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Renegotiation of the Korean New Wave in the 1990s
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Korean New Wave
Retrospective
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Korean New Wave: Retrospective from 1980 to 1995, The 18t Pusan International Film Festival, Piff
publication, (1996).
Moon Jae-Cheol, ‘Cinematic Memory and Cultural Identity: Focused on ‘Post Korean New Wave
Cinema’,” PhD Thesis, Chung-Ang University, 2002.
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Korean New Wave
cinema as Art cinema
(40}
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£ (Rob Wilson)

Remasculinization of the
Korean cinema (274 &)
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* 1970 H-19803 =Bt Rkt 42 T
— 90E i Het g4 Al

o
ra!

Kim Sun-A, The Unfamiliar Boundary Called Korean Cinema (Seoul: Communication Books, 2006)

Rob Wilson, “Korean Cinema on the Road to Globalization: Thinking Global/Local Dynamics, or Why Im
Kwon Taek is not Ang Lee,” Inter-Asia Cultural Studies, vol. 2, Issue 2 (2001), pp 307-318

Kim Kyung Hyun, The Remasculinization of Korean Cinema (Durham and London: Duke University

Press, 2004).
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2o FH/0IE in the 1990s

e ‘art cinema’= &09| National cinemall &<
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Steve Neale, “Art Cinema as Institution,” Screen, vol. 22 no.1 (1981), pp. 11-39

Geffrey Nowell-Smith, “Art Cinema”, The Oxford History of World Cinema, ed. by Geffrey Nowell Smith
(Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1996), pp. 567-575

Paul Willemen, Looks and Frictions: Essays in Cultural Studies and Film Theory, (London and
Bloomington: Indiana University Press and BFI Publishing), 1994
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National Cinema2 gender

271702 D2 female o« 2IIFOA 20| female bodyE & }|6t= 2HAl,
body e 23IAM HilH2 XXt
(Susan Hayward)
ex) ‘A& X’
A3} 4 nationalism c Me&H UM EelE&2 E&E0l, Eol Lotz A2

HEHAZAM L A A oo Ol0IXILE KBS Soll KHDI KHAI 9| self-
(victim) (FAF)

construction(| 0| Eol= & &.

* National cinema2 female subject 2t2| gender conflict2 LH i A.

* 19903 [l Korean New WaveOllA & & Y4 =X 2 self-criticism.
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Susan Hayward, “Framing National Cinema,” Cinema and Nation, ed. by M. Hjort and S. MacKenzie
(London: Routledge, 2000), pp. 88-102

Choi Chungmoo, “Nationalism and Construction of Gender in Korea,” Dangerous Women: Gender and
Korean Nationalism, ed. by Elaine H. Kim and Choi Chungmoo, (London: Routledge, 1998), pp. 9-32
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Korean New Wave in the 1990s & male subjectivity
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Korean New Wave in the 1990s & male subjectivity
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Male fraternity (&4 2 A)

* Freudian ‘deferred obedience’

* Destabilization of the settlement of male subjectivity in a fraternity & secure
lineage of patriarchy.

* tensions of incest taboo and patricide in the homo-social bonding of

fraternity after the death of father.

* Sigmund Freud, Totem and Taboo, The Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological
Works of Sigmund Freud vol. 13, (1913-1914): Totem and Taboo and Other Works, trans. by
James Strachey in collaboration with Anna Freud (London: Hogarth Press & Institute of
Psycho-Analysis, 1955), pp. 1-162 (p. 144).



Oedipal trajectory (20|C|EA X HZ)

o A 0132 A : ‘abjection’ 2 B2t — settlement of fraternity.

- J. Kristeva’ abjectioni} 20|C|FEA:

® g8 HAHAE (A SH It incest taboo)

@ 2OICIEA 2 =8t} Blindness

Julia Kristeva, Powers of Horror: An Essay on Abjection, trans. by Leon S. Roudiez (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1982), p. 84



Oedipal trajectory (20|C|EA X H=Z)

* Oedipal pattern in signification

1. Jacqueline Rose :
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Jacqueline Rose, ‘Paranoia and the Film System’, Screen, vol. 17, no, 4 (Winter 1976/7), 85-104.
Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, trans. by Robert
Hurley, Mark Seem, and Helen R. Lane (London: Athlone Press, 1984), p.126
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Oedipal pattern in signification

3. Teresa De Lauretis :

— propp2 Rle=4E 21E6tH, L0|CIFA2 JH 0l 2fof,

matriarchal system of succession (2H& H & AIAEH) - 2HA

DI NS ‘R& AN (patricide)2] ==Xl
a. A Wil Lao HE
b. “=0130| SFE W ZEGIH AR It &7 - 2HE HSAL.

Teresa De Lauretis, Alice Doesn’t: Feminism, Semiotics, Cinema (London: Macmillan, 1984)
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2 & (suture)t A2t =X A (subjectivity)

= =X AlIZE S&F ‘Suture’

MHI

I. Jacqueline Rose : Jt0ict2t S Al & M2 0t H.

(identification with both terms of the opposition — shot/counter-shot)
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- 224 (the audience)2 frame2 S&: A Z2E E2 2
shot 1 (absent one) — shot 2 (fictional owner)

— A& 4F (POV Shot) 1t H3otA S&t

Jacqueline Rose, ‘The Imaginary,” Sexuality in the Field of Vision (London: Verso, 1986), pp. 165-197
Jean-Pierre Oudart, ‘Cinema and Suture,” Screen, vol. 18, no. 4 (1977/78), 35-47
Daniel Dayan, ‘The Tutor-code of Classical Cinema,’ Film Theory and Criticism, ed. by Leo Braudy and

Marshall Cohen, 5th edn. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999), pp. 118-129.
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S8 (suture)t A2+ =il & (subjectivity)

lll. Slavoj Zizek
— identification of the other (E} X122 A& X S A|)
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Slavoj Zizek, The Sublime Object of Ideology, (London: Verso, 1989)
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Female GenderE M| &} ot= &4

* Irigaray’s ‘specularization’
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— ‘mirror of value of and for man’, ‘bears the marks or the imprint of
relations between men’. — ‘bodies of women’ within heterosexual
ecomony.- ‘homo-social’, ‘thom(m)o-sexuality’.

* & & F=X4 (female subjectivity) 2 Al 3} dt= &4
@ symbolic signification — ‘corporeality’
@ absence of female body
® female gaze

Luce Irigaray, This Sex Which Is Not One, trans. by Catherine Porter and Carolyn Burke (Ithaca,
New York: Cornell University Press, 1985)
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AFE 1) P (335, 2002)

&)1t Signification
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* fictive kinship term (J+4&!

@ MHA =4 4 (gender-neutrality)
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Kim Hee-suk, ‘Paradox of Terms of Address’, Korean Society and Terms of Address (Seoul: Youkrack

2005), pp. 149-190.
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Subiject Identification (X2 S Al)
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- gender-crossing

* Kim Youngjin, ‘An Observation of the Attraction of Jealousy is My Middle Name,” Film2.0, no. 122,
(April 15- April 22, 2003) pp. 72-74.
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Female Gaze (HA & SAl)
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* Dissecting the web of Signification- capture and slippage
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AEE= 19 3 (232, 2002) 3} Korean Blockbuster

o XSOl <EE &= LIS 85(2002) 2| oedipality0ll CHSt ol 2=,
- T2 0|E2 ‘deferred obedience’lil LAl #XE EUHEH, Z2 AlJ|
A2t =SE HAHUN M 20 X= 8=2H 20/CIFAHN CHEt critique= =&,

ex) ‘BXE OlZAP, ‘AI0IS, ‘T 1 AFRY — OFH XIS S 018, E= o 529

0I5, 2219 ABE S,

—

30
10
1o
4>
N
fulo

* Laura Mulvey:
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Laura Mulvey, ‘The Oedipus Myth,” Visual and Other Pleasure, (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1989),
pp. 177-201 (p. 199).)
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