being sent to college (a “kolehiyo” and returning
after no time at all as an eight-year-old girl.

The lack of continuity in the cinematography is classic:
in one sequence, Moreno fences with a trainer in broad
daylight; the reaction shot of the spectators shows the
sky at early evening. Even the dialogue is incredibly bad:
wanting to reassure Moreno, Dante Rivero says, for in-
stance, “nakahanda akong lumaban sa iyo,” instead, of
course, of “lumaban para sa iyo.” Moreno, shown to be
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trained only in swordplay, ends up killing more peopl
through the use of a rifle (which she has never handled
before). ]
The ending ranks among the worst in all Philippine
cinema: the bitter Vargas suddenly forgives Ojeda,
Moreno—remembering the love she shared with
Ojeda—suddenly gives up Ojeda, the long time band1 t
Rivero suddenly decides to surrender to the govern-
ment. If the viewer is still awake when the ending comes
(the incessant use of the zoom lens is guaranteed to make:
anybody fall asleep), he doubtless surrenders, too, to the
realization that things really look hopeless for Phlllppme
cinema. (PARADE, December 19-25, 1981, p. 44.) :
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The entertainment value of Bebong Osorio’s Kami'y
Ifugao (1981) is zilch, since almost everything in it has al-
ready been seen by local audiences. An example is Rez
Cortez’ sadistic treatment of Dina Bonnevie, which is a
pale imitation of Jay Ilagan’s parallel enslavement of
Amy Austria in Brutal. Even the Ifugao rituals are com-
pletely boring, since we have all seen better cinematic
treatments of these in the twin Aliw-iw films. In short, it
is a rare viewer who can stay awake during this entire
film.

This is clearly one of the worst movies of 1981. It fea-
tures an inane screenplay, incompetent direction, into-
lerable cinematography, pathetic acting, repetitive ac-
tion sequences. The only mildly interesting sequence in-
volves guest star Nora Aunor as a masculine thief, but
this sequence has nothing at all to do with the rest of the
film. As a whole, the film is made up of ridiculous scenes
(the fault of the screenwriter, obviously), with the most
ridiculous scene of all ending the movie: fully (scantily)
dressed in an Ifugao costume, Efren Reyes, Jr., goes
headhunting right in the middle of a crowded slum, but

A vintage shot of Butz Aquino (with Charo Santos).
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absolutely no one pays any attention to him. Despite th
lack of interest on the part of any bystander, however,
the police come anyway, right on cue, in time for Reyes
to raise the severed heads of Cortez and George Estre-

gan. Clearly, we have here a failure of reason and of im=!
agination. (TV PARADE, December 5-11, 1981, p. 36.)

“«

Nino Muhlach blows hot and cold in his films.
With Phillip Salvador (above) and less serious ac-
tors (below).
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]. Erastheo Navoa’s: Juan Balutan (1982) ranks among
the most boring of Nifio Muhlach’s films. The story is in-
coherent, making it difficult for the viewer to follow the
now-fantastic, now-realistic events. The editing is
guaranteed to make the viewer sleepy, in order to keep
him from noticing the bad special effects by Tommy
Marcelino. All in all, a very bad film.

Special effects are the life of a film such as this. With
bad effects, Juan Balutan simply fails. The flying scenes
are not even matted, but simply double-exposed, some-
thing even the untrained eye can spot. The other techni-
cal aspects are uniformly substandard, including the
cinematography (which should have been easy since itis
so straightforward). Muhlach’s acting talent cannot save
this disaster. Whoever thought of making the two kids
sing ought to be imprisoned in a church tower and made
to hear their song for 24 hours a day for a year. Navoa has
done much, much better work. About the only thing
worth seeing in this film is Dencio Padilla’s offbeat por-
trayal of a parish priest. Too bad his performance is
wasted in a meaningless movie. (PARADE, March 23,
1982, p.42.)
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What is the result of all that sound and fury attending
the showing of Efren Pifion’s Bagong Boy Condenado

(1982)? You guessed it—an absolute zero of a film.

Like similar holier-than-thou uproars (such as the pro-
tests against Techie Agabayani), the banning, permit-
ting, reshooting, and cutting of this movie have all beenj;

much ado about nothing.

After charges and denials of bribery, charges and de- |
nials of libel, self-congratulatory announcements and
doubts about box-office success, the public has once |
again been the loser. For what is currently showing in |

downtown theaters is nothing else but trash.

The censoring may have had something to do with it,
because the film—as it now stands—is incoherent. One
‘sequence is enough as an example: When Rudy Fernan-
dez (Boy Condenado) meets Greggy Liwag in a dark
alley, he pounces on the poor guy. When Liwag’s father

have been
friends a long time, but that Liwag has done something

treacherous. But this is the first time the audience sees
Liwag in the film. Never before—and never after—is the

intercedes, Fernandez explains that th
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. audience told what it is that Liwag has done to deserve
- the beating.

When Liwag and Fernandez subsequently raid a syn-
dicate hideout, the audience is kept wondering what
keeps the two together. When Liwag dies because he

. does not want to reveal where Fernandez is hiding, the
. audience may appreciate the loyalty, but cannot possibly

appreciate the fact that Fernandez nonchalantly walks in

a few moments later. Everybody in the area knows Fer-

nandez (they all more or less greet him), and all the syn-
dicate has to do is to wait a while to meet him. But for

' some strange reason, the bad guys just leave.

Perhaps the censors cut sequences which may explain all
this. Perhaps. But not even the most ruthless censorship can

1 explain away the incoherence within the sequences

themselves. One sequence, set in.Mindanao, has gangs-

. ter boss Charlie Davao saying to his henchman to go to

the island (the syndicate headquarters). The implication
is that the island is within, say, an hour or two of Min-
danao. But a subsequent sequence involving Dexter
Doria locates the island as being in Luzon. Surely, that is

- not the censors’ fault, but clearly the scriptwriter’s.

Scriptwriter Mauro Gia Samonte is to blame for many

- of the logical flaws in film, but director Efren Pifion has

to share much of the blame. Only the director, for exam-
ple, should be castigated for the most hilarious mistake
of the film: shot and wounded by Mario Montenegro,
Fernandez is trapped inside a flaming squatter area sur-

. rounded by the police. Despite that, Fernandez appears
. miraculously alive and well in a following sequence with
. Doria. Not even a word of dialogue is given to explain the
- miracle (that's Samonte’s fault), but the director could have
. staged the fire scene in such a way that Fernandez will
. appear to have a way out.

The fire sequence requires comment, because it is am-
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bitious in the context of local productions. Given the
limitations of the local industry, the sequence is not bad A
but it could have been better. In itself, the sequence
shows off Pifion’s ability to create fast-paced action and
exciting situations. But within the film, the sequence
makes little sense. ;

"Bagong Boy Condenado typifies the misguided ap-
proach of local movie promotions. Much is made of its |
being controversial (the Board of Review having unwit- |
tingly played into the hands of movie promoters), but
too little attention is given to the film itself. ( TIMES 4
JOURNAL, May 7,1982, p. 12.) '

The only people entertained by William Pascual’s
- Puppy Love (1982) are diehard Gabby Concepcion fans,
but even they fall silent after the first three squeals of de-
light at seeing his face fill the screen.

This is a film made more ridiculous by its pretensions.
Believe it or not, there is a black-and-white sequence in
' this film, using stills no less. Why there is such a se-
quence is anybody’s guess, probably including the di-
rector’s.

The music is the worst ever heard on local screens,
with totally inappropriate canned music coming in loud
and unclear almost the whole time. The only time the
music does not drown out the dialogue, Concepcion
. reads a poem entitled “If I Were King.” Ironically, this is
- the time the music should have drowned out the read-
. ing, because the “poem” is sophomoric and Concep-
cion’s reading is soporific.

Other blunders: Janice de Belen is introduced to Con-
cepcion’s mother Josephine Estrada long after both have
been together in emotional scenes such as Greggy
Liwag’s death and Concepcion’s hospital confinement.

Rudy Fernandez shines in action films.



212 A Legacy of Mediocrity A Legacy of Mediocrity 213
A balletic pas de deux is superimposed on the impassive
faces of Concepcion and de Belen, presumably to signifg

their having sex. Practically the whole film is repeated

Septembe, 29, 1982, p. 33.)

It is hard to say who is entertained by Joey
Gosiengfiao’s Bakit Ba Ganyan (1981). Certainly not the
viewer, who has to sit through bad dancing, worse sing-
ing, and horrible acting. This is supposed to be a musical
in the same tradition as The Sound of Music and My Fair
Lady, with the bit actors and extras dancing on the
streets. But the music is uniformly bad, the lyrics are
among the worst ever written by Filipinos, the singing
far from acceptable even in neighborhood talent shows,
the dancing totally unimaginative and repetitious.

Often, we mistake effort for talent. The effort that went
into this movie must have been great, since there are sev-
eral production numbers. But although the film gets an A
for effort, it fails when it comes to merit. The lyrics are as
good (or as bad) an example as any: they rarely match the
music. The production design (or choice of sets) is
another example. Viewed from the outside, Dina Bon-
nevie’s house is pure slum, with makeshift roof and all,
but inside, the bedroom is as large as those we find in
wealthy houses, with corresponding rich furniture. To

Rio Locsin started a trend in the late seventies. say that Bonnevie plays a girl who thinks rich is no ex-
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cuse. There is nothing in the film which justifies her hav-
ing money. The makeshift quality of the film is shown'
dramatically in one dance sequence: the Nailclippers
hold a plate each; four of the plates belong to a set, the:
fifth—for no reason at all except lack of foresight—does
not belong to the set. ‘ '

Everybody in this movie performs below his or her
usual level. Bonnevie has grown into an awkward, hesit-
ant dancer; as a singer, she has reached her level of in-|
competence. Albert Martinez acted much better in the
otherwise unremarkable Bata Pa Si Sabel (1981). Unlike
on television, the Nailclippers do not register well on the
movie screen. Geleen Eugenio’s choreography is way
below her achievement in Bongga Ka Day (1980); in this
film, in fact, the dances are simply annoying. The
cinematography is typified by one particular shot—that
of Bonnevie standing with her head completely out of
the screen. Let us hope that the whole concept of Regal
babyhood is thrown out of the movie world. Itis not only:
critics who cannot stomach this kind of cinematic non-
sense; even viewers have made their voices heard. Like
the previous Regal baby films, this one attracted very
few viewers. (PARADE, August 30, 1981, p. 22.)
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Whatever entertainment possibilities Carlo Caparas’ Ang
Babaing Hmugot sa Aking Tadyang (1981) has remain un-
explored, since its sequences are not related to each other
or to the film as a whole. Even the bed scenes are too mild
to constitute a box-office draw. The much-publicized
stunt of Vivian Velez (jumping from a building) is not
properly exploited by the camera angle; she does not ap-
pear to be in any real danger. In short, this film is as bor-
ing as a film can get. ,

Although Caparas is an extremely successful writer of
komiks novels, his screenplay for this film lacks narrative
interest, not to mention logical motivations and im-
aginative insight. The direction is careless and unin-
spired. There is an attempt to allude to Greek mythology
(Eddie Garcia is “Homero” and Velez is “Proserfina”),
but the story has nothing to do with the Proserphine
myth. The symbol of being barefoot could have worked,
if Velez had stuck to only one dress (how can a barefoot

- woman with no visible means of support and no perma-

nent address change clothes so often?). The worst aspect

- of the film is its cinematography, which consists primar-
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ily of unmotivated slow-motion photography and in -
adequate lighting. This is clearly one of the worst films of
1981. (PARADE, March 29, 1981, p. 22.) 4
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The road to hell is pavéd with good intentions, our
- catechism teachers once drilled into our heads, and cri-
. tics today have not ceased reminding us that the value of
. a film is not measured by the intentions of the film-
makers. :

Obviously, both Carlo Caparas and Ed Palmos have
the best of intentions. Caparas’ Indio (1981) is a period
film, set in the last years of the 19th century, when

nationalistic feelings were spreading up and down our
' archipelago. If only for its setting and its theme, then,
Indio is clearly a serious film. '

Similarly, Palmos’ Ang Babae sa Ulog (1981) is a period
film, set in the early days when tribes waged tribal wars
and maidens were not supposed to talk of love. Again,
the setting (the rice terraces) and the theme (love against
tradition) make this film a serious artistic effort on the
part of MOWELFUND scholar Palmos. .

But artistic intentions are one thing, and artistic
achievement is another. Both Indio and Ang Babae sa Ulog
are artistic failures. True, Indio says that Filipinos will al-
~ ways use violence to fight off foreign imperialists. True,

Contrasting directors: Carlo Caparas in Indio and
Ishmael Bernal in Himala.
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Ang Babae sa Ulog attacks the ways of the old ones, whi
use tradition rather than reason to run the affairs of th
community. Nevertheless, because both films do not jel
as films, because they are both technically sloppy, the;
fail.

Indio has a valid premise—that the Filipino (rep:
resented by Dante Varona, nicknamed “Indio”) is notg
coward, that he can tear up his cedula (as Bonifacio did
in front of his foreign masters, that he will not go down t¢
the level of the foreigner (cleverly shown by a sequence
where Varona does not rape Chiqui Hollmann, though
his sweetheart, Lirio Vital, has been brutally raped by
Spaniards Subas Herrero and a berdugo). The stor
(serialized as a komiks novel) is clearly interesting, ev

' significant. (After all, Carlo Caparas is still our most sig
nificant komiks novelist).

But the screenplay of Indio does not alter the story; i
merely transposes the komiks novel to the screen. Prin
is one thing, however, and film another. Komiks canng
translate into film. What Caparas should have done is t¢
rewrite the entire story from the cinematic point of view
Instead of having a komiks structure, the film would ther
have a cinematic structure. A specific example of how thi
komiks mentality ruins the film occurs in the false end
ing. Varona and his small band of nationalists finally ens
gage the Spanish troops led by Romy Diaz. This should
be the grand finale (in every other film about revolus
tions, wars, and such things, the grand finale consists of
the hero’s troops fighting the villain’s men), but
Caparas’ komiks mind does not see that the film should
end here. Instead, Caparas keeps the story going, until

Varona finally ends up climbing a flagpole to tear dow

the Spanish flag. But the actual ending of the film is

cinematically uninteresting (actually unbelievable, since’

Varona is fatally wounded sequences before). What

works in the komiks, then, destroys the film.
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Ang Babae sa Ulog has the opposite problem. Palmos

- obviously knows what film is all about. He plays down
'~ dialogue in favor of visually interesting vignettes. He en-

velops his film with mist, in order to evoke a mythic at-

i mosphere, appropriately set by a story-teller who serves

as frame (she comes out in the beginning and at the end).
But Palmos forgets that a film is also a narrative, that it

* also must tell a story (even if the story is not the main
. thing). Ang Babae sa Ulog simply does not have a story to

tell.

What passes for a story is so sketchy that one cannot
blame the actors and actresses for failing to hold the at-
tention of the viewer. There just is not enough to chew
on; Jean Saburit, for instance, tries her best, but she does
not have a role which allows her any subtlety or complex-
ity. Ricky Belmonte is a pure disaster, not only because
he is much too old for the role, but also because his face
does not convey changing emotions. Alan Bautista looks
good, but thé moment he opens his mouth, all the view-
er hears is shouting, not emoting.

The real sign of the failure of the film is that the male
viewer cannot take his eyes off the busts of Saburit and
the other actresses. In a good film which has nudity,
most viewers forget about the nudity after two scenes,
simply because the story is too compelling or the acting
too intense. But in Ang Babae sa Ulog, the nudity is the
main attraction, not the film. (By the way, why does
Maria Victoria wear that ridiculous white costume, like a
modern tube? She stands out like a sore thumb—though
thumb is not the proper word.)

Although both Indio and Ang Babae sa Ulog are failures,
however, one must commend both directors and their
producers for attempting films which deal with serious
Filipino problems—imperialism in the case of Indio and
tradition in the case of Ang Babae sa Ulog. (TV TIMES,
January 10-16, 1982, p. 4.)
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Like all Dolphy movies, Frank Gray, Jr.’s Good Morning.
Professor (1982) has many genuine laughs, some duds,
and a few bits of toilet humor. It should be a wholesome:
film for children, but for Alma Moreno’s seductive danc-
ing. Nevertheless, the thousands who expect very little

from a Dolphy film should not be disappointed.

One genuine laugh is not original, but still effective: f
Mary Walter, aging, reveals that she has a father (older) ®
whose mother Katy de la Cruz (much older) is still alive. -
De la Cruz, in turn, reveals that her mother and her mat-
ernal grandfather are waiting for her outside the founda- #
tion. Such playful fun poked at old age is typically

Filipino.

But the slapstick involving the aged is not typxcally |
Filipino, nor is it funny at all. Although the filmmakers
obviously meant no harm in their caricature of old
people, the fight scenes and the jealousy scenes are in bad
taste. Real-life old people should be treated with respect,

not ridicule.

Other genuine laughs come from Dolphy’s unique use ]
of local comedic tradition as exemplified in the old-time
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Btage show, bodabil, and zarzuela. His songs and dances
are fun. Moreno’s dancing errs on the provocative side.

Her singing—or rather, her lack of singing—is simply

| pathetic; nobody really enjoys hearing a bad voice sing-
' Ing off-key.

But whatever merit the genuine laughs have, it is ne-

- gated by the toilet humor that again and again, here as in
. other Dolphy films, rears its ugly behind. The film be-
' gins, for example, with Dolphy defecating in public as
" his house is carried by a truck through downtown
. Manila. A sequence soon after shows a man urinating

right in the face of Moreno, who is hiding under a car.

. Such toilet humor is completely unnecessary. Why can’t
- Dolphy get away from such low level comedy?

As in other Dolphy films, the fight sequences are fun,

primarily because they are bloodless. No one really

seems to get hurt, not even those shot frontally (since

~ there is never any blood and the villains die without
" much ado). The final fight sequence in this film, how-
. ever, pales in comparison with those in his earlier

movies. Moreno has some action talents, but Dolphy’s

- angels are technically better at martial arts.

Dolphy can do a lot for local cinema in terms of
craftsmanship, since he is—in person—concerned with
the plight of his fellow actors. If he would only extend his

. concern to the technical aspects of filmmaking, he could

easily do away with the technical sloppiness, crude
scriptwriting, and bad choreography of his films. One
can see that, in the professor sequences, Dolphy really
wants to moralize and to uplift the sense of responsibil-
ity in his audiences. If he would only try to improve their
artistic taste as well, he could do Philippine cinema an
incomparable service. (PARADE, June 23, 1982, p. 41.)
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A GALLERY OF FILM
ARTISTS

- What sort of person does it take to be a film critic? The answer is
1 very simple. You just have to love films. You have to love films
~ enough to be prepared to sit through hours of rubbish, waiting
'~ for the nugget of pure gold that makes all the waiting worth
while.

Elwood Perez’s Santa Claus is Coming to Town (1982) i
the story of an honest accountant (Robert Arevalo) w C
finds himself framed for embezzlement. His wife (Lizz
Lorena) and his mother (Mary Walter) stand by him, bu
his son (Gabby Concepcion) loses faith in him. Subplots
involve the son’s poor friend (William Martinez) and hi
mother (Alicia Alonso). ;

The title is a good gauge of the inanity of this filr
Competent performances by Robert Arevalo and Liza
Lorena cannot make up for the incoherence of the
screenplay, the ineptness of the technical personnel, and
the inadequacy of the direction.

Bring your children to this film only if they threaten to
disown you if you don‘t, but do nét be surprised if they
disown you afterwards anyway for taking them to such a
waste of time. (PANORAMA, December 26, 1982, p. 14.)

— Mel C. Tobias, Hong Kong film critic

When burning incense, if you use aloeswood, the smoke will
smell like aloeswood; if you use sandalwood, the smell will be
that of sandalwood. Why? Because each kind of incense has a
different nature.

— Yuan Tsung-fao, Chinese literary critic
(16th century)
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The sex-comedy Menor de Edad (1979) by Ishmael Ber-
~ nal, turns out to be disappointing as a sex flick, but de-
- lightful as a comedy. Starring five “campus pussycats”
- and promoted through a “figure-guessing contest,” the
- film leads the viewers to expect torrid scenes of undres-
~ sing, kissing, and lovemaking. Unless they were all cut
~ by the Board of Censors (which announced that the film
. had been disapproved for showing), there are no such
scenes in Menor de Edad. There is only one extended bed
scene, and it is treated in such a comic fashion that the
- audience laughs rather than giggles.

. Menor de Edad portrays the student generation after
the onset of sexual permissiveness. The affair of her
father (Vic Silayan) with his mistress (Amy Austria) is
taken as a matter of course by a convent girl (Rio Locsin).
~ The single girls living in their own apartment are an-
" noyed, rather than surprised, by Locsin’s own sexual es-
capades and by the constant bickering between a young
married couple (Chona Castillo and Ronald Bregendahl).
- Not even his mother bats an eyelash when scholarly boy
. Marco Sison is pursued heavy-handedly by a rich

225



226

young woman (Sandy Andolong). 4

Realistically naughty and deliberately tasteless;
screenwriter Franklin Cabaluna’s dialogue is the main
comic element. Cabaluna’s double entendres cannot be
said to be strikingly original, but they serve as as
heterosexual equivalent of the shocking dialogue in the
stage play Boys in the Band. !

Menor de Edad, however, is marred by two serious in.
adequacies. One is the direction. Ishmael Bernal cor=
rectly senses that the pacing has to be fast, but he fails to
complement the verbal comedy with visually funny mo-
ments. The film is much too verbal. More attention
should have been given to the visual and situational pos-
sibilities of the story. ..

The other glaring fault is the series of superimposed
disclaimers at the end of the film. The whole point of the
film is that young people have to learn through their own
mistakes. Enough hints are given that this learning pro=
cess has already begun. The couple who gets married too
early serves as living proof to the single girls that early:
marriage is always a mistake. The grotesque character o
Locsin’s mother is traced to her own early marriage to
Silayan. In a very real sense, the film is a telling diatribe
against early marriage. In that sense, it is a moral film.

To state at the end that all the characters eventually be-:
come model adult citizens is to destroy the whole impact
of the film. If adolescents who rebel against their parents:
are all going to end up just like their parents anyway,:
then why not get married early just like their parents
did? If the sixteen-year-old newlyweds who are no
finding out that marrying was a mistake are eventually
going to build a happy home, is not the early marriage a
good thing after all? If Silayan is going back to his wife to
live happily ever after, does that not vindicate his own
early marriage? Whoever decided to put in those dis-

Ishmael Bernal

l

Iy

',

. With the same team that was nominated for 1978’s Urian
. Awards (screenwriter Jose Carreon, cinematographer
. Sergio Lobo, designer Mel Chionglo, and musicians The
. Vanishing Tribe), Bernal weaves a tale of raw courage
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claimers at the end has rendered what could have beena
- moral film highly immoral. Ironically, the censors should

. have banned not the film, but the disclaimers.

Ishmael Bernal fares much better in Boy Kodyak (1979).

- and devotion to duty. If Menor de Edad subordinates the
~ visual to the verbal, Boy Kodyak does exactly the oppo-
' site: Bernal’s visual sensibility overpowers Carreon’s
. undistinguished dialogue.

Boy Kodyak (Bembol Roco) is really Detective Teo

! Rosa (the similarity to TV's Kojak is ill-advised), a young
| plainclothesmian still imbued with idealism. When he
| finds out that a small-time punk (Walter Navarro) is
. fighting the syndicate, he decides to track him down,
- both to arrest and to support. The syndicate sends three

. professional killers, and the hunt ends in a small barrio
in the hills.

Carreon, who originally entitled his prize-winning

. screenplay “Huling Sultada,” uses the cockfighting as
. his controlling metaphor, but Boy Kodyak’s existential

rage is much too complex to be likened to the blind fury

of fighting cocks. Bernal’s use of visual symbols such as

darkness (for evil and for life), a crutch (for weapons),

and a farmers’ plow (for society) works much better. *
Bembol Roco redeems himself after his disastrous per-

formance in Parolado. He is at his best in the last se-

- quence, where he combines the physical problem of

fighting with a bad leg and the psychological problem of

figuring out whether he will just give up or fight to the
- death. Charo Santos as Navarro’s sister'does not have a
role meaty enough for her to display her considerable ta-

lents, 50 she wisely stays in the background.
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The last sequence, in which the injured and unarmee ;

Boy Kodyak fights the three armed killers, marks a hig
point in Bernal’s career. The pacing, editing, ver:

isimilitude, and intensity of the sequence show a master
director at work. (TV TIMES, March 18-24, 1979, p. 9.) "

Ishmael Bernal at work.

i
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Bakit May Pag-Ibig Pa (1979) offers the viewers a rare

. chance to compare the styles of two major directors.
Ishmael Bernal directs the first episode from a screenplay

by George Arago. The episode tells of a chance encounter
between a spirited ex-nun and a dispirited architect.
. Celso Ad. Castillo directs the second episode from his
own screenplay. This episode tells of another chance en-

| counter, this time between two former lovers.

Obviously influenced by meditative Western films
such as Woody Allen’s Interiors, Bernal uses an almost
esoteric intellectual approach in his episode. There is lit-
tle background music or even noise. All the viewer hears
for most of the film are the voices of Christopher de Leon
and Nora Aunor. There is little movement; de Leon and
Aunor in one sequence, for example, sit on separate
chairs and simply declaim.

The viewer is thus forced to listen to the dialogue.
Arago’s dialogue, however, though witty in places, does
not deserve the attention the viewer is forced to give it.
Instead of concrete language pregnant with wit and
meaning, what the viewer gets is abstract language bar-
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ren of transitions, naturalness, and sense.

Because Bernal is betrayed by his screenwriter, hi
best sequences are those without words. In one sudl
sequence, de Leon rapes Aunor; the rape, however, is ¢
pure act of power rather than of lust. The verbal battles
which rage earlier in the film are made meaningful by
this one nonverbal act of violence. In another sequence
de Leon dreams of killing his psychiatrist-father, bul
finds himself mocked by a religious statue. In a thirg
nonverbal sequence, de Leon cleans up an old house, res
moving the santos which symbolize his mother’s hypo=
critical religiosity. ]

If Bernal’s episode is intellectual, Castillo’s episode

cinematographer Romeo Vitug explores the visual poss
sibilities of what, to the unaided eye, is merely a
whitewashed box. Romeo Vasquez has a motor home;
the vehicle gives Castillo an excuse to set some of the
scenes in Baguio. Alegre and Vasquez first meet each
other at the Ati-Atihan in Aklan; Castillo and Vitug in:
corporate a little documentary on the festival.
Bernal|allows his scenes to last forever, or what seems
like forever; Carstillo cuts and intercuts so frequently
that, if the bed scenes were not so bold, the viewer would
miss them. The only time Castillo allows a scene to drag

is during Bert Nievera’s first song, a song that is not

necessary to the story anyway. (Not cutting music is one
of Castillo’s recurring mistakes; in Burlesk Queen, he als 0
overextended the climactic song-dance.) 2

Castillo’s main strength lies in his ability to use real

people and real events in his films. The tenement dwel-
lers as well as the Ati-Atihan revelers are as important to’
the film as the extras who merely dress up the party scene’
or the beer-drinking scene. Castillo’s films have an im-l
provisational  quality, diametrically opposed to the
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. tudied, almost theatrical design of Bernal’s works.

- With actors other than Aunor and de Leon, Bernal's

* episode would be a minor classic (minor only because it
. is barely an hour long). Despite their considerable acting
' talents, the two superstars do not have the depth and
. sophistication demanded by the roles. In tontrast, the
- roles of Alegre and Vasquez are badly-written. Vasquez
- botches up his fairly simple role. Alegre, on the other
. hand, manages to inject complexity into a flat role; she
. should be nominated, if not actually given, an acting
- award for this film.

Ironically, the film does riot start on a promising ncte.

The opening credits are not appropriate to the film. The

animation of the growing heart is not well. done (with the

. highest cost of local animation, however, such a flaw is
. perhaps best forgiven). Bernal’s episode, moreover,
. opens with an unnecessary sequence between de Leon
* and his mother. But the film quickly takes shape once de
. Leon and Aunor meet at the door of the old house. (This

is, in fact, where the film should begin.)
The conflict between the sexes which starts in Bernal'

- episode carries through to Castillo’s. Man will forever be

at odds with Woman, not just physically, but psycholog-
ically (as in the Castillo episode) and spiritually (as in the

. Bernal episode). But, as the film’s title suggests, there is
. that little thing called love. Man cannot live with
~ Woman, but because of love, Man and Woman cannot
- live without each other. (TV TIMES, June 24-30, 1979,
. p.8.)
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the scene involving Rene Requiestas. But the scenes that
are supposed to be hilarious are not. In the scene where
'Mat Ranillo is drunk, for example, Bernal loses his audi-
| ence by taking so long to develop what is really a predict-
able sequence of events.
" Sincellagan, Gomez, and Andolong do as good ajob as
 they can (and compensate, in the process, for the inept-
-~ ness of Ranillo and Locsin), the reason for the failure of
the film must be sought elsewhere. Perhaps Carreon
- should stick to non-comedies; he is, after all, a young
| man with a lot of serious things to say and the talent to
. say them. Perhaps Bernal should forget about directing
. comedies. His Menor de Edad, we remember, was not suc-
' cessful as a comedy; Salawahan is even less successful
i ' than Menor de Edad. (TV TIMES, October 14-20, 1979, p.9.)
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Ishmael Bernal’s Salawahan (1979), at least, has n
commercials, but then it doesn’t have much of anythin
else, either. Bernal had a good thing going in Bakit Ma
Pag-ibig Pa? Christopher de Leon and Nora Aunor ur
derstood the sexual politics in the story very well. But &
Salawahan, Bernal has two stars who do not even com
close to de Leon and Aunor. The result, as expected, i
that Rio Locsin and Mat Ranillo make fools of thent
selves, trying to do justice toa script which neither o

The script, however, might be at fault here. Jose Car
reon is one of the better screenwriters around, but h
should not have insisted on having another de Leon
Aunor situation. Salawahan is actually the story of Jaj
Ilagan, whose love for Andrea Andolong is put seriousl
in doubt because of his relationship with Rita Gomez

the two women in his life. Here is a situation that may
very well be comic, if only Carreon could write comedy:

Unfortunately, the film tries to be funny, but isn’t;
True, there are sequences which are hilarious, such as

Bernal always wants to see what the camera sees.
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Ishmael Bernal’s Aliw (1979) is the story ot three nlgh
club hostesses; Joey Gosiengfiao’s Bedspacers (1979) is thy
story of three university coeds. The three hostesses mak
a living selling sex; sex is at the center of the lives of thy
three coeds. Both films have the same message: povert
leads women to lead lives of meaningless dissipation
Both films star today’s hottest sex goddesses: Aliw ha
Lorna Tolentino, Bedspacers has Alma Moreno and Rie

Locsin. The two films even have a common star—Am
Austria. '

Alzw is one of the best films of 1979. Bedspacers is one ef
the worst. 1

In Aliw, sex takes only second place to the theme @
finding happiness. Lorna Tolentino, Amy Austria, and
Suzette Ranillo practice the world’s oldest profession fo
women, that of giffing pleasure to men. Ironically, none
of the women get any real pleasure from their work; al-

though they dispense happiness, they never attam hap
piness.
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- Ranillo, already the mother of a child by a lover

Ishmael Bernal

(George Estregan), has to sell her body to keep not only
her child, but her mother and brother alive. Her former
 lover returns to his wife. Her mother marries a fat tramp
(cleverly named “Pulistico”), who, of course, becomes
| another mouth to feed. Her brother shows no interest in
. working. Even her present lover, a neighbor, gets mar-
* ried to someone else. With no future and no present, she
. tries to drown her past in drink.

Austria dreams of becoming a decent woman. To earn

. money, she sells not only her body, but various PX goods
" to customers. She finally strikes it rich with a generots

- sugar daddy, but a naive college boy ruins it all by show-
| ing up at her new apartment. She considers marrying the
" college boy, but the thought that they would only be
" making P500 a month unnerves her. In the end, she is
- forced to return te a life of pinching centavos.

Tolentino is the only one of the hostesses who is out to

. enjoy her sexual encounters. She enjoys sex so much,
~ however, that she falls prey to a ruthless gigolo on the
. club band. She ends up paying for her thrills. When she
. discovers a sugar daddy (Butz Aquino), he turns out to
- be a pure male chauvinist pig, ordering her not to step
. outside the house without permission. She cannot stand
- the tyranny of being kept. She ends up, once again, at the
"~ club.

The screenplay not only has a clever, ironic plot, but

. also features realistic dialogue. The obscene gestures are

done in good taste (that, in itself, is an achievement); the

| obscene words are not offensive. The situations are ap-
~ parently typical. Even .the customers are played by
. Japanese actors.

Ishmael Bernal, of course, is one of our best directors.

" Aliw is Bernal through and through. There is little ac-
'~ tual flesh visible in the film (in other words, the film is,
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for insensitive moviegoers, “harang”). But the film is
concerned with flesh and 'sex. The film, rather, is cot
cerned with the problems of exploitation and poverts
with the tragedy of little people trying to rise above thei
social class. 4
Bernal fully fleshes out his characters. Austria is un
forgettable. She is constantly counting her money, con
stantly trying to save enough to go to school. Ami
Austria plays her role with maturity and understanding
The canteen sequence where she decides to leave her coll
lege friend is excellent. Austria, using only her face, con
veys the hope, the doubt, the sadness, and the fina
hopelessness. Bernal uses a voice-over for the shot, bul
he doesn’t need it. :
In contrast to the masterly writing and direction of Aliw
Joey Gosiengfiao’s handling of Bedspacers is a betrayal
not only of bedspacers at the university belt, but of the
local movie industry. If we were to believe Bedspacers,
coeds regularly visit men’s dormitories to be gang?
banged, teachers are threatened at gunpoint to change
their grades (and their clothes), rural weddings are more
elaborate and more stylized than the Bayanihan perfo
mances at the Folk Arts Theater. f
Gosiengfiao spares no means to make his film as uns
realistic as possible. The social climbing Rio Locsin i8
either taking a bath (alone or in company, the better to
show off her body) or being raped. The supposedly intel-
‘ligent Al Tantay, who even delivers a valedictory addressif
during the commencement rites, knows that Almaff
Moreno is a prostitute, but is shocked nevertheless by {
her dancing in a beerhouse. Amy Austria undergoes an#§
abortion and joins a strenuous physical education class : |
but still keeps her baby alive. -.
The only bright spot in Bedspacers is Laurice Guillen’s
portrayal of a professional stage actress forced to act in a|

Ishmael Bernal
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school play. She will be tickled pink (once again) if she
pets nominated for acting awards for this role, because of
' course, her role has nothing to do with the movie. Even
" Amy Austria, whose performance in Aliw should get a
' nomination somewhere, is a complete disappointment
| in Bedspacers.

Needless to say, Bedspacers shows plenty of flesh (it is

not “harang”, but the titillation does not make up for the

lack of substance and reality. Bedspacers will undoub-

~ tedly earn more, but Aliw will be remembered longer.

(TV TIMES, December 9-15, 1979, p. 9.)
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Nothing is too dangerous for the perfectionist.
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In Ishmael Bernal’s Good Morning, Sunshine (1980
Anita Linda puts on a good performance and so doe
new film actress Debraliz (a stage actress from the Met
ropolitan Theater). Liza Lorena is also excellent; you ca
see from this film why she was nominated for the Uriar
Best Actress award for Gabun.
- Whatever merits the screenplay has—written by
less than Teatro Pilipino’s Rolando Tinio—are obliter
ated, however, in the director’s mad rush to get to the
song-and-dance routines. The film clearly belongs to t '
disco genre, together with the ill-fated Annie Batungbak
and other such disappointments, but that is no excuse.
Perhaps the problem is that this genre is beyond salva:
tion; it is too much of a throwback to the early days of
film when the camera simply took shots of actors moving
on astage. (TV TIMES, February 17-23,1980,p.9.) |

Another disappointment is Ishmael Bernal’s Girlfriend
£ (1980). EVery writer is a frustrated director, says the
adage, just as every director is a frustrated writer. Bernal
‘wrote the screenplay of Girlfriend, and, frankly, he
- should stick to directing. :

The film is supposed to portray the life of Cherie Gil, a
- pretty factory worker who lives in a drepressed area
(now euphemistically called a “compassion area”). She is
 sleeping with Al Tantay, a jeepney driver whose main
asset is his ability to fetch water from the neighborhood
' faucet. The characters, however, though they all come
from the slums, regularly spout words such as “post-
:pone,” “statement,” and “neophyte,” and all in gram-
‘matical English! ;

. There are upper-class characters such as Mat Ranillo I1I
and his friends, but they, in turn, speak and act like
lower-class people. His friends at the climactic party are
particularly ridiculous; they look like house-drivers
pinch-hitting for their bosses. Ranillo, at least, because
of his fair skin, looks rich, though one has problems try-
ing to figure out how anybody that rich would have
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fallen seriously in love with a skinny factory worker a
covered up by a non-flattering white uniform.

In short, Bernal means well when he takes over the
writing chores from his usual writers Franklin Cabaluna
and Jose Carreon, but Bernal is not Ingmar Bergman nog
Woody Allen. Bernal is an excellent director, in somg
ways as exciting as Bergman and in many ways as com=
petent as Allen, but he is not a writer. Girlfriend is cleat
proof of that. (TV TIMES, June 8-14, 1980, p. 9.)

.~ There’s a love-hate relationship at the bottom of
Ishmael Bernal’s portrait of Manila in Manila By Night
- (1980). This film is both a tender and a harsh look at a city
which Bernal obviously loves, but which he just as obvi-
- ously cannot stand. The city has been treated as a living
' creature before in Philippine films, but never to this ex-
tent.
The film revolves around the stories of four persons, all
- of them more or less male. The first, a student (William
Martinez), gets hooked on drugs. Starting from harmless
sticks of marijuana, Martinez graduates quickly into
hard drugs. Although the film forgets to show how he ac-
tually becomes addicted (a scriptwriting lapse), his rapid
. decline to ajunkie clearly unifies the film. Attheend, ina
- kind of death image, Martinez lies down on a bed of
- flowers as all around him, Manila’s healthy people start
‘the day right by physical exercises (T"ai Chi, arnis, box-
‘ing, jogging, and calisthenics). In a sense, Manila by
- Night may be said to be Martinez’ story, from his being a
- model member of a middle-class family to his being one.
- of the nameless hundreds roaming the streets at night.

“ Action!” shouts Bernal.
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The second male person is a taxi driver (Oreste
Ojeda), who has two children by a woman he no longe
lives with. He is now living with a low-class prostitu
(Alma Moreno), who walks around in a nurse’s uniform
(The nurse device is taken from a real-life motel slayi
case about a year ago.) Ojeda also manages to sleep witl
a waitress (Lorna Tolentino) newly arrived from the pra
vince. To keep himself solvent, Ojeda passes himself of
as the boyfriend of a successful fashion designe
(Bernardo Bernardo). Although he is streetwise
Ojeda is taken in by Moreno’s nurse disguise. He eve
faints at Moreno’s “wake,” although the director deliber
ately leaves the identity of the murderer mysterio
Ojeda may or may not be Moreno’s murderer, but he i
clearly his own murderer, since he has killed everythin,
good in himself not only by lying to Tolentino, but als
by initially accepting like a mouse Moreno’s treachery.

The third person is Bernardo himself, who is not rea
male (“a woman in a man’s body,” as the homosexua
cliché goes). His is the most interesting story of all
perhaps because he is the only actor in the film w
gives a convincing, even inspired, performance. Ber
nardo has a little boutique where Manila’s fake sophisti:
cates (hilariously portrayed by Maya Valdes) gather. He
has a heart of gold, at least in his non-sexual momen
He feels genuine compassion for Tolentino when s
gets pregnant out of ignorance, for Ojeda’s sick child, for
the lost Ojeda himself. He is, however, no angel of good-
ness, for the first chance he gets, he takes advantage of
the helpless Martinez. Like everyone else in the film,
Bernardo is both victim and predator. He is, in Bernal’s
view of the city, a true Manilefio. :

The fourth person is male only in sensibility. She is, to
invert the cliché, a man in a woman'’s body. A drug
pusher (Cherie Gil), she doubles as a pimp for her “true
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love,” a blind masseuse (Rio Locsin). The strongest of all
' the film’s characters, Gil devotes herself to other people’s
joys. She sells drugs and women; she brings sexual ecs-
tacy to Locsin. She manages, despite the filth which sur-
: rounds her and with which she surrounds her clients, to
“be a person. Cherie Gil, incidentally, gives the perfor-
' mance of her career here; none of the other actresses in

* the film deserves any kind of critical attention, but Gil is
" at once exciting, skilled, restrained, tragic, and real. Be-

" cause of her outstanding performance, in fact, the film

appears to be about her (this is not at all her fault; if the

. other actresses were only more competent, her character
. would not stand out the way it does).
If a film is supposed to be about only one person (and

| this is what all textbooks in screenwriting tell us), Manila
by Night should be a bad film, since it is about four per-
. sons. In fact, it is not just about four persons, but about
b all the persons in the film. It is about the manic-depres-

sive ex-protitute (Charito Solis), who keeps washing her

* hands with alcohol in a symbolic gesture of guilt. It is

.~ about Martinez’ girlfriend (Gina Alajar), who is econom-
| ically superior to, but morally as degenerate as the pros-
. titutes. It is about the inept husband (Johnny Wilson),
who fails to understand Solis’ deep-rooted guilt.
Actually, however, Manila by Night is not about the
several persons who move about Manila in the dark.

. Rather, it is about Manila himself, that living creature of
. man. The final sequence where Gil and Martinez get

- chased by undercover policemen clearly shows this.

. Bernal takes his characters through a tour of the city by
' night, through the gutters behind the nightclub row to

' the false sophistication of Harrizon Plaza. The chase

| sums up Bernal’s thesis: the city is a monster which de-

" vours the unwary, but glorifies the wise. It is an old

| Western idea—the daring knight of the round table has

4
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to be thankful that there are dragons; otherwise, he wi
not have a chance to show off his prowess. Manila is
place, a thing, a person. To the naive, Manila is a threat|
life and morals. To the sophisticate, Manilais a chance
be what one really wants to be.
Bernal both loves and hates Manila. The final shots_’
the physical fitness freaks exercising against the risin
sun confirm this. The evils of night are washed away b
water and light. There are numerous shots of people gef
ting wet in this film, not necessarily for a commercially
valuable “wet look,” but to symbolize the washing awai
of guilt, filth, and evil. There are also several shots @
light entering badly-lighted places, again to symbolizi
the cleansing effect of day. It is too bad that, unlike othe
Bernal films, this one suffers from amateuris
cinematography, sound engineering, musical scorin

It's a laugh a minute, once the viewer gets the hang of
Ishmael Bernal’s unique brand of tongue-in-cheek
and editing. But the Bernal magic comes through despité## humor. Nothing is sacred in Pabling (1981), not even the
all the technical shortcomings. Manila by Night is one o police nor Metro Manila aides nor the Rizal monument
the best films of 1980. Anyone who does not cry aftefil® itself. “My cousin is buried there,” Maricel Soriano tells
seeing it must not be a Manilefio. (TV TIMES, October 5448 R
11,1980, p. 45.) ‘overs her kneeling in front of the monument. That piece
of irreverence is typical of the visual gags and verbal
bunches in this film.
- Clearly one of the best films produced in 1981, Pabling
‘ranks among the best of Bernal. City After Dark is, of
course, still better, and Nunal Sa Tubig still the most seri-
“ous, but this film shows Bernal at his best—witty, irreve-
 rent, satiric, and light. Bernal is head and shoulders
"above the other local directors (yes, that includes Lino
‘Brocka) as far as cinematic sophistication is concerned.
The screenplay is not as good as that of Kakabakaba Ka
Ba? but the viewer can see that Bernal can crack a good
joke when he wants to. The references to film art itself (a
technique picked up from Bertolt Brecht via the absur-
“dist dramatists) are hilarious. One scene, for instance,
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has William Martinez (playing the Filipino midnigl

very well chosen; they set the mood (loud, spoofy, un-
.cowboy) looking at a television set and poking fun at hatural) for the entire picture. The cinematography is
you guessed it—“that fellow William Martin 7 fompetent, though not extraordinary. As in any Bernal
Another scene has Soriano telling her provincial bo! lilm, the sound is creative.
friend that she will ask the director (Bernal, who else? p Becquse 1981 is one of the worst years in Philippine
give him a close-up. nema, the achievement of Pabling may not seem that
The film spoofs are not limited to such alienation ¢ Impressive. But seen in the context of the entire Bernal
fects. Every now and then, Bernal uses a shot or a s ianon, this film ranks better than Aliw and—in terms of
quence taken straight out of Filipino movie clichés. Ol ccomplishing what it sets out to do—might even be
sequence, for instance, has Martinez and Soriano sp 00 more successful than Nunal Sa Tubig (PARADE, August 2,
ing old musicals where beautiful native costumes hid@ 1981, p. 25.)
the lack of musical quality. (That is the only way to justifjiie
the use of Martinez’s voice in the songs; in other word
he sings only for comic effect. Otherwise, whoever
him up to singing has done Philippine music a grave i
justice.) ,
There are some delightful gems which should ent
the Filipino Comedy Hall of Fame. Sandy Andolon
caught in Manila’s traffic jams, for instance, holds a plai
that keeps growing like Jack’s magic beanstalk. Jay Il
gan asks Soriano if she has any experience at all as
singer; when she says no, he hires her. The scene wit
Soriano kneeling in front of the Rizal statue is classit
don’t all non-Manilans (including foreign guests) pa
homage to Rizal as though he were a saint?
Martinez’s acting, unfortunately, seems to be confine
to gaping and looking cute. But Soriano is excellent in
role which demands that she act not only naturally, bu
also abnormally (in the absurdist scenes); in fact,
even has to move in the now-familiar Bernal way (a ki
of half-dance, half-trance). Bernardo Bernardo puts i i
great cameo performance. 1
The production design (by Peque Gallaga) is excellen
though the dream sequences could have been less r
petitious. But the costumes in the very first sequence an

Bernal motivating Nora Aunor in Himala.
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- movement in such an effective comic way. Making Opa-
lyn Forster chant her lines is also a stroke of genius; it ef-
. fectively bursts the stereotype of the haughty contravida.
. The spoof of goodbye sequences, with Bayani Casimiro
. dancing around men dressed in identical costumes in
what appears to be a train station, is excellently con-
. ceived, though badly photographed; when a jeepney ap-
. pears instead of a train, the spoof is complete. Finally,
. having four telephones in a sari-sari store is great,
- though the joke is a bit overextended.
Most of the film, however, fails to hold the viewer, be-
. cause of repetition. One sequence showing bicyles is
- enough. One sequence showing Edgar Mande jumping
- down into the screen is enough. To repeat the visual gags
| is too much; if they were intended to be running gags,
then they should have been repeated again and again,
- not just once or twice. I personally liked the attempts (al-
' ready in Pabling) to alienate the audience through such
- devices as Soriano’s hiding behind the camera and the
 characters referring to Pabling, but Brecht's epic theater
. techniques may not really appeal to Filipino audiences.
- There is such a thing, after all, as using artistic devices in.

. their proper artistic contexts. ( PARADE, March 31, 1982,
- pp. 42-43.)

Ishmael Bernal’s Galawgaw (1982) should have bee
film with a laugh a minute, but the laughs are so few at
so spaced apart that most of the film falls flat. It is' i
watching William Martinez and Maricel Soriano get in
all kinds of slapstick scrapes, but slapstick only goes:
far—it cannot fill up two hours of true fun. When it is 2
tertaining, this film is really entertaining, but when it
not, it is plain dragging. 4

This is a sequel to Pabling (1981), and like n C
sequels, this is not as good as the original. Where Pub.
subtly introduced social and political commentary n
its spoofs, Galawgaw merely takes the surface humor
Pabling and drags that humor out for two hours. O

successfully satirized the Nida Blanca - Nest.or de V:
type of haif-serious romance around a tree in an Ops
field' in Galawgaw, the same sequence is merely sei
conscious, not inspired. ‘

There are, however, some inspired moments. Ma’_
Castaneda’s portrayal of Soriano’s gay fnem.:l is maryg
ous; only Castaneda can combine verbal wit and bo
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* what Bernal is trying to do. In a cerebral sense, then, e":‘
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Anak? (1982) Bernal weaves a tale here of adolescen
viewer should get confused with the shifting narraj
lines, but the more knowledgeable should understa n

film is entertaining.

Clearly influenced by American director Rob
Altman, Bernal creates a kind of sequel to City After Dari
Just like Galawgaw, the sequel to Pabling however, thi
film pales in comparison to its predecessor. Ito Ba Al
Ating Mga Anak? is to City After Dark what patintero is
soccer. i

The problem with this film starts with its screenplal
which shares the same weakness as the screenplay ‘
City After Dark: it tiies to keep some kind of main pl¢
line. Instead of being a portrait of different individua
with the same problem (bad parents), the film tries |
create logical connections between the stories. As a i
sult, the film loses its.credibility.

! Ishmael Bernal
. One cannot believe, for example, that of all the peopie .
the. world, William Martinez has to become a
angmate-of his half-brother Albert Martinez. That is too
much of a coincidence. Neither can one believe that all
the problems come to a head at roughly the same time
{Joel Alano apparently dies of tuberculosis—unusually
fast for such a disease—just before Cherie Gil has her
ervous breakdown). Gil’s breakdown is also unmoti-
vated; she claims that the others see her as a pillar of
trength, but her scenes with the others do not justify
at self-image.

~ Nevertheless, the film is significant because it dares to
be different from the usual Filipino film with a single
plot line. Like other Bernal films, this one breaks new
ground. That it does not hit pay dirt must be attributed to
bad luck, rather than to bad intentions. (PARADE, April
14, 1982, p. 37.)
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De Leon represents chauvinist maleness. He portrays
a character who is totally insensitive to his woman’s
. needs. He wants the house done exactly to his own taste.
He expects his woman to be there when he needs her,
but does not even think that he should be there when she
- wants him. He finds nothing wrong with having a wife
and a mistress at the same time. On the other hand, he
- sees everything wrong with Santos entertaining suitor
- Jimi Melendez in the house. He's even jealous of Manny
- Castaneda, Santos’ gay acquaintance. In short, he is self-
- ishness personified.
The trouble with sex roles in our society, the film ar-
. gues, is that they are widely accepted without question.
. Men are supposed to have mistresses, and women are
- supposed to be faithful. Men are supposed to make the
- decisions (about where to live, what job to get, when to
- dine out), and women are supposed merely to follow.
The Philippines may justifiably boast that, in politics,
. women are almost as powerful as men, but it is undeni-
~ able that in every other field including the home, it is the
" men who are the masters and the women who are the
. slaves.
~ The other theme tackled by the film is that of divorce.
. Again and again, the characters discuss the lack of di-
- vorce in the Philippines. If de Leon could only annul his
marriage, if he could only divorce his wife, if he could
- only get to Las Vegas and marry Santos there... Such pos-
. sibilities remain mere possibilities, because Philippine
- law, unfortunately, still does not allow for divorce. In the
film, it is made clear that the marriage of de Leon and his
~ wife is totally beyond repair. With de Leon being the
. male chauvinist pig that he is, and with his wife being
~ the non-entity that she is, there is no hope for the love-
" less couple. On the other hand, Santos and de Leon
. clearly love each other, clearly deserve a chance to be

Finally in Ishmael Bernal’s Relasyon (1982) we hav
film made explicitly for adults. There is no explicit st
sequence (adults don’t really go for that sort of thing
only adolescent boys do). But the psychological prok
lems faced by the film are comprehensible only to adu t
those who know what it means to live with someone on
loves (or, at least, used to love). This film is, thus, not er
tertaining in the usual prurient sense, but in a deepe
psychological, intellectual sense. :

There are basically two themes that this film tackles
sex roles and divorce. '

Vilma Santos represents womanhood in the film
Christopher de Leon represents manhood. The Filipin
woman is commonly thought of as a martir, or long
suffering masochist. Santos portrays a mistress who isa
out-and-out martir. She serves de Leon hand and foo
ministering to his every need, including fetching bee
for him, washing his clothes, serving as his shoulder f
cry on, even baby-sitting his child. In return, all she get
from de Leon is chauvinistic love, void of tenderness,
of immature aggressiveness.
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man and wife, clearly should be helped (not damned) E
society. Itis an implicit case for divorce, made even mor
convincing by the fact that the characters are so familia
so realistic.

Technically, the film does not rank high in Ishmae
Bernal’s canon of films. The dubbing of Santos’ voice, f@
instance, is despicable. The production design,
sumably lower-middle-class, raises questions (espe
cially about the fact that Santos can withdraw a thousa ;
pesos from a bank at a moment’s notice: lower middl
class persons do not have that kind of instant money]
The music is undistinguished, and the cinematographs
sometimes places the actors in shadows. There is of,
technical achievement worth watching for: de Leon’s
death scene, covering more than one minute, is taker
with one continuous shot (no cuts). Otherwise, the edif
ing is spotty, especially with one sequence complet,
out of its proper place (before Santos says in one sequ
ence that they have been together only for eight months
a sequence is shown in which she asks de Leon how
many years they have been together; even allowing fos
hyperbole, that is too much of an exaggeration). i

Santos’ acting is adequate,.but not extraordinary,
especially since her lines are spoiled by the bad soungd
and the dubbing (not her own voice at times?). De Leon
gives another of his solid performances, though he could
have worked harder to show how inconsiderate hi
character is. The supporting cast do not stand out; the
three girlfriends, in fact, should have been prettier, sin
two of them are supposed to be mistresses themselves,
and the third loses much of her credibility when she
starts lecturing on man’s selfishness. (PARADE, July 21,
1982, p. 29.) :
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Director Ishmael Bernal, not known for concocting
‘commercial hits, hits the jackpot with Hindi Kita Malimot
1(1982). He blends melodrama and comedy together so
-masterfully, the audience is clearly entertained through-
out. The tongue-in-cheek scenes, especially in the court-
room sequence, effectively dispel the melodramatic
mood. There is something here for everyone: there’s
| pathos for the easy-to-please, and camp for the more
| sophisticated.

. This is either one of Bernal’s best films or one of his
. worst. It could be seen, for instance, as a magnificient
: spoof on the melodramatic genre. Bernal plays with all
the elements of melodrama. The scene before the wed-
“ding, for example, shows Maricel Soriano and William
' Martinez approaching each other in slow motion, in the
‘time-honored cliché of long-lost lovers. The soundtrack
‘has violins (what else?). The setting is a symmetrically
laid out garden (of course!) Martinez holds Soriano by
the waist and lifts her up (naturally!). It is a great scene,
taken right out of the worst Hollywood movies. Seen as a
' spoof, it succeeds.
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Or take the dialogue, which is deliberately ridiculou
With words taken right out of the balarila (something ny
even Pilipino teachers today use), the dialogue literall
sizzles with boredom. It is like reading the prose of thos
who learned Tagalog from books, rather than frox
people. Again, the dialogue is a terrific attack on the
realistic language of old Tagalog movies.

The subplots are out-and-out clichés. For examp
Alicia Alonso is a poor woman who has a love affair wi
the rich Don Miguel (dead by the time the film starts). i_
gives up everything for her (in the grand tradition @
Hollywood romances). She tends his hacienda faithfully
to honor his memory. She is the great martir, as tradi
tional as the santos cleverly placed by production de
signer Racquel Villavicencio (also the writer) in a chape
scene. 3

A romantic movie is not complete without shots of thi
full moon; there are several in this film. There has to be
of course, a scene where a dance is interrupted by rain
this film has that, too. The heroine has to be devoted #
her father, who should preferably be in his grave; thi
film has that, too. There is, of course, the obligation te
keep the camera steady on a crying character; Alonzo has
more than her share of crying scenes.

The typical love story, comedy, melodrama, or Hol:
lywood B-movie has the same plot all the time (Northrog

Frye thinks this the plot of all drama, from the Greeks t@
today): a young man wants a young woman, but some-

one (or something) comes in the way. Eventually, the
young man marries the young woman. In this film, thal
is exactly what happens. Martinez wants Soriano, buf
Rosemarie Gil and the murder charge are in the way:
With help from the scriptwriter, Martinez marries
Soriano at the end. It is a grand satire on the melodrama-
tic genre. '
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There is a distinct possibility, however, that the film is
ot meant to be a spoof, but is in fact a serious attempt at
pviving melodrama. In that case, this has to be one of
Bernal’s worst films. Nothing is worse than using tired
0ld conventions. Pretty settings, wholesome characters,
emic plots, simplistic conflicts—these characterize
imelodrama, and these characterize this film. If Bernal is
Serious in this film, he has just produced his greatest fai-
lure. If, on the other hand (and I think this is the case), he
15 poking fun at the genre and at the audience that loves
ihe genre, then he has just succeeded in, once again,
‘Overturning the tradition of Philippine cinema.
(PARADE August 4,1982,p.42.)

Bernal sitting on top of a production.
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Ismael Bernal’s Himala (1982) is the story of the b:'
‘lass (Nora Aunor) who thinks she has a vision of:{
Blessed Virgin. When she starts curing people, visit¢
from near and far come to her sleepy town. The tows
transformed. Crime, prostitution, police brutality, pol
ical tyranny—all sorts of bad things are introduced in
the town. An atheistic filmmaker (Spanky Manikan) b
comes the sole eyewitness to a rape scene involving ¢
lass and her childhood friend (Laura Centeno). Wi
‘happens after the rape is brilliant. A

The strong performance of Nora Aunor makes her &
odds-on favorite for the Best Actress award. Outstan
ing performances are given by Spanky Manikan, Lau
Centeno, and the hosts of extras who are either actu
disadvantaged or made up to look disadvantaged. T
music is excellent. Only the editing and (sometimes) #
cinematography fail to come up to the high standards
the film. This is one of Bernal’s best films; it is certain
much, much better than the over-rated, though simil
Nunal Sa Tubig. (PANORAMA, December 26, 1982, p. Li

tional film. Dehberately made slow, the film slows down
; the action (which actually takes only a few weeks). Thus,

' Those, however, who are more enlightened, should be
‘wide awake during this wide awake film.
There are different miracles going on in this film. The
first Himala, of course, is Nora Aunor’s vision of the Bles-
' sed Virgin. Her eventual denial that there was ever a vis-
_ion does not detract from the very first sequence show-
‘ing her hearing something. In fact, the sound track
clearly gives her and the viewer a voice calling her name.
In other words, there is indeed a miracle.
- The second miracle happens to the town. A sleepy
; town where hardly anything happens, the town of Cupang
- suddenly comes alive when the visitors come. Everyone
'is suddenly a vendor. One sells candles. Another sells
bottled blessed water. Another sells herself. Still another
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the town into a marketplacc (a clever allusion to Jes
rage at the Temple).
The third miracle happens to Laura Centeno, whi
belief in Aunor is completely shattered by the rape. Ra
is a particularly good choice for the screenwriter, sis
Centeno is established earlier as thinking of giving hi
self (like a vestal virgin) to her sweetheart. Centeno ki
herself, a miracle of sorts because it is the first time 8
really does something for herself.
The fourth miracle is the rain that comes afte
drought (called a “curse” by the townpeople). This i
‘real miracle, because there is nothing to cause rain. {
fact, this is where the film should have ended, since i
rain dramatically sums up the themes in the film). =
But the greatest miracle of all is the film itself. This fil

is Nunal Sa Tubig without the pretentiousness and t
uncertainties. This is Ishmael Bernal at his mature bes
The crowd scenes are excellent, the quiet scenes of Aun
are great, and the whole concept is almost—excuse me
supernatural. In any case, this is a film much, much bel
ter than Moral, and Moral—we must not forget—is
thousand times better than most of the films of the laf
decade. (PARADE, December 29, 1982, p. 41.) :

Lino Brocka’s Rubia Servios (1979) does not dilute its
‘message. Phillip Salvador, the son of a powerful and
?wealthy figure, is portrayed as totally evil, devoid of any
'tgdeeming quality. To screenwriter Mario O’Hara and
director Brocka, the province is the same as the city.

{
i

Vilma Santos is raped both in the city and in the country.
Violence unites all places.

- In unity of conception, scriptwriting, design, and di-
rection, Rubia Servios is excellent. Brocka does not waste
shots in his attempt to create a Filipino classical tragedy.
- He subordinates everything to the building up of one
. emotion in the viewer, that of hatred for Salvador. So des-
picable does Salvador become at the end that, when he is
. murdered, no viewer can say that Santos is at fault.
| And yet, morally speaking, no one is allowed to take the
law into his own hands. The law, in fact, put Salvador in
| prison for the first rape. There is no reason to think that
_:: the law will not put him to death for the second rape. By
conditioning the reader to condone revenge, Brocka suc-
ceeds in questioning one of our deeply rooted moral be-
liefs. (TV TIMES, January 14-20, 1979, p. 16.)

261
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ind Delgado is shot, Salvador is left holding the bag.
-obarrubias, his protector and friend, turns out to be
watching out only for himself. Forced to go underground,
salvador finds all his dreams of becoming wealthy shat-
fered. Flushed out in a raid by the military, he is easily
taught. The film ends with him in jail and likely to re-
nain there forever.
. Screenwriters Jose Lacaba and Ricardo Lee take the
btory from National Artist Nick Joaquin, whose 1961 arti-
tle on the notorious 1960 brown Derby shooting paints a
bmantic portrait of a killer as “the boy who wanted to
become ‘society’.” (The article is reprinted in Joaquin’s '
Reportage on Crime.) Lacaba and Lee, however, correctly
lecide to strip the story of Napoleon Nocedal to its two
Jasic elements: the shooting at the restaurant and the
flum origins of the killer.
. In his article, Joaquin compares the tragedy of Nocedal
to F. Scott Fitzgerald’s The Great Gatsby, where the rich
dire described as “careless people—they smashed up
things and creatures and then retreated back into their
money or their vast carelessness or whatever it was that

P CEKept them together, and let other people clean up the
and much better directed than the now-classic Tinimb 4 mess they had made.” The killer Nocedal serves as

Ka, Ngunit Kulang, Jaguar may very well bgBrocka’s 12 apegoat for the rich goons. In Jaguar, Salvador is the
terpiece. It may, in fact, be the best film this year, loc Mcapegoat for Cobarrubias.

imported. i B The screenwriters’ insight that the rich use the poor

Jaguar tells the story of slum dweller Phillip Sa_lva’: becomes the base upon which Brocka’s genius works.
who works as a security guard at a publishing firm. Af ombining a meticulous direction of his actors and a
he shows remarkable courage, devotion, and skill in ps ense of visual appropriateness, Brocka guides the film
tecting his boss Mengie Cobarrubias, he is invited8lom the early fistfight sequence involving only per-
join Cobarrubias” group. Christened “Jaguar” 7 onalities to the final capture sequences involving whole
“guwar-diya” or “guar-ja”) by Cobarrubias’ archenet lasses of people. The film, in other words, starts off
Johnny Delgado, Salvador tastes the free-wheeling, S8being merely an adventure film exploiting Salvador’s

pensive, irresponsible, and meaningless life of 7, hacho image; it ends up being a film about exploitation.
moneyed class. 4

say, you're missing the boat. Local films may still not
as technically impressive as Hollywood blockbus e
but in terms of subject matter and message, the Tagal
film has come a long way. 1

Take for instance, Lino Brocka’s Jaguar (1979). Mu
more significant than the over-rated Ina, Kapatid, A#

—~~
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The acting is evenly competent. Salvador displays ¢
lent that used to be only promise in his earlier films. A
Austria is not-as good as she is in Gabun, but she pe
forms much better than any superstar. She is, in fact, th
best serious performer among our young ac_tres_:
Cobarrubias deserves special mention for his consistet
characterization of the villain. Anita Linda, afte
thousand bit parts in recent movies, finally gets a meal
role; her striking performance proves that she is still o
of the best of our older actresses. 3

Less impressive than the acting is the cinematog
raphy, which occasionally becomes much too dark &
much too light. The riot sequence, for example, fails |
evoke the terror of a Tondo fight because the character
are dressed in too colorful (also, too new) clothes. It 1
fiesta time, but there is a limit to the quality of clothes
Tondo hoodlum can buy or steal. The cinematographe
should have compensated for the failings of th
wardrobe mistress. 9

There are, it is true, other things wrong with the film
There are,’ for instance, the occasional lapses in lan
guage; the otherwise realistic dialogue carries lines sudl
as the obsolete spoofing and the inappropriate pa-casua
casual lang. There is the unmotivated wet look of Austriz
There is, as in all Brocka films, the infuriating tendeng
to extend sequences beyond human endurance. It ha
been said that Brocka is a great director who needs ;
great editor. Editing in Jaguar, as usual, is a great liabil
ity. Jaguar could be the masterpiece of the decade, if i
were cut down to two-thirds of its length. (TV TIMES
September 16-22, 1979, p. 9.) ;
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. Ina Ka ng Anak Mo (1979) is Brocka in his element—
. intense emotional conflicts within a limited family struc-
. ture. Lolita Rodriguez, in her attempt to commiserate
- with her son-in-law Raul Aragon, has sex with him. True
. to what one writer has called the Myth of Filipino Fertil-
ity, the one-time sex act leads to a child. Rodriguez’s
1 daughter Nora Aunor cannot forgive the betrayal and
- even takes the adulterers to court. In the end, however,
' Aunor adopts as her own child the baby who is, curi-
- ously enough, both her brother and her son.

Filipino movies are nothing if they do not have con-
 frontations, and Ina Ka ng Anak Mo has one confrontation
. after another. The best one occurs when Aunor sees Rod-
riguez and the baby for the first time. Aunor silently
moves from shock to hurt to rage to hysterics. The scene
' is spoiled only at the end, when she bursts out that she
- will see the pair in court; in the heat of such passion, no
| Filipina will think of impersonal legal proceedings. More
- characteristic would have been a search for a weapon or
' for an exit door.

| Brocka specializes in acting vehicles. Aunor clearly de-
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serves the Best Actress Award. In fact she deserve 3
more than Rodriguez, if only because she is younger ai
has less experience. Before Ina Ka ng Anak Mo, o
Charito Solis could stand up to Rodriguez; now Aunor
on par with both veteran actresses. Even Aragon, not onl
of our best actors, gives an adequate performance op -_
site the two women; his success must be largely du +
Brocka’s direction. (TV TIMES, January 20-26, 1980, p.

. Of course, it is unfair to compare Lino Brocka’s Nakaw
' na Pag-ibig (1980) to Theodore Dreiser's An American
- Tragedy (1925). Comparing a film adaptation to the origi-
nal novel is, at best, dangerous, and at worst, irrelevant.
Moreover, Nakaw na Pag-ibig is definitely not one of
Brocka’s best films. An American Tragedy is Dreiser’s
. masterpiece; in fact, the novel is still considered one of
the major works of American literature, even of world lit-
. erature. But the credits of Nakaw na Pag-ibig clearly state-
. that the film is based on Dreiser’s novel. A quick look at
the novel, then, does not seem too much out of place.
Based on the true story of a man who killed his preg-
. nant girlfriend, Dreiser’s novel is primarily a study of
society, of how powerless men are to control the force of
social organization. Although the novel does dwell on
the main character’s sense of guilt, Dreiser is less in-
terested in individual psychology than in collective op-
e ' : . pression. Dreiser’s main theme is that men are not
- : oSSR created equal: those who try to rise above their predes-
A make-up artist prepares Nora Aunor for shooting W tined social class are bound to be punished by society.
on the set of Ina Ka Ng Anak Mo. In the novel, Clyde Griffiths dreams of joining the
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One of the clichés of Flhpmo films is the slapping
sequence; almost every film has a confrontation scene
complete with characters slapping each other. Brocka
uses his cliché to advantage in Nakaw na Pag-ibig. The
- first time Koronel tries to slap him, Salvador fights back,
- unwilling to compromise his dignity as a human being.
. In the second slapping sequence, he is slapped by
. Aunor; he allows her to hit him, revealing a loss of his
. strong self-will. In the third slapping sequence, he al-
- lows Koronel to hit him again and again; he has lost all
; - his self-respect in his search for wealth. In the last con-
 frontation scene, he hits Aunor, thus reversing the social
. roles: he now no longer respects other people’s dignity.
~ The film succeeds as far as the psychological portrayal
. of Salvador’s character is concerned. As he rises in social
' class, he falls in strength of will and integrity. In the be-
ginning, he works and studies hard; towards the end, he
- becomes completely servile to Koronel and her father, to
- a point where he cannot even murder Aunor on his own.
. It is nice irony that the first classroom sequence shows
. the law professor discussing “involuntary servitude”;
- Salvador is a slave to his desires, to Koronel’s passion, to
- her father’s wealth.
~ The film fails, however, as far as the social content of
Dreiser’s novel is concerned. (This is where comparing
film with novel becomes tricky.) Dreiser was more con- .
- cerned with the events after the accidents; Brocka uses
- only the last minutes of his film to show the trial. Society
' is not really to blame for Salvador’s tragedy; his sex
- drive—or his heart—is more clearly at fault.
. By focusing atlention on Aunor and Koronel, Brocka
diverts the viewer from the crux of the problem. The
. story is really Salvador’s; in a sense, both Aunor and
- Koronel are only supporting actresses. But because the
~ two actresses are more popular than Salvador, Brocka is

268 Lino Brocka

world of the wealthy. He has an affair—more phys'_,
than emotional—with a factory girl named Rober
Alden, who becomes pregnant. At the same time, |
meets Sondra Finchley, a wealthy but silly woman wh
pays attention to him “just for fun.” Because Sondra i
about to marry him and thus fulfill his dreams of becorr
ing rich, Clyde decides to kill Roberta. Alone with herg
arowboat, however, he hesitates, unable to commit mui
der. Unexpectedly, the boat capsizes and Roben
drowns. Half the novel is spent on the events after the as
cident: Clyde is arrested, tried, and executed for th
“murder” of Roberta. Dreiser’s intent is clear: he mean
to point out that society punishes those who fall for ;
traps, who seek the wealth that society itself puts up. .f
desirable. 3

Nakaw na Pag-ibig, however, is not a social film. Al
though there are two or three lines about the gap bet
ween rich and the poor, the film is really a study of Ph uf
lip Salvador, a law student working in a textile factory
He sleeps with Nora Aunor, a worker at the same factory v
until the owner of the factory hires him as a family
driver. Hilda Koronel, the daughter of the owner, falls fot
him; they have an affair. Both Aunor and Koronel are
pregnant. Marriage to Koronel is planned and Salvadoz
finds himself in an impossible situation. In the last ter
minutes or so of the film, Salvador takes Aunor to the top
of a mountain in Baguio, she falls accidentally to her
death, he is tried and sentenced to death.

Like Clyde, Salvador dreams of escape from poverty.
Beside studying law at night, he tries his best not to of-
fend his superiors at the factory. In fact, he is left alone

with Koronel because her father orders him to be her
- bodyguard. There is a scene where he looks with longing’
at a group of Koronel’s rich friends; we can see in hlS
eyes that he wishes to be one of them. :
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forced to give them equal screen time. That is a mistz
Aunor and Koronel are merely indispensable objects
Salvador’s lust and love. They are there to clarify his sx
ation; it is he who develops in the story.

When A Place in the Sun (1951)—an earlier screen
adaptation of Dreiser’s novel—was released, it wa
criticized for having “downplayed Dreiser’s relentless
cynical observations on the malaise of American socis
ety.” A similar criticism can be made about Nakaw na
Pag-ibig. The latest film by Brocka is an excellent study of
an individual’s tragic loss of will, but it is not Dreiser{i
novel. (TV TIMES, February 10-16, 1980, p. 9.) 1
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Lino Brocka spends a lot of time discussing charac-
terization with his actors and actresses. Here, with
Raul Aragon and Nora Aunor.
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[ hate writing apologia. I wish I did not have to write
on the Urian Awards night held at the CCP Little Theater

" on February 29, 1980. But Lino Brocka’s dramatic refusal

to accept his award as Best Director calls for some kind of
response.

[ feel [ should write something about what Lino said
that night. My remarks, of course (as always), should be
regarded only as my own and not the Manunuris’.

Lino and I go back a long way. My first theater experi-
ence, in fact, saw me as a bumbling prompter in a stu-
dent production of The Diary of Anne Frank at U.P.; Lino
was already playing a lead role in that production (it was

1962, I think). Lino and I were in the first PETA Kalina-

ngan Ensemble formed by Cecile Guidote; he was
mostly acting and I was mostly writing. I was already
abroad when Lino made his mark on Philippine cinema.
I saw Tinimbang Ka Ngunit Kulang, in fact, in a theater in
Washington D.C. I remember being terribly impressed
by it.

When I returned to the Philippines in late 1977,  made
ita point to see Lino’s stage productions at Fort Santiago.
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the beautiful woman with amole on her face: the ti ue ad-
- mirer knows that, if the mole is removed, the face will
_cease to be beautiful.)

In his prepared speech, Lino asked why Amy Austria
‘was given an award as Best Supporting Actress, when
she should have— he implied—been nominated for Best
Actress. Ideally, of course, in a post-Stanislavsky period,
there should be no distinction between Best Actress and
Best Supporting Actress. No actress can perform well
" without good supporting actresses; on the other hand,
. good supporting actresses waste their time appearing in
films with bad lead actresses. Acting is acting; there is no
qualitative difference between a Best Actress and a Best
Supporting Actress. Ideally also, in a feminist age, there
‘should be no sexist distinction between Best Actress and
‘a Best Actor. No one distinguishes between Best Male
. Cinematographer and Best Female Cinematographer, or
Best Musical Score Composed by A Man and Best Musi-
- cal Score Composed by A Woman. Again, acting is act-
- ing.
! %Jnfortunately, our film awards still copy the
- categories created for Hollywood’s Oscars. Abroad, ac-
. tors and actresses are classified according to their roles.
The character the film is about is automatically a lead
. role; whoever plays that role (well-known or unknown)
is a candidate for Best Actor or Best Actress. Everyone
. else in the film is a Supporting Actor or Supporting Ac-
' tress. Thus, in Jaguar, the protagonist is Poldo (played
. by Phillip Salvador); his name, in fact is the title of the -
. film. Cristy (played by Amy Austria) serves only as an
- ironic parallel to Poldo; the film is not about her. Rather,
- her character illuminates a facet of Poldo’s situation.
'~ According to the traditional (actually, American) way of
. classifying actors, then, Amy Austria is a Supporting
| Actress in Jaguar. It will take a long time before Filipino
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We had drifted apart by then; he had gotten deeper inf
the cinema and I had gotten deeper into literary the or
and other academic jungles. But he seemed always gla
to see me whenever I congratulated him for a play or.
movie well directed. When I received dozens of an or
letters protesting my views on The Deer Hunter, Lin
even went out of his way to tell me, “You're right, T}
Deer Hunter is a lousy movie!” #

It was with stunned disappointment, then that I lis
tened in silence to Lino as he castigated the Manunuri ny
Pelikulang Pilipino—and, therefore, me—for bei
“prejudiced.” He did say that he realized that “one cri
does not represent the Manunuri,” but his overall attacl
on the integrity of the Manunuri did not discriminaty
between myself and whoever it was he was particularly
disgusted with. While I hold, in several cases, exactly o
Pposite views to those of the majority of the Manunuri,
still am a Manunuri. Any attack on the Manunuri I have
to construe as an attack on me. g

If T have been guilty of prejudice, that prejudice has al-
ways been in Lino’s favor. True, because [ know him pe"
sonally, I have been particularly careful not to close my
eyes to the defects in the films he directs. I have a sen
however, of what he is trying to do. When I criticize his
editing, for instance, it is with the intention of sugges
ing avenues of improvement, of reminding him of areas
he has tended to ignore, of helping him see his own
blind spots. In my review of Jaguar, for example, a film I
consider his masterpiece (and a masterpiece of Philip-
pine cinema), I observed that the film could be edited
differently, more tightly, more imaginatively. (In fact,
Jaguar has been re-edited for Cannes.) I had no intentio N
of downgrading his accomplishment; I was merely try
ing to be objective about a film I had already described as
great. (There is a lot of sense in that classical fable about.

1
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critics can come up with a distinctly Filipino aesthetics:
film. Until that time, we are stuck with the present sy
tem. §

Although it was not me whom Lino quoted in h
speech (the quoted passage was apparently writts
sometime in 1978, before [ became a member of the Ma
unuri), I felt personally hurt by his sweeping attack. H
speech left such a bad taste in my mouth that I could n
relish the more pleasant memories of that evening at i
CCP: |

Floor director Roger Velilla meant well when he tri
to console me after the show. “That was a great scrig
You even had Lino Brocka playing a part!” But1 did n
think that was very funny. (TV TIMES, March 16-22, 198
p.4.) S Murder is committed in Lino Brocka’s Angela Markado

3 (1980), not in the name of the law, but in the name of jus-
' tice. Hilda Koronel, distrustful of the law, decides to a-
venge her rape at the hands of five white slavers (Johnny
' Delgado, Ruel Vernal, Tonio Gutierrez, Rez Cortez, Dave
. Brodett.) In a tale told a hundred times before (The Bride
- Wore Black and Ang Galing-Galing Mo, Mrs. Jones, for
' example), Brocka and screenwriter Jose Lacaba paint a
. picture of society in which personal revenge is the rule of
. the street. At no time during the film does the viewer
doubt that Koronel’s course of action is the right one. The
- Filipino movie fan, in particular, has seen Fernando Poe,
- Jr., Lito Lapid, and Rudy Fernandez act in the same way
- dozens of times before. It is, however, definitely still a
 sad day when murder has to be committed in order to
obtain justice.

Angela Markado is one of Brocka's best films. It is not as
good as. Jaguar, but it is 2 hundred times better than
Tinimbang Ka Ngunit Kulang. Compared to most of
Filipino. films made in the same period, this film is a
masterpiece in cinematography, acting, editing, and
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Preparation is the secret of Brocka asa director.
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screenwriting. 1

The last two minutes are something else. In the l
two minutes, Brocka includes a written epilogue whie
brings the film down from the level of a masterpiece"
the level of a television thriller. Apparently this time, it}
not the Board of Censors which is at fault; Brocka repo;
tedly included the epilogue before the censors saw th
film. If Brocka wanted to say that the law is still to be ;
spected, he could have ended the film right after Korong
shoots Delgado and added the sound of police sirens ¢
indicate the welcome coming of the law. Even that is ng
necessary, however; Ang Galing-Galing Mo, Mrs. Jones,}
film of much lesser value, ends simply with Vilma Santo
shooting her rapist. (TV TIMES, October 9-25,1980, p. 45,

Lino Brocka

Bona — Brocka’s competition entry in Cannes.
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There are several marvelous sequences in Lino.
Brocka’s Bona (1980), but the trouble is that these se-
quences have nothing to do with the story of the film. In
fact, the sequences in the film may be roughly classified
into those unnecessary ones which are well-done, those
necessary ones which are not well done, and those few
well-done sequences which also happen to be necessary.

Take, for example, the scenes showing Nora Aunor
going to the neighborhood faucet to get water for her idol
Phillip Salvador. The scenes occur again and again in the
film, almost like commas in a long, convoluted sentence.
Commas, however, serve at least to indicate pauses in
thought; the water-fetching sequences serve merely to

-~ fill up the gaps in Brocka’s imagination. One water se-

quence is enough, if all that Brocka wants to say is that
the poor have to spend all their time fetching water from
the only running faucet in their neighborhood. The re-
petition is unnecessary, particularly because the block-
ing, the design, and the impact of each faucet scene are
the same in all the shots. Nothing is gained by repetition.
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The best sequences .in the film involve Brocka’s &
vorite topic: the life of the poor. In shot after shot, the. ‘,
of the dispossessed is clearly delineated, from abortig
(pre-life) to infancy to adolescence to ultimate death (th
funeral scene which, by the way, is a repetition ¢
Brocka’s funeral scenes in his earlier films). But the prf
lem is that the life of the poor has nothing to do with h
story. Aunor will still have the same psychological pro _
lem and experience exactly the same shock at the end:
Salvador were middle-class. 4

It is well and good to depict the life of the poor in ot
country. But the story should be about the poor. Tk
story of Bona is about a rich man, although a rich man in
poor man’s clothes. Salvador’s motivations are nouvea
riche. Particularly incredible as the action of a poor ma
is his penchant for being bathed by Aunor. (The scen
in fact, appears to be an adaptation of similar scenes i
American films, with a batya replacing an Americal
bathtub and a bucket of hot water replacing the hot wateé
faucet.)

When Brocka handles a sequence which is necessary #
the narrative, he fails to give it life. For example, crucia
‘to the film is the first scene with Aunor boiling water
Brocka puts his camera in such a position that the viewel
cannot see the pot of boiling water. Salvador, in fact
faces the table (and thus faces the right edge of the
screen), while Aunor, her back turned to him, faces the in-

Lino Brocka

visible stove (and thus faces the left edge of the screen

Their turning their backs to each other may be signifi r'
ant, but only for two seconds. Since the shot is allowe_
by Brocka to take more than a full mmute, the viewer
bored to death.

The only two sequences which are both well-done an

necessary are the Raquel Monteza sequence and the fina

sequence. In one sequence, Aunor fights another woman
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(Raquel Monteza). The sequence begins inside the
house, then spills over to the street. In this sequence,
Brocka succeeds in integrating production design with

Lino Brocka

‘harrative. Aunor, as she is in almost all the sequences, is
excellent here. The viewer feels her rage at the challenge
to her private world.

The final sequence, where Aunor finally assaults Sal-

‘vador, is excellent, although it is, of course, in the same
vein as Insiang. The typical Filipino film thrives on the

theme of revenge. Bona is no exception. When Aunor fi-

‘nally dumps the boiling water on her non- feeling mas-

ter, the viewer cannot help but be moved. The sequence is
effective, perhaps because the rest of the film is not.

In the end, it is Aunor’s acting which saves the film.
Despite the incoherent screenplay, the erratic direction,

‘and the irrelevant production design, the film is grip-
ping because Aunor is excellent. Aunor is indeed a sig-

nal phenomenon in Philippine film. She broke the color
barrier (she is not a mestiza). She broke the marriage bar-
rier (she is not single, nor is she even happily married).
She broke the superstar barrier (before her, superstars
were supposed to be beautiful, but not good, actresses).
She has now broken the untouchable barrier: in Bona,

she is subjected to the most degrading physical abuses.

Unlike Hilda Koronel who remained a madonna even
during the rape scene in Angela Markado. Aunor really

 becomes the penniless, dumb, neurotic alalay Bona is
' supposed to be. Who can imagine Fernando Poe, Jr.,

beaten to a pulp by nameless villains? Who can imagine

Lloyd Samartino made up to look like a vampire? In
' Bona, Aunor really looks like an alalay, rather than a

superstar. That is why she is, in fact, a superstar. (TV
TIMES, January 4-10, 1981, p. 4.)
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English”) to straight “urban poor Tagalog.” There are a
‘few mistakes, but none significant enough to lessen the
- accomplishment of the writer, who has proven Higgins’
dictum in My Fgir Lady that one can always tell a
| speaker’s background from his language. The situations
are stock, but what writer Jose Dalisay, Jr., does with the
stock situations is what counts, and he keeps surprising
the viewer with provocative lines.

. The film is very well directed. Even the shots of Con-
' cepcion are organically incorporated in the visual con-
' tinutity of the film. The production design helps set the
‘ deliberately broad character of the comedy. The acting—
| as in any Brocka film—rises above the usual. Isabel Rivas
‘is much better here than in Uhaw na Dagat. Amy Austria
is her usual brilliant self, though Brocka could have made
more use of her comic talents (which she displayed mag-
‘nificently in Cover Girls). Even Concepcion acts well; this
' is surely a tribute to Brocka’s coaching ability, since Con-
. cepcion’s previous screen appearances were not exactly
. memorable. Only Johnny Wilson is tentative in his
characterization. The rest of the supporting players de-
' liver the level of performance expected of PETA's
- Kalinangan Ensemble (which forms the basic support in
' this, as in other Brocka films). Particularly memorable
| are teachers lke Lozada (who sells refrigerators to his
clerks), Valdes (who pronounces students’ names with a
false American accent), and Lilian Laing (who is thrilled
by her own name).

There are those who feel that commercial movies can
never be memorable, who expect all films to say some-
thing profound about mankind. That is a bit like asking
every college professor to have a Ph: D., asking every-
body with a Ph.D to publish a book, asking everybody
who has published a book to be a genius. In other words,
those who look down on commercial film set standards

The campus scene has long been proven a sure foun
ation for getting laughs, and Lino Brocka’s Burgis (1981
makes the most of teachers who terrorize, students why
have no interest in studying, and parents who think of edu
cation as an excuse to get rid of the children. The situa
tions in the film are unfortunately familiar to everyon
who has been to school: no education gets done in thi
“educational institution.” The laughs are provided by
everyone in the cast, although special mention must bg
made of Louella, Maya Valdes, and German Moreng
who are funnier than ever. Even Elvira Manahan ge'
laughs without laughing. i

The intent of the film is clearly commercial: to exploi
teenage girls’ fascination with Gabby Concepcion
Brocka takes pains to give Concepcion ample screer
time, with the most flattering camera angles. But being
commercial is not a bad thing, especially if the director i
able to transcend exploiiation and achieve art. Burgis
does not attempt much, but it achieves what it attemp

The film is very well written. The language shifts fro4

“colegiala English” (technically known as ”pldgx
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that they themselves can never reach. There are comr
cial films and commercial films, but if a film is both con
mercial and artistic, it should be a cause for celebratio
even if it does not say very much. (After all, films b
Bergman and Fellini and Kurosawa make a lot of monej
much more than Filipino films, in fact.) In Burgis, Brock
has succeeded in making a commercial film thho
compromising his artistic integrity. (PARADE, July 1
1981, p. 25.) 1
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Brocka’s theater background makes him partial to
character motivation. 1
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If the viewer is able to pretend that the last 10 years of
Philippine cinema never happened, he may actually
‘enjoy an old-fashioned movie. After all, Lino Brocka’s '
Hello, Young Lovers (1981) uses the tried-and-true Hol-
lywood formula of boy meets girl, boy loses girl, boy gets
girl. Everything in the film is predictable, including the
cartoon characters and the cardboard performances. In
the same way that a Mills and Boon novel (which always
has the same plot, no matter what far-away country the
heroine finds herself in) and an episode of Charlie’s
Angels (which always has the Angels figuring out at the
end, almost too late, that they have mistaken the villain
for a good guy) are enjoyable, this movie is enjoyable.

If it were some other director who had made this film,
it wouldn’t be a critical disaster. After all, we expect
much less of many other directors than we expect Brocka.
But because it is Brocka who directed this film we have
no choice but to declare Hello, Young Lovers a critical fai-
lure. Not that the acting is extraordinarily bad. On the
contrary, Bey Vito puts in shining moments. But Snooky,
Gabby Concepcion, Jennie Ramirez, Mackoy Symaco,
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and Rosemarie Gil (who plays Snooky’s snobbish
mother) do not come up to the expected Brocka level of
excellence. Neither does the cinematography, which is
competent but not imaginative (as Conrado Baltazar has
been in earlier Brocka movies). The production design by
Joey Luna cannot be said to be incorrect, but it does not cons
tribute to the meaning of the film in the way the produc=
tion design, say, of Jaguar does. Perhaps most glaring o,
all is the music, which actually includes canned musi¢
(something Brocka is certainly not known for). In other
words, while we may applaud lesser directors for mak=
ing a neat and well-knit movie, we must decry Brocka’s
decision to make a potboiler. It is way below his artistic
stature to make a movie as unimaginative, as exploita=
tive, as ordinary as Hello, Young Lovers. ]

Perhaps the fault really lies in the original choice of
genre. The rich-girl-poor-boy convention is just too con-#
ventional. As one of very few Filipino auteurs, Brocka is’
known for exploring character and setting, for offering’
insights into the way Philippine society warps indi-
vidual personalities, for filming stories full of human an-
guish, suffering and conflict. But in Hello, Young Lovers, |
Brocka offers only a romantic lie: that love conquers all.
Concepcion, so poor he has to borrow Symaco’s motor- |
cycle in order to “kidnap” Snooky from her wedding,
falls in love at first sight with Snooky, despite the fact
that they have not spoken more that three words to each
other and that Snooky’s driver doubles as a security
guard. The adolescent Concepcion even falls completely *
for the sexual wiles of liberated Ramirez. Despite finan- |
cial, logistical, emotional, and sexual obstacles, boy gets -
girl. That was the fairy tale even Hollywood gave up so |
long ago (and so did Philippine movies, when Brocka |
himself entered cinema a decade ago). For Brocka to !
make a movie belonging to a tradition he himself helped *
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destroy is a sad; sad thing indeed. (PARADE, September
120, 1981, p. 26.)

Two typical Brocka shots—a tight study of a decay-
ing marriage in Ina Ka Ng Anak Mo (top) and an in-
tense shot of a man in angulsh in Ang Tatay Kong
Nanay (bottom).
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Lino Brocka’s Dalaga si Misis, Binata si Mister (1981), is
one of the worst movies in his career. The problem is
simple enough: Brocka is out of his milieu. Since he had
made his reputation doing films about poverty (such as
his three Cannes films—Insiang, Jaguar, and Bona),
film dealing with the superficial lives of two wealthy,
superficial persons is just not within his area of compe,\
tence. The result is trite and unrealistic. The film even in-
advertently supports a totally unacceptable, old-:
fashioned, pre-feminist double standard: the husband is
forgiven for having a mistress, but the wife is expected to
remain faithful. The technical elements, surprising fora
Brocka movie, are awful: the music, the location sound, |
and the editing, for example, are intolerably sloppy. De-
spite an excellent performance by Anita Linda, the film '
brings Brocka’s reputation down to a new low. ( TV
TIMES, September 27 - October 3, 1981, p. 24.)
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Clearly commercial, Caught in the Act (1981) shows no

. signs of being directed by Lino Brocka, if by a Brocka
- film we mean a film with a strong socially conscious
- theme. Although it is not a pure exploitation film, Caught
- fn the Act comes close to being about nothing but sex.
- Even Phillip Salvador’s being a loser is hardly explored.
~ In effect, the entertainment value of this film comes com-
.~ pletely from its sex sequences.

The story is clear and logical. The screenplay is ex-
tremely competent, with distinct personalities being de-

. veloped for the four main roles. The situations are
- dramatic and well-structured. Given the constraint that
- Regal Films seems to have wanted to do a sex film, the
. screenplay is about as logical as one can get: the sex se-
- quences are all motivated and in context. ’

The film, however, suffers because of its teclfihical.ele-
ments. The print I saw was very badly processed, with the
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colors usually washed out. The lighting is spotty, witl
the kissing scenes sometimes ending up in unplann
shadows. Even the direction is careless: screen directios
for instance, in the Lorna Tolentino-Phillip Salvadg
hotel kissing scene is wrong. 1

As in any Brocka movie, however, the acting leaves lit
tle to be desired. Amy Austria is excellent as expected
though Gina Alajar is better in her role. Tolentino i
- adequate, though not of the same caliber as Austria ol
Alajar. Salvador, sad to say, has done better films. (T¥
PARADE, December 12-18, 1981, p. 40.) ‘

Lino Brocka ;.

Brocka likes to show his actors how to play a scene. “,
Here, he directs Dolphy and Phillip Salvador in |
Ang Tatay Kong Nanay. ;

Lino Brocka
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The story of Lino Brocka's Mother Dear (1982) is, at
least, logical. Despite the several familial and personal
relationships between the many stars, the flow of events
is clear. The viewer does not get confused. Certainly, that
is no mean achievement in the context of Philippine
cinema. :

Charito Solis, mother of Maricel Soriano, has long
been abandoned by Tony Carreon, who is legally mar-
ried to Ester Chavez, who, in fact, has son Joel Alano by
her. Alano’s girlfriend is Kristine Garcia, sister of Albert
Martinez and daughter of Gloria Romero and Nestor de
Villa. De Villa brings illegitimate daughter Julie Vega to
live with his family when Vega’s mother dies. Albert
Martinez's girlfriend is Snooky, the adopted daughter of
Anita Linda. When Snooky’s real father (Linda’s
brother-in-law) dies, she learns that her real mother is
Alicia Alonso, once her father’s nurse and now her own
yaya. Linda’s husband is the lawyer in an inheritance
suit filed by Solis in behalf of Soriano.

In other words, the plot is as full of coincidences as the
rest of Filipino soap operas. Many of the sequences in the
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'olving William Martinez and Soriano, near the end of
the film. Here Martinez and Soriano engage in what they
do best—a free-wheeling, tongue-in-cheek, Bernalian
conversation. The sequence succeeds, ironically because
it is the only sequence in the entire film that is not
melodramatic, but comic. The second is Anita Linda’s
acting in one of her best short roles. By refusing to take
anything seriously (or lugubriously, as the film seems to
,warrant) . Linda infuses the screen with lightheaded-
ness, clearly welcome in the midst of all that crying. |

~ Since the film is tremendously popular, one should ask
‘what the effect is of the melodramatic clichés on our
‘popular audiences. Are we doing the country a great d.is-
‘service by feeding them such a low-calorie intake of in-
tellectual food? Are we encouraging illegitimacy by mak-
ing Soriano, Vega, and Snooky the heroes of this film?
‘Worst, are we encouraging the martir tradition among
Filipino women by moralizing about how wives should
‘understand their husbands? One thinks.of Brocka as a
: person who has dared to ask questions about the legiti-
‘macy of our present society. In Mother Dear, it is instea.d
‘the illegitimacy of the melodramatic genre that is
proven. (TV TIMES, June 13-19, 1982, p. 48.)
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film, in fact, come straight out of such classics as ol
Gloria Romero films and such current standbys as A
Liza. But at least, writer Jose Javier Reyes manages to
some logic into the plotting, providing motivations foj
the characters and attempting to keep time and spacs
frames coherent.

The trouble is that the very genre itself—melodrama—
is incapable of providing new insights into the Philip;
pine situation. We now expect of Brocka’s films that the)
give us new ways of looking at our society. It is no
enough to give the excuse that he is merely doing a co
mercial film because he needs money (he may or may n of
need the money, for all we know). Even the “commer:
cial” films of other great directors tend to add to theil
canon; a director’s style normally permeates even i
worst films. Take Ishmael Bernal, for instance: he is al:
ways Bernal even in his potboilers. X

But Mother Dear is a rejection of all that Brocka stands
for. Brocka has built his reputation cn challenging ou
accepted ways of looking at reality. But Mother Dear i3
rehash of old cinematic conventions, specifically o
Tagalog melodrama, complete with silly poses (Gloria
Romero’s) and midnight meetings in a garden (Alber
Martinez and Snooky).

The film fails primarily because Brocka forgets that his
main tool is the camera. In his previous, more serious
films, Brocka showed himself adept at using camera an
les and compositions to convey meaning. But in Mothe
Dear, the camera shoots and moves without ap:
parent reason. One example should suffice: again and
again, Brocka moves from long shot to medium shot
without changing the angle and without any motivation
from dialogue. If the camera is a director’s brush, th en
Mother Dear is a child’s drawing, not an adult’s painting;

Aside from the logical screenplay, there are only twe
elements of the film worth noting. One is a sequence m .

Lino Brocka
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yador. Her best scene occurs during the confrontation
where she loses her baby. Shifting from hysterics to
shock, she continues her sensitive portrayal all the way
1o the jeep scene, where she dies of hemorrhage. Again,
though her role is relatively minor, she is able to infuse
it with complexity and realism.

Mona Lisa as the mother of the feuding brothers
thooses to underplay her role. This is a wise decision,
, since she thus serves as a counterpoint for the vocal Del-
' gado and the stanry eyed Castillo. Nevertheless, Mona
' Lisa’s unquestioning love for de Leon is clear from the
- way she uses her eyes when looking at him. The only
weakness of her performance is the lack of consistency in
her viciousness, which is called for by the plot. If she
‘were really the heartless mother she is supposed to be as
far as Salvador is concerned, she should display a more
" hardened countenance.

. Even Michael Sandico in an extremely minor role
' makes a memorable impression on screen, especially in
 the final sequence where he serves as back-up for the
cowardly de Leon. The scene before the climactic day,
where he puts out his cigarette just before sleeping, is
' also a good one for Sandico.

Salvador delivers a stirring performance in one of the
' two lead roles. Because his character calls for various
. changes in attitude, he is able to display his versatility in
- showing internal conflict. His best scenes occur with his
. young sons, the first when he tells them not to fight, the
second when he stops them from fighting and ad-
' monishes the older one for not giving way to his younger
. brother.

A big disappointment is Christopher de Leon, who
. does not come up to the level of acting of the rest.
Adequate but not great, de Leon’s acting merely gives us
one facet of his character, lacking in the complexity and

The unrelenting pace of Lino Brocka’s Cain At Ab
(1982) keeps the viewer glued to his seat. Brocka spares 1
technical and artistic effort to make a good thriller. It
impossible not to be caught up in the feud of b
l;;g;hers Clearly, this is one of the most gripping films

Strong performances are the hallmark of a Brocka fi ;f
This film is no exception. On second thought, it is exc
tional, because everybody gives an outstanding perf. ,:
mance. L

The best performer is Cecille Castillo, in a quiet rol
demanding minimum speech, but maximum emoting
She plays the devoted housemaid who has a child b
Christopher de Leon. Brocka clearly realizes the dept
and scope of Castillo’s talent and does not hesitate #
give her the kind of close-up he gives Nora Aunor an
Hilda Koronel. Despite the smallness of her role, Castilll
gives a powerful performance almost over-shadowiny
the leads. *

Rising above her usual level of acting is Baby Delgade
in the role of the strong wife of weakling Phillip Sal
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subtlety required by a role which shifts from that o
coward to that of a killer to that of a lover and so on. 9

The acting is clearly the best thing in this film. T]
screenplay is not particularly distinguished, sin
Ricardo Lee is coming from such masterpieces as B it
and Salome. The reason for Mona Lisa’s preference for«
Leon, for example, is not explained early in the fi
When we find out about the preference, in fact, it is onl
in words: we are told, not shown. The biggest plot hole|
all is the killing of Carmi Martin. Ruel Vernal merely s
that it was an accident. But given the explosive nature}
the situation, surely the protagonists would have bee
more careful about accidents. The death of Martin is det
ex machina, a flaw in an otherwise well-orchestrated, is
evitable sequence of events. v

One false moment in the film stems from the death ¢
Martin (in film, as in life, one mistake often leads #
another). De Leon, upon seeing Martin’s body, throw
up. The theater I was in immediately buzzed with th
question: “Why is he throwing up?” Given his charact
the setting, not to mention the Filipino audience, d
Leon's throwing up is a ridiculous action absolutely o
of place in the film. (Have you ever seen a Filipino throy
up upon seeing a dead body, even if the dead body be
longs to someone he knows?)

“Imperfection” is the in thing nowadays, however (re:
member the “imperfect democracies” of the Wall Stre
Journal?), and Brocka'’s film will probably be raved about
precisely because it is imperfect. Imperfections aside
nevertheless, the film deserves to be in the list of
Brocka's ten best, if only because the performances a ;
strong, the screenplay generally logical, and the direc:
tion competent. (PARADE, October 27, 1982, p. 38.)
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- Violent fare seems to be the fashion among leading
Filipino directors today. Close on the heels of Mike de
T‘Leon's Alpha Kappa Omega Batch ‘81 comes Cain at Abel
(1982), Lino Brocka’s critically acclaimed entry to the re-
cent San Sebastian Film Festival in Spain.

. Brocka’s film, in fact, emphasizes not so much gore as
fate. The first shot—a spider caught in its own web—es-
tablishes the deterministic premise of the production.
Like the sons of Adam, two brothers (Christopher de
Leon and Phillip Salvador) are fated to be each other’s
~doom. The predestined feud, which takes place in a small
Philippine town, leads to the disintegration of the fam-
ily, the destruction of their friends and farmlands, and
ends only when the two are themselves killed.

Having started his career as a stage actor, Brocka has
received universal applause for his handling of perfor-
mers. Not afraid to expose his players to long, cruel close-
ups, he has built his films primarily around big confron-
tation scenes requiring theatrical, as well 2s more clearly
cinematic, talents. Performers who have been undistin-
guished in previous films tend to shine in Brocka
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movies. In Cain at Abel we see some inspired actir
Most memorable are the strong women characters: u
derrated Cecille Castillo as the stoic housemaid rais «,;
de Leon’s child, Baby Delgado as the fighting wife
willing to simply stand aside, Mona Lisa as the irration
mother and Carmi Martin as de Leon’s liberated f1 ]
cée. These are portraits of the Filipina radically differe
from the long-suffering, weak, virginal, rehgl ¢

stereotype of conventional productions. (ASIAWE ﬁf.

December 3,1982, p. 49.) .

Brocka patnently coaches Nifio Muhlach in Ang
Tatay Kong Nanay.

(CELSO AD.

CASTILLO

A film reputed to be one of the most expensive local

' movies ever made, directed by the controversial Celso

Ad. Castillo, and produced by award-conscious Bancom
Audiovision cannot be taken lightly. But it is because
Uhaw na Dagat (1981) is taken seriously that the film fails.

Castillo, who both wrote and directed this intriguing
film, obviously intends to construct a modern-day bibli-
cal tale. There are religious symbols all over the film. The
father of the three women—Magda (Gloria Diaz), Adelfa
(Elizabeth Oropesa), and Teresa (Isabel Rivas)— is
named Godo, in an obvious borrowing from Nobel Prize
winner Samuel Beckett's Waiting for Godot. In Beckett's
play, the character Godot (the word is obviously related
to the word God) never arrives, just as in Castillo’s film,
the man Godo—long the object of search by the three sis-
ters—is always talked about, but never appears. Magda'’s
name is itself derived from Magdalene, and her character
approximates that of the woman loved by Jesus. Christ
appears in the character of a soldier named Crisanto
(Dennis Roldan). Roldan, expectedly, gets crucified at the
end of the film. There is, in addition, a flock of goats—an

297
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obvious reference to the crucial biblical passage whe
the Eternal Judge separates the sheep from the goat
There is, finally, a statue of the resurrected Jesus, burie
by Godo under the sea, serving as a kind of forbidde
fruit for the sisters. 3

Aside from the religious imagery, there is full us
made in the film of a modern symbol for the world—th
freak. Into the world of the three sisters wanders a trave
ling freak show, with an oversized, flesh-eating ogs
(Roland Dantes), several dwarfs, three dancing girls, an
an impressario (Lito Anzures). The grotesque character
turn out—as in many such tales—to be the only norma
ones. The misshapen personalities are instead assigne
to the sisters themselves and to a pirate (Eddie Garc1
who also wanders into the island paradise. The greates
deformity of all occurs to the seemingly normal Diaz whi
sleeps with Roldan; Roldan is revealed at the end to b
her own half-brother. ‘

There is a clear attempt to situate the grotesque charag:
ters and the absurd story in an ironic setting. The islang
looks like a paradise. Its rock openings reveal exoti
caves. Its marine life is beautiful and peaceful. The set
ting, therefore, contrasts sharply with the people actinj
so weird, so inhuman. Moreover, there is a war going on
though it only surfaces, for most of the film, through ar:
tillery attacks on a nearby island. It is an unreal war witk
real repercussions for the three sisters. 3

Because the film obviously means to say something
significant about human character, the viewer cannol
help but try to figure out what it is that the film is saying :
Unfortunately, the film does not really say anything, be:
cause the symbols and the ironies do not make up a com:
plete whole. On the level of the screenplay, the ineffec-
tiveness of the plot is not that damning. But on the level
of the cinematic resources of the film, the lack of coher-

'O“
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ence is fatal.

Take the sequence where Dantes—the ogre—makes

. primitive love to Oropesa. Dantes has his pants on;
" Oropesa has her shorts on. It cannot be said that Castillo
 is merely being careful, for fear of the censors. In another
'~ sequence, the dwarfs are all seen without their pants on.
~ In several shots, the three women are practically naked
. because of the flimsiness of their dresses. The visual im-
. pact of the sex scene, therefore, is that Dantes and
~ Oropesa are making love in a totally unnatural, hot to

mention impossible way. This visual impact has nothing

. to contribute to the film. Making the performers strip

and then shielding their full bodies from the camera

through clever angling or lighting would have been

much more appropriate. Similarly, the postcard-type
cinematography detracts from the violence that is meant
to explode in the final sequence. Where there should be

Tv close-ups, Castillo uses long shots (for example, the long
. shot of the dwarfs taking shelter).

The final sequence is actually to blame for much of the
film’s incoherence. Castillo uses a cross-cut from the sis-
ters (about to kill each other) to the strongmen (also
about to kill each other) to the pirate chief (just waiting to
kill someone, anyone). The cross-cutting is called for by
the plot, but it is not cinematically justified. The viewer
cannot figure out how the three sisters are not disturbed
by the gunshots that they must obviously be hearing (in
several earlier sequences, shouts from one island to
another are clearly audible). The symbolism attached to
Oropesa’s stabbing of the goat is clever, but it is bought
at too great a cost. The symbol stands out too much
when it should be evoked by the sequence as a whole. .

What is, then, wrong with Uhaw na Dagat is that it has
several symbols which are not integrated within a mean-
ingful context. One can spot the literary allusions and
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perhaps even cinematic influences, but it is extrem I
difficult to put all the allusions, influences, images, sym
bols, and ironies together. One should credit Casti 1
and Bancom, however, for making a film meant only for
intelligent audiences. The film challenges the viewer to
make some sense out of the grotesque elements.
Perhaps, come to think of it, the very effort of the viewer
to put religion, sex, violence, war, and morality together
is the meaning of the film. In that case, Uhaw na Dagat ‘
may actually be less of a failure than it appears to be. (
TIMES, February 22-28, 1981, p. 16.)

. e -

Celso Ad. Castillo—a total director.

GERARDO DE LEON
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The story of Gerardo de Leon’s Lilet (1971) is full of
holes. It starts with a doctor accidentally running into a
woman with amnesia. With the doctor’s help, the girl
(Celia Rodriguez) discovers incest, murder, attempted
murder, and near-insanity in her family. Right at the
start, the audience is puzzled. Why is the doctor there at
that time? Why does it have to be a doctor and not some-
body else? How is the doctor able to stop his car in time?

The first sequences can be accepted, for the sake of ar-
gument, as the given of the film, but the problem is that
the questions of the audience never stop. Why does Rod-
riguez wake up in time to save herself from being stabbed?
How does the ghost of the dead brother appear and
disappear, with all the lighting paraphernalia? If the
sound of his voice comes from the tape that the grand-
mother (Tita Mufioz) has prepared, how come Rodriguez
can hear the voice when she is in the garden, way
beyond the range of such a small tape recorder? How is
the grandmother able to change costume so fast?

If the story of Lilet is illogical, the (published)
screenplay is even worse. The ending is not only abrupt,

301
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but also unmotivated. The actual dialogue of the film
also not noteworthy. The shifts from English to Tagalog
are arbitrary and do not seem to have any purpose. 1

Clearly, only the direction by de Leon saves the film. In
Lilet, de Leon uses not only the standard horror
techniques (lighting effects, sound effects, close-ups of
Rodriguez’s frightened face), but also a flashback

TEPARSMS aWdin + 7 3%
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out the Bergman touch, are well-paced and well-plan-
ned. (PHILIPPINES HERALD, April 19, pp. 16-17.) : '
. Manong—Gerardo de Leon and His Films, presented by
. the Experimental Cinema of the Philippines from Sep-

tember 12 to 19, 1982, was a fitting tribute to the man
who—if we are to believe European film critics—was the
best film director our country has ever produced. No
Filipino—not even equally internationally known direc-
| tors such as Lino Brocka—begrudges Manong this dis-
. tinction. In fact, Brocka himself was a moving spirit (hav-
. ing lent his copy of one of the films) behind the tribute.

- Much has been written about Manong’s numerous
- achievements—his 70 films, his 25 trophies, his National
. Artist award—but not too much has been said about
. what makes his films tick. The reason for the paucity of
critical comment on his films is simple—few of today’s
. young film buffs have seen his films. The ECP tribute,
therefore, was one of the best things that have happened
to local cinema. It afforded critics, students, filmmakers,
and fans the chance to see for themselves what Manong
- had done. :

~ What exactly did Manong do? The answer is evident in
the very first minutes of The Moises Padilla Story (1961),

-
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the first film of the mlm-festlval A busload of people, 1n-i
cluding hero Leopoldo Salcedo (as Moises Padilla), is
stopped by gunmen in uniform. The gunmen are special
police (in real life, they would be part of a private army) |
protecting the interests of the provincial governor. The !
gunmen steal the belongings of the people, maltreat |
them, even rape one of the women within earshot of the
rest. As the woman is violated, a train passes by the |
group. In that one sequence, Manong communicates ev- -
erything all at once—the Negros problem of law and |
order, the symbolic deflowering of the woman, the in-
exorable force of violence, the beginning of Salcedo’s |

conscientization.

- Manong’s films are built on strong sequences. Practi-
cally every sequence in each of his films is designed to |
tell the entire story of the film. A minor sequence in Noli |
Me Tangere (1961) can serve as an example. Lina Carino
(playing Sisa) is wondering what has become of her
sons. Her face is shown reflected by a framed picture of
the Blessed Virgin. Sisa—Manong is saying, in his own
interpretation of Rizal’s character—is as long-suffering,
as virginal, as holy as Mary. By implication, the country

which Sisa represents is also suffering.

Unlike most of our film directors who pay little atten-
tion to detail, Manong looked at detail as the soul of film.
The production design of his Rizal films (it is impossible |
to detect that the films were done in modern times) has
been amply praised. Of all the elements of production &
design, background was Manong’s special forte. In this

films, so much is said by the backgrounds.

In Noli Me Tangere, for example, the background is in-
variably a church, a church bell, a statue, a cross, some- i
thing related to religion. Religion, to Manong, is what
Rizal’s novel is all about. It is religion (in the person of
Padre Damaso) which has bred Maria Clara (clearly por-
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trayed by Rizal as a kind of villain). It is religion which

- rules the state. The choice of strong actor Oscar Keese to

portray Padre Damaso, in fact, is one of Manong’s
achievements. Keese’s presence dominates every scene
which includes him. By cinematic implication, rehglon
dominates the world of Noli Me Tangere.

In El Filibusterismo (1962), religion is not Manong's

. primary concern, but it reappears in some memorable

shots. One shot, for instance, has Padre Fernandez tell-

. |ing Isagani that “ang karunungan ay hindi para sa lahat”

(“knowledge is not for everyone”). The friar argues that
not everybody should be taught, that education should
be restricted to the elite. Manong sets the scene in aroom
dominated by a huge painting showing Jesus teaching
from a boat. What Manong has done is simple: without
saying anything about the friar, he has torn down the
friar’s argument. Unlike the friar, Jesus himself never re-
stricted his teaching.

If a film is just as good as its weakest point, then Man-
ong’s films are as good as films can be. Every sequence,
even every shot, is carefully planned and executed. In an
interview he granted just before his death in 1981, Man-
ong told interviewer Jose Reyes Hisamoto that “each
shot must tell a story.” Each shot in a Manong film does
tell a story.

Because Manong paid so much attention to detail, he
did not care as much for overall structure or plot or
theme. What one remembers of his films are single shots,
self-contained sequences, short masterpieces within
long masterpieces. One shot from The Moises Padilla
Story tells it all. Leopoldo Salcedo, tortured in various
ways for a good length of time by the gunmen, is left
momentarily alone. A small boy who has been following
the gory proceedings approaches him and gives him a
drink from a tin can. Salcedo looks the boy in the eye and
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tells him to look at him, to take in his bruised body. “Pag-
masdan mo ako,” he says, “ito ang iyong nagdurugong
bayan.” (“Look at me; this is your suffering country.”)
This line, said within a tight shot of Salcedo and the puz-
zled boy, is so powerful that the opening night crowd,
despite the presence of ECP Director-General Imee Mar-
cos and her host of security men, applauded. A full two!
decades after it was first shown, The Moises Padilla Sto ’_
was still stimulating viewers to protest against the bad
guys in our society. That spontaneous burst of applause
was as much a tribute to Gerardo de Leon as ECP’s long-

planned retrospective. (PANORAMA, October 3, 1982
pp.24-25.)
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The climactic sequence of Kakabakaba Ka Ba?Sym-
bolically, the Filipinos are worshipping Japanese
technology.

MIKE DE LEON

There is no doubt in my mind about it. Mike de Leon’s
Kakabakaba Ka Ba? (1980) is a great film.

Just take, for example, the subtitles. The subtitles are
all in Tagalog, or—more precisely—deliberately in the
Tagalog condemned by academicians as sub-literate.
The Chinese characters all speak in (I am told) real
Chinese, but the subtitles translate the Chinese into pid-
gin Tagalog. The Japanese characters also speak in
Japanese, butin a “Japanese” overflowing with multilin-
gual puns. In fact, since neither the Tagalog subtitles nor
the original foreign languages are faithful to grammar,
linguistics, or plain logic, the viewer is quickly led to ac- -
cept the multilingual chaos as pure farce. When the writ-
ten Chinese characters start fighting with the written
Japanese characters (as the actors playing the Chinese
villains fight the actors playing the Japanese villains), all
linguistic rules fly out the window (or into the multilevel
elevator leading nowhere in the climactic sequence). You
can’t possibly remain serious throughout the verbal

. anarchy.

There is, thus, no element of racism in the film. Only a

307



308 : Mike de Leon

viewer who has never laughed in his whole life can po
sibly take offense at the farcical treatment of the Chine,
and the Japanese in the film. True, there is a strong c_
demnation of Japanese technological colonialism in tk
song that Johnny Delgado sings at the end. But since it
Delgado singing, how can you take the song serious ;_'
Delgado plays his part the way it should be played—ut
believing, broad, tongue-in-check. The censors wh
originally voted to ban the film are not at all differe
from the Jews who refused to listen to Jesus because H
came from a hick town called Nazareth, or the conquist:
- dores who refused to take Lapu-Lapu seriously becausi
after all, the native chieftain was not white. In short, |
condemn the film because it portrays the Chinese an
the Japanese (not to mention the clergy) as objects of fu
is to miss the whole point.
There is hardly any element in Mike de Leon’s fil#
which can be faulted for lack of imagination or lack ¢
technical quality. Take, for example, the plot, whid
moves on with inexorable “logic” from the opening im
possibilities to the closing improbabilities. There ar
even attempts on the part of the screenwriters to mod
the lack of the usual detective-story logic: at one point it
the film, Leo Martinez shrugs off the question of how hi
managed to be in Baguio at precisely the right time.
Take the acting. Armida Siguion-Reyna tackles thi
role of the Chinese godmother with gusto, but not wi
malice. She plays the part with just the right amount o
insincerity. A heavy portrayal of the role would have ren
dered the climactic revelation that she is, in reality, at
image of another Madame Lily vicious, maybe ever
libelous. Instead, what we have is Siguion-Reyna at h
most delightful. Similarly, Nanette Inventor plays th
fake Mother Superior with exquisite glee. The visual de:
tail of her stockings is a stroke of genius; it summarize
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in one close-up the ludicrousness of the entire drug op-
eration.

There is, of course, the brilliant script. What can one
say of a script which does everything all at once? There is
' the story (the little that there is of that), but there are, in

addition, all the gags. If this is the first motion picture

you have ever seen in your life, you will laugh. But if it is
. the thousandth movie you have seen, you will laugh
- even harder: in this film are satirized all sorts of Hol-
| lywood clichés (not to mention, Tagalog-movie stock
= situations). This film is a bit like the old Marx Brothers
. movies: the viewer laughs while watching the film, but
laughs even harder recalling afterwards the funny lines
. and situations.

Finally, there is Mike de Leon. He has not done a lot of
movies; in fact, in terms of quantity, he is a novice at
. moviemaking. But in terms of quality, de Leon is way
above even old hands like Lamberto Avellana or more
experienced hands like Lino Brocka. The film shows off
de Leon’s many talents. The animation tends to over-

. shadow the cinematographer’s achievements, but there
is a delicate balance among the visual elements. De
- Leon’s direction of his actors is also flawless. Christ-
' opher de Leon and Jay Ilagan team up in a dazzling dis- ’
play of perfect comic timing. Even Charo Santos, not
noted for comedy, is funny. Sandy Andolong, unfortu-
- nately underrated at the box-office, shows why she is a
favorite of critics. The four leads are ably supported by a
- host of new faces, but these faces are only new on screen.
Offscreen, they are well known in singing, acting, and
dancing. (I am speaking, of course, of the members of the
UP Concert Chorus, who help make the final sequence
'~ hilarious.) ‘ by :
~ With an excellent screenplay, an excellent cast, and an
excellent technical staff (in particular, an excellent ani-
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mation teani), Mike de Leon, of course, is already
sured of a good film. By adding his own brand of absu
dity, de Leon creates a great film. True, there are a
lapses (the blocking is sometimes repetitive, the ligh
bulb gimmick is trite, the split screens too many), bt
what’s a few unfunny moments in a film which has yol
laughing your heart out? If you're Chinese or Japane
you might be uncomfortable the first three minutes, ’
you will soon find yourself laughing with the Tagalog
(who might not even realize that they are also bei 7
satirized). Priests and nuns are expected to find the fll;
revolting, but I doubt if they will. The priests and nuns'
know are more intelligent than that: they will all enjoy
this non-serious irreverence. In fact, the film is meant f@
intelligent audiences, those who can distinguish be

tween ridicule and respect, satire and farce, fiction a
fact. (TV. TIMES, August 10-16, 1980, p. 49.) . k

Mike de Leon

Vic Silayan terrgrizes Charito Solis in Kisapmata.
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In Itim (1976), Mike de Leon already proved that he can

- create films which hold audiences, Kisapmata (1981) is a
- mainstream Mike de Leon film. The viewer cannot but
. be carried along by the singleminded tragic tone. The

suspense is killing, as the cliché goes, though the word

= “killing” here has a more precise meaning.

Mike de Leon is to Philippine film as Edgar Allan Poe

. is to the American short story. Poe strove to create stories

with single effects. His stories are gripping as they are
read, but they are hardly talked about afterwards. Simi-

- larly, de Leon’s films hold the viewer, but what the films

actually say (if anything) seldom becomes clear. This is

. not to say that a de Leon film is simply art for art’s sake.
Poe’s stories, for instance, despite their obvious preoc-
| cupation with craft, have significant insights to offer

about human nature. De Leon’s films, similarly, have
ideas to offer, but the way he offers them is always more
important.

The comparison of de Leon to a short story writer is not
irrelevant to Kisapmata, since this latest de Leon film is
based on a narrative essay by Nick Joaquin (writing
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under the pseudonym of Quijano de Manila). h
House on Zapote Street” (now anthologized in Joaqum:
Reportage on Crime) tells of a real incident where a mat
murdered his daughter and her husband, wounded hi
own wife, then killed himself. Joaquin remakes the gof’
real-life incident into a first-class horror tale (almost liki
a short stery, in fact). g

Writers Doy del Mundo, Raquel Villavicencio ang
Mike de Leon revise Joaquin’s story in one significa
way: they introduce incest into the situation. In Kisa -
mata, Vic Silayan is explicitly shown having sex with
Charo Santos (through a close-up of Silayan'’s groin arez
not through an actual bed scene) and implicitly shown a
the possible father of Santos’ baby. The incest theme
adds the one thing missing in Joaquin’s story (as well as
in the real-life incident): the motivation for Silayan’s in
sane jealousy. b

De Leon visually develops the theme of jealousy
through the use of what is called in theater as the
“triangle.” In the very first sequence, for instance,
Silayan sits at the bottom of the screen, Santos sits on the
upper left side of the screen, Silayan’s wife Charito Solis
sits on the upper right side of the screen. What the view=
er sees is a triangle: this is the first love triangle in the
film. Silayan actually sleeps with Santos, with the know-
ledge of Solis. The man is thus in love with two women—
his wife and daughter—and this love is sexual in bot !
cases. :

The second triangle involves, of course, Jay Ilagan,
Santos, and Silayan. Silayan, who has sex with Santos
just like Ilagan (though Silayan does it in Santos’ bed 4
room, while Ilagan has to rent motel rooms), is jealous of:
llagan. This is unnatural for a mere father (that is the
problem with the original story), but completely under-
standable for a lover. Silayan as both father and lover o -
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Santos has no emotional choice but to feel threatened by
llagan.

- What sets this film apart from other explorations of in-
| cest is not the gory ending, but the way the writers make
 the entire situation ambiguous. If you listen to the
_dialogue carefully, you will notice that the words used
can be interpreted in various ways. At the hospital, for
“instance, when someone-asks who Silayan is, the answer
comes this way: “Baka asawa ni Mrs. Manalansan.”
Silayan, needless to say, is in a real sense the husband of
Santos. When Silayan says at the end that he has a right
to Santos’ baby, he could mean that, as the grandfather,
he indeed has familial rights to the baby, but he could

also mean that he is the father of the baby.
Such ambiguity (treasured by those who believe in the

- paradoxes and ironies of literature) runs throughout the

film. But there is much more to Kisapmata than purely
literary values. There is, for instance, the strong de Leon
visual style. One haunting shot shows Santos in close-
up, framed by barbed wire. The meaning is clear: she is
being held prisoner by her own father.

Like any other Mike de Leon film, this one is only for
those who want to think while watching films. The in-
sensitive viewer may not even catch the incest theme.
The typical local film fan, in fact, may fall asleep because
of the unvarying pace of the film. But the moviegoer who
can tell a good film from a bad one will not miss anything
in the film. He will, in fact, hail Mike de Leon as the best
craftsman among our directors. The sensitive moviegoer
will come out of the moviehouse saying to himself that
this is how films should be made. (PARADE, December

26, 1986-January 1, 1982, p. 34.)
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“held. (ASIAWEEK, February 26,1982, p. 6.)

Mike de Leon

When Kisapmata won ten of the fourteen awards give
at the 1981 Metro-Manila Film Festival last Decembe
nobody was surprised. Enigmatic Filipino director Mik
de Leon makes relatively few movies—in a countn
where a film is usually finished in two months—bu
Kisapmata swept awards for both technical and actin
competence.

The screenplay, built round a short story by Nationa
Artist Nick Joaquin, is based on an actual incident. It is|
character study of a retired policeman (Vic Silayan
whose incestuous relationship with his daughter (Char
Santos) drives him to kill his son-in-law (Jay llagan), hi
wife (Charito Solis) and himself. While feeling in the fi
was obviously intense, however, the sensitivities 5'
those involved in the incident were ignored: as an unfor
tunate sequel, the real policeman’s wife, who in fact sug
vived the gruesome ordeal, tried unsuccessfully to p
vent the show’s screening. She could have gained littls
solace from the high esteem in which the film is now
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Mike de Leon’s fifth film is actually entitled AKO,
short for Alpha Kappa Omega, but everybody knows it
by its original title Batch "81. The film was finished sev-
eral months ago. In fact, it was premiered March, 1982, at
Greenhills Theater by the Experimental Cinema of the
Philippines. Producer Marichu Maceda could have re-
leased the film earlier, but she chose instead to watch
how the new Board of Review would handle similarly
explosive material.

As aresult, Batch ‘81, except for the privileged few who
managed to catch the premiere showing and the even
fewer who were invited to several small previews, has
been seen primarily by foreign audiences. At Cannes,
the film got good reviews, thus acquiring an interna-
tional reputation before it gets a national one. Following
the grand tradition spelled out by Jesus at Nazareth, the
prophetic Batch ‘81 is honored everywhere else except in
its own country.

Simply put, Batch ‘81 is one of the greatest Filipino
films ever made. When compared to such heavies as El
Fulibusterismo, Jaguar, Manila by Night, and Salome, Mike
de Leon'’s latest is easily the best. Batch ‘81 is also clearly
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de Leon’s best, and that's saying a lot, since Itim and
Kisapmata tower above most other Filipino films. "

As in any de Leon film, the technical credits a g
superior. Cesar Hernando’s production design, for
example, accurately and creatively evokes the atmos-
phere that makes monsters of ordinary students. Rod y
Lacap’s cinematography makes full use of the produc-
tion design in order to create a visual ballet or—to use
another art form—a moving painting. Jess Navarro"
editing is excellent, consistently supporting the direc-
tional design of the film. 1

Although acting is not usually a strong point in de
Leon’s films (with the notable exception of the perfor-:
mances in Kisapmata), the acting in Batch ‘81 leaves little’
to be desired. The performances are even more astonish-
ing if one remembers that most of the cast are neophytes
in front of the camera; even the veteran performers do
not have too many films behind them. Clearly the most'
outstanding is Ricky Sandico, but not far behind are
Mark Gil, Noel Trinidad, Mike Arvisu, and Jimmy Javier..
No one acts poorly; it is simply that Sandico is extraordi-
nary. 1
A gross generalization about Philippine cinema
would describe de Leon as a director concerned wit
form at the expense of meaning (in the same way that
Lino Brocka emphasizes meaning at the expense of i
form), but Batch ‘81 proves that de Leon can concentrate
on meaning as well. What makes the film classic, in fact,
is its use of the technical virtuosity displayed by de Leon
to convey political, social, and philosophical meaning. 7

The political meaning is clear enough for those who try
to see beyond the fraternity setting. De Leon is saying
that our country is run like a fraternity, with blind obedi-
ence being the primary rule. In an explicit torture se-
quence, de Leon places his neophytes on an electric chair. |
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There, they are asked a political question. According to
their answers, they are either subjected to electric shock
- or not. This sequence is inspired by a famous experiment
' at Yale University by researcher Stanley Milgrams. The
- experiment proved, among other things, that all human
- beings are capable of inflicting the most brutal pain on
' their fellow human beings, in the interest either of con-
' formity (not rocking the boat) or of science.

The social meaning is also clear, even within the frater-
- nity setting. Men will do anything to achieve peer accep-
. tance, If society says they should withstand hazing, they
. will. If society says they should haze, they will. Almost
| like the naturalist plays of the last century, Batch ‘81 por-
trays man as a product of his environment, rather than of
. his own beliefs. In a school where being a “brother” is
having friends, even teachers, married men and intelli-
gent students will willingly allow themselves to be
beaten up, humiliated, and degraded.

The philosophical meaning, finally, is also clear. Life is
not the supreme value. Belonging is. The neophytes face
death for one another. In an unforgettable climactic
sequence, the neophytes face a rival fraternity in a battle
to the death. The violence, in the hands of de Leon, turns
into a ballet rather than an orgy. The facing of death for
the sake of friendship becomes heroic rather than stupid.
Beauty, says the film, can be found even in the ugly, if the
ugly is created in the name of friendship. ;

The physical and psychological violence pervading
' the film may turn off some squeamish viewers, but it is
precisely the squeamish who should stare at the screen
. as bodies are electrocuted or decapitated. The violence in
the film is meant simply to make us realize that, in the
real world all around us is violence existing for the sake
of violence. The film is a mirror in which we can see our
| true selves.
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Those interested in how writer Clodualdo del Mund?
Jr. sees the film may want to read his book Writing fot
Film (Communication Foundation for Asia, 1981) where
he uses Batch ‘81 several times as example. But it is n
necessary to read anything to understand what the film
is trying to say. All one has to do is to open one’s eyes.
That, Marichu Maceda and Mike de Leon know fully
well, is the hardest thing to do in today’s violent society.
(PHILIPPINE PANORAMA, November 14, 1982, p. 50.)
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Mike de Leon’s allegorical treatment of today’s soc-
iety as Nazi and Fascist. Noel Trinidad and Mark
Gil in AKO Batch "81.
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Mike de Leon’s AKO Batch '81 (1982) is one of the most
violent Philippine movies ever made, and how our con-
servative censors will ever let it be shown commercially
is a great mystery. Definitely not for the weak-hearted,
this film is a violent movie about violence itself. Almost
everything you can think of that you do not want your
children to see is in this film, and after you see the film,
you will wish that your children had also seen it. Except
for an extremely short sequence involving Chanda
Romero, there is no sex in this film. There is also hardly
any character analysis, complex plotting or deep argu-
ment; there is only, from alpha (the beginning) to omega
(the end), violence.

This is Mike de Leon’s best work so far. He elicits out-
standing performances from his young actors, especially
Mark Gil, Noel Trinidad, Mike Arvisu (as the rival frater-
nity member), Jimmy Javier and—best of all—Ricky San-
dico. He unifies the excellent work by his technical
people, notably production designer Cesar Hernando,
editor Jess Navarro, and cinematographer Rody Lacap.
The screenplay, which he wrote with favorite col-
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laborators Clodualdo del Mundo, Jr., and Raquel Villa-
vicencio, organically offers a shocking view of what hap-
pens to young men when their minds are captured by ir-
rational campus organizations. Like his previous films
this de Leon masterpiece is technically polished, but uns
like his previous work, this one goes beyond technique
and into meaning. In other words, this film says some=
thing extremely significant. i

What this film says is simply this: our society is violent
and we are responsible for it. That sounds like a far
from the fraternity setting of the story, but in fact, the
film merely uses the fraternity context to talk about our
entire society. Again and again in the film, the outside
world is brought into the tiny room in which th
neophytes are being tortured. In explicit and extended’
monologues, for instance, the neophytes talk about their’
lives outside. In a revenge sequence, professor Trinidad
gets back at one of the masters by humiliating him in
class. In the fraternity rumble, de Leon carefully omits
any mention of law-and-order authorities, in order to
imply that the police are absolutely powerless to stop
murders. In a scene with the mother of one dead’
neophyte, the statement is made that the batchmates |
have lied successfully to the police. In other words, de |
Leon is saying that all the violence (including murder) |
happens without anybody doing anything about it. §

De Leon attacks everybody in this film — doctors who
sadistically inflict pain on their patients, teachers (rep-
resented by Nanette Inventor) who intellectually torture -
their students, nuns who close their eyes to what is hap-
pening in the world (in an excellent subtle sequence, two #
nuns walk nonchalantly on the street where the almost-
nude neophytes are streaking), artists who merely copy
foreign models (represented by a marvelous spoof of a |
scene from Cabaret). Even political authorities are placed #

\
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. on the stand, in a sequence in whi<h the masters ask the

neophytes whether martiallaw really helped the country
or not.

Nevertheless, the film is not perfect. One glaring error
involves a videotape camera which zooms in by itself
(through some miracle) on Romero having sex on a sofa.
Another error involves a lack of knowledge of real frater-
nities. When the rumble occurs, a lot more full-fledged
members of the fraternity should have joined, since two
of their brothers (the masters, not the neophytes) are in-
volved. The most important error, however, involves
characterization: we are never shown why Gil is so set on
joining the fraternity, why Trinidad—already married
and a professor—allows himself to be subjected to such
immature goings-on, why Sandico agrees to fool his
batchmates in the electric chair sequence (it is not
enough to merely say that he is forced, because he has al-
ready been shown to be hesitant).

This film is going to Cannes to join the Directors’
Fortnight. It should, instead, be competing. 1 daresay
that, if it were competing, it would win, at the very least,.
a special jury prize. (PARADE, April 2, 1982.)
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jareer. Ostensibly the story of seven men who join a col-
ege fraternity (the Alpha Kappa Omega), the film turns
put to be an orgy of physical, psychological and social
violence, complete with torture scenes. Probably the
most violent Philippine film ever, Batch ‘81 makes a clear
gtatement: Filipinos have only themselves to blame for
the insane violence of their society. In a take-off of Stan-
ley Milgram’s famous Yale experiment on obedience,
one sequence shows a neophyte strapped to a chair and
' subjected to an electric shock every time he fails to ans-
‘wer the question, “Did martial law help the country?”
The implication is unmistakable: martial law rendered
i Filipinos insensible.
. Excellent technical work by cinematographer Lacap,
production designer Cesar Hernando and editor Jess
Navarro support the provocative screenplay by
' Clodualdo del Mundo Jr., Raquel Villavicencio and de
' Leon. An entry in the Directors’ Fortnight at Cannes,
Batch ‘81 should confirm de Leon’s stature as Lino
Brocka’s archrival for international fame. (ASIAWEEK,
 June 4, 1982, p. 48.)

Mike de Leon’s latest film Alpha Kappa Omega Batch
'81 (1982), proves once and for all that there is no separ:
tion of art and state in the Philippines. Producer Marichu
Maceda waited a year for a chance to exhibit the film,
fearing—rightly—that its scenes of violence and explicit
attacks on martial law would not be appreciated by the
censors. She felt that even her position as director-
general of the country’s Film Fund (a state-sponsored
film financing agency), an appointment made by Imelda
Marcos herself, would not help. The movie seemed
doomed: newly-installed chief censor Maria Kalaw
Katigbak sent strong reminders that the film would have
to pass her board before any public screening, and, since’
two fairly harmless local films had recently been banned%f
there seemed to be little hope. But to the rescue came
President Marcos’s daughter Imee, not long ago given
the stewardship of the state’s Experimental Cinema of
the Philippines; defying the law; she held a premiere of
Batch 81 at a plushy suburban theatre. A

Those lucky enough to squeeze into the jampacked’
screening-hall were treated to the best film in de Leon’s
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Gabun (1979) is only Maryo de los Reyes’ second fil
but he has already surpassed the achievements of class',‘

directors such as Lamberto Avellana and modern

ters such as Robert Arevalo. Younger than Lino Broc ;
and Ishmael Bernal, de los Reyes has earned a spot b

side the young geniuses of the local movie industry.

De los Reyes gets a lot of help from his material. Gabun
is based on a one-act play by Tony Perez, the Dulaang
Sibol product best known for Hoy, Boyet (1968) and Anak
ng Araw (1970). Set inside a church, the play Gabun (1969)
has only two characters, Adrian and Jaime, two sixteen-
year-old boys born of the same father but of different
mothers. Adrian has come to tell Jaime that their father

has just died.

In the film Gabun, the play is retained as the climacti
sequence. The rest of the film is devoted to exploring the!

b

character of the father (Eddie Rodriguez). By showing
the events leading up to the church scene, the film does
the play a great service. Because it is only one-act, the
play has sketchy characterization and occasional cont-

rived plotting. The film makes the story logical, believa 3
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ble, and complex.

Screenwriter Tom Adrales deserves praise for his de-

. velopment of the motivations behind the play. Similarly,

the other production staff members of the film have to be
| congratulated for inspired work. In particular, whoever
. edited the sound should receive a major award. No re-
. cent local film even comes close to the masterful blend of

musical score, echoes, sound effects, and voices that

. Gabun exhibits.

The major credit for the film, however, must go to de

. los Reyes. His direction of the actors, for example, is al-
. most miraculous. Charito Solis gives a performance even
more impressive than her Catholic Award-winning ac-

complishment in Lino Brocka’s Ina, Kapatid, Anak (1979).
Liza Lorena redeems herself for her forgettable perfor-

. mance in Manuel Cinco’s Huwag (1979). Even Eddie
| Rodriguez, who has played the role of the man in the love
. triangle ten thousand times, manages to contribute an

adequate (though still not extraordinary) characteriza-

. tion.

Even Amy Austria, in a minor role, displays a form

| which should land her a nomination for an award as best

supporting actress. Laurice Guillen, appearing very
briefly as a friend of Solis, proves the adage that there are

. no small roles, only small actors.

Only Lloyd Samartino and Michael Sandico fail to
cope with the complexity of their roles. Who else in the
local movie industry at this moment, however, can tackle
such difficult, mature roles? Samartino and Sandico are,
unfortunately, the best that we have right now.

De los Reyes manages to draw from his actors and ac-

. tresses restrained, sustained, and meaningful perfor-
| mances. Never in the film, for example, do the actors

scream. The film never descends to the level of otherlocal

| movies, where speeches usually become screeches and
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confrontations quickly degenerate into contortions.
In the most tense confrontation sequence in Gabun, fo
instance, when Solis and Samartino come face to fag
with Rodriguez, Lorena, and Sandico, de los Reyes keep
the scene wordless. Solis simply walks away from thg
scene. Even in the car, she keeps a poker face. Thus, at thi
hotel later, the inevitable emotional outburst, delaye
but still strong, becomes much more effective and, in
fact, more realistic. E
De los Reyes” use of the mirror motif is also very effee
tive. In an old locket, the photographs of the two boy
face each other. In Austria’s apartment, the camerg
shoots part of the scene through the mirror; she is, ol
course, the kind of person Samartino would have been i
his father had not been a good father. The suicide sce
is motivated visually by the sight of a broken mirror. The
father finally sees himself and, with the very instrument
of seeing, kills himself.
Not that the film is flawless. The most glaring fault.is
the old woman who appears at every encounter of the
two boys as an obvious omen of tragedy. Aside from thé
inappropriate comic effect of her change of dress at the
end, the woman is of no use to the film and, in fact, is 2

" positive nuisance. The film is realistic, not symbolic. The
father’s conflict is psychological, not supernatural. The
woman is perhaps the only clue in the film that de log
Reyes is still young. Like many young men (and 'ex:
seminarians like himself), he is fascinated by the idea of
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: grievous sin by having two wives, but he is portrayed as

the best of fathers (and husbands) to his families. Is the
| situation moral? At the end, the viewer has the same feel-
| ing he has after reading a classic such as Mark Twain’s
- The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn: there is something
- wrong with a society which condemns a man for follow-
ing his conscience. (TV TIMES, August 26- September 1,
1979, p.6.)

like Solis and Lorena know that tragedies are broug .
about only by man himself. : 4

Left unanswered by the film are the religious questiof
raised by the subliminal background sounds of the Mas
and by the religious statues that Perez makes much of
the original play. The father is supposedly committing

Character against set in Maryo de los Reyes’
Gabun. Notice how the shot visually pits youth
against tradition.
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Maryo de los Reyes was good in High School Circa '65
(1979), and great in Gabun (1979). But he cannot compen=
sate for the inferior material in Annie Batungbakal (1979).
He tries—and his handling of the dance sequences
proves that he has a fine directorial sense. He even mans
ages to incorporate the best animation sequences ever
done in local movies. )

But Nora Aunor can’t dance, Lloyd Samartino can".'
sing, Jake Tordesillas can’t write (although he did write
High School Circa '65), Chichay isn’t funny, and Nida
Blanca isn’t pathetic. Not even de los Reyes can save th
film. He does well in not allowing Alma Moreno. and
Rudy Fernandez and all the guest stars to save the film
either. Only Aunor can save the film, and she doesn

Maryo de los Reyes
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(TV Times, October 7-13, 1979, p. 9.)

De los Reyes motivating Nora Aunor and Geleen
- Eugenio on the set of Bongga Ka, Day. :

Maryo de los Reyes’s Disco Madhouse (1980) is admit-
tedly a failure, but it is an important failure. It is the first
box-office flop of Maryo de los Reyes; it is also his most
resounding critical flop (worse than Annie Batungbakal
and way below his masterly High School, Circa ‘65 in
quality). The film has many positive aspects. It is the first
Filipino film, for example, to attempt to do away with
plot. Tony Perez contributes a story which is based on a
single visual conceit: Mr. Azul (Junior), who loves the
color blue, is looking for the bluebird of happiness. The
film could have been a stunning visual exprience.

But the joke wears thin early in the film. Mr. Azul is a
blue baby. His office is filled with blue things (a blue
ledger, a blue-and-white jar, other blue decor). When he
goes bold and shows off his physique, he wears a blue
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string brief. At the end of the tilm, he finds his blueb'f
Charo Santos, wearing blue, in a blue mood, announg
that her name is Maya.

There are some brilliant touches in the film (one e
pects only brilliance from de los Reyes). Each employe
in Azul’s office, for instance, has an oversized placas
above her head, saying such things as “Clerical Staff
Lirio Vital comes out briefly as a prim and proper boo
worm whose heart is filled with lust. Because she is th
Maria Clara type, she comes out for her bold scene wear
ing an old-fashioned camison. The slapstick sequence é
the end, showing Lorna Tolentino, Rio Locsin, ani
Myrna Velasco taking turns breaking bottles ove
Junior’s head, is excellent: de los Reyes has a good sens
of comic pacing.

Unfortunately, the brilliant touches are only touches
The film as a whole fails because of a failure of ne
Perez and de los Reyes should have gone all out to do|
Monty Python type of film: no plot, ludicrous situa
tions, visual gags, pure fun. Tolentino and Locsin show
some comic talent in this film; Myrna Velasco, of th
three female leads, is the most delightful. Junior is cor
pletely miscast; someone should whisper in his ear th a
he cannot act, sing, speak, or dance. Disco Madhouse
significant failure because it shows how a brillia d
screenwriter and a brilliant director can produce a terri:
ble movie (it’s like two geniuses producing a retardec
child). Who is to blame? Perhaps LEA Productions
which reportedly did not sympathize with de los Reyes!
objectives. Perhaps the bluebird of happiness, which is:
totally foreign myth with no local meaning. Perhaps the
whole local movie industry, which insists on doing dis
movies and does not realize that, by so insisting, it
turned into a giant madhouse. (TV TIMES, May 18-24,
1980, p.9.) | ’ -
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Maryo de los Reyes’ Schoolgirls (1982) could have been
a really entertaining movie. Hints of this occur in the
sequences involving Maricel Soriano and Joel Alano. In
tongue-in-check style, the two play out a most uncon-
ventional courtship. Unfortunately, the rest of the movie
fails to match the energy of Soriano and Alano.

Something happens to actors and actresses when
Maryo de los Reyes directs: they rise above themselves.
Edu Manzano’s performance in this film is a good
example. Here, he competently portrays the baduy col-
lege professor falling for someone much younger, but
more sophisticated than him. This is Manzano’s best
performance so far in his short film career. .

Similarly, Anita Linda has always excelled in dramatic
roles, but in this film, she shows herself excellent also in
a tragicomic role. As the alcoholic nightclub owner, sl‘te
conveys the sense of futility that faces aging women in
the big city.
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Soriano displays here the kind of tomboyish feminity
that is now her hallmark. But Joel Alano clearly outshines
everybody in the film, with a performance much better
than those in his earlier films. Completely matching
Soriano line for line and action for action (and that’s a tall
order for any young man), Alano ably portrays the youn:
man with mixed feelings towards a girl who does not be-'
have like a girl. 3

The acting achievements of these young people, how~
ever, are ruined by so many other elements of the film.!
One can’t believe, for instance, that a folkhouse as pres-
tigious as My Father’s Moustache will hire someone
who sings as badly as Edgar Mande. The production de-
+sign is a big letdown from de los Reyes’ previous films'
(where production design normally is a strong element).
Here, one cannot understand how Dina Bonnevie can
have such an intellectual-looking room (when her
mother is a nightclub owner and she herself spends more
time with boys than with books), how Manzano can
have such an expensive pad (even the most exclusive
schools do not pay their teachers that much), how
Soriano can live in such a rich house (when her behavmr,?
as well as the behavior of her sister and her mother,f
smacks of lower middle class), how in the first place all’
three well-to-do girls are enrolled in an obviously lower |
income university.

Even without mentioning the bad dubbing, the bad
sound, the wrong pace of editing, and such other tech-
nicalities, we can see that the film leaves much to be
desired. The screenplay, for instance, features the wrong
level of language; it uses swardspeak where it should be
using colegiala English (there is a very big difference!).
The story is patently ridiculous, with the girls getting |
into the most incredible situations (who can believe, for |
instance, that a college girl, after having been rapéd by a’
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college professor, is simply going to forget the inci-
dent?). The ending is the worst in de los Reyes’ movie,
with a completely unmotivated and unconvincing at-
tempt by Maya Valdes to patch up everyone’s life.
(PARADE, July 7, 1982, p. 39.)

Dé los Reyes, screenwriter Tom Adrales, and ac-
tress Liza Lorena collaborating on a film.

- Gabun—one product of such a collaboration.
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Similarly, the dialogue ranges from the brilliant (be-
cause subtle) to the unacceptable (because redundant).
Here’s an example of something this film has in common
with other local films: after Alfie Anido says “I left Joanne
for you,” he immediately says “Iniwan ko si Joanne para sa
iyo.” This is what is called INSTANT TRANSLATION.
Fortunately, instant translation is kept to a minimum in
this film. (PARADE, September 1, 1982, p. 35.)

Despite the cuts by the censors, Maryo de los Reyes:
Diosa (1982) remains entertaining, primarily because of
its erotic, as well as its mythological, content. The filmi
moves on at a generally fast pace. The sex sequencesy
having been cut, leave the viewer hanging, but the gen-
eral idea is kept: Lorna Tolentino as the Diosa is the mys-
terious combination of sex and violence.

Definitely a serious film, this achievement by Maryo
de los Reyes clearly proves that he can certainly produce
provocative pieces when he wants to. The subject matter:
is well worth exploring. The plot, despite its relative com
plexity for alocal film, is easy to follow. Even the acting of!
Tolentino and Lloyd Samartino is appropriate and
adequate. :

The problem with the film is mainly technical. Th
editing, for one, is erratic. The cuts from one identity to!
another of Tolentino in the forest are well done, but the

- lack of point-of-view shots in earlier sequences (for}
example, when Tolentino disappears in front of Samar-
tino’s eyes, we do not get a shot of the empty rock at the }
waterfall) is annoying. :

B Charito Solis—actress par excellence.
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be alternately silent, juvenile, oppressed, and angry,
gives one of her best performances (almost better than
the award-winning one she gave in Jaguar). By using
minimal face movements, she projects the sense of
helplessness that defines the character she plays. Instead

LEE, ABAYA. GUILLEN

of evoking in the viewer mere sympathy, Austria is able
to evoke the classic emotions of pity and fear. She acts
not only oppressed, but tragic.

Similarly, Gina Alajar as the sex-obsessed Cynthia is
not only credible, but brilliant. Without overstepping
her part as a supporting actress (as she has already had,
let us not forget, her own picture), Alajar succeeds in
creating Monica’s opposite. The result is a kind of en-
semble playing currently found only in theater.

Just as brilliant is the screenplay of Ricky Lee, which
revolves around the theme of brutalization. Monica is
brutalized by Tato (Jay llagan), who rapes her physically
both before and after their wedding. But just as
brutalized is Clara (Charo Santos), who is “raped” intel-
lectually by her imported feminist ideas. Because her

feminism is not rooted in sincerity (her clothes are any-

! ; UESE  thing but feminist), Clara has to admit at the end of the
first mention the most obvious success of the film—its

| « : s film that she has used everyone around her, in the same
cinematography. Manolo Abaya. photogra'phs the fi '8 evil way that men use everything around them.
with both sensitivity and technical expertise. Take, for S i . ;
: R : . o8 Also brutalized is the minor character Jake (Johnny
example, the sequence in which Monica (Amy Austria : # .
; : s Delgado), who is emasculated by Clara (“Don’t make me a
dances with a single male partner. The camera caresses woman,” he tells Clara before he leaves her). Perhaps
: : g ; ith her. Thel ) "
S vl R, sinost Seeling ih g most brutalized of all is the villain Tato, whose existence
as a rapist and a drug addict is a symbol of human degra-
- dation. Tato’s brutalization is pure: he is not torn by
- guilt or any other recognizable human quality. The shots
- reinforce Tato’s perversion: Ilagan is usually shown dis-
. torted, through a low-angle close shot. One sequence is
- excellent in summing up Tato’s character, as well as the

Much has been made of the fact that Marilou Diaz|
Abaya is a woman, but one should remember that, al-
though as a person she is a woman first before she is a di-
rector, as a film artist she is a director first before she is a
woman. To praise her Brutal (1980) on the sole basis tha‘
it is a woman'’s film is to be guilty of the basest form o -
male chauvinism. Brutal is a good film; it is only inciden-
tally a woman'’s film. .

What is so good about Brutal? One cannot help but'

i

himself) on which the camera is placed allows the
cinematographer to achieve artistic rapport with the ac-'
tress. The camera, without calling attention to itself, rein-
forces the acting; that is a true sign of a cinematic artist.

336



that the film raises. For the film is, in reality, a woman's’

being brutalized by present-day society? Cynthia is

" about marriage itself and suggests that, in all marriages,
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film’s theme: Tato beats a drum exactly as an ape woul
stomp on the ground.

There is, best of all, the direction, whose bnlhanc
explodes in such motifs as the corner shot (in two sepa-
rate sequences, Jake and Monica are seen in long shots
sitting in corners of rooms), which translates in cmema’
tic terms the linguistic idiom “being pushed into a
corner.” In terms of plotting, the challenge of the
screenplay lies in the flashbacks (which are so compli |
cated there is even a crucial flashback within a crucial
flashback). Abaya meets the challenge not by resorting to the
tried-and-true out-of-focus method, but by mixing sound’
signals, superimpositions, and simple trust in the
viewer’s intelligence. ]

The flashback technique, it is true, is now old-
fashioned; Brutal may conceivably be better with a
stralghtforward narrative method. But the flashbacks do'
give the viewer a certain mystery to savor. More im-
portant, by forcing the viewer to share Clara’s point of
view, the film evokes in the viewer Clara’s sense of}
helplessness In a sense, the film may be said to be the’
viewer’s own attempt to escape his own brutalization.

The best thing about the film is that, after the technical:
expertise has dazzled the viewer and the story has kept
him glued to his seat, there still remains the questio
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50 is the marrnage of Monica’s mother (Perla Bautista),
who accepts the superior status of men with blind faith.
' Monica’s mother articulates the belief, unfortunately
shared by many Filipinas, that a wife should obey all her
husband’s whims. In the climactic court sequence, the

' futility of the love of Monica’s mother is revealed for all
to see.

| The relationship of Clara and Jake, however, is just as
| oppressive, because Jake—despite his liberated views—
- does not get from Clara the love he seeks. Neither does
Clara get from Jake the support she needs; the excellent
short sequence with Jake watching television while
Clara talks about her writing portrays this. Jake is mar-
| ried, in fact; at the end, Clara appears actually hoping to
get married (which, of course, is impossible). Since
‘neither Jake nor Clara actually becomes happy in their re-
lationship, the live-in arrangement is also oppressive.
Brutal then, raises a valid question; can wives (and lov-
ers) ever be truly liberated? Brutal is, in this sense, a
woman's film, for only women—understandably—are
. urgently interested in this question. Like any other good
film, this film by Abaya does not answer questions, but
only points to the solution: when persons are accepted
for what they are (symbolized beautifully by Monica
reaching out to Cynthia at the end of the film), brutaliza-
tion may finally be overcome. (TV TIMES, December 28 -

film. It asks the basic question about women: are women: January 3, 1981, p. 22.)

clearly a victim of physical abuse. Clara is a victim of cul-_
tural colonialism. But the film goes beyond the indi-
vidual problems of the individual characters. Brutal talks

not just in that of Tato and Monica, the woman lS
brutalized.
The marriage of Monica is obviously oppressive, but «';



A

A

340 Lee, Abaya, Guillen

In this period in Philippine cinema history when ev:
erything seems so bleak, one piece of good news stand
out. For the first time ever, a book of screenplays writter
by a Filipino has been published. This is Ricardo Lee
Salome/Brutal (1981), a dual volume featuring stills fromy
as well as the screenplays of, the much-awarded Bruta
and the much-heralded Salome. '

If only because it is a first, this book makes up for all
the disappointments of the last few months. In fack
when placed in the context of the recent teenage flurries
over idols William Martinez and Gabby Concepcion
(flurries which did not help establish them as box-office
draws), the fact that a serious book of screenplays hat
come out must be a minor miracle. Philippine film i
now floundering in the wake of Lily Monteverde’s five
straight box-office flops, the breakdown of a producer’s
gentleman’s agreement to limit the size of advertise-
ments, the uncertainty brought about by a tougher Board
of Censors facing possible extinction at the hands of the
First Lady, the unionization of at least one of the guilds
in the newly-born Film Academy, the relative chaos o
movie magazines proliferating at the rate of a new one
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‘ every week or so, the precipitous drop in quality of mo-

tion pictures in the last half year. Yet, despite all that, a
solid book by one of the very few serious scriptwriters in
the industry has come out. That is a miracle.

Since Salome as of this writing has not yet been re-
leased, let me study only the screenplay of Brutal right
now. There are a number of surprises in store for the
careful reader and viewer. One aof them is glaring: the
lead character in the script is Clara (played by Charo San-
tos) and not Monica (played by Amy Austria).

It is Clara who develops in the course of the story. She
starts out thinking that she is a liberated woman, living
with amarried man who has left his wife, entering a field
women do not always enter (police reporting), eager to
champion the cause of Monica—a person she feels has
been oppressed because of her womanhood. As the
script develops, however, Clara soon realizes that she is
actually a sham liberated woman, since her relationship
with her lover is exploitative, her skills as an investigative
reporter are not adequate, and her motivations for pur-
suing Monica’s case are suspect.

With Jake (played by Johnny Delgado), for example,
Clara is shown as being passionless. In a sequence hand-
led differently by director Marilou Diaz Abaya, Clara
keeps talking in the middle of having sex with Jake, (In
the film, Santos and Delgado talk sitting up in bed.) Lee’s
point is clear: Clara cannot step out of herself in her re-
lationship with Jake. In the party sequence, in a part
omitted by Abaya from the film, a transvestite tells Clara
that she looks like a woman. Again, the line drives home
Clara’s lack of femininity.

When she goes deeper into the case of Monica, how-
ever, Clara realizes her own selfish motives for being lib-
erated. Being liberated gives her some kind of identity in
place of the genuine one she lacks. Jake articulates the

7’
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screenwriter’s point of view. “That's true, Clara,” says'
Jake. “Hindi ka naman talaga interesado sa relationship
natin. Nang maipakita mo sa ibang meron kang liberated re-
lationship. Maski sa trabaho mo. Hindi ka naman talaga in-}
teresado kay Monica. Gusto mo lang makapagsalita siya,
dahil gusto mong makuha ang 'storya niya. Ginagamit mo |
lang siya. Ginagamit mo lang kami. Lahat kami para sa'yo ay |
mga kasong puwedeng maisulat. Hindi ako magtataka kung |
balang araw ay magsulat ka rin tungkol sa pagsasama |
natin.” The point is again clear: Clara is using other
people to achieve some kind of image as a liberated per- |
son.

Soon, Clara herself realizes how selfish she has be-
come. In a crucial scene (not emphasized in the film),
Clara confesses to Monica, who is still silent, that she has
ben extremely selfish. Clara confides that she has been
using Monica to further her own ends. ]

. The character, development of Clara is clear from the |
screenplay. In the film, however, it is Monica’s character
which becomes the focus. In fact, Monica’s character is
the weakest element of the film. Questions have already
been raised about the film, such as the relevance of the
ballet sequences, the over-emphasis on the supporting |
character Cynthia (played by Gina Alajar) to the point
where she becomes a lead actress, the inconsistency of |
the point of view (presumably Clara’s), and the lack of |
proper psychological study of Monica’s motivations.
None of these objections can be raised against the °
screenplay, since the screenplay is not about Monica, but
about Clara. :

Lee’s screenplay is about Clara, while Abaya’s film is
about Monica. Even if—as the Manunuri see the film—
Abaya’s film is about the four women (Clara, Cynthia, |
Monica and Aling Charing), itis stillnot at all the same as
the screenplay, which clearly makes Clara not only the
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point of view, but the central character of the story.

I am not saying that the screenplay is better than the
film. In his speech at the book launching on July 24, 1981,
in fact, Lee insisted that the screenplay should not be
compared with the film. But screenplays are always
compared with films, especially when—as in this case—
both screenplay and film are excellent. Using Jesse Ejer-
cito’s analogy of the screenplay as the architectural
blueprint for a movie, we can say that one should not
judge a building by its design, but by whether it stands
the test of time. Similarly, Brutal the movie should not be
judged by Brutal the screenplay. But the movie becomes
more understandable when the screenplay is read;
strangely enough not because they are the same, but be-
cause they are different. (TV TIMES, August 2-8, 1981,
p.6.)

Lorna Tolentino and Michael Sandico in a non-
exploitative scene in Moral.
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thematic, not personal nor ideological. He explores the
relationship between woman and society; he places
women in situations which call for them to assert their
womanhood while, at the same time, acquiescing to the
demands society imposes on them.

Salome in Salome, for example, is cursed, as far as soci-
ety is concerned. She is a nymphomaniac of sorts; at the

That is how the “Greek chorus” of Aling Tale, Aling
Salud, and Aling Basyon sees her. Even the young Boboy
perceives Salome as a temptress, mixing her up with the
mermaids who are said to inhabit the sea. Society, in
other words, has only one name for a woman who obeys
the demands of her body—the unprintable name of
prostitute.

In herself, however, Salome is no prostitute. Lee con-
structs a deliberately ambiguous character who first lies
about Jimmy attempting to rape her (thus implying that
she is a woman ready to kill for her honor), then just as
facilely reveals that she has had an affair with Jimmy.
The fact that she does not reveal everything, however,
shows how complex her character is, far too complex for
Filipino society, which wants its women pure and sim-
ple.

Lee’s thematic concern about the role of women, in
Philippine society is even more obvious in Brutal. Here,
the main character Clara is a journalist trying very hard
- to appear liberated. She is liberated, but not in the sense
that American feminists are. She follows the rules of libe-
ration much too'literally: she cooks only on Tuesdays,
Thursdays, Saturdays, and Sundays; she pays half the
apartment rent; she takes offense when a transvestite
- kids her about her clothes. In other words, she concerns
herself too much with the external qualities of the liber-
- ated woman, without thinking first of the internal es-

Filipino screenplays have been published before (just, |
recently Ishmael Bernal’s Manila by Night and Clodualdo "
del Mundo Jr."s Maynila Sa Mga Kuko Ng Liwanag in The
Review), but this is the first time screenplays written by a
Filipino have ever been published in book form. If only
because it is a first of its kind, Ricardo Lee’s Salome/
Brutal (Cine Gang, 1981) is a signal event in the history of |
both Philippine cinema and Philippine literature.

But Lee’s volume is not valuable merely because it
antedates similar efforts by our other screenwriters. It is
valuable in a more significant sense: Lee is probably our |
best screenwriter and these are his best works. 4

It is as screenplays that the two texts in Lee’s volume |
should be first approached. Just like foreign screenplays |
which can stand on their own even in the absence of
their respected films, Lee’s screenplays deserve a close
reading as literary texts, even if their cinematic valuesg
are thus unjustly deemphasized. 1

Taken together, the two works reveal Lee’s primary
concern—the plight of women in Filipino society. Since |
he is neither a woman nor a feminist, Lee’s concern is

very least, she is a seducer who deliberately entraps men.
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sence of liberation. (In contrast, American feminists a -,.
pear very much like other women on the outside, but in-
side, where it counts, they are obsessed with the idea of
women'’s rights and female philosophy and male
chauvinism.) In fact, ironically enough, it is Clara’s boy-
friend Jake who penetrates her facade: he correctly ars
gues that Clara is just using him to prove her being li of,
erated. He has become, in other words, an “object,”
something just as objectionable to true feminists as
“sex object.” :
Lee, however, does not let Clara become a model fot
women, because she is clearly a warped character. Lee :
cleverly contrasts the hypocritical Clara to the honest
Cynthia, who knows that she is using her body to sur-
vive. Similarly, Monica serves as a corrective to the
pseudo-intellectualizing Clara: Monica is all experienc
without the abstraction brought about by thinking. Even
Aling Charing as the typical Filipina wife (suffering si-
lently under the chauvinistic whip of her husband) has
something to teach Clara: false liberation is still much
better that true subservience. ?
What Lee does in both Salome and Brutal, then, is to
create different types of women. Although he does not
favor any single type, it is clear that Lee disdains th
structures that society has created to oppress women.
Whether women want to be long-suffering wives or out=
and-out prostitutes or adulterers or gossips, Leel
suggests that society should let them be. Let women be
what they want, not what men want.
It is interesting to note that the movie of Brutal uses.
Monica as the central character. In the screenplay, Clara
is clearly the central character, since she is not only the
point of view and the narrative consciousness, but also
the character who develops because of the plot. In ashort
speech he delivered at the book launching on July 24,8
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1981, Lee claimed that the screenplay as published is
neither his original script nor the filmscript (like pub-
lished foreign screenplays). Instead, the text is a third
thing altogether. In fact, the text is a different thing from
the film, at least as far as the central character is con-
cerned. [t may be even be different in terms of theme; the
film understandably focuses on the question of how one
woman (Monica) can be degraded by society, but the
screenplay focuses on how all women (as represented by
Clara) are forced by society into molds.

If the two texts show how concerned Lee is with the
plight of women, they also display two of his technic_al
contributions to Philippine screenwriting. The first is
the image of the mute actress. In Brutal, Monica is silent
for most of the scenes set in the present, because she is in
shock. In Salome, Salome is similarly silent at end of the
text, since she is, in Lee’s words, “mistula nang patay”
(dead to the world because she has killed the man who

- was her whole world).

The second is the flashback, which is Lee’s major for-
mal weapon in approaching his theme. In Brutal, after 14
sequences set in the present, Lee goes to along flashback
narrated by Cynthia (sequences 15 to 52). When he re-
turns to Clara’s story (sequences 53 to 66), he is back in
the present, but not for long. He returns to tht? past
through Monica’s story (sequences 68 and 69). The film, of
course, ends with Clara’s story (sequence 70) being re-
solved. (Note that only sequence 67 is really devoted to
Cynthia’s story.) :

The flashback is even more useful to Lee in Salome,
where the device carries much of the plot. After estab-
lishing the situation (sequences 1 and 2), for example,
Lee goes straight to his first flashback (sequences 3 to 10),
where Salome falsely claims that Jimmy tried to rape her.
After a short return to the present (sequences 11 to 19),
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‘Lee uses another flashback (sequences 20 to 31) to show
that Salome is really partly to blame. The murder has to '

go to court(sequences 32 to 39), but Lee soon returns to |
the past again in an isolated flashback (sequence 40).
After setting up Kario as his last narrator (sequences 41

to 57), Lee reveals through Kario the entire story in

flashback (sequences 58 to 75, with a brief return to the |
present in 69). The ending is obligatory (sequences 76 to |
79), but Lee improves on the ending of Brutal by includ- |
ing a symbolic, non-literal sequence (sequence 80) as his

final word.

In other words, Lee’s mind travels from present to past
in regular fashion. He is dealing, after all, not only with the
problem of women today, but the problem that has been
with us as long ago as we can remember. Even if Filipino :
women have more opportunities than their American *
feminist counterparts, they are still very much in need of
liberation. Lee’s liberational insight, however, is proba- |
bly correct: Filipino women should not see liberation
only in terms of equal rights, but in terms of being fully
and truly women. (OBSERVER, August 18, 1981, pp. 44-

45.)

Gina Alajar as Salome. (Photo by Ricardo Lee)
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Once again, a Filipino filmmaker has transcended the

technical, temporal, and financial constraints of the local
- motion picture industry and produced a classic. Salome
- (1981), only the third film of Laurice Guillen, is one of the

best Filipino films ever made.
Everything works in this film. There is, first of all, the

 excellent screenplay by Ricardo Lee (now available in

book form). Lee’s screenplay revolves around the notion

~ of truth. The theme of the screenplay is articulated by the
~ judge (Francisco Trinidad). “Sa batas ng tao at sa batas

ng Diyos,” he says, “laging isang malaking problema

- and pagtitiyak kung ano ang tutoo at ano ang hindi.”
- Truth, indeed, is always a problem, in this film as in real
 life.

The question is, simply put, does Gina Alajar kill

" Dennis Roldan to defend her honor or not? The film is
' structured around three different answers to that ques-
1 tion. The first answer is given by Alajar to the inves-
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tigator. The second is given again by Alajar, this time tg
the defense attorney (Carpi Asturias). The third—and
correct—answer is given by Johnny Delgado to the town
idiot (Bruno Punzalan). '

In the first answer or version, Alajar is portrayed as an
innocent barrio lass who becomes the victim of an at-

tempted rape. In the second version, Alajar falls for Rol-
dan. Their affair is discovered by Delgado, who vents hls
anger through raping Alajar. She kills Roldan only when
Roldan insists on continuing their relationship. In the
third version, Delgado forces Alajar to kill Roldan, as a’

kind of “punishment” for her unfaithfulness.

It is impossible here to study the details of the
screenplay, but one example should suffice to show how!
careful Lee is in his writing. In the first version, during}
the murder scene, Roldan says, while attacking Alajar,
“Pag natikman mo to’y siguradong hahanap-hanapin’
mo ako.” In other words, he assures her that she will like |
sex. In the second version, he says, “Hahanap-hanapin |
mo ang ginagawa natin.” He adds, “Gusto mo "to, di ba?”
The first line recalls the first version, with the important |
difference that now, the affair is full-blown, rather than 1
aborted. The second line looks forward to the third ver-
sion, where it is Alajar and not Roldan who says “Gusto -

mo ‘to?” (In the film, Alajar actually says “Gusto mo "to, di

ba?”—an improvement on Lee’s script.) The versions are,
thus, clearly differentiated from each other; on the other |

hand, they are clearly similar.

The screenplay is unquestionably first-rate. But so is
the direction. A careful comparison of the screenplay and
the film shows that Guillen follows practically every-
thing in the screenplay, but that is not what makes Guil- |
len good. If that were all she did, she would be no better |
than lesser directors who can follow a screenplay just as |
closely. Guillen adds a sensitivity that makes the film
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' less abstract than it appears from Lee’s screenplay. In-

stead of being merely a study of the several faces of truth,

. the film becomes a powerful portrait of an individual

who is repressed by her environment, both physical and
social.
In the film, Alajar is seldom photographed by herself in

- close-up. Instead, Guillen usually situates Alajar in the
. middle of forces which call for her destruction. An early

example of the way Guillen improves on the screenplay

. occursin the first version. At the beach, Bongchi Miraflor

has left. Alajar bids goodbye to the sitting Punzalan, the
town idiot. Roldan is in the far background. As the
camera remains focused on Punzalan, we see in the
background Roldan intercept Alajar. The meaning is

. clear: the idiot (here representing the narrow-minded

community) is ever-present, as Alajar, a small figure dis-

. appearing in the distance, is accosted by the man whose

size matches hers (or whose personality therefore com-

. pletes hers). In the screenplay, Lee thinks of the shot in
. completely different terms: he asks for “tatlong levels ng

direksiyon ng mga taong naglalakad,” an abstraction
that fits his screenplay but not Guillen’s interpretation.
In more conventional terms, direction is often praised
if the acting is good. Even in these terms, Guillen’s direc-
tion merits high praise. Only Roldan fails to hold the
screen with his presence (he is, after all, a neophyte
actor). Delgado gives a performance that surpasses even
his award-winning ones. His is a particularly difficult
role. He portrays a man too weak to fight his wife’s lover
face to face, who has to ask his wife to kill the lover for
him, a man perverse enough to watch his wife making
love to her lover, a man strong enough to haul his nym-
phomaniac wife from barrio to barrio, a man decisive
enough to kill her and himself in a grand final gesture.
A measure of Guillen's skill (as well as the talents of her
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several actors) is the way the smaller roles are performed 2
Armida Siguion-Reyna is the archetypal devil-woman, a
triumph in acting, since she is far from that in real life,
Punzalan steals the show with his bravura portrayal of
the idiot. Even Miraflor, though still exhibiting the un=
naturalness of child actors, is credible.

The plum role, of course, is Alajar, and Alajar could not
have done it any better. Alajar has been an excellent act=
ress for some time now, but in this film, she surpasses
even herself. Her role calls for three different interpreta-
tions (one for each version), but she is able to distipguis ;
her three selves very well, through her body movemen 'S
and her voice control. To Alajar, one can only say,
“Bravo.” :

The technical achievements of this film are numerous,
not the least of which is the choice of location (a function
of the production designer). The cinematography is sen=
sitive. The final shot of Alajar and Delgado being swal=
lowed by the waves—only Romeo Vitug could have don e
that. Congratulations, Laurice and Bancom and Armida
(who, despite all the controversies, is still the film’s mov=
ing force)! Let’s have a second classic at once! (TV TIMES 3
August 16-22, p. 35.)

(opposite) Sandy Andolong and Gina Alajar sharea
tragicomic moment in Moral. ]

Marilou Diaz-Abaya’s Moral (1982) is the story of four
women—a promiscuous drug addict (Lorna Tolentino)
who loves a student activist (Michael Sandico); an inept
singer (Gina Alajar) who sleeps her way to fame; a
lawyer (Sandy Andolong) who loves a homosexual hus-
band (Juan Rodrigo); and a teenaged bride (AnnaMarin)
who finds her personal ambitions frustrated by her male
chauvinist husband (Ronald Bregendahl)

The film tackies major feminist issues, such as the
right to work, abortion, the double standard in sexual
behavior, prostitution, the querida system, and mother-
hood.

Outstanding performances by Gina Alajar, Lorna To-
lentino, Michael Sandico, Mia Gutierrez, Dexter Doria,
Laurice Guillen, among others, make this film one of the

best films of 1982, (PANORAMA, December 26, 1982, p.
14.)
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So much praise has been heaped on Marilou Diaz-
Abaya’s Moral (1982) that the viewer unfamiliar with the
sociology of Philippine cinema might be misled into

thinking that it is the greatest Filipino film of all time.
Actually, Moral is very good, but it is not that good.

Let us take the good things about it first. It is clearly one ]
of the first Filipino films to take women seriously. Inbad
films before Moral, women are usually prostitutes, rape
victims, or martir housewives. In other words, they are |

hardly human beings. Even in good films before Moral,

women are usually crazy (as in Gerry de Leon’s Rizal
films), almost crazy (as in Salome), prostitutes with gol- ¢
den hearts (as in Jaguar and Aliw), killers (as in Brutal) or
unrealistic do-gooders (as in Bakit Bughaw ang Langit).
Rarely have women in Filipino films been real human

beings.

In Moral, the women speak, laugh, love, lust, and live
like real women we know. More precisely, they are very |
much like the women we turn out not to really know. |
Moral is advertised as woman'’s film made by a woman. |

That it is.
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The best moments in the film, therefore, involve
women. Lorna Tolentino’s distaste for children (since
she looks at the sexual act as absolutely divorced from
procreation) is cleverly shown in disastrous encounters
with kids. Sandy Andolong’s love for her homosexual
husband, Juan Rodrigo, defies all masculine reason; as in
Making Love, women are shown with never-dying loves
that can forgive even homosexuality in their husbands.
Anna Marin’s awakening to her value as a human being
(with the same right to work as men) is captured well in
her loveless bed scenes with ther husband, Ronald Bre-
gendahl.

The best lines in the film come from feminist jargon.
“Ang babae’y ipinanganak upang manganak,” says
Marin’s mother-in-law. “Ginagamit lang ako,” com-
plains Marin. These are shades of the early women's lib-
eration movement in the United States, when the big
thing was to get the ERA approved.

This brings us to what is not that good in the film.
The film is solidly entrenched in the early liberation

- movement, when women thought all they had to get

were equal rights and everything would turn out fine.
Thus, in the film, the moment Marin insists that she be-
come a working wife, her male chauvinist husband im-
mediately agrees. But that is the whole problem with the
early, naive approach (as today’s feminists realize). Male
chauvinism is not that easy to get rid of. In reality, no
male chauvinist husband is about to let his wife get away
with such a victory. She may well work, but he will find
ways to get back at her. He can take a mistress, or leave
the care of the children to her anyway (thus saddling her
with two full-time jobs), or make all the major decisions
himself anyway (such as where to live, what car to buy,
how to invest). In other words, Marin’s victory in the
film is not only impossible (given Bregendahl’s charac-
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terization), but even if possible in reality, is not much of-
a victory.
Tolentino’s inverted-male character is also a case in |
point. She runs after men the way men are supposed to #§
run after women. She looks at men as pure sex objects.
That is equality, the early feminists would say. But
today’s feminists know that aping a wrong is not undo-
ing the wrong. In other words, it is just as bad to look at |
men as sex objects as it is bad to look at women that way.
Today’s feminists insist that women’s liberation in- |
volves liberating men as well. To look at a human being
as a sex object (no matter what his gender) is wrong. It
doesn’t make a bit of difference if it is a man or a woman
doing the wrong thing; what is wrong is wrong. The film
tries to remedy the situation by showing Tolentino re- |
forming and becoming (of all incredible things) an or-
phanage volunteer worker. That ending for Tolentino is |
not only impossible (given her characterization), but
also a cop-out. Just like any chauvinist of either sex, she |
should have been made to suffer for her sins. k|
All this does not mean that I do not like Moral. On the
contrary, I love it. I think it is a breakthrough of sorts. I
think much of the praise heaped upon it is earned. But I ¢
do not think it is a great film. It is, first of all, not Ricardo
Lee’s best (his best is still Salome). It is Marilou Diaz- |
Abaya’s best, but then, she’s coming only from Tanikala §
and Brutal. It will definitely be the most most-discussed
film of 1982, if only because male viewers will hate its
distorted male characters, female viewers will cheer its |
liberated female characters, and homosexual viewers |
will applaud the way the film sets up homosexual love as |
the only tender, totally human love (in contrast, the bed
scenes of Marin, Tolentino, and Andolong are all ex-
ploitative).
(TV TIMES, December 19-25, 1982, p. 4.)
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The most celebrated Filipino screenwriter, Ricardo
Lee, has published still another screenplay, that of direc-
tor Marilou Diaz-Abaya’s Moral (1982).

Those provoked by the movie should buy the book
Moral (Seven-Star Productions, 1982), in order to catch
the finer points of the Abaya masterpiece. The viewer-
reader can also compare the screenplay with the finished
film, a procedure that is guaranteed to sharpen both

- viewing and reading skills.

The book, just like the film, deals with the modern
Filipina—her neuroses, lusts, desires, ambitions, and
loves. None of the Filipinas in the book match the old

_stereotypes of the martir, the victim and the prostitute.

Instead, Lee offers us Filipinas who are liberated like
Joey (Lorna Tolentino in the film), mature like Sylvia
(Sandy Andolong), able to take criticism like Kathy
(Gina Alajar), unwilling to remain a housewife like
Maritess (Anna Marin), and strong like Nita (Mia Gutier-
rez).

Some interesting parts of the book have been changed

or deleted in the finished film. One sequence, for exam-
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ple, shows Joey with her father. In another sequence,

Joey tells Sylvia about a traumatized boy.
Lee and Abaya (together with their producer Jesse

Ejercito, one of the very few producers to whom art is as.
important as commerce) work very well together. Their
Brutal, for instance, was a real collaboration, instead of

merely a director’s interpretation of a writer’s script.

Moral is another true collaboration. Many of the effects in |
the film, in fact, are directorial touches, not present

explicitly in the screenplay. Lee is lucky to have Abayaas |
the director of his feminist films. Similarly, Abaya is

lucky to have Lee as screenwriter of her serious films.

Lee has started what should be a continuing practice
among writers and producers. The budget for local pro- |
duction runs into a million and a half pesos. Surely, all|
local producers can afford to have their screenplays pub-
lished. What Lee is doing on his own should be adopted |
as standard practice by the industry as a whole. (TIMES

JOURNAL, December 30, 1982, p. 22.)

MARIO O'HARA

Mario O'Hara’s Kastilyong Buhangin (1980), the latest
attempt by a serious local director to produce a serious
film, is more of a failure than a success.

This film achieves thematic unity through the use of a
simple, almost trite symbol—the “kastilyong buhangin”
or sand castle. The symbol first appears when the young
boy and the young girl construct a sand castle on a beach
in a sleepy fishing town. As the camera slowly zooms
into a close shot of the castle, the fragile structure is tram-
pled by the feet of several children. The meaning is obvi-
ous: the life the mature man and the mature woman will
try to build will be destroyed by other people.

As the film progresses, it becomes clear that the man
and the woman are indeed doomed not to have a perma-
nent life together. Even when Lito Lapid and Nora

- Aunor, now young adults, reconstruct the sand castle on

an urban beach, the impending doom is near: the young
couple will not be allowed by society to live together in

. peace.

As the film ends, another shot of a sand castle fills the
screen. There is always hope that things will turn out for

359
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the best, but because violence has claimed Lapid’s life
the shot is ironic. There is no hope for Lapid, who is
dead. There is no hope left for Aunor, even if she is alive.,
Sand castles, by their very nature, have to disappear at’
high tide. : !

O’Hara’s theme is clear: man is the victim of cir-
cumstances. Lapid is sentenced to youth prison for klll-
1ng Aunor’s untle, although the killing is clearly shown
in the film to be unpremeditated and even accidental. He
is sentenced to adult prison for killing a neighbor, al-
though the killing is shown as self-defense. Similarly,’
Lapid’s attack on the gangster at the end is as much a_
product of fear for his own life as it is revenge for the
death of his friend. In a sense, Lapid is guiltless, both |
legally and morally. Despite his innocence, however, he'
is convicted, discriminated against, and finally killed.

The film also succeeds in putting violence in its right- |
ful place. The bathroom sequence at the end is particu-
larly well-done. It is a violent scene, with ruthless men
going at each other’s throats the way only caged animals
do. The instruments of killing are crude, makeshift
knives, far from the more sophisticated, less bloody rifles |
and guns of non-prisoners. There is blood all over the
room, flowing from the multiple stab wounds of Lapid '
and the gangsters. O’Hara succeeds in balancing gore |
with significance; blood is there, but it is there for a pur- -
pose. The scene is violent, but only because the film can. "
end only in violence. i

A directorial decision, however, is at the root of the'
film’s failure. O’Hara (also the screenwriter) chooses to:
begin and end the film with Aunor'in the middle of a re-
cording session. Aunor, now a popular singer, cannot
continue singing the theme song because of the
memories which crowd into her mind. While she waits
for her composure to return, she relives in her mind the’
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- entire experience with Lapid. In other words, the whole

story turns out to be a catharsis of sorts for Aunor.

This narrative frame (Aunor in the present/Lapid and
Aunor in the past/Aunor back in the present) fails be-
cause the whole story of Lapid revolves around the
theme of being a victim. In the flashback portion (prac-
tically the entire movie), there is no indication that there
is any hope for victims of societal prejudice. Like Lapid,
in other words, Aunor should be a victim of society.

In the final sequence, however, Aunor says that she is
now free, meaning, one supposes, that she is now free of
her past, of circumstances, of society. Such an ending
betrays the theme of the Lapid story. If there is anything
we learn from Lapid’s plight, it is that there is absolutely
no hope for the poor and the oppressed, that victims
will always be victims, that man is forever enslaved by
forces much bigger than himself. The film should end
with Aunor dying too, or at least failing to finish her
song. To have an optimistic ending after such a pes-
simistic middle is to lose the entire unity of the film.

On the whole, then, if we ignore the narrative frame of
the film, Kastilyong Buhangin is one of our more signifi-
cant films. It says what has to be said about human na-
ture— that it is not supreme, that it is subject to various
attacks, that it is brutal and violent. If we take the film as it
stands, however, with the opening and the closing se-
quences of Aunor at the recording studio, the film fails.
This is a film that almost says something significant,
then loses its nerve. The film affirms precisely what it has
taken so many pains to deny. The film fails precisely
where it should have succeeded. (TV TIMES, September
7-13, 1980, p. 56.)
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There’s no doubt about it: Mario O’Hara is a major di-
rector. In Bakit Bughaw and Langit? (1981), he tackles the’
same basic situation Lino Brocka deals with in Bona. In’
the comparison Brocka suffers. Where Bona fails, Baktt
Bughaw and Langit? succeeds.

The situation is ordinary enough: a woman (Nora
Aunor) falls in love with a man (Dennis Roldan). To say.
that she “loves” him, however, is an oversxmpllflcatxon,,
because he is a retardate. What she feels is a mixture of:
pity, sympathy, maternal love, and—of course—sexual
love for him. On the other hand, though a mere child as
far as his brain is concerned, he is physically grown-up,
as portrayed in a clever drunken scene where he mimics
raping the mistress of a neighbor. b

The film opens with her family (selfish mother, lazy
father, and haughty sister) moving into a small apart-;
ment compound in Metro Manila. The film ends with her
family leaving the compound and she herself leaving no
just the compound, but her family as well. Between
opening and ending, the film explores the way family
and community inevitably stifle genuine love.
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Her family treats her in the tried-and-tested Nora
Aunor fashion: they make her an afsay. Aunor, having
played this role for the nth time, makes full use of her ex-
perience. She is convincing as the oppressed younger
sister. In fact, she is not only convincing, but brilliant.
The lessons of Atsay and Bona have not been lost on her.

Like the rest of the apartment community, Aunor’s
father treats Roldan as a freak. Roldan is still a man after
all, says the father, who refuses to believe that Aunor is
safe in the company of the retardate. O’Hara suggests in
two scenes that, indeed, Roldan is a full-grown man, sex-
ually speaking. In the drunken scene, Roldan attacks a
woman already established to be a sex object (the woman
is there only because of her sexual attractiveness to a
philandering husband). In a separate scene, the com-
munity homosexual takes Roldan inside his parlor, os-
tensibly to attack him sexually (the use of double en-
tendre words is significant).

In a crucial early scene, Aunor mistakes Roldan’s
sleep-walking for a sexual attack. Her shift in attitude to-
wards him, in fact, is possible only because of this early
scene. In a later scene, she sees him naked. O’Hara
dwells on Aunor’s face, to suggest that she is not just
amused, but actually intrigued. O’Hara, however, does
not take the easy way out: he does not allow the relation-
ship of Aunor and Roldan to become actually physical. If
there is a sexual love between the two, it is too deep in-
side them to be articulated.

True enough, there are some glaring mistakes. The
most obvious occurs when Roldan utters the key line

“Bakit bughaw and langit?” The camera pans up to the
sky as expected, but instead of the sky being clear and
blue (which is what “bughaw” means), the sky is cloudy
and white. The symbol is totally destroyed by such a
simple cinematographic mistake. In fact, almost all of the
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mistakes in the film can be attributed to the cinematog-
rapher, who seems not to know how to light a set. Night
scenes appear brighter than day scenes, light filtering
into houses has no clear sources, camera movements are
jerky, shadows are not expressive. O’Hara should learn |
from this film: he should not use the same cinematog-
rapher again. 1
Aunor’s performance here proves that her winning of |
the Urian Award for Bona is justified. She remains one of |
the best of our young actresses, especially in the hands of |
a director who understands film acting. In a film whose '
screenplay has undistinguished (in fact, even inane)
dialogue, Aunor is able to express her emotions primar- |
ily through her silent moments. The mark of a true film
actress is her behavior when she does not speak. Aunor |
is destined to become an all-time Best Actress. It is ap-
propriate that Anita Linda—herself an all-time Best Ac-
tress—plays her mother in this film. 3
The acting cannot be faulted, not even the acting of |
newcomer Roldan. The community actors (or bit players) |
are particularly excellent. Apparently mostly PETA ac-
tors, the bit players manage to convey what O’Hara
“seems to be bent on conveying, namely, that if people |
would just leave other people alone, life would be a |
million times happier. The retardate suffers enormous
psychological, even physical (he is chained, he is beaten
up) oppression, all at the hands of the community. (Is
O’Hara now directing films which develop the character |
he acted in Brocka’s Tinimbang Ka Ngunit Kulang?) Only |
the fringe persons in a community really are important,
says O’Hara. Aunor, the discarded sister, is one. Roldan,
the retarded ex-basketball player, is another. In a com- .
munity as narrow-minded as that of the apartment com-
pound (and O’Hara really symbolizes here the entire |
Philippine—even world—community), persons who
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really care, really love, really live, are doomed. (TV
TIMES, March 15-21, 1981, p. 14.)

Two scenes from Bakit Bughaw ang Langit? ’
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- earthy, vulgar, naughty, and real. Double entendre saves

Augusto Buenaventura’s Magiting at Pusakal (1972), can |
boast of something that very few local movies have. It is
spiced by clever and imaginative dialogue. {

The story is typical of war pictures. Fernando Poe, Jr. is |
a guerrilla leader being hunted by the Japanese. Joseph |
Estrada is a thief who thinks of war only as a chance to
steal. The two get involved in a gold hunt, where |
Rosanna Ortiz is bandit leader. ,

Magiting at Pusakal could have failed if Buenaventura |
had not insisted on realistic dialogue. The dialogue is

the unnecessary sex scenes between Estrada and Ortiz. |
Estrada’s putang-ina saves the unbelievable fight scene -
at the end. (Although no one is surprised at son of a bitch |
in American movies, the audience still giggled at Es- |
trada’s Tagalog curse.) There are a few standard clichés *
(such as “I'm not a girl, I'm a woman”), but they are in- |
significant in the context of the whole production.

There are other notable achievements by Buenaven-
tura in this film. The fistfight sequence has faster cuts
than most local fight scenes. There is an attempt to make
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the remarks against the Japanese apply to today’s op-
pressors. There is also an attempt, although half-hearted
to show Poe and Estrada as Butch Cassidy characters.

But it is principally the dialogue that makes up for the di-
rectorial inadequacies of Buenaventura. The faults of the
film are legion. Examples are Poe killing the entire
Japanese army (if Poe were really a guerrilla leader we
would have won the war), the shaky handheld camera
during the river fight sequence, the abrupt change in Es-
trada at the end, the bare back of Ortiz (to show her off,
although there is no relation to the plot), and the cursil-
lista-like warning against masturbation. With these
faults, any other film would have been a disaster.

But Magiting at Pusakal succeeds, even if only a little
bit. (PHILIPPINES HERALD, April 24,1972, p. 15.)

4
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Ronwaldo Reyes’s At Muling Nagbaga ang Lupa (1979)
keeps the Western format, although not blatantly. A
wealthy businessman, out to buy the land of the pea-
sants, tries the usual formula: money and terrorism. Fer-
nando Poe, Jr., a policeman, dares to fight the
businessman and, of course, wins. There is the usual
showdown between the good guys (the outnumbered
policemen) and the bad guys (the hired goons), with the
good guys predictably winning. Although he does not
end up as spotless as he used to, Poe keeps the John
Wayne image of his earlier films: no villain is allowed to
give him even a slight skin wound. 3

message: money and guns cannot cow the lowly peasan
into giving up his land. There are at least no horses and 4
no six-guns. But the bars reappear as beerhouses and the
lovely lady (Beth Bautista) still needs help. There are alot
of good intentions evident in At Muling Nagbaga ang.
Lupa, but the Western format renders all these intentions
moot. Until Filipino actors stop acting like cowboys, no- :-'_
body is going to take them seriously. (TV TIMES, May)
27, - June 2, 1979, p.9.) |

t

| can.
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Fernando Poe, Jr. is one of the remaining superstars
who automatically command an audience today. Pablo
Vergara’s Mahal ... Saan Ka Nanggaling Kagabi? (1979)
cannot resist showing Poe in his characteristic fistfight
form, but the fight lasts for barely a minute. The rest of
the film is refreshingly different from Poe’s typical cow-
boy role.

Poe plays a naive husband whose wife Susan Roces
sews baby clothes for a living. Poe is a model husband
until he gets promoted and becomes a salesman. Prod-
ded by his sidekick Dencio Padilla, Poe discovers the
world of extramarital sex: beerhouses, sauna baths,
night swimming, single women’s apartments. He re-

- pents at the end, of course, but only because his wife re-
. fuses to become a modern-day Sisa (the so-called martir :
- complex). A gratuitous (and ridiculous) murder brings the

couple together again, to live as happily ever after as they

As a film, Mahal ... Saan Ka Nanggaling Kagabf? has lit-

. tle to recommend it, but it should be recommended any- |
way for all wives who wonder where their husbands go
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when they claim to be doing overtime work at the office. *
The film will probably be protested by all husbands. Poe |
will find himself in the same situation as Rod Navarroin

the film—the object of hatred for having told the truth. *
(TV TIMES, ]uly 8-14,1979,p.9.) 4

20
s
LR ..3

Fernando Poe, Jr.’s Ang Maestro (1981) is not really an
artistic movie, but it is a commercial film done artisti-
cally. One can fault many things in the film, such as the
mixed-up production design, the coincidences, the
sloppy sound engineering, the superficial characteriza-
tion, the unrealistic form itself, but after all is said
against it, the film still captivates. Perhaps it is the right
control exerted by the director on cinematography and
editing. As an action film, this one is in very good taste.
One hopes Poe will soon tackle something of the scope
- | and insight of Lion of the Desert. (PARADE, September 20,

The King of Philippine Movies. o 1981,p.26.)
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Like the typical Poe movie, Pablo Santiago’s Bandido sa |

- Sapang Bato (1981) has lots of fistfights and gunbattles.
The stunts look dated, however. The non-action se- |
quences, sad to say, are far from exciting; in fact, much of ;
the film is totally boring.
This is not an FPJ Production film, and therefore, does :
not have the visual excitemet, technical care, and larger- f
than-life ambiance characteristic of Poe’s own produc-
tions. Bandido sa Sapang Bato boasts only of Poe and of
nothing else. Vic Vargas, for instance, is given no chance |
to show his acting talents, since his dialogue is limited to L
the phrase “Anak ng Damulag.” Ruel Vernal is shot at un- |
flattering angles. Paquito Diaz comes out very briefly. The .
women are either annoying (like Rosemarie Gil, who |
tries too hard to bring to life alifeless role) or superfluous |
(like Marianne dela Riva and Martha Sevilla). i
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Unlike in Maesiro, there is no conscious attempt in
Bandido sa Sapang Bato to think out the story in logical
terms. Why, for instance, are the fake policemen not ex-
posed? Why does Vernal not tell Poe (his close friend)
that the police did not kill Hero Bautista? Why does Poe not
kill Vernal (he only wounds him, though he shoots
pointblank), when everyone else Poe shoots is killed
with a shot (one close-up even shows a Poe victim shot
between the eyes)? What does Gil want to achieve with
her trail of bload? Why is there a melodramatic sequence
at the end with everybody masked? Why does Gil be-

~come insane?

The title itself is remarkably ill- thought-out Who is
the bandit of Sapang Bato? It should be Vargas, but he
dies in the middle of the film. It could be Poe, but he does
not live in Sapang Bato, but in town. It cannot be Paquito
Diaz or Romy Diaz or any of the villains, because nobody
really knows them nor do they appear on screen for any
significant length of time. In short, there is no “bandido
ng Sapang Bato.” One wishes there had not been a film
entitled Bandido sa Sapang Bato. (TV PARADE, November
28 - December 4, 1981, p. 34.)
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evil. The good guys all pray to God; the bad guys all pray
to the Devil. The good guys win, of course, as they must
in such stories (this is a fantasy, remember?). It is a
fairy tale with adult trimmings, or an old-fasnioned mor-
ality play told in modern technological style.

The theme is timeless, and that is why the production
design (often criticized in Poe movies) cannot be faulted.
What can be faulted, however, is the cardboard charac-
terization (a fault of all morality movies).

One more thing: Poe as director includes comic
touches which keep the fantasy from becoming real. One
bird-boy, for instance, bumps into a tree for lack of flying
experience. One ghost does an old circus mirror routine
with Bentot, Jr. Cruel Lilian Laing is shocked to hear her
pet lizards “say” to her that they want her for dinner.

It is obvious that this film does not want to take its
message seriously, though it takes the art of filmmaking

Fenando Poe, Jr.’s Pagbabalik ng Panday (1981) is one of ]
the best films of the 1981 Metro Manila Film Festival. In 1
terms of what it sets out to do, in fact, it is even better :
than Kisapmata, though Kisapmata tries to achieve more,
Pagbabalik ng Panday aims merely to entertain children 3
(that is what Fernando Poe, Jr., claims) and entertain
them it certainly does, if one listens to the screams, -
squeals, and appplause of the audience in crowded
theaters.

What makes this film work is clearly its special effects. It
is rare for a Filipino film to have flawless matting (when
the taong-lawin or bird-people fly) and Star Wars-type ‘_L
laser beams. FP] Production has often been criticized for
making fantasies, but one thing can be said in their de- ]
fense: at least, Poe tries to use local materials. In Pag-
babalik ng Panday, for example, some monsters are local
(the lamang-lupa), though others (such as the taong-patay
and the river monster) are of foreign origin. .

The theme, of course, is neither foreign nor local, but -
universal: the grand battle between good and evil. Poe is
good, the townspeople are good, Bentot, Jr. is good; Max

take Poe seriously, despite the fact that he makes movies
which not only entertain, but also satisfy the cinematic
eye. (PARADE, January 9-15, 1982, p. 37.)

4 Poe: Actor & Director 375
Alvarado is evil, the monsters are evil, Rosemarie Gil is -

seriously. Perhaps, that is why many people still do not .
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band. The sequence is completely out of place. There
would have been nothing wrong with leaving this se-
quence out, letting Poe get caught by Leopoldo Salcedo,
h.aving Poe’s family trying to escape the goons in the
final sequence, and Carmi Martin suddenly coming in at
the end to ruin things. The ending of the film as it stands
now—with a freeze—would apply anyway. In other
words, there is no reason either to justify or to condemn
adultery. Adultery—as in any other comedy—should be

a given, not something to explain. (PARADE, August 18.
1982, p.29.)

The delighted squeals and cheers of the audience are
proof enough that Pablo Santiago’s Manedyer...Si Kus
mander! (1982) is entertaining. Through tight editing an
clever juxtaposition of the scenes, this film manages to
poke fun at, and have fun with,’ the age-old local
stereotypes of the Filipino marriage—the philandering
husband and the suspicious wife. :

As a comedy, this film is truly funny. It succeeds i1
using stock characters in ingeniously new situations. I
has something, in fact, that most local comedies do nof
have: its plot is logical and straightforward. Even the
‘coincidences (apparently unavoidablz in local comedies ]
are explained: Carmi Martin, for instance, wants to have
the beach resort, thus leading to the almost discovery
scene with her sugar-daddy Leopoldo Salcedo, wh
wants to give her the resort. 1

The big thing wrong with the film, ironically, occur
when it stops being a comedy and starts moralizing. In
sequence near the end of the film, Fernando Poe, Jr., co N
fesses his guilt to his daughter Janice de Belen, as Sus
Roces eavesdrops and decides to forgive her erring hus

The modern epic hero—the Panday.
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of a villain does not really challenge him.

The technical elements are uniformly horrid, espe-
cially the music. Musical scoring is one of our weakest
areas; this movie shows how a composer can misun-
derstand the import of sequences, the importance of con-
tinuity, and the whole point of a film. The editing is not
bad, especially in the final confrontation, but some drag-
ging scenes (such as the dinner scene with the children
and the party scene) could have been cut very short.

Many films have been using Huks as characters. This
film could have dealt more with the lives of Delgado and
spouse after the war, during the period of the rebellion.
In fact, the whole film should have concentrated on the
postwar period, instead of wasting time on the prelimi-
nary war scenes. (PARADE, December 1,1982, p. 43.)

The first part of Argel Joseph’s Roman Rapido (1982),
set during the Japanese occupation, is as boring as any-
thing. But the second part, set in postwar Philippines, |
where the collaborators have become enshrined in
places of wealth and power, is exciting. The audience is |
with Fernando Poe, Jr. throughout as he fights for justice |
and for his family.

Clearly the best part of this film is its ending, where |
Poe meets the forces of evil head-on. He doesn’t get far
and, in fact, almost gets killed. But the children—who are
the hope of the future—decide to use violence them- .
selves. They throw Poe his guns and he starts firing
away. The moral of the sequence—that innocent chil- |
dren will opt for violence once pushed to the wall—may |
raise some eyebrows, but it is definitely prepared for by |
careful pacing in the final fight sequence. :

Johnny Delgado’s acting is excellent. Helen Vela’s act-
ing, as well as those by Poe and Ruel Vernal, is merely
adequate and not memorable. The children are terrible;
they look like they belong to a different movie. Johnny
Wilson is nothing but a ham in this one; perhaps the role’g_

Another shot of Poe as the Panday.
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The cheers and applause of the theater audiences @
when Ronwaldo Reyes's Ang Panday Ikatlong Yugto.
(1982) opened are the best proof that Poe (as director and "
producer) really knows the Filipino audience. Rarely
does a local film get such enthusiastic and vocal re-
sponses from an audience used to the most outrage- |
ous gimmicks and tricks. Despite the technical in- !
adequacies of the film, local viewers still involved them-

selves fully in the film, in a way they never did with simi-

la'r foreign films such as Raiders of the Lost Ark and Zom-
bie. Clearly, when it comes to entertaining everybody

(not just the kids), Poe is still the best in local cinema.

The glaring absence of blood in this film (where so
many people die) is one of the best things about it. It is
n.ot necessary to fill the screen with gore in order to show |
violence. By eliminating all bloody shots (primarily done
through minimum use of close-ups), Poe as director ]
manages to get the idea through that the hero has to fight -;
for his life and the lives of the children, without alienat- |

ing the children in the audience.

It should also be pointed out that, unlike previous Poe
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movies primarily involving fistfights, the fights in this
film are short. One or two sword stabs and the enemy ‘
promptly dies. That is the way it should be—fights to the
death should be as short as possible, in order that our
children will not romanticize fighting itself. (Where’s the
thrill in a swordfight, after all, if the enemy dies in two
seconds?) Young viewers are less prone to imitate a
swordfight than a long, overdrawn fistfight.

Although this is an entertaining film, however, it is
not as artistic as the earlier Pandays. There are no par-
ticularly spectacular special effects. The whole technical
effort seems to have been concentrated on make-up,
which frightens a little bit but not very much. The corp-
ses, of course, are rehashes of those in Panday II, thus
limiting their shock value. The light beams coming from
the magic swords, in fact, sometimes even appear to be
painted on (as they probably were).

Editing is still the strongest element in Poe movies.
Despite a couple of shots prematurely cut, the film gener-
ally displays intelligent and effective editing. Poe has
perfected the art of anticipating audience reaction. He
knows exactly when the audience is lulled into false sec-
urity. Again and again, the film surprises the unwary
viewer.

Music is not as good here as in Panday II. Sound is par-
ticularly horrendous. This is a shame, because some
scenes particularly need good sound (such as the
cockcrow scene with Bentot, Jr., about to be eaten up by
corpses). Some of the dialogue is not even lip-synched
properly. Cinematography, while generally competent,
sometimes does not make sense; when Criselda Cecilio
shows Bentot to the upper room, for instance, the source
of the back light is not established.

What makes the Panday series attractive to local view-
ers? I suspect it is the epic tradition from which the series
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derives. Justlike in our old epics, the hero goes on ajour-
ney, meets his death, is resurrected, fights monsters, and

remains the symbol of everything that is good in the
world. The Panday series proves that we are not too dif-
ferent from the pre-Spanish Filipinos who listened with
awe to their storyteller regaling them with the tale of man
against the unknown. Perhaps we, too, need to be re-
assured that we can face forces stronger than us, as long

as we have faith and a sword. ( PARADE, January 12,1983,
p.37.)

Poe on the set of Sierra Madre.

EDDIE ROMERO

The ideal film is made by a good director who is him-
self a good writer, like Ingmar Bergman or Woody Allen.
Eddie Romero has proven himself both as a screenwriter
and as a director. Aguila (1980), therefore, should be a
good film.

Well, yes and no. Romero is not a Tagalog writer, and
his unfamiliarity with the language shows in his
dialogue. His characters says things, for example, like
“alam mo?"” (translated literally from “you know”) and
“imasusuya ka sa sarili mo bukas ng umaga” (from “you're
gonna hate yourself in the morning”). Charo Santos says
she fell in love with Fernando Poe, Jr. because she saw his
“salawal”: the line is ridiculous in Tagalog, but a clever
pun in English (the word “brief” refers to her being a
lawyer).

But if we excuse the inept language and the occasion-
ally outrageous make-up (Amalia Fuentes, for example
does not appear to get older), Aguila is a great film, clearly
one of the best in Philippine movie history. The film has
a single thesis: the bad elements in Philippine society
will remain with us forever. Romero uses the story of

383
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one man to prove his thesis. He has no time to go through
the entire biography of Poe (despite the three-and-a '
half-hour length of the film); he selects eight separate °

years of Poe’s life.

In Manila, 1898, Poe (born 1892) sees his father gunned
down by Spanish soldiers. His father’s revolutionary

troops have been betrayed by opportunist Eddie Garcia.

In Cotabato, 1918, Poe—now a soldier in the American
army—sees his mother Fuentes die because of a conflict
precipitated by Garcia and his new-found American
friends. In Laguna, 1924, while handling the case of re-
ligious fanatic Joonee Gamboa, Poe discovers that |
Filipinos cannot tolerate freedom of speech if that speech

is aimed against them.

In Rizal, 1936, Poe’s half-sister Elizabeth Oropesa, |
who has been sleeping with her own father Garcia, tries |
to have sex with Poe, but sleeps with his son Jay llagan
instead. Evil does not spare his own flesh and blood. In
Nueva Ecija, 1945, Poe joins forces with Huk commander |
Behn Cervantes to capture a Japanese stronghold, but
finds out soon after that Filipino collaborators are to be
given high posts in the postwar government. In one of |
the most poignant moments of the film, Poe asks, “Then E
why did we have to go fight the war?” In Manila, 1953, |
Poe watches with increasing disenchantment his son

Christopher de Leon run for congressman under Mag-

saysay’s wing. In Manila, 1969, Poe sees the young Ricky

Sandico castigate the Aguilas for being “fascists.”

The film actually opens in 1978, with Christopher de
Leon searching for Poe, who has suddenly disappeared |
and, in fact, has been given up for dead. De Leon finds
Poe in an Aeta village. Poe, disillusioned with society, |
has turned his back on it and symbolically lives with the
noble savages of the country. Understanding comes to de *
Leon only in the last few seconds of the film: Philippine
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society is too evil to change. The only logical solutions
are to go back with Poe to the roots of our civilization, or
to emigrate to the United States like Orestes Ojeda.
Whether one agrees with Romero or not, Aguila—filled
with despair and cynicism—makes this point well. (TV
TIMES, March 2-8, 1980, p. 9.)

A different Poe (with Daria Ramirez) in Aguila.
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Now let us praise older directors. Because most of the
good local films produced recently have been done by |
young directors, the contributions of our established di- -
rectors have not been that well emphasized. In Palaban
(1980), Eddie Romero gives everybody, including
younger directors, a lesson in directing. Romero proves
in this film that experience, when informed by intelli- |
gence and talent, still triumphs over youth. . ]

The lesson begins with the first sequence—the credit -
sequence. We are in a beerhouse, just as we are in a
beerhouse in so many other local films. But the beerhouse '
sequences of other local films are invariably done in bad |
taste, depending for their effect on generous shots of |
flesh. Romero does his beerhouse sequence artistically, ,
capturing details which show the inhuman characterof a °
beerhouse. The camera does close-ups of hands playing
with skirts, medium shots of men dropping drunk, full |
shots of hostesses eagerly waiting to be “tabled.” Other
directors would have taken half their films to show how
gross, how asexual, how mechanical beerhouse sex is;
Romero says it all in his credit sequence. A
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As the credit sequence promises, the film is about the
mechanization or depersonalization of sex. Alma
Moreno, a beerhouse hostess, finds herself with child by
customer Ting jocson. Naturally Jocson wants to have
nothing to do with the child, which, in any case, may not
even be his. His sister Amalia Fuentes, still hurting from
the death of her child and the departure of her husband,
steps into the fray. She volunteers to fund the pregnancy
provided the child is turned over to her. Three years
later, Moreno wants to have the child back.

Everyone in the film is depersonalized. Moreno thinks
of the child in her womb as merchandise, to be sold at a
profit of ten thousand pesos. Jocson enjoys sex with
Moreno but has no feelings at all towards her; she is, in
the language of feminists, a sex object. Fuentes wants
only a child—any child—to replace the daughter she just
lost. When the baby comes, in fact, she will have nothing
to do with it; she leaves the baby completely to the yaya’s
care. Fuentes’ separated husband Eddie Garcia thinks
that, perhaps, he is still in love with her, but he does not
hesitate to become the legal counsel against her.

Another word for depersonalization is alienation. In
Aguila, Romero treats the alienation of the Filipino
people from their roots. In Palaban, he continues his
study of alienation. Mothers are alienated from their chil-
dren, husbands from their wives, brothers from their sis-
ters. The alienation takes several forms. In the hospital

Eddie Romero

. right after delivery, Moreno refuses to see her baby. At

home Jocson is beaten up by Fuentes. Fuentes watches

- with quiet hatred the sleeping Garcia and his latest bed-

mate. Moreno’s father Joonee Gamboa, interested only
in money, sells his daughter’s child to Fuentes, and even
leaves Moreno without money or home. Baby Delgado
finds herself rich (she is given a condominium by her
sugar daddy), but with absolutely no cash. Josephine Es-
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trada has a solid distaste for her job at the beerhouse.

The film succeeds because of the direction. Romero is
able to capture, in one sequence or even in one shot, vari=
ous aspects of his theme. Palaban is thematically unified,
fairly much in the same way as Aguila. How many of ous
other directors can keep their minds focused on the same
thing (even just sex) throughout an entire film? :

The perennial problems with a Romero film are, how-
ever, still in Palaban. The dialogue is still in “translatese,”
i.e., in English translated literally into Tagalog. Moreno,
for example, says she is not longer taking birth control
pills because they are “nakakasuka”—wrongly translated
from “causing me to be nauseous” ; the Tagalog word ha f’
a connotation that the pills are ”ugly” or “disgusting,”
The English idiom that a liar gets hit by lightning be~
comes the unidiomatic “tatamaan ng lintik.” Even “they
say,” which has no actual equivalent in Tagalog, be-
comes “sabi nga nila.” The best example of Romero’s non=
Tagalog is perhaps “gulat lang kasi ako,” which is sup-
posed to mean “You startled me” (or maybe “I'm
shocked”?); the Tagalog “gulat” has a connotation o n‘}
being “impressed.” 4

There are also inconsistencies in the story. Delgado,
for example, says that her sugar daddy does not give her
any money, but she is able to invest cash in a textile store.
The focus of the plot is Moreno’s problem, perhaps with'
a little bit of Fuentes’ problems, but there is no need, in
terms of plot, to dwell on Garcia’s problems. In terms of
theme, of course, Garcia is as much a major character as
everyone else. The plot, in other words, is not as unified
as the theme. {

- Palaban is so well directed that the viewer can excuse
even the slight directorial lapses, such as Jocson leaving
the hotel room key outside the door and the maid not
preparing the baby’s bottle in the kitchen (where the hot
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water airpot is located). Nobody’s perfect, not even Rom-
ero, but he is head and shoulders above everyone else in
the business. (TV TIMES, June 29 - July 5, 1980, p. 45.)

Butz Aquino the actor, in Desire.
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- Romero’s Desire (1982) is the story of an American
executive (John Saxon) who discovers that a Filipina |

(Tetchie Agbayani) may be his daughter by his former

lover (Charito Solis). Meanwhile, however, he has to 3
solve the financial problems of the company run by the

husband of his lover (Judith Chapman).

Eddie Romero is our Hollywood connection (he has
helped direct a number of international films), and here,
he shows his Hollywood finesse. The film runs like an

American film, with the same innocuous screenplay, the 3
same sexual explicitness, the same no-frills dialogue,

and the same no-nonsense acting. John Saxon is good as
the lead character, but Judith Chapman is brilliant.
Techie Agbayani shows here that she has negligible act-
ing talent. (PANORAMA, December 26, 1982, p. 10.)

John Saxon looks lost in a Filipino movie,
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Because most of us are afflicted with colonial mental-
ity, most of us will enjoy Eddie Romero’s Desire (1982). It
is interesting to watch Filipino actors and actresses mix it
up with veteran John Saxon and relatively new Judith
Chapman.

Not that Saxon is a brilliant actor. He is, however, per-
fectly cast—as an American who bumbles through his
encounter with his long-lost daughter. Chapman is
much better than Saxon; she is, at least, seductive.

The direction by Eddie Romero of his American actors
is very good. He is able to create a Hollywood ambience
in his American sequences. Clearly, his vast experience
in co-productions has served him in good stead.

His direction of Filipino actors, however, is something
else. Tetchie Agbayani is embarrassing; she cannot act
the complex role that she is given. She is supposed to be
an adolescent just beginning to discover her own body,
just starting to live her own life, torn by the realization
that she has aliving father, who is, unfortunately, also at-
tractive as a sex partner. That is a mouthful, even for an
experienced actress. Agbayani, sad to say, just cannot
cope. .

Charito Solis is not given any chance to shine. Neither
is Ruben Rustia or Manny Castafieda. It is the writing,
actually, rather than the direction, that is the root of the
problem here. Longer and subtler sequerices could have
brought out the complex emotional problems encoun-
tered by the Filipino actors, especially Agbayani. (Of
course, needless to say, someone else should have been
cast in the role of Agbayani.)

The technical credits, however, are good, if a bit slick.
Manolo Abaya’s cinematography is adequate to the de-
mands of the screenplay. Ryan Cayabyab’s music does
not detract from the main action. (PARADE, January 5,
1983, p. 37.)
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Once again, the Film Fund has disappointed us. It has
come out with a film which is inferior in a hundred ways
to, say, the out-and-out commercial picture Pagbabalik ng
Panday (1981). In fact, at a reported cost of more than

three million pesos, Eddie Romero’s Kamakalawa has to“.

rate as one of the biggest wastes of money in 1981.
The problem with Kamakalawa starts right at its very

root—the concept of making a film about the mythologi—'

cal creatures of our country. As a child, every Filipino
hears of the nuno sa punso and the diwata. What Filipino
child has not had nightmares about the lamang-lupa at-
tacking him as he unthinkingly steps nn their homes?

Even adult Filipinos sometimes believe in duwendes,
elves who bring fortune or misfortune.

But childhood fantasies are one thing, and movie fan-
tasies are another. Childhood fantasies grow or diminish
depending only on one’s imagination and memory, but
movie fantasies have to compete with the technological
achievements of the international film industry. In other
words, the Filipino may or may not have a vivid image of

' the nuno sa punso in his mind, but every Filipino viewer
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knows what a movie monster looks like. Kamakalawa,
unfortunately for writer and director Eddie Romero, can-
not be gauged according to the illustrations in a chil-
dren’s book, but must be compared with the mythologi-
cal creations of Star Wars, Superman, and—yes—Pag-
babalik ng Panday.

To attempt to make a film about mythological crea-
tures is, in the Philippine context at this moment,
foolhardy. We do not have the technical expertise, for
example, to create a believable diwata. Tommy Mar-
celino, in charge of photographic effects for Kamakalawa,
is simply out of his league. The supposedly gigantic
Agos looks very much like Tetchie Agbayani with a few
inches added; at no time during the film does the viewer
feel that she is a diwata. Similarly, Jimmy Santos appears
and disappears, as gods do, but the camera moves
everytime there is such a disappearance; the viewer
knows all the time that the trick is merely in the (bad)
editing. A good magician, whether on stage or in film,
never lets his viewers know how he does his tricks, but
Kamakalawa is so technically primitive nobody is fooled.

The disastrous special effects would have been slightly
tolerable if, at least, the film had other things going for it.
Sad to say, there is nothing else in the film worth the
price of admission. The screenplay, for instance, is con-
fused: one never knows who the story is about. Is it
about Christopher de Leon? Then, why is so much made
of the identity crises of the gods? Is it about the two war-
ring tribes (or factions of a tribe)? Then why are they for-
gotten midway through the film? Is it about the gods?
Then why all the emphasis on the people? Is it about—
heaven forbid—the dawn of civilization? or is it about—
as the pretentious speech of Ruben Rustia seems to indi-
cate—man today and his rejection of religion?

The acting is uniformly horrendous. De Leon has
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done much, much better work in his career. Agbayani |
displays the figure that Playboy magazine now boasts of, |
but she does not do any kind of real acting. Raul Aragon
seems to be puzzled about his role; no one can blame |
him because the role calls for him to be loyal one minute
and disloyal the next. Chat Silayan is, well, hardly in the
same category as her father. The other actors and actres- |
ses should be glad that they are hidden behind outrage-
ous costumes, since the viewer directs his ire on the cos- |
tume designer and not on the people wearing them. |

With the translatese dialogue (“You're being
watched” becomes “Pinagmamasdan ka!”), the incohe-
rent story (complete with Greek-style human sacrifices SR
of non-virgins), the incompetent special effects, and the |
terrible acting, Kamakalawa should really not have been |
considered (as it dared to be) for competition in the 1982 §
Manila International Film Festival. One sequence tells it |
all: upon coming to a dry river bed, one character takes
some sand and says with great surprise that the river bed
is dry. All his companions, and all the viewers, of course, §
can see with their own eyes that there is no trace of water
for miles around. (TV TIMES, January 24-30, 1982, p. 3.)

L 2
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294, 336-339, 254, 256, 258; see also Salome/Brutal

BRUTAL/SALOME see Salome/Brutal

Buenaventura, Augusto 72, 120-121, 129-135, 192-194,
366-367

Buhay Artista (TV show) 88

BULLET FOR YOUR MUSIC 136-138

BURGIS 32, 280-282 :

'BURLESK QUEEN 38, 181, 230

Cabaluna, Franklin 226-240
Cachupoy 79-80, 166

Cagahastian, Diego 30, 133-135
CAIN AT ABEL 37, 109, 292-296
Canseco, George 84

Caparas, Carlo 50, 79-80, 153, 215-216, 217- 219
Carino, Lina 304

Carlos, Luciano 172-173
CARNIVAL QUEEN 148-150
Carreon, Jose 192, 227, 232-233, 240
Carreon, Tony 289

Casimiro, Bayani 249

Cassidy, Peter 177

Castaneda Manny 248, 253, 391
Castillo, Cecille 292-293,296
Castillo, Celso Ad. 27, 53, 72, 181, 229-231, 297-300
Castillo, Chona 225

Castillo, Myrna photo 202

CAUGHT IN THE ACT 287-288
Cayabyab, Ryan 391

Cecilio, Criselda 381

Celebre, Irene 84

Centeno, Laura 258, 260

Cervantes, Behn 384
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Chapman, Judith 390-391
Chavez, Ester 289

Chichay 328

Chicks to Chicks (TV show) 70
Chionglo, Mel 30, 98-101, 227
Cinco, Manuel 187-188, 325

CITY AFTER DARK / MANILA BY NIGHT 6, 8, 12, 27;:

28, 30, 47, 67, 99, 150, 241-244, 245, 250, 315, 344
COED 180-181

Concepcion, Gabby 30, 31, 159-160, 199-201, 211-212 222,,

280-281, 283-284, 340
Cobarrubias, Mengie 262-264
Cortez, Rez 119, 127, 205, 206, 275
Corveau, Ronald 185
COVER GIRLS 281
Cruz, Ely 149
Cruz, Jose Miranda 203-204
Cruz, Nick S.]. 23-26
Cruz, Tirzo 1II 15
Cuneta, Sharon 159-160, 199-201
DAHIL SA ISANG BULAKLAK 38
DAIGDIG NG MGA API 38
DALAGA SI MISIS, BINATA SI MISTER 286
Dalisay, Jose Jr. 281
DANCING MASTER 88-89
Dantes, Roland 298-299
DARNA KUNO 88
Davao, Charlie 82, 106, 151-152, 209
De Baron, Zoilo 179
De Belen, Janice 60, 211-212, 376
De Guia, Eric 24
De Jesus, Bonnie 79-80
De Jesus, Ding 151-152
De la Cruz, Abbo 113-117
De la Cruz, Katy 220
De la Riva, Marianne 126, 372

Index 401

De Leon, Christopher 84, 93-94, 107-109, 161-163, 193-
194, 229-231, 232, 252-254, 292-295, 309, 384, 393

De Leon, Gerardo vii, 20, 22, 32, 151, 301-306, 354

De Leon, Mike 23, 28, 71, 73, 295, 307-323 .

De los Reyes Maryo, 7, 28, 53, 72, 85-87, 89, 95, 98, 185,
324-335

De Mesa, Michael 193-194

De Vera, Rosemarie 122-123

De Villa, Nestor 248-289

DEAR HEART 159-160, 202

Debraliz 168, 196, 238

Del Mundo, Clodualdo Jr. 11-13, 17, 312, 318, 320, 323, 344

Delgado, Baby 96-97, 292-293, 296, 387

Delgado, Johnny 262-263, 275-276, 309, 337-339, 341,
350-352, 378-379

Delgado, Marissa 21

DESIRE 390-391

Diaz, Gloria 297

Diaz, Paquito 153, 372-373

Diaz, Romy 127, 218, 373

Dimacali, Enrique 32

DIOSA 334 .'

DISCO MADHOUSE 329-330

DISGRASYADA 49, 78

Dolphy 6, 35, 49, 60, 68, 70, 88-89, 138, 172-173, 189, 195,
220-221

DON’'T EVER SAY GOODBYE 176-177

Doria, Dexter 209, 353

DORMITORYO 102, 103

DURUGIN SI TOTOY BATO 153-154

Ejercito, Jesse 37, 342, 358

Emmaruth photo 179

Enriquez, Romeo 181

Escudero, Mario 106

Espiritu, Jett 6, 88-89
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Estrada, Josephine 160-211, 387-388

Estregan, George 123, 126, 187-188, 206, 235

Eugenio, Geleen 214

FACIFICA FALAYFAY 138, 172-173

Fernandez, Jim 77

Fernandez, Luz 84 ;

Fernandez, Rudy 10, 14-15, 16, 126-128, 183-184, 208-209,
275, 328 .

Fernando, Dindo 155-158, 160, 164-165

Ferro, Angie 87

FILIBUSTERISMO, EL 305, 315

Flores, Zeny 34

Formoso, Ed 162

Forster, Opalyn 169, 249

Fortich, Julie Ann 78

FREE TO LOVE 202

Fuentes, Amalia 4, 174, 383-384, 387-388

GABI NG LAGIM NGAYON 27

GABUN 7, 238, 324-327, 328

GALAWGAW 248, 250 }
GALING-GALING MO, MRS. JONES, ANG 191, 275, 276

Gallaga, Peque 111-117, 246

Gallardo, Cesar 183-184

Galvez, Venchito 106

Gamboa, Arnold 21, 103

Gamboa, Joonee 81, 384, 387

GANITO KAMI NOON, PAANO KAYO NGAYON 24,
38

Garces, Armando 178-179

Garcia, Eddie 83, 122-123, 125, 181, 183, 188, 199-202, 215,
298, 384, 387

Garcia, Ernie photo 202

Garcia, Kristine 289

Garcia, Leonardo 124-125

Gil, Cherie 114, 239, 242-243, 251

Index

Gil, Mark 316, 319, 321

Gil, Rosemarie 152, 159, 185, 256, 284, 372-373, 375

GIRLFRIEND 239-240

Gomez, Pablo 90

Gomez, Rita 91, 232-233

Gonzales, Suzanne 157-160-162-165

Gonzalez, Marina Feleo 12

Gonzalez, N.V.M. 50

GOOD MORNING, PROFESSOR 220-221

GOOD MORNING, SUNSHINE 238

Gosiengfiao, Joey 77-78, 213-214, 234-237

Gray, Frank Jr. 220-221

Gregorio, Gilbert 162

Guidote, Cecile 271

Guillen, Laurice 23, 28, 30, 31, 71, 72,91, 92-95, 98, 236-237
325, 349-352, 353

Gulfin, Beybs 185

Gutierrez, Mia 93-95, 353, 357

Gutierrez, Tonio 275

HALIK SA PAA, HALIK SA KAMAY 185-186

HAPLOS 37, 107-110

HELLO, YOUNG LOVERS 283-285

Hernandez, Amado 65

Hernando, Cesar 316, 319, 323

Herrera, Armando 153-154, 182

Herrero, Subas 218

HIGH SCHOOL CIRCA ‘65 85-87, 89, 95, 98, 328, 329

HIMALA 33, 37, 258-260

HINDI KITA MALIMOT 255-257

HINDI SA IYO ANG MUNDO, BABY PORCUNA 187

Hisamoto, Jose Reyes 305

HIWALAY 32

Hollman, Chiqui 218

HUBAD NA BAYANI 187

HUBAD NA GUBAT 104-106

HUKOM BITAY 20
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HUWAG 187-188, 325 KAMAKALAWA 392-394
I CONFESS 30 KAMBAL SA UMA, ANG 77-78
IKAW AT ANG GABI 155-156, 157 KAMI'Y IFUGAO 205-206
IKAW AY AKIN 180 KAMLON 122-123

llagan, Jay 8, 15, 93, 187, 189, 205, 232-233, 246, 309, |

312-314, 337-338, 384
INA KA NG ANAK MO 38, 265-266
INA, KAPATID, ANAK 262, 325
INDIO 217-219
Infante, . Eddie 107
INSIANG 23, 24, 38, 279, 286
Interlock (trade newspaper) 31
Inventor, Nanette 308, 320
ISA PARA SA LAHAT, LAHAT PARA SA ISA 82
ISKUL BUKOL 28
ITIM 11, 23, 311, 316

ITO BA ANG ATING MGA ANAK 250-251
IWAHIG 27

JACK N JILL OF THE THIRD KIND 88

JAGUAR 5-7, 12, 23, 26, 67, 72, 97, 262-264, 272-273, 284,

286, 315, 337, 355
Japitana, Norma 201
Jarlego, Efren 92-95
Javellana, Steven 73
Javier, George 166-167
Javier, Jimmy 316, 319
JESUS CHRIST SUPERSTAR 174-175
Joaquin, Agapito 102-103
Joaquin, Nick 50, 72, 73, 263, 311-312, 314
Jocson, Ting 159, 387
JOHN EN MARSHA 27, 70, 88
Joseph, Argel 378-379
JUAN BALUTAN 207
Junior 329-330
KAKABAKABA KA BA 11, 27, 28, 73, 245, 307-310
KALIBRE 45 27

KASAL 28, 72, 91, 92-95, 98

KASAL-KASALAN, BAHAY-BAHAYAN 192, 194
KASTILYONG BUHANGIN 28, 359-361

Katigbak, Maria Kalaw 34, 60, 322

Keese, Oscar 305

Khan, Odette 162, 165, 197

Kidlat Tahimik see De Guia, Eric

KISAPMATA 11, 38, 39, 311-314, 316, 374
KONTROBERSYAL 32

Koronel, Hilda 24, 93-95, 268-270, 275-276, 279, 292
KUMANDER ALIBASBAS 32, 120-121, 132
KUMANDER ELPIDIO PACLIBAR 125-128
KUNG AKO’Y IIWAN MO 28, 192

Labra, Angel 166-167

Lacaba, Jose 12, 263, 275

Lacap, Rody 111-112, 316, 319, 323

Laing, Lilian 281, 375

LANGIS AT TUBIG 160, 192

Lapid, Lito 28, 35, 124, 166, 167, 275, 359-361

Latonio, Jun 92

Lazaro, Ronnie 112, 116

Ledesma, Bobby 94

Ledesma, Kuh 92, 111-117, 161-163

Lee, Ricardo 12, 17, 108, 147, 148-149, 192, 263, 294,
336-358

Let’s Talk Movies (TV show) 32

LILET 20, 151, 301-302

Linda, Anita 153, 165, 183, 197, 238, 264, 286, 289, 291,
331, 364

Linda, Eva 178

Litton, Johnny 36

Liwag, Greggy 82, 208-209, 211
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Lobo, Ben 154
Lobo, Sergio 227

Locsin, Rio 77-78, 107, 109, 144-146, 162, 225-226,232-233,

234, 236, 243, 330
Lorena, Liza 86-87, 112, 115, 187, 222, 238, 325-326
Louella 82, 280
Lozada, Ike 82, 85, 174, 281
LUMUHA PATI MGA ANGHEL 21
Luna, Joey 284

Maceda, Marichu Vera Perez 29, 36, 315, 318, 322

MESTRO, ANG 371, 373

MAG-TONING MUNA TAYO 168-169

MAGITING AT PUSAKAL 366-367

MAGTATALONG, ANG 178

MAHAL...SAAN KA NANGGALING KAGABI 369-370

MAHINHIN VS. MAHINHIN 160

MAKAMANDAG NA ROSAS 28

Makiling, Mike Relon 168-169, 195-196

MALAKAS, SI MAGANDA, AT SI MAHINHIN, SI
156-158

Malonzo, Rey 35, 88

MAN CALLED TOLONGGES, A 166-167

Manahan, Elvira 280

Mande, Edgar 249, 332

MANEDYER . .. SIKUMANDER 376-377

Manikan, Spanky 33, 258

MANILA BY NIGHT see CITY AFTER DARK

MANILA, OPEN CITY 38

Manlapaz, Rudy 79

Manzano, Edu 15, 96, 141-142, 331-332

Maranan, Ed 106

Marcelino, Tommy 207, 393

Marin, Anna 353, 355-357

Marquez, Artemio 79-70

Marquez, Melanie 79-80

Marro, Baldo 127

Martin, Carmi 294, 376-377

Martinez, Albert 214, 251, 289-290

Martinez, Leo 308 -

Martinez, William 149, 222, 241-243, 246, 248, 251,
255-256, 291, 340 '

MAY LIHIM ANG GABI 178-179

MAYNILA SA MGA KUKO NG LIWANAG 11, 24, 344

MAYNILA, 1970 183-184

Melendez, Jimi 171, 253

MENOR DE EDAD 225-227, 233

MINSA"Y ISANG GAMU-GAMO 38

Miraflor, Bongchi 351-352

MISS X 141, 145, 147

MOISES PADILLA STORY, THE 303-306

Mona Lisa 293-294, 296

MONG 79-80

Monserrat, Butch 162

Montenegro, Mario 209

Monteverde, Lily 340

Monteza, Raquel 278-279

Montilla, Fred 159

MORAL 108, 260, 353-356
Moral (book) 357-358

Moran, Arturo 196

Moran, Pia 166

Moreno, Alma 8, 35, 67, 148, 157, 203, 220-221, 234, 236,
242, 328, 387-388

Moreno, German 82, 280

Mortiz, Edgar 177

MOTHER DEAR 289-291

Muhlach, Nino 35, 60, 68, 70, 88, 170, 171, 207

Mumar, Coney Reyes 132, 134

Munoz, Tita 301

Nadres, Orlando 84

Nailclippers 214

NAKAW NA PAG-IBIG 27, 267-270
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Navarro, Jess 112, 316, 319, 323 Perez, Antonio Jose 107-110
Navarro, Rod 80, 370 Perez, Barbara 201

Navarro, Walter 227

Navoa, J. Erastheo 170-171, 207

Nebrida, Baby 192

Nievera, Bert 230

NOLI ME TANGERE vii, 304-305
NUNAL SA TUBIG 245, 247, 258, 260
O’Hara, Mario 28, 72, 87, 92-93, 261, 359-365
Ojeda, Manny 113-117

Ojeda, Orestes 78, 203-204, 242, 385
Oria, Mercy 141

ORO, PLATA, MATA 111-117

Oropesa, Elizabeth 156-157, 297, 299, 384
Ortiz, Rosanna 152, 366-367

Osorio, Bebong 126-128, 203-204

P.S.1 LOVE YOU 199-202

PABLING 32, 245-247, 248, 249, 250

Perez, Elwood 139-140, 143-146, 222

Perez, Tony 324, 326, 329-330

PERFUMED NIGHTMARE 24

PICK-UP GIRLS, 197-198

Pilapil, Pilar 14, 16, 187, 189

PINAY, AMERICAN STYLE 53, 139-140, 141, 145

Pinon, Efren 208-210

PLAYGIRL 30, 32, 98-101

Poe, Fernando Jr. 4, 15, 16, 21, 35, 67,70, 119, 124, 153-154,
167, 182, 184, 275, 279, 366-382

Portes, Gil 147, 148-150

PORTRAIT OF THE ARTIST AS FILIPINO vii, 38, 73

Pugak 80

Puno, Rico J. 136-138

Punzalan, Bruno 350-352

PUPPY LOVE 211-212

Padilla, Dencio 195, 207, 369 QUICK BROWN FOX, THE 6
PAG-IBIG NA WALANG DANGAL 27 Quinn, Al 173
PAGBABALIK NG PANDAY, 374-375, 392, 393 Quirino, Jose 16
PAGBABALIK NI LEON GUERRERO, ANG 166 Rabaya, Allan Jayme 180
PAGDATING SA DULO 21 Ramirez, Daria photo 385
PAKAWALAN MO AKO 32 Ramirez, Jennie 169, 283-284

PALABAN 27, 386-389

Ranillo, Mat III 81-82, 232-233, 239
PALENGKE QUEEN 81-82

Ranillo, Suzette 193, 234-235

Palmos, Ed 217-219 Razon, Delia 107

Paloma, Pepsi photo 202 RELASYON 252-254
PALPAK CONNECTION 195-196 Remias, Ricardo 92
Panchito 88-89, 173 Requiestas, Rene 233, 245

PANDAY II 38

PANDAY IKATLONG YUGTO, ANG 380-382
PAROLADO 227

Pascual, William 211-212

PEDRING TARUC 129-135

PEPENG SHOTGUN 30, 32

Revilla, Ramon 35, 70, 119, 122-123, 124-125
Reyes, Ariosto 102-103

Reyes, Arman 81-82, 102-103

Reyes, Edgardo 90-91, 183, 200

Reyes, Efren Jr. 205, 206

Reyes, Jose Javier 290
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Reyes, Ronwaldo see Poe, Fernando Jr.
Rivas, Isabel 122-123, 281, 297

Rivero, Dante 203-204

Rizal, Jose 65

Roa, Boots Anson 200-201

Robinson, Cloyd 197-198

ROCCO, ANG BATANG BATO 170-171
Roces, Susan 369, 376

Roco, Bembol 193-194, 227

Rodrigo, Juan 353, 355

Rodriguez, Celia 21, 82, 301-302
Rodriguez, Eddie 15, 85-87, 185-186, 324-326
Rodriguez, Lolita 265-266

Rodriguez, Pepito 85

Rodriguez, Ramil 84

Roldan, Dennis 297, 349-351, 362-364
ROMAN RAPIDO 378-379 ;
ROMANSA 141-142

Romero, Chanda 16, 91, 93-94, 156, 193, 319
Romero, Eddie 4, 6, 24, 27, 28, 71, 73, 153, 383-395
Romero, Gloria 94, 289-290

Romero, Joey 27

ROULETTE 151-152

RUBIA SERVIOS 38, 164, 180, 261

Rustia, Ruben 391, 393

Ruta, Rolly 92

SA INIT NG APOY 8, 10

Saburit, Jean 219

SALAWAHAN 232-233

Salcedo, Leopoldo 304-306, 376-377

SALOME 30, 31, 32, 294, 315, 349-352 354, 356, see also

Salome/Brutal Salome/Brutal (book) 340-348
Salvador, Phillip 9, 67, 72, 83-84, 99-101, 105-106, 183-184

295
Samartino, Lloyd 14, 279, 325-326, 328, 334 -

PA

261, 262-264, 268-270, 273, 277-279, 287-288, 292-293, ]

Index 411

Samonte, Mauro Gia 209

Sandico Michael 293, 325-326, 353

Sandico, Ricky 316, 319, 321, 384

SANTA CLAUS IS COMING TO TOWN 222

SANTIAGO 21

Santiago, Cirio 191

Santiago, Ernie 77 !

Santiago, Pablo 118-119, 372-373, 376-377

Santos, Charo 86-87, 153, 187, 189, 227, 309, 312-314, 330,
337-339, 340-341

Santos, Jimmy 394

Santos, Vilma 15, 35, 67, 84, 107-109, 141-142, 147, 160,
164-165, 177, 180-181, 185, 191, 252-254, 261, 276

Sarrol, Freddie 81-82

Saxon, John 390-391

SCHOOLGIRLS 331-333

Sevilla, Martha 148, 372

SIERRA MADRE 118-119

Siguion-Reyna, Armida 30, 31, 51, 308, 352

Silayan, Chat 394 '

Silayan, Vic 191, 193, 225-226, 302, 312-314, 394

SINASAMBA KITA 83-84

SINO’NG PIPIGIL SA PAGPATAK NG ULAN 187-190

SISANG TABAK 203-204

Sison, Marco 225

Snooky 283-284, 289-291 .

Solis, Charito 96-97, 99-100, 243, 266, 289, 312, 325-326,
390-391

Soriano, Carmen 14, 15

Soriano, Maricel 15, 16, 245-246, 248, 255-256, 289-291,
331-332

STARDOOM 21

Suzara, Romy 7, 30, 72

Symaco, Mackay 283-284

T-BIRD AT AKO 164-165

TAGA SA PANAHON 192-194
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TANIKALA 28, 90-91, 95, 98, 356

Tantay, Al 15, 78, 236, 239

TATAY KONG NANAY, ANG 88,172

TINIMBANG ANG LANGIT 161-163

TINIMBANG KA NGUNIT KULANG 173, 262, 271, 275,
364

Tinio, Rolando 238

Tiongson, Lito 104-106

Tiongson, Nicanor 92-192

Tito, Vic, & Joey 60, 168-169, 195-196

Tobias, Mel 30

Tolentino, Aurelio 65

Tolentino, Lorna 15, 21, 83-84, 103, 128, 144, 234-235,l

242,288, 330, 334, 353, 355-357
Tonight the Movies (TV show) 32
Topacio, Soxy 87, 169
Tordesillas, Jake 86, 328
Torre, Joel 112-114, 116
Trinidad, Francisco 349
Trinidad, Noel 316, 319-321
TROPANG BULILIT 60
TUBOG SA GINTO 178
U.P. Concert Chorus 309
UHAW NA DAGAT 27, 32, 297
UNDER-AGE 27
Valdes, Maya 112, 115, 242, 280-282, 333
Valdez, Ronaldo 130-132, 134, 151-152, 156, 159
VANISHING TRIBE, THE 227
Vargas, Vic 178, 203-204, 372-373
Varona, Dante 218
Vasquez, Romeo 90, 230-231 -
Vega, Julie 16, 153-154, 289, 291
Vela, Helen 378
Velarde, Emmie 14-16
Velasco, Myrna 330
Velasco, Rolfie 39

Index 413

Velilla, Roger 274 ‘
Velez, Vivian 215

Vergara, Pablo 369-370

Vernal, Ruel 275, 294, 372-373, 378
Victoria, Maria 219

Villanueva, Lorli 113, 115

Villarica, Wendy 197

Villavicencio, Raquel 256, 312, 320, 323
Vital, Lirio 216, 218, 330

Vito, Bey 283

Vitug, Romeo 52, 84, 199, 201, 230, 352
WAIKIKI 141, 143-146, 150

Walter, Mary 220, 222

WANTED: PERFECT MOTHER 38
Wenceslao, Jose 174-175

White, Redford 166

Wilson, Johnny 93-94, 243, 281, 378
Without Seeing the Dawn (book) 73
Wood, Victor 174

Writing for Film (book) 11-13, 318
Yandoc, Jose see Revilla, Ramon
Ylagan, Robert see Arevalo, Robert
Zamonte, Burt photo 179

Zaro, Muni 136-138

Zialcita, Danny 52, 155-158, 159-160, 161-163, 164-165
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