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= “It may be very well that [feminist film theorists] engage in a process of denial that
eliminates the necessity of revisioning conventional ways of thinking about
psychoanalysis as a paradigm of analysis and the need to rethink a body of feminist
film theory that is firmly rooted in a denial of the reality that sex/sexuality may not be
the primary and/or exclusive signifier of difference.” (hooks, 1992)
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= Laura Mulvey’s character/camera/spectator: “There are three different looks associated with cinema: that of the
camera as it records the pro-filmic event, that of the audience as it watches the final product, and that of the
characters at each other within the screen illusion.The conventions of narrative film deny the first two and
subordinate them to the third, the conscious aim being always to eliminate intrusive camera presence and prevent a
distancing awareness in the audience” (Mulvey, 1975).

“ Representation: “Looking at films with an oppositional gaze, black women were able to critically assess the cinema’s
construction of white womanhood as object of phallocentric gaze and choose not to identify with either the victim or
the perpetrator. Black female spectators, who refused to identify with white womanhood, who would not take on the
phallocentric gaze of desire and possession, created a critical space where the binary opposition Mulvey posits of
“woman as image, man as bearer of the look’ was continually deconstructed.” (hooks, 1992)
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