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Allen’s and
ncontinent:

By Dan Sallitt
The tone of the modern cinema was
set by the art-house and auteurist revo-
lutions of the fifties and sixties—every
contemporary director from Kubrick to
Eastwood considers himself or herself a
star. The pros and cons of this ethos are

as evenly balanced as those of the old Hol-

lvwood factory system: For every artist

whose ambitions were stifled by old-time

studio restrictions, there’s a corresponding .
case 1n today’s system whose tnoontinence

would have been nicely held in check by
- the self-ettacing standards of yesteryear.

Which brings us to Woody Allen and
Francois Truffaut, two talented directors
whose recent films have been blighted
by nearly the same syndrome. Both are
apparently so taken with their own artistry
and/or personalities that the personal
touches 1n their hims leap out of context
with the clatter of unsolicited autobiog-
raphy. Thetr latest releases sufter from
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Broadway Danny Rose

this tendency to different degrees: Allen’s

‘ Broadway Danny Rose is often lively and
‘entertaining around the edges despite its

questionable premises, whereas Truffaut’s
Confidentially Yours is so devoid of even
simple virtues that it is nearly unthink-
able as the work of the director of The
400 Blows, Fules and Ftm, and Day for

Night. Allen’s artistic recovery would

be a surprise, but Truffaut’s would be a

resurrection.

' W ere I not discussing the sim-
| ilarities between the two films,
I wouldn’t be inclined to emphasize the
negative aspects of Broadway Danny Rose.
Allen’s loosest film in years, Danny Rose
benefits from the contributions of a large
and eccentric supporting cast and espe-

ctally from the patter of a bevy of New
York comedians who spend the film sitting

in a deli trading jokes and stories, one of

which becomes the film’s narrative.
The utle character 1s a small-time talent
agent whose stable seems to consist pri-

ruffaut’s

marily of entertainers with physical dis-
abilities. Allen’s impersonation of Rose
is sporadic at best—Rose’s frantic hand
gestures and desperately forced familiarity

. yield most of the time to Allen’s familiar

persona, sarcastic and not even faintly
pushy—but even half a performance is a
generous concession from Allen. As usual,
Allen conspicuously avoids giving us an

“adequate pxcture of the central character’s

personality in the introductory scenes:
Nearly all his films are built around the
audience’s famil:arity with the Allen per-
sona and its confidence that this persona
won't vary much from film to film.
‘The one client whom Rose hopes to
build into a star is an aging Italian singer
(Nick Apollo Forte) on the comeback road.
In an attempt to keep his client happy,
Rose agrees to accompany the married
singer’s brassy mustress T'ina(Mia Farrow)
10 an opening engagement—a mission
that gets more and more complicated,
until Rose and Tina find themselves on
the run from the vengeance of Tina’s
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Confidentially Yours
Mafioso brothers. Dunng the excitement,

of course, the odd couple find time to cul-
tivate their mutual attraction.

The movement of the film reduces an.

original piece of material to the familiar
Allen myth—the acceptance of unre-
quested love. After a first half that fea-
tures an unusual amount of sharp and
funny social observation, the film grad-
ually fades the Rose character out in favor
of the Allen persona, which consists of
equal parts comic schmuck (the Allen of
the early funny films) and witty sophisti-
cate (the Allen of the autobiography films).
Allen always keeps an wronic distance from
the schmuck character by means of clever
dialogue and the obvious artifice of his
comuc line delivery; by contrast, the films
do everything possible to eliminate the
distance between Allen the fictional wit
and Allen the real-life wit. L.ike so many
other Allen heroines, T1ina tells us that
looks are less important to her than intel-
ligence and personality (Rose has neither,
but Rose hus begun to recede from the
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 filmg at this point—we know whom Tina

is talking about); like the others, she is
eventually helpless before Allen’s roman-
tic appeal. |

The film’s second halfis handicapped
not only by this self-flattering scenario
but also by the Chaplinesque self-directed
pathos that Allen milks when client and
lover abandon him in the penulumate
reel. Ultimately, the story tells us nothing
about Rose, 1n the sense that no aspect
of Rose’s character affects the outcome
of the plot. The story does tell us quite a
bit about Allen, but nothing that we don’t
know already. Under their sometimes en-
tertaining surfaces, Allen’s films have
increasingly sacrificed artistic resonance
for what appears to be the gratfication
of his vanity.




