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red in order to definitively secyre ¢
Shefha;:,od taﬁtﬁ' It also, as Haskell’s remark about shop Elrls 5!.[ IREsts, o,
petuates %5 .nmke a disdainful image of the femlmne to Wﬂu
ture seem

le. |

¢ the corruption of the peop A
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Star GOSSIP

-

Rock Hudson and the Burde
of Masculinity

ged place in the social apprefﬂm

ttract audiences and remain in the p
‘mers (a “Humphrey Bogart” m‘hﬁ {"1 )«
The prominence of stars in Mass media mtTrwews m 3* e
enhances their status as significant cultura lmm.oftm c "‘u

anks as one of the most visible, pervasive staples nass
of the key forms mediating the relation of people to theh* U L

T N e

Edgar Morin’s work in Les Stars introduced the notion t * F |

ﬂ-"" __:.._. :

enon was best analyzed as a combination of both mmth es anc | offs

personality (constructed by studio press releases, rlw gw ¥ " 2
movie roles could create a certain definition of star perm ) &

) '.- *-.I!

cll's friendly femme fatale in To Have and Have Not l )44)), ”

e R

\RS OCCUPY A privile

S ylture. Films often a
the basis of celebrity perfo
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were at least equally important in adding an aura to Starnc (the fac!
and Humphrey Bogart fell in love during the ﬁimmgqi'& “ ." ;
Bmgraphlcal revelatlons were a cunstltuent part of ﬁﬁ cle T _'l;_”"
might play. This perspective suggests that to capmma, t ,_ﬂ fr ng, t
must attend to an inherent intertextuality mmm o ,mg;..;;.,.:

flmic* sources depicting the actor’s offscreen self.
structured polysemy,” a signifying entity mm of :

"85, generated by diverse texts and subject to u~ #‘“
hnstoizjxsm'“'ng the various sources that constitut star identity !
Meaning a::tflis the theorist can explore the re
clebrity social function this meanlrg

but a bundle of media COHSIIUCM
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vhether we consider Shirley Temple and the Great Depression

D{inﬂﬂi‘. \ | - ¥ |
wn Monroe and 19505 conceptions Ol female sexuality.’ or Mar.
VT : < : .

But, aside from the star’s significance as 4 cultural barometer, there ;
her equally important dimension of star study. As Richard de Curdmls an-
d ask the question of how the presence of a star af feca sug-
reception of 3 fiim.* The exact relationship between a celebrity’s inlert:.s the
persona and its impact on viewing a particular film may be difficult to deten::Tml
with certainty. But the star’s strong social presence and ability to attrach al.:dm
ences suggest that it has a particular power over the consumption of artj fac:
that requires serous consideration. S

Ol
gests, analyses shou

Rock Hudson: Creating the Image

Of all the stars who have passed through the Sirk universe, including Jane
Wyman, Robert Stack, Dorothy Malone, and Lana Turner, Rock Hudson is the
ctor most identified with this director and his work at Universal Pictures, Hud-
son gained his first major success in a starring role in Magnificent Obsession
(1954), and appeared in seven other Sirk/Universal films during the decade: Has
Anybody Seen My Gal? (1952), Taza, Son of Cochise (1954), Captain Lightfoot
(1955), All That Heaven Allows (1955), Battle Hymn (1956), Written on the
Wind (1957), and Tarnished Angels (1958).

During thig time and into the 1960s, Hudson enjoyed tremendous popularity
as 2 beefcake idol and romantic lead. However, extra-filmic information about
him late in his career dramatically transformed this image. In the 1980s, Hudson
:;355 the first1 m}c::r celebrity to publicly announce he had been diagno’sed with
Vmﬂﬁ‘gﬂ:ﬁ;gﬁ;ﬁfn g?musexuaiitg.z and virtuth‘z dismantling his pre-
e a’ v. Given Hudson’s close association with Sirk films,
e cent.ral cultural symbol, and the drastic revision of

_ Bl a particularly compelling case with which to explore
the impact star discourse has on the | irk’ ""p
- bl n;ean:ng of Slrk's melodramas. | will thus
vt h: Son's persona in the 19505 and 19805—
examine how his star image affected ;‘“ﬂlned hlﬁ. greatest social importance—
different historical contexte the perception of Sirk’s films within such

While it | ?

's very tempting to look on the 1950s ironically, equipped with

19805 revelations 3 y
bout Hudson's gay identity, an ironical approach to the de-

: ily disre :

ing the 19505, Hudmﬂgi:id?;d?n s actual importance to postwar culture. Dur

usually associate with the rnn:ekfllnd i'cﬂﬁﬂgmphical sexual sillicai i
dmboyant ty

pes represented by Marilyn Mor-
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tey, and Marlon grando. In contrast 1o these figures, Hudson em-

g, IS !‘-'uwfﬁ: ——— cexual normaicy, a normalcy every bit as important
hﬂ*“l‘{ A ['prhil e of the times as the more excessive. As | will later argue,
’ definind the f “ctioned defensively against changing conceptions of mascu-
mags in the poﬁl—Wnrld War |l era. In a society obsessively

em of male «weakness,” posed as a result of such social
woman” and the “homosexual menace,” the media de-
'« image as proof of the widespread appeal and endurance of
wloped 1 i They helped sustain, that is, a certain brand of traditional
f great public turmoil over appropriate social and sexual
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.~ the face O

g, when he began his career with a bit part in Raoul

Waldh's Fighter Squadron and enjoyed Fhe heights of f;liS popularity with Pillow
Ik Hudson appeared in nearly ff:':.rty films. Most of his eaf'ly a!:pearances were
bit parts until he caused 3 sensation amun_g female fans with Ijns small role as a
gambler in Anthony Mann’s Bend of the River (T%ZL. After this, he secured the
ead in @ number of films from 1952 tO 1954, including Scarlet Angel and The
Lawless Breed. But i+ was not until Magnificent Obsession that his leading man
datus intertwined cuccessfully with that of romantic heartthrob. Magnificent
Obsession grossed eight million dollars, and Hudson reportedly started receiving
three thousand fan letters a week from teens and older women. While critics
frequently related Hudson’s appeal to his “good looks,” his acting ability re-
coived short shrift until Giant (1956), for which he received an Academy Award
nomination for best actor.

Hudson’s box-office stature after 1953 Was manifested in the numerous
magazine and industry honors he received, as well as by his prominence in Mag-
azine coverage. He was voted the most popular male movie star by Modern
Screen in 1954, Look in 1955, Photoplay in 1957, and by theater owners the
same year. From 1957 to 1964, the Film Buyers of the Motion Picture Industry
consistently named him the number one box-office attraction, which meant that
audiences bought more tickets for his movies than anyone else’s. Magazine fea-
ures helped declare his unequivocal popular status: among almost countless
"‘fm“"—’* People, Look, and Life each ran cover stories on Hudson, respectively |
T:Im‘i “Rock Hudson: No. 1 Lover,” “Rock Hudson: Why He's No. 1,” and
5”1{;'][:::“;’”"? f**-.*‘tgﬂl Handsome Bachelor.”” Hudson was unquestionably the

ox-office attraction Universal had from the mid-19505 through the

earl | : : : » X5
Y 19605, and arguably the most popular male star of the time overall (albeit

‘-ilh[;tlff competition from Cary Grant).
uring [ N
ng this period, Hudson appeared in westerns, war films, adventures,
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dramas, romantic comedies, and melodramas. Within the
costume cluded American Indians, army officers, SWaShbuck
doctors, journalists, and gardeners. But despite g ch," . .
-oles emphasized a consistent persona: a strapping, dive
appealing, clean- _cut, often sensitive, and ultimately morally upright charae.
The largest role of his early career, that of boxer Speed O'Keefe in ’ﬂiﬁiﬂ 8
(1951), demonstrated how he would be typecast in his later films. In thig f“ M he
plays a young, wholesome boxer whose honesty contrasts with a “dirty” ﬂﬂ'iiﬁ.r
played by lead leff Chandler. Similarly, in Bend of the River, while his characte
begins as ambiguous in terms of good and evil, by the end of the film hﬂias
joined with protagonist Jimmy Stewart and even gets the girl.

Hudson’s parts in Sirk films helped cement this persona. In Taza, he 1$lhe
good Indian who allies himself with the white man against other warring Indiang
to secure peace in the West. In Magnificent Obsession, his character (Bob Mér
rick) begins as a careless playboy who indirectly causes the death of lane
man’s husband, and then directly causes her blindness. Stricken with a se@nf
painful responsibility, inspired selflessness, and love for Helen Phillips {wYﬂ]ﬁn).
he returns to medical school to learn procedures that could restore her vis (Jgnr
eventually saving her sight and her life. All That Heaven Allows accentuate%tﬁe
essential simplicity and uncluttered rightness that lay at the center of Hud:
particular kind of masculinity. His character, Ron Kirby, is overtly llnkeclhl

nature both by his gardening vocation and his lifestyle. Kirby 15 presented .:;' 'I;:

----

Hudms rﬂlE'-.-
bierq baChE'!ﬂm

UdS-On s starring

who rejects social artifice, prefernng the woods and dnwn-to-earth frl ;,.
stands in contrast to the cronies of his beloved, Cary Scott (Jane WYm ITE: -
llarly, in Written on the Wind and Tarnished Angels (despite his dnnkmgﬂ- m ﬂ ) uﬂl
in the latter), he appears as the personification of stability in t:,t:mtl'atstw *'m‘
players tormented by psychological and sexual problems.
Even in films that toyed with his wholesome persona, such as ,' ¥
Obsession and George Steven's Giant, in which he plays a bigoted Pa“ re Ii the
:a;:;"’es Wc‘;-‘:ﬁ preoccupied with restoring his “good guy” status. Hence, e see
mm“:t?:; lm"::'ﬁﬁén;auﬂn of Merrick from an irresponsible ladies’ "”‘ L
e :ﬂht u;:tor while Giant ultimately finds Hudsons ché ira
Like Bette Davie's gw:“‘;dMe“'Caﬂ patrons to be served in a while. T“..;w
ety vy t;ansfurmauun from dowdy spinster to radi ;"
served (o magnify his e Oyager (1942), Hudson's roles in films -_L;a,x.-_._-f-'_ ,!__E' -'
ge through a kind of dramatic striptease th J',';

“ventually reve| | 3
in question, the “real” image of the star behind the disguise of the chara&t
T
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I'r.II r

I »
'l.’-r

star Gossip

olease Of pillow Talk in 1959, the first in a series e? e F

Until the € ‘:  included Lover Come Back (1961) and Send M
ith Dors Day ! ty of Hudson’s film roles depicted a romantic Béi" i
Z:mnal complexity was matched by generally un |
it hasic social ideas of right and wrong. Althoua& e
~ Esﬁng sexual allure remained on the path to mor ‘j__’_
4 h{,gfcak& early films. The Day/Hudson trilogy and Hudson'sc ot -

Jotion 1N his 6 os founded his second wave of popularity and ar ﬁ*‘*

edies of th|E g|ayboy——-appa're“ﬂ"’ at odds with his earlier, more prist *"; L

the bach;a;';lzm of which | shall discuss later. “_ e *f}f... i
gt ere undoubtedly important in prmldmgthe: ol ----;}“ 8 |

les W
son’s star image, extra-filmic coverage added prolific a b 3;; . _. ,

to this image that clarified how it was to fm.eﬁm
" As mentioned, Hudson received prodigious press cc
fan, women’s, and general circulation magazm& Js of
these magazmes———behmd—the- ey
personal and ‘omantic life—originated in the story farmulasi *‘f’ |
magazines in the 19205, which focused on intimate revelations al
neople’s lifestyles and love problems. From confession n'ﬂgazilﬁ
«candal rags to respectable middle-class sources, publishers fo éﬂr ;-:
wndide” stories sold. Mass media “gossip” featuring appara'lt# th'
tion about notable people had a sizable market value restllg arg -

.. -
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ing the 19505 in
stories appearing in
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public.
Star gossip typically relied on biography as a foundaﬂm ts revek
about star lifestyles and romantic status. These biographies wer ,%
rived from studio press books which provided the “official” life —ﬂm of the
The basic life story tended to chronicle the star’s chlw CH gt i
adulthood, building to the moment he or she was disco ered i o
Each step of the chronology was punctuated by facts ahﬂ@lE 1 jm man
relationships. No matter what the variations in the wnter' perspective |
licular details included in the account, the sanio major bio; ter
0 form the basis for most star commentary.” | -‘:,': |
luw.::ﬁnt;adbﬂne of the official Hudson blographwm or ‘
ormation. Hudson was born Roy Scherer m Nov R
m?)':,:;awl::;?ﬁe |: :5 ;;Oo;r si(;u:\n <:: a E:.:l:to 1_} : 1 ﬂ%i |
husband, Wallace F | phicir ahi o 1: |
Marine Cer itzgerald. His mother aubsequmﬂ%
ps officer whom Roy never liked. From "H,}

19bs to help support the family, including soda jerk ar o

L .
'''''''''
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.\ high school, but liked by his classmates whe iy

o
e
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shy good-looking; and a “one-woman- man. He was ;'i-u,:;r-:-;-:'f*
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y almost wrecking a plane, he was transferred o W
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After the Navy, he worked at a post office an‘d as a truck d
triends urged him to try to become a movie star, and thyoyg
, mutual acquaintance. he wacﬁ) ir;:]d?;fd to Henry Willson in 1947, Who wa,
id O. Selznick. %
in charge of Faieni f?}fr:;‘:sm sWhen Willson asked him if he could.agtjﬁ&k
Biﬂgmphl:es;;ip- ‘Good,’” answered Willson.” Thus began Hudson's fﬂ"ﬁed
he trtl.ilt n' 2 tl;E hands of Willson, who hoped that Hudson'’s good 'Oﬁks
e lr:.I female fans. However, as Roy Fitzgerald, he had a Crooke_d.m
B I:D bad haircut, a Midwestern twang, and an uninteresting name
N this appeal to be truly realized. Willson ﬁKEdaI[O{

to be changed for
:::: h:: the man who created the names of Tab Hunter and Rory Calhouq;;hg_

coined Rock (from the Rock of Gibraltar) and Hudsop (from the r'!ver], andtook
charge of necessary cosmetic and locutionary alterations to add finesse tORﬂ?’i
| ' N
new ;:Ie::;t:ﬁ career began slowly with a one-liner in Fighter Squadron, yﬂ;]-,
allegedly took him thirty-four attempts to get right. Aftt:.'r- a few rnore'ﬂlmi
landed the part that made him a screen idol in Magnificent Obsessmj_f@%-_
coming to Hollywood, Hudson dated script girl Betty Abbott, starlets ‘o./eraf.:ﬂr#F
Terry Moore and Julia Adams, and Henry Willson’s secretary, Phylllsga,;'?
(whom Hudson married in 1955 and divorced in 1958). -8
Fanzines recounted these details with adulatory rhetoric and often W

His truck driver

[

: : e lifa
surances that theirs was an especially exclusive look into the actor s life. For

most successful fan magazine of the decade, offered itself as an unpre t;;'
sl

study of the “real” person behind the star hype. Hyams's purpose was II_I'F iy
Hudson's simple “beefcake” image by giving an account of his complexity @

solid, stable, intelligent young man who has built up an almost uncanny: Y
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i
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o take life as it comes and make not only the best but the most of 1H
other star stories, Hyams's biography was intended as a backdrop for ¢ '.;,T' %
rate work of characterization, defining traits, hobbies, and romantic ,4;.1
that would help define the person behind the celebrity. In "'“;
Hl._ldsnn en:erE.Ed as a handsome, shy, easygoing fellow who “laug JH
:::(m“'_‘e- As Hyams wrote, “Rock is and always has been a stranger r
the anxiety” (g1). We learn that Hudson loves music, collects re ""If:-.-' A

jitterbug expertly,

and adores food. Hyams established Hudson’s tr€ ment
a;ma‘ 10 mm&n wit ? o S

h quotes from fans (women who proposed (0 m O
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Star L0551

. cuff links without their husband’s . ﬁ o
s h‘;:f describing his dating life as selective and seriousiy"
;:iesire to counter the beefcake i
ography in promoting and capitalizing on Hu ﬁ | :
= bmfg turing numerous phOlﬂS of Hudson's naked aa*""L“
Eﬂw“h co-stars and real-life dates.” TS
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reel” and “real” life was so important that

devoted exclusively to this subject ma lifestyle

_ Lifestyle and marital status were_oﬂem_i next o

d as they did for other unmarried male stars. In 5
b the writer described Hudson’s house (a mountaintc § b

) and lifestyle (the fact that he is a casual host, barbeq

i iz B ok
1 __' B ‘:.-_t'-':.',... . ..__
} .__,_-,i,.]mf_;,_.

- L q

& s
¥

-

-

L i
1 o
| f}

!
1
L

g g .'
g
w - L

L
s

aachelor LIVES,
StrUCture - \ .3‘. the raw In
rEdeDd ntEfE‘d arﬂund his p|a‘f€|' p1ano, and S‘E% lﬂ“ |

has parties C€ g

g to characterize his particular embodiment of a smﬁe.? e's home

the summer) hi Ith a cbg’ in his convertibie, ana
| otos show nim W e R
existence.' Supporting ph ring his

: in a towel j
phone outside the shower wrapped | M B
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L. - , the site
gles llis Gates, the home continued to be the site m

After his marriage to P z . Hea rEﬂhE ave Nes<t” de-
evealing about the star."’ Photoplay’s “Planning 2 f B R
ribed Hudson’s dream home as a direct extension © o O

e
iy ¥ e
- i -1

for example, would be built on high ground, for “a fellow who has . . . Wi
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an uninterrupted view of whatever world he found hlmself: iw. R

- - caddy and his summe

would be close to nature (relating to his past as a golf ? :Fﬁ'ﬁ“"
rips), have an unplanned decor (jokingly referred to as Eaﬂ‘ﬁ L

with the kind of chairs he likes (“big, deep and comfortable w

ffont 50 a guy could stretch out and take it easy"), and be ireCIONESISEREE

- B R
L e
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R
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with fringe and doilies (“Rock’s dislike for these decorations g S
an early age” when he visited an older woman's house GeCOIEE £ i
and tipped over a Christmas tree).'* Despite his marriage, this Mt
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Ly rrvariiImy
T1000 400

0 sustain an image of “free” masculinity for his fans by so strai€ ;

INg any sense of domesticating feminine influence in decor. ,H e,
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Press coverage of Hudson, then, generally depicted his ht gl

';f“g'”'ﬁr uncomplicated personality, love of nature and G SUMRE e
| S

‘¢, and his appealing manliness. Throughout, Hudson e e |
“Xceptional fellow except for his torso. This depiction owed

"'-?“I_:_a,-'r' i 1
(o’s des; T e
05 desire to conform to contemporary public tastes about stardom
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Mﬂ,mnﬂmdhhadbeenwa‘edbvmw

Wb\ portraying the “real” lives of its stars ¢

W!C m:ﬂiedass imagery.”” But Hudson’s media "hﬂ!"’
hat better explain his lremetm

Magazine stories exphictly presented discourse on the home as disq c;,,
the ‘natural” man. Mﬁmtmwhﬂr@mmda = 11.11}**#
2 redwood house with 2 dog, eabing steaks. Through such 2

@drdvﬂdﬁnmdnam Hudson emerges as a historical t
qﬂ—MWﬁgRMnhasmmamed innate masculine ¢
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B e

en-scene of the nest is carefully described in terms that evacuate :, “ a
The unplanned, disorganized decor, chairs structured for men, and an absokse
resection of anything feminine like doilies and fringe, attest to the domination o

——
N =

2 pure masculine ethos opposed to cultivation. Such elaborations or --ff

micely 1o the wholesome roles Hudson played in 19505 films, ,,‘“
gardener in All That Heaven Allows. In addition, whiem:mm'lg i
WMM ﬁlewessbalated meu'ﬂmmttiqlhfhy

" i coverage could nat have been at more compiete 0dds ¥
g5 Bran(k) and Dean. ;fﬂ-.*-;::" '_*1"_.:

e prlfc st 8955 00 Midwest as well, re

h B:ando and Dean came from the St a5 RSN

acco0n, I, feedmgmweggswakrtmmalwﬂm
s dfﬁreaadﬂsnlﬂ

penchant for beating tom-toms on table tops, mhﬁ
bowls of suga.r in his pocket if he felt he was not m . ,
restaurants.’ g 5
Hence, Brando acquired a “screwball” m“ -
‘completely uninhibited animal nature, born of a Bohemian ,. :; 4%
Dean could be labeled, even amidst the adulation he er ﬂ_
“sadistic, uncouth, arrogant, cruel, and a filthy ﬂ.m -ﬁ: b
Brando’s unconventionality, like Dean's, even €z 2 s
nalyze them. A scandal magazine, Rave, m the "V
over.” This report claimed that Brando's love &m_a-
P06 10 be “one of the most neurotic and unfortun "-}_-.,i
edsheets Don Juan.” Calling his uuqu'ﬁl
Physical, the writer cited psychiatric opinion of m
:L"-’h:su-'led N “doubt of one’s own virility, and a k -
‘v life depended “on what luck he has on 10
wyb‘fen teslmg his Cl.lﬂ‘{ head on m.n "+_*£_:;.‘ '.
enhanced by mass 2
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osychiatrist I 1954 hefore the filming of The Egyptian, - P
o ecued 1o star. Dean's sociopathic behavior was atribuel SN
was X - dolescence,” which rurned him into “a sullen, bad-¢ i}
e | «there was nothing in (his) boyhood to acc c -
.:h;:m"si‘ﬂ. and downright bad manners” that Dean
2 H::u:f:e p-sv(:?‘noan.ah‘tic examination of the-sf_- actors h'y the pae :_: 4
» doubt generated excitement in fam: over their “bad boy” ape i
ibe . means of explaining and defusing the Brando/Dean assaufte mn e

.

o

r
e
-
i

dized behavior and social norms as the conduct of “sick,” maladi | + :
Magazine information On Hudson often acted exactly in the spirit of :
defensive gesture. That is, constructions of his image presented him as ? |
native 1o the psychoanalytic romantic hero, a testimony to the contintineg e

of the normal in the face of disturbing new trends in male stard e ‘,,? g

e Hudson persona communicated 2 masculinity that was always nonthrexte

-
-

I

N

.
- s
o .
'
=1
-
-

ing and that supported the tradition of 2 “clean-cut,” masculine Eﬂlc.
seen as providing relief from many actors of the time who “have been ser itive
and spooky like Jimmy Dean; the public got tired of decay. 5o now he ‘f,,
Hudson. He's wholesome. He doesn’t perspire. . . . He smells of milk. His whole

=
5 .'_...'_.p

¥
=

appeal is deanliness and respectability—this boy is pure.”?

The role of Hudson 2s foil 1o the psychoanalytic tenor of post—World War
il Hollywood was nowhere more apparent than in an essay in the fan magazine
Filmiand, which | quote at some length because of its particular relevance here.

: « WH
]
. "

Ironically titled “Hollywood Exposé,” this article featured Rock Hudson, George

I.'
e ey |
.

] -'-I-i___.,l'

Nader (another young, aspiring Universal star), and their dates on a picnic. The.

L i
L. L) L]
S
R
i

E ¥

e

articde began, “Hollywood 2 crazy, mixed-up town? Peopled by odc - -
weirdies? Let’s take 2 look at four typical citizens. . . . Sorry to disappoint

in 2 madhouse town, where battiness ic practically a vogue, ﬂiesetm ;
are temrifically, sensationally, super-colossally normal. This makes them th
ﬁ: PES. Altey all, when everybody else is talking about his g o,
divorce, or his love affairs, these two haven't a thing to say. ... ROCK
and Ceorge resent being thought strange simply because they act ke
normal citizens and avoid the pill-taking, psychiatrist-seeing gang like the

Plague. With 8 ot of other normal outcasts, they live in I"lt:'ﬂv"\'ﬂ"diﬂ
% they would in Anylown, US A "% 5

-"ﬂl_!’; "Rock, George. dh?pk"k read, "Heyweneadywﬂﬂw

A tyocal rso shot of Rock Hudson. Photo by Sid Avery, © 1952

“evison Photo Archive.
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he 1M S ce of normality 1 a sea of disintegrating per-

¥
PR— j"_._.l'_j -|._,.-'I

et ,;.,.frj: Americana that imvoxes “a happv !'!Jfﬂ"ld w

s, ThE F i ¢+ with lermonace and milk, ;:I'E-SEM m
o boy-scoulST T arently nature’s answer 0 pSYCIRE therapy.
g ils P od as the basis of a Saturday Evening Post spread
3 pereVE 7 7 nd a backyard barbeque with FRKEGHEEE i

$urng © : ind of iconOgrapny, W as a

_arcod in its usual s<ssociation with shocking facts

1
.
L I °

- -t a2 a?h s K 0

et R oddballs—drugged, divorced, and
ey 9 - ) = il

l'-ﬂ_l - - s _....:r‘ .I"EE-

pcertain BT e film roles confirms how exiia- filmic and cnematic
i :’J & B i ik

: S E,m;;ing this function. Hudson's film persona was
mages Ok : o VAE G _ s the neuroses and violence characterizing the screen

5% & ' od. Even in films like Magnificent Obsession and All That
e 57 . hich he falls in love with an older woman, the Oedipal

e e e 4 eacilv g0 off with a Payl Newman or jJames Dean are
:...-a- :.-.E - [ 2 Al e '_.- | ‘

i Had<on’s image of stalwart nos malcy. Further, in many roles, Hudson
— — J — - et

.+ onresented 2 moral and ﬂS"CHOnglCaI cmnterpomt o the cbep
--____' :: - T -

H his pairings with neurotic characters—ior Example the ah:ohoﬁc SYm-
cically castrated, and Thanatos driven Stack in Written on the Wind and Tar-
, .Js- the power hungry and potentially sexually subversive Dean in
dant: and the InCestuous rk :‘CH.J% in The Last Sunset 1196”'

© each of these films, Hudson not only provides the voice of reason, but
«15 35 an ideological anchor of sanity. Even in his Bter sex cmvefhe:i his zestiul

Back, for example, Tony Randall plays a businessman who cannot exercise
s power effectively and says things like, “My psychiatrist gave me that walking
bk 1o build my confidence.” Hence, film pairings often acted out the same
Tama between Hudson's relative psychological stability and the neurotic Other

Jear from these last examples, Hudson's normalcy did not operate
counterpoint psychoanalytic inflections of masculinity. Randall's re-
T Y ' s walking stick relied for its humor on the stick’s cOviOuS Compen-
Ao '_ r‘ :ﬁ-".“fltarzce for a character whose neurosis was clearly linked ©
2”72, o s © seuktion. In the post-World War If era, social critics often equated troubled

The middle ciass ' s S Wy, BV g th ."*_fffiiﬂeaz-,, and this weakness, in an ascending spiral of pos-
Yywood bachelor. Photos by Sid Avery, © 195% sl ©ad to perversion and homosexuality. On a deeper level, Hud-

I'""F.-"..ﬂ'.; Archuve . o |

‘“Presented a “healthy,” that is, solidly heterosexual, masculinity
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"Hollywood Exposé”: The simplicity and sanity of Americana, Filmland,
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within Cold War perceptions about the deterioration of "ﬂl‘i"ty

sons for national power and familial stability. o
Specifically, cultural concerns about male weakness t ' g
. relation 10 two male types: the homosexual and the breadwinm,
sexual and the family man were subjected to intense scrutiny,
of a sexual pathology v underwritten by anxieties about emascula E
of the war, the continuing assimilation of Freud and the popu ity ey
ganwd after widespread psychiatric screenings of armed fc Y ps
hebedchehprmlonsofsrckand healthy behavior that invad |the P
ciousness. Further, what was defined as sick often centered on de ‘:'
normative ideals of proper male and female roles.* In acultm'estl o
hout the success of postwar civilian readjustments and enmeshed in a C

that left its powers somewhat in question, thedefnmonofm
paramount importance, particularly because of their implicit afﬁliaﬁon
cial stability. Concomitantly, “failures™ at assuming proper M g
ties, such as wife and mother or father and breadwinner, caused ¢ 3

sociologists, psychologists, and other professionals to pathologize de
wlhﬂﬂmveefiectsannammalgemnw

I*
] -.-I"
1,_ .y =

.

I. 11--

E e I
-

rT:ﬂﬁa ? -y (1956), The Strange One “957): g *'; 7
| 958), which offered barely suppressed rﬁxesm i

star GOSSIP

the lIITIE As Elaine Tyler May has mim
of strong manly men to stand up ag
_presumably, had no masculine b

F Fo :
r might stand as too ememeﬁ . i ﬁh

'Ihrr"l:l.ll » I -|r -

-' ats . - |
munist l, i : s Mike Harnme

nd to 3 gender morall

~sanity, and patrlotlsm

T = LT 8

the breadwinner,
being of the family, always the sym

cerning
This time the well-

was the focus.
Ps«.v:h:atnc theory defined adult masculinity

o__the husband and father who earned
agwmed tamily responsibilities. At best, failure to achieve this I‘BIG ed im-
maturity; at worst, It indicated impaired manhood. In the psychoiog _' 2t
the time, “immaturity shaded into infantilism, which was, in turn, a w ; |
o unnatural fixation on the mother . . _ [reaching] its clinical m |
nosis of homosexuality.”*" This pemrted family romance led to a s
fions: “l am a failure = | am castrated = | am not a man = lamaw
+ homosexual .2 A refusal of marriage and its attendant commitme t
dire suspicions, then, on the masculinity of those lndm ins
ble” behavior.
Once men attained the desired status of breadwinner, ¥ er, their
chologies were no less subject to the scrutiny of welm I __ w a e
ainly, the coercive conformity perceived to be at the heart of po wa Hl rpora
“nierprise raised fears about the loss of rugged mﬁvm
ﬁﬁi‘“ﬁMMS such as David Riesman’s The Lonely CM
etlects of CDnMﬂn in the Cray Flannel Suit (1955) m
lormism on society. 33 et AT
4 If:u;o?;“:”"est analysis of the problems of the hﬂﬁf an i “" his
POrary writers, geme of the “modern woman.” 10 s -' NE
U e devemodem woman enjoyed increased authority in 50
home lfe that fourd |~::::‘mma-\nut'.r. Among these were: concef
Winam shannglmkw tﬁh'ﬂ
a0 her sp"'tObeﬂ'lﬂcmcyhe” - eln
BTOWing prominence as a sexual being wm

AL :r .



vielodrama and Meaning

m n m . - . T '-:';-r ";
An articke in Look magazine called “The American Male: Wiy Dot
Dominate Him?” revealed thes deology with candor. Citing social scients

cines. The author concludes by waming, “We are drifting toward a structt
made up of he-women and she-men."* & %
The family man had, then, 2 difficult double duty to fulfill. On the one
hand, he was 1o be eminently mature and responsible, while on the other, he
mhﬁgadﬁsim\iym;whhah’mhhmﬂpm -{ations that
hﬁ!ﬁ.ﬁtﬂhsdmﬁiwmeaﬁemd'
Mol over the health of the nation and the family.” Through cc

nously damage his male capacity.” Unsexed by failure, the male’s lll&r

- encscudaion of the U5, m. n thel reepecthS S
_il"""ﬁ_ JOMexts, the manly man and the responsible patriarch represented
Mm m' m m ﬂ'E 3 4 o | : ,, H q:

....

with Doris Day, with Gig Young &i SEsEeSESE
: n A Very Special Favor (1965) placed him unequivocally

L B, ._.,;,."-.:I..-I_ _-_':,J ‘...'__
. . _g‘;{ VAN .
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-.ged the neurotic male of any sex I
n .unrdiexed parody of male capability. w4 sl
Contrasting characterizations provided one forum for the specter of t e ferr

rized male to appear in these sex comedies. Hut ERESORSEEEEE
<hes were also associated with homosexuality. A running gag W
~i finds Hudson mistaken for a man of confused sexual identity by the meascal

sstablishment, as he appears in a ladies room, a gynecology and obs etrics wait-

- -~ - S ,_n__-_-_.-.
ng room, and as he announces, “I'm going to have a baby,” at the & d of the
ilm to 2 doctor who carts him oif for observation. In Lover Come Back, he has

o stroll through a hotel lobby in a mink, the only thing he could finc 1_ i
Zfter Doris Day stranded him naked at the seaside. Upon seeing |
who had been observing his sexual exploits throughout the film remark, “ie:

the last guy in the world | would have figured.” And in A Very a
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Hudson pretends to go off with another man to a love tryst as a means of making

7 AR

‘eshe Caron feel guilty about her attempts to emasculate him. =
s debatable, however, whether these plays with Hudson's s

-.-.' .

Ponsible for Securing the iest, an inmm;ity M 2 ighter ed 3 B ¢
! between Hudson and Randall or Shawn. The jest is carried out, in s
3 a clear case of mistaken or assumed identity, a charade. But pe

More | . ‘ R
"Portant, in accord with the Playboy ethos, Hudson's new playboy

* depiction of the single male that was so heterosex
oo o€ the homosexual implications that had been attached ¢

. ar £
U the

skl ....'I. -|-
Bty 2B 7,

m with Mmarriage and a passel of kids, the ines e |
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social norm otill held sway. Thus, despite the
the comedy in these films, Hudson’s manllneg
heterosexual and ultimately family oriented.

while film roles might joke about Hudson’s sexual 'de“llty il fend
most unequivocally straight in its representation of the actor through lheg ﬁ%

oft fow doubts as to his personification of the manly man. Extra-filmic %.I
could attempt to reveal his neuroses (such as stagefright and anger). But, as e
have seen, it most often presented him as uncontaminated by traits ﬂmmm
tamper with his healthy manliness. By detailing such things as the BU"Yﬂn-em
decor of his home, devoid of any feminine accoutrements, his participation i
the small-town, bucolic ritual of the picnic or barbeque, his monogamous dis.
position, and his difference from “spooky” types like James Dean, star 8OSsip
created a male image that was simultaneously distinctly American, tradiwly
masculine, de-feminized, and antineurotic. The continual presentation of Hud-
son as beefcake operated to make all this “normality” hyper-virile and sexy,

Characterizations of male stars both in and out of films were often, then,
deeply informed by Cold War rhetoric about masculinity. “Is Tony Perkins- a
Mama'’s Boy?” and “How Rock Hudson Dodges Dangerous Dames” blared the
headlines for one magazine in 1957, indulging once again in contrasts between
male types distinctly rooted in sexual disposition.”® At the same time as the new
ultra-emotional, neurotic male star was rewriting the kind of masculine appeal
represented by prewar types, he invoked postwar anxieties about the nanonal
and social repercussions of maladjusted masculinity. :

We can thus regard Hudson’s popularity during the 19505 and early 19505
a owing in good measure to the fact that he reinforced notions of “normal”
masculinity in the face of growing public evidence that masculinity was under
siege. Since, in Cold War terms, this crisis had dire implications for the contin-

uation of the American way of life, Hudson’s strong media presence reaﬁmd

the public through an apparently unchanged and unchangeable facade of exem-

plary manhneg_;, m
sense the veritable
of the “natural man”

arked by sanity and status quo sexuality. Hudson was lﬂ@m

Star Vehicles and Sirk b Ef,"*‘;*m-'

What impact coulg

Hudson's suc:al ]rk'
f:nast One possible answe, sngmflcatlun have had on S
prm “" these fllrns

"Rock,” a sign of the stability of certain old-fashioned nﬂﬂﬂlﬁ
uncontaminated by complex social developments.

ideological values, rather than sa
indict dominant 1
thg normal operates as an insipid backdrop m

bversive forces take :dedoglal center s

In
the normal (banal), actin

ke hese genres.
" meanmg e have often treated Sirk’s “split” cha‘aetﬁs

Malone (Marylee) in Written on tﬁe vin
he subverswe politics of his films. “Split” charz
: ternal divisiveness that fuels the er

family melodrama (such as Kyle’s desire for mﬂ ; :
by his alcoholic compulsions). This divisiveness leads e
ontations with cmilial and social orders that Sirk critics I'm‘lelswﬁle o .
cﬂnlrﬂ 45 ideological critique. The “split” charactir s counterpart ]: ]
1“;Enztnnal elatively uncomplicated, lmmov'?:l? chalacters playai QU :
by Rock Hudson, who acts as a dull foil to the former fasamg

ness. ¥

However, if we consider how strongly Hudson’s image was

he appeal of the normal, how the normal in turn was posed asm
defense against shifting sexual tides, and how the abnormal itself, th

ing, could conjure up the specter of social disaster, we could m#

deological chemistry between “split” and “immovable” charat ers ir ,H' 5

films. In this revised chemistry, the latter would attain a strong Gegrec ? o

with the former, qualifying the ideological impact of what m o k'}:?i S

the overpowering presence of the misfit. ﬁ* ﬂ:"" ;
When placed more fully within historical context, though, W __q B

the significance of Hudson’s image was not that it totalized the r w iy

films in some new way. Rather, his star semiosis joined a nmnbeE
ogical meanings circulating around and through these melodram
'9505. It was the particular social function of Hudson's lmamm DERE
lonary protest against postwar transformations in male sexuality, w #'2‘;;_;_.__:5?_.1 tr
"ormal a certain persuasive attractweness But, as | have a@ﬂ ; er 2
“Unahz,:, D(;USEd on the objectification of the female bM? _,w ;,; -. ::‘___._
s ‘-EJD Intimate stories. Whether we examine the climate of ..;; 5 '“'_:_:___:_:_:_ =
i SEW:; anxieties about masculinity, Hudson's case continue s
gica mncef*r::eg for the confluence of various, smneﬂm j ’:
Irk’s films could at the same time mmm MY T

...n. ] e
1. ey |



3 m‘l 2 ‘

Melodrama and Meaning

=

110

lation of pﬁychnlogifai and Sﬁ‘NU.ﬂl Eﬁt*-ﬁ‘f“*ﬁ and
+f sanity and normative gend.er :dt"i?l“l‘r’- &y
aut the diegetic implications o Hud:a:;m s image do not exhayst hi
on the film experience. As we have seen in previous chaptf?rs. extra-fi
cial productions of meat-arninfI create modes of engagement- vt.rlth films ¢
from the narrative proper. Whether tlTrﬂugh the publicity of Sexuality, con.
sumer items, or, in this case, 5tar5l, the .rntertex?ual. network surrounding filmg
and spectators adds a significant dimension to VIEWIng that is not driven solely
by film dynamics. As Miriam Hansen so agtly writes i her work on Valenting
“By activating a discourse external to the diegesis, the star’s presence enhance;
a centrifugal tendency in the viewer’s relation to the film text. The star’s perfor.
mance weakens the diegetic spell in favor of a string of spectacular Moments
that display the essence of the star.”** Hence, the extra-filmic presentations of
the star’s body, background, personality, etc. inspire a rapture with the image
that takes the viewer beyond the horizons of the narrative, encouraging
spectacle-driven sensibility that derives pleasure in a sporadic, alinear, anarrative
manner.

When reconsidering the presence of the “strapping” Hudson body in Sirk's
films in this light, we can suppose that it created a series of tableaus of desire
for the viewer, attracted to the essence of healthy masculinity that Hudson'’s per-
sona and physical representations in his publicity signified. For the female fan at
least, to whom Hudson'’s publicity was largely addressed, his image could serve
as a catalyst for a series of extra-filmic adventures of the imagination that related
his diegetic presence to the lore offered by the publicity machine. In this process,
his filmic presence offered an arena of fantasy and pleasure for the viewer,
rooted in the vision of the virile boy-next-door. Through these viewing dynamics
Sirk’s films were truly reduced to star vehicles, contexts for the exercise of a

= 9 Commentary
rt

Star GOSSIP 119

highly cuccessful comedies Hudson did with Doris Day,
e Iiuh%tantia”*f. His reign as number one at the box office

he had completely dropped off the Film Buyer’s
jed In ! hart. Hudson continued to make a few comedies, and no-
en( e on chart. :

heimer’s drama seconds (1966), but his comedies fizzled, and
'?I“h” Franken 11- dled in number. By the late 196:1-5, Hudson tenc!ed to
e that underscored a more authoritative, less romantic sta-
U gt;m:;mk (1967), a war film: Ice Station Zebra (1968), a Cold
ad 10 /

d The Undefeated (1969), @ western. In these, he played a veteran
- a

id of men,” that is, casts made up almostly exclusiv_ely of male
g , Hudson starred with Ernest Borgnine, Patrick

n, and Lloyd Nolan. Similarly, in The Un-
pacGoorar 2 tter the Civil War with Hudson and John Wayne cas?, respec-
Confederate and Union colonels—other at.::tﬂr*s lncludet_:l grizzly ﬁ
hnson and more football players—this tlme: Merlin Olsen
c | The combination of male action genre, his status as prota'go—
- ande;' and the wide world of sportsmen in which he offeTl ﬁ)und_ him-
I'iISUCUmI:;r reifi'ed hic association with a straight brand of masculinity. While no
::L’hftu:_ubtended by the latent homosexuality implicit in t’he ”I:u.n(:dy‘ ffei:.::l
mpression magnified by our preslent knou:leﬁlge of Hudson’s sexual pre ;
'S | more overtly “macho. |
HUdSSE;;T’ZB?DELErES in the 1970s lay with television, particularly his role in
‘McMillan and Wife” (1971—1976) and “McMillan” (1976-1977‘1. He played
Stewart McMillan, a police commissioner in San Francisco married, until the
1976/1977 season, to Susan St. James. This series blended the comedy of maf-
riage with crime detection, combining aspects of his prior roles from romantic
comedies with his status as patriarch accrued from his post-19505 performances.

y 5pd
_rminishec

glarit dimin 6

his POP nd by 1967

Pxf“

yr in ac

n lce Station Zebra,

tively, a5
imer Ben
Roman Gabrie

But this period also saw Hudson entering the definitive “has-been” stage of his
film career. During the 1970s, he appeared in an exploitation/horror film, Em-
bryo (1976) and producer Roger Corman’s disaster film, Avalanche (1978). In
1980, he starred in The Mirror Crack’d, from an Agatha Christie Story that played
self-reflexively on aged stars of the 1950s. Hudson was cast as Jason R“‘ﬁ' a
Movie director married to Elizabeth Taylor. Besides recalling Hudson's pairing
With Taylor in Giant, the film featured two other big stars of the 19505, Kim |
Novak and Tony Curtis. The exploitation films and the Agatha Christie appear
ance, both |Egumiary forums for has-been stars, signified the demise of He

n's film career, his inability to draw all but the most marginal audiences
% a leading man.

sensibility fixed on the appearance and subsequent imaginary romance with a
star who typified certain masculine ideals.

1964-1984: Beyond Popularity

As | mentioned at the outset of

here—the 19505 and the
#0n attained his greates

the chapter, | am focusing on two decades
'980s—since they were the periods in which Hud-
Pace 10 analyze the iy Sﬂcia! and mec!ia prominence. While | do not have lh‘:
S0ME sense of what tr e”-’ienmg' ‘ye;;:rs in detail, | would like to give the I’eﬂde
the 19805, anspired in his career during this time before turning 0
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With one excephion, extra-filmic coverage ”,f Hudson during this Period y,
~e. The exception was the rumor of Hl_ldm?n 5. secret wedding to Jim N, ils
e i created the first major public rift in Hudson’s Uilrﬂ-hetgmse
story was picked up by the press and caused such a stir th iy

at Hle
had to publicly denounce it as false. CBS canceled Nabor’s variety show ::I
Hudson's career and “McMillan and Wife” remained untouched. While IT;ag;

sines might later casually broach the issue of SE-‘KUH| preference in storjes on Hug.
son, as People magazine did in 1982;1they mainly resorted to more Convention,
topics in their reportage on the star. | _

Like 19508 sources, the press continued to write about Hudson’s personality
and lifestyle, but with a particular emphasis on him as an expert on classic Hol.
vwood, able to provide behind-the-scenes information on what it was like tq be
2 studio star in the past. In these stories, we still find biography and character
portraits confirming his unassumingness and generosity, accompanied by photos
of him with dogs in nature. But we also discover that he is freer now that he is
out from under the control of the studios—in his language, dress, and behay-
ior.** Among other things, Hudson debunked the cherished myth of the star dis.
covery (such as Lana Turner sitting in a drugstore), discussed his resistance to
roles he was forced to play (such as Taza, Son of Cochise), and commented on
the difference between film and television.*” By treating Hudson as a seasoned
Hollywood veteran, the press transformed him into a kind of historical artifact—
in keeping, as we have seen, with the 1970s nostalgic interest in Old Holly-
wood. Thus, between the 1950s and 1980s, Hudson’s image entertained some
flux without any serious constitutional changes, despite the Nabors incident.

While his social centrality diminished substantially, he was quietly enshrined as
a piece of Hollywood history,.

in 1971,
image. The

The 1980s: Reversal

8 been diagnosed more than a year earlier in June 1984. What

HIOWEd was a f
uror that one writer com ared medi during the
Bei to the media melee during
Irut hostage crisis, ?

Pact of this announcement was dramatic, but not only becausé of the

DS. The virus was suddenly connected to a sensaﬁa‘al
d o the issue of representatlvemﬁ-
» the announcement precipitated a vertiginous

ot BB E ol

sculinity and celebratory hetero-

, public emblem of ma

 Hudson° » magazine put it

pyuality: 7 . ¢oure to announce his Jffliction with acquired immune
Fh kiiudscrﬂ had stunned the world and shattered an
elf2)17 _for fans who knew him onscreen

hree decades . . ‘ : :
“le the image of the indestructible and quintessential

| S ONC _ - aad ; 5%
LW hare o th that of the insidious and quintessential "‘80s disease.

'e0)5 rnﬂ‘"fie star Wi
)

hecause a star (a super-human, invulnerable type) had gotten
goic ere that anyone could be susceptible: “If a wealthy
And it was not just any celebrity. With
“the disease was affecting even all-

h
the other oy o5 :
the disease: the rmPllcatlﬂn:s. .

ebrity €an get It, who’s safe’
ce

Hydson's diagnosis, It appeared as though
U

can types. .
,\,mElrICﬂ”U'!fdp be hard to underestimate the impact the Hudson announcement
t WO

- ~ths later in October had on public awareness of AIDS.
ad st S | his breakthrough had been
. he AIDS virus had been named in 1984, this bre .oug _
Al|t|h0ugdht: a paucity in media attention, due to the press’s continued hesitancy
E aD;;Eress tsensitive” homosexual matters. But, as James Kinsella, -arfalyst of the
—edia coverage of AIDS, has documented, Hudson’s public admission precipi-
tted a 270 percent increase in AlDS reporting by the end of 1985. Because
Hudson was an old friend of the Reagans, AIDS “crept onto the agenda of the
national political reporters,” giving it a bona fide place in journalism and focus-
ing unprecedented medical attention on the disease. In addition, Hudson's case
even affected national policy. While the Reagan administration had been plan-
ning a $10 million cut in the AIDS budget, they now increased it by $100
million.*

Hudson thus became the definitive icon of the disease. AIDS hotline callers
InLos Angeles referred to it as the “Rock Hudson disease,” magazines like News-
week featured cover photos of an emaciated Hudson to accompany issues de-
oted to AIDS,* and pieces on Hudson's ordeal were accompanied by articles
*0 “regular” people searching for treatment. In addition, People magazine’s spe-

On

nd8

Clal iﬁ?:{lt‘ On twenty people who had defined the 1980s featured Hudson, stm
' seemed impossible that one man’s fatal infection could transform the
of AIDS from an alien four-letter word into a shared emergency.

lha[, '

lJUbliE In‘ﬁgﬂ
But jt did “5

hmrh'e s0cial impact of Hudson’s death spread in two directions. First, as we
mobilized serious and broader media attention on the disease.
€, as one AIDS official commented, “for moving the m :
dhead more in three months than anything in the past m

| Just seen, it
' was '€Sponsib|




-
.5. h*nh 'l.l H’ﬂ'f‘”l? d U IVICd ﬂfﬂg

| ; 45 This was NO mMore apparent in the contemporary set-

vears.” ™ Part Ol this advance took the form of government spendi 1 diff rences Ly tary on AIDS, which blamed homosexuality
' : p . Id : le 4 *17

AjDS fundraisers wch as Elizabeth Taylor's massive benefit in I'hn&ndgn? Well a gstall 4 the New Right's H}mmer::*etv that encouraged it for a new potential
. ' : I : ] | -_.-'.'
and Hudson's owWn donations o medical research through his AlDS ; ) ting | A m}(k"r 1, 5(3-111&“}’ ||b(?l'ﬂ.l & AlIDS was a just pumshment visited on the
While he certainhy cdid not resolve the many problems AlDS Victimsfl.;uﬂ%- .m” the From thi ”{'N}Edwe’ d the sexual revolution At the same time, fg
. : . 1SE " ' AL -

dure because of social prejudice and ignorance, part of the media b 10 en. pOf alyps  onge O hnmnﬁexua\'lt'f i.m iy piatiosth the return to “tradi 13
Hudson's case helped raise public consciousness. In the process, he 1z aboy snjust; @ rt tified the New Right's pro ; 5
: . & » . {[1 L X : '._"1"1' »

Lid of hero. a “tragic trailblazer,” martyr for | hacama qs preser _ o S
~ew kind of hero, a trIS_t“ | yr for a real-life cause. '1_ ilwﬂll{-‘_ﬁ. . tarpretations of homosexuality branded it with 3%
However, Hudson's affliction and death bred a second respon tional ¥¢ 19505, right-wing In P % hi , | o

. s dnlagd 8 - 5€ that As in the 19- - that had implications for catastrophic national sub- #

not so charitable. In an €553y titled “The Media and AIDS Panic: The ( invasive disease DS victi | s
B N aia | : Post-Hy. , aint of 1NV i wual the otherness of AIDS victims seemed Sy

: Geoffrey Stokes labeled this res " - the " ie” homose r
son Syndrome, ey < s response “media hysteria * | 1o the Comm diffe 3
' : udson AIDS w here, * it’ LA version- 1 hat difference was the problem. It was rence that P
menting that before Hudson was nowhere, "now it's everywhere #53 | the message al _ S B bt
s 4 1od “AIDS Hits M + " The 0 CONVeY | the power to leap social barriers.” This logic dic- 9

New York Post ran features ut , its More Hollywood Stars” and “ v diseases which have e iyl & el
School aused or to diseased difference would be for individuals “to conform o

Cook Dies of AIDS,” while the July 1985 issue of Life announced, “No One ¢
Safe from AIDS,” and Newsweek ran the cover “Fear of AIDS” in September
1985. Journalists proliferated articles about the possibilities of infection in public
places—on campus, in prisons, in Hollywood, in the military, and in the work
place.

This media hysteria helped generate a “moral panic” over contamination
This panic often arose in relation to concerns over both sexual behavior and
professionals who came into contact with blood, such as doctors, dentists, and
wﬁmns. But just as frequently, fears of contamination were incited by confu-
sion over the facts of transmission. Sometimes simple contact was perceived as
a danger. Thus, bus drivers worried that they might contract the disease from
paper bus transfers, social workers were afraid to handle papers from people
with AIDS, and patrons stopped going to restaurants with gay waiters.”*

e l:;Sn ;:L?mh::r;asla.r:d critics_ tell us, the Faarticular power waged by NPS
ey patmnl :a;mtts in Hlung-standln_g cTJllurf-ll attitudes tnward dis-
B ca- Ied' g&rMEl‘ph?lflla" in this culture, an irrational,
iy ,;mpo,-t::nn amination ‘pfnsslbllmes of germs, was only w
o | 5 sexual origins, and the marginality and “otherness
= Most associated with AIDS (such as homosexuals, IV drug users, Pros:

utes, and Caribbean nationals). Thus i " ' w;rlwﬁ
R ctioes, e s - Thus .:l was that bus drivers, social '
| i mn:st qu;_-,ud; ted with disgust and paranoiac alarm at the very

dn contact,

But more :
if-bdogy_ I.iI:_s L";[;:)rtt:l, the discourse of contagion served a pOWErful pdiﬂﬁl
stilled because of it Plague and venereal disease before it, the fear AIDS in-

Panied by 3 mﬂal?z?men-ﬁal for invasion into the general populace was acco™
Ng discourse that used disease as a means 10 iustify and

ing social and sexua

| otherness, W

' :ddle-class, nuclear family.
. ortance of the white, midd : o .
Imp{}Thﬁ panicked media response (O Hudson’s illness, then, helped set off a

hetoric of contamination with historical roots and idfeologic.al M!ﬁcm. o
While the sensationalistiC coverage of AIDS developed in relation to othavme. Sy
nd ethical questions raised by the Hudson case, particu-
h transmission and disclosure, it used these issuesasa
paranoia toward disease and noR-

legitimate medical a
larly those concerned wit
means of profitably capitalizing on cultural

ynasty” kiss between Hudson and Linda Evans
stands as a case in point. For nine episodes during the 1984—85 season, Hudson ~*~
appeared on “Dynasty” as Daniel Reece, a wealthy rancher update of his Giant
mage. Although at this point he knew: he had AIDS, when e SEHEES S
him to kiss Evans, he did, with very little information available about the m ':_; :fr-.fi;
mission of the disease and without telling Evans about his diagnosis. WWJ
sion prompted coverage of the means of transmission of AIDS (in this case ,tr:
and non-sexual contact) and the tension between disclosure and the :

conformity.
The much-publicized “D

e

fights of AIDS victims. | | e
Yellow” presses like The Enquirer fixated on the moment of the fud-

z}rmm“_ﬁ kiss by displaying large, color, cover photos of their ernbrane: WIS & e
ongly imbued the moment with a sense of deadly contagion and pseuca=EHiE s

cal outy ah _ | Lerlnee
age. Marc Christian’s lawsuit against Hudson's estate for failing 10 GOSN T

his di .
gnosis inflamed the disclosure issue substantially, at the same HfRE €5
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The much-publicized “Dynasty” kiss.

heightened the sensationalistic aspects of Hudson’s personal life. This type of
press coverage promoted Hudson as antithetical to heroism, binding H“‘fiw"'
the-homosexual to a fear of contagion®” The fact that this fear was 50 linked
with the kiss, the cornerstone of the major Hollywood convention of hetero-
sexual romance, caused reverberations in the film industry; actresses Wﬂfef:;
portedly fearful of playing opposite gay actors, and a “legion of actors Wef€

Ing a groundswell of paranoia.”® . v

In both his heroic and plague-associated images, Hudson’s social impac.l

the 19805 rivaled his significance to the 19505, encouraging liberal and reat:llm
ary sentiments alike around a crucial national health crisis. Also, a5 one M5
€xpect, it inspired alterations of his 19508 IMage. intertwined with

- I : : ; Imlﬁt
Ege of Hgdmn a5 a medical and ethical subject were the inevitable il
ographies designed to reconsider his Hollywood image.

; ’ | -4
Star (LOSSIP o

revising the Image

* ion that he
e Hudson's past according to the reve}all on (onis
(eWro | Revisionist forms included the first te' iston
re l'l“”’”“"i“”" t inJ january of 1990, talk shows featuring his

. telecas ‘ X :
rama On Hudson te1eC . ctories, and an authorized biography. The‘ format
docU | ex-lovers, MAgAZITE ]h‘ graphies in that the press covered his early
- , 5 1f]r . . 1
s & [e alled I;J?]ltl sl with Henry Willson, and his rise to fame,
of thE>> heginning © o ' ' substan-
» heginn . biographies were
r.h”,ﬂ,“m!,.th:_. ;:hut”ﬁ' trom each period. However, B F:1 P s
'-.rmlﬂf”’nmd b hasize his “hidden” life as @ £2Y i ines that em-
pesL - e et 3 . - )
il altered 1O {'mtfwtmj Hudson by planting StOri€s i fan Magaz oy
o the st PIOICTEE T ranging his manriage to Phylis G(eS:8
| -« heterosexuaiity, g | e
phasized 1 h-- wn successful secrecy about his private life | i I
encourag!nb i itions of celebrity journalism, these pIEces J
In keeping Wil 1.-adnlmr; But this time they acted not to support the
" a 7 Ves. BIEER- - p
Hudson's €2 s the contrast, bringing out the artificiality of classlf:
reenblleeg it -oles Hudson played in light of his true sexual ofi
Hollywood and the romantic wpree- i Rock Hudson” in a story
entation. People’s cover prome ¢  The first line of the story read, “The
itled “Rock Hudson: On Camera and Off. .+ of an infamous disease AIDS,
: t famous victim of an . e
ragic news that he is the mOS: e Hollywood hero.” The magazine explained
unveils the hidden life of @ lﬂng“m ‘ in front of the camera and
that from the start, “Hudson projected one Imafj
it lways been gay. :
soter e R he- oy I utside the framework of magazine
More explicit revisionist work took place O « Hudson: His Story, an au-
nublishing. Rock Hudson and Sara Davidson’s ;DL;‘ e c}andid sotail © This
| | : 1S
thorized biography published in 1986, rewrote nis 6 bl i concentrating on
. ‘ | ,
hook follows Hudson through the various Stages © 1< of his affliction with AIDS.
his homosexual lifestyle and, ultimately, on the_' detal 5:{ odee. who urged him 1
We find that it was his first lover in California, Kenad Bo;t - d that Henry
Iry acting, not truck driver friends as fan magazines h TE;‘Ph . ;r-ludson 2ot his
Willson was a “notorious homosexual.” The story O ; :]H 's name was
name undergoes a similar radical shift. Davidson reports tha : Udsmu[ 0'{ ‘e DO
oined at a gay party—“Rock” for strength o HUdSc?;‘ OMagniﬁcent Ob-
o T in
book. In addition, the story of how he got 10 keep h|5' i ff the set involves a
ession after a broken collarbone threatened 1o keep him O
laison with an influential male executive at Universal. i G
While Hudson's image-reversal is dramatic, | shaulh 958 Around the same
VUL relation to certain conventions of press coverage of stars.
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ime that the press was reporting on Hudson and AIDS, i was also o |
on Ann Jillian's bout with breast cancer, as it had on Previous oces . X
iaopy Rockefeller, Betty Ford, and Jill Ireland. One has only 1o ghnk 1 Mith
oo drug overdose, Len Bias's deth from cocane, or Dre g tUll
drug addiction to realize how pre-.ralent such star coverage was thﬁ *
riod. and continues 0 be with more recent examples such as
death from cancer and Magic Johnson's diagnosis with HIV. |4 o AT
much a part of the “sick star” convention by which the media ela il 0
problems via celebrities. Similarly, sensationalistic exposés of stars’ %
are a publishing mainstay. From the “kiss and tell” accounts of Shelly Win m
7sa Zsa Gabor to biographies detailing Cary Grant’s bisexuality, the o
part of a publicity machine focused on celebrities. IIM"E

But even given these commonplaces of star stories, Hudson’s Cate iS: 148
cially powerful because its obliteration of his 1950s identity afforded mﬂiﬂﬁn
just a revealing glimpse into Hollywoodiana. It was inextricably tl}uhd:;ﬁ a
shared, and in some people’s minds scandalous, health crisis. Whereas G
bisexuality could actually suit his suave image of the 1940s and 1g50s, | .
homosexuality directly affronted the public’s conception of him as a romant
(that is, heterosexual) icon. Hudson’s image-reversal was not only :'P
with sexual behavior still at the center of social debate, but with the relation
between that behavior and an incendiary disease which, as we hm*r:; 0.
tapped strongly reactive public sentiment. B 1

Given the substantial revision of Hudson’s image from "healthy' |
ual to “stricken” homosexual, how can we conceive of the impact smh 3 trans
formation might have on the signification of his past screen roles? Follow ' g" t he

cues of press coverage, | offer some tentative hypotheses on this SUh

The Politics of Clashing Codes

4 tra-filmic material can often instigate what Richard Dyer has f:-';?i'_"
Z:h dash of codes” in star signification; this clash is produced fl.'ﬂﬂ'l :_ﬁ vere
o ment ofon- and off-creen images 4 According to Dyer, Chales et
i oo star image typically functions to manage or resolve co H_r 'l[' :
ideology. The fusion of role and “real” person creates the impres " £
within this process. We can see such a function for Hudsc F'

in ﬂE ; | ot
950s, When his roles and extra-ﬁlmlc depictions created Blﬂ " 1é

v, this typical operation of deoiogeal manwi’
HoweVe " we consider the 1980s. Star gossip in this period in
i.'l

plicab e Tm"ﬂ"‘t hetween the semiotics of Hudson's past rolman& o x1ra
'hhmnl.ﬂn esulting in a paradigmatic instance of a “clash of m Rathe
nfurnmtlﬂ ' cochal turmoil by asserting the status quo, the later re it ”4

uces ideological tension in relation to his screen roles in ¢
. contemporary press created fundamental doubt about ﬁﬁi *L

~sexual image by underscoring the contradictory w

“f hi_l . g “ __ '.,.-:._h-l:-..,,..l :_-:::_‘_-
i life as a homosexual. The overall impact of this temm. er o
UL private | r;-»,

1o Hudsons roles by directing attention to the apparatus of deceit on

.,,J' .,'r._.' )

ter

tifice s &
ﬂrh'cl‘l the “magic’ ' of Hollywood is based, as well as to its primary cony 2

| RS
:t osexual romance. A self-reflexive and distancing element EMI troc .1.. ce
eter ane S

o the spectatorial experience of these films. As a result, Sirk’s ﬂlm oeh
;Lly vmade strange” in ways totally unforeseeable by him or his cr :., -.
| - AR
Jccounts suggest that this awareness of artifice could operate in a number of
different ways. SRR 2 A
Like Judy Garland, whose MGM image of the girl-next-door w

by press coverage of her suicide attempt and personal prablemﬂ vfilmic
knowledge converted Hudson into a tragic figure. The press constitutec i
a tragic hero, not only because of his public admission and death from All '-'.:-h &
but because of the duplicitous existence he was forced to hﬁaﬁ& - H | m'-;. ¥
star. For liberal readers, Hudson’s films become evidence of the compulsor “‘; _'
erosexuality of the film industry and society. His films act as te “#: ','. a
schizophrenic relation between public/straight image and private/gay reality, un-
derscoring the price that social mores extract from nmhetemmiﬁ.ﬂ |
Awareness of this kind of schizophrenia is closely mhte&ﬂ np ae:

thetic. Camp has always been affiliated with a heightened sense o i:

as role—a theatricalization of the person who affronts social cony .".4 ofap-

pearance whether embodied in a “camp” person (such as mm? '_f" : H %

Warhol) or projected as a sensibility on an image (such as Jayne Mansfield, V

or Mature). While to my knowledge there is no record of &w 7"

of Hudson,* the clash of codes characterizing his image creat % 0

for this kind of reaction by its dramatic unmasking of heteros: 'f?";:':" ions

a key facet of the camp aesthetic of identity. o B

i t}:?hlemenlmned in the preceding chapter, reviewers h e

of colr d:;lmp values apparent in Sirk’s melodramas, es f.-i-f;i . ‘, 'r.l

HUds0n's Imans e T RS S commentary o g8 i %
Mage offers another potential source for camp react J o wee

uuuuu
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r'.?iq
« melodrama i« s0 highly «tructured by the romantic enta ,,T
| “ r.”rr[ r : | , - - - 1 "'ri
il o that Hudson's coversed image produces a o

¢ of the genr

tedness of sex roles. The disjuncture between :
. SrRAT

heterosexuality defining his screen roles undermine
exual conventions of Hollywood cinema and
W .'__I 'II’ I'_‘I ~

cial impositions on conduct. |f|l |

acterist
the ocial construc
{ the necessary

ality anc |
& .
arent naturalness of the s

ik ' s artifi
iy ‘econstructing them as « - ¥ i
iat;k Babuscio comments, makes fun of “the whole cosmology of ‘}u = |
roles and <exual identification which our society uses to oppress its OrTaH: ; '}
- B ; ] . " 'h ri : f.:_.l '.'1":': _..-.l i | ;. [ :.. .__' '_1_::
repress its men, including those on the screen. & 1
F aigts r : i 1 ' . N a9

Ates as a point of complicit identifi

or Day comedies N0 longer oper .J”w” 3
udience with the emotional center of the film. It appears, rather, 'ii:i.i-:i_!'u;; |
role-playing demanded by a system that obliterates contradictions in ,,i;.;;““.{;h“ ':_:5
tity and defines the world heterosexually. In this way, Hudson’s roman ic narra
tives are injected with heightened artifice around roles, "5'5,'7-"“-=.“;1~1: ::::.
pulsory Heterosexuality that forms the core of the Hollywood film. ';}-:;1[:__';”-“.”.?_'
knowledge ultimately operates 10 ironicize sex roles, making the | irk melo-
drama into a showcase for tragic and humorous recognition of the {[M
tween the heterosexual rule over Hudson’s public life and the __gffb_]['}",rﬂ.;,,'}_

vate facts. 8
On the other end of the political spectrum, the incongruity _i:g'g;'.r_ﬂ;:'é!._:u';:_

o

eactionary responses as it did in the press. We can consider again for a moment
the rewriting of the “Dynasty” kiss between Hudson and Evans _a';f’;:'r.f'r,.'[;.jlj-.._-i;.,' 3

dramatic, romantic moment of transgression against marital bonds to a profound
example of AIDS contamination and threat. The kiss, shown on m’ﬂ and '--L'.,
in print media as one of the emblems of the dangers of :“ / 'al'u}:.-_;---. |
sparked reevaluation of a major institution within the cinema and ﬁfﬂ-f 'J :

that signifies heterosexual romance—the kiss—but not ply sel-

RE- .
Il

in a progressively sl
eflexive way, The press showed it as contamination, a negative f uting of 8
Ifﬂjﬁ*ﬁ convention where homosexuality makes an unwelcome !'-53-?*_'*";""-"' n
addition, the “Dynasty” kiss often appeared with similar images of “*‘ e
volvement from Hudson's previous films, seeming 10 suggest that these image
ol agitd somehow compromised. Hudson's screen kisses thus cease '*'i'"'{' pre
the height of romantic commitment and desire, as the aura of ”’
reaches back to redefine even distant screen embraces. |
5mttf':m :ﬂ:ﬁﬂrm of artifice here that, like liberal
A mnvgnlfﬂns and their heterosexist presumpt o
, ever, materializes as a sort of “retro-camp,” Where FEE X
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asts between role and private life re 41'. .-4..;:- ctior

A e

o of the contr est

reading. Guch a response transforms the scree

¢ or a moment of hilarity. This may WW ” g

classroom will now howl at the line in ?H , llow
Ils Jane Wyman that he wishes she were n ?'1;. __

1 embrace in

odg .

)
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§ #i’:":h ..._ .‘rr L

wind, when he insists to nymphomaniac » srothy Malone th
her. Extra-filmic knowledge thus converts romantic scen
without the slightest hir

wer satisfy
( intended conventions,
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| have

- iimically a _
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15 initia design. Hudson's persond evolved from an affirma . s
o their demystification some thirty ears later. By

and heterosexual myths | e * 8
d. the authority Hudson's image exercised over reception was i

later perio i i
ost guaranteed a coniound g of the or st

Lfied, as his mere presence alm podic i
design of many of the films in which he appeared. | specuiated Of ROWE

j i e
| Pl e
b :'ﬂ‘h B o
ralla v B

may have affected the terms under whi

nitions of masculinity : ¥
\ed by their audiences, arguing once again how nemmﬁ

texts historically—and how difficult it would be
d for all against such unpredictabie RISIOMCEE
the importance of camp in relation 10 =
its full impact on the r J t
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|‘III Wil - h
- i I
" el >
B 3 - et
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and rework ., woclaim t

meaning of a text once an
while we have begun 1O 5€€

melodramas, we have not yel fathomed

films. This will be the focus of the last chapter.”

Rock Hudson: Film, Television,

Films and Directors

Fighter Squadron, Raoul Walsh

Undertow, William Castle

Peggy, Frederick de Cordova

| Was a Shoplifter, Charles Lamont
One-Way Street, Hugo Fregonese A%
Winchester ‘73, Anthony Mann oS e
The Desert Hawk, Frederick de Cordova
Shakedown, Joseph Pevney
Tomahawk, George Sherman AT
[he Iron Man, Joseph Pevney R
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- seph Pevney i | :
i St 'Oq;eglnlﬂm Castle | 19[19
gright Victory, Mar b
ﬂ:f |awless Breed, Raoul Walsh
1952: zons West, Budd Boetticher
il Gal?, Douglas Sirk
Has Anybody Seen My
Bend of the River, Anthony Mann
Scarlet Angel, Sidney Salkow
The Sea Devils, Raoul Walsh
953" e Golden Blade, Nathan Juran
sen]irm‘e, Bl_ﬂj BOEtticher
Back to God’s Country, Joseph Pevney
Cun Fury, Raoul Walsh |
. Taza, Son of Cochise, Douglas Slrl_-c
ik Magnificent Obsession, Douglas Sirk
Bengal Brigade, Laslo Wk
Captain Lightfoot, Douglas Sirk
One Desire, Jerry Hopper ;
All That Heaven Allows, Douglas Sirk
1956: Never Say Goodbye, Jerry Hopper
Giant, George Stevens
Battle Hymn, Douglas Sirk
1957: Something of Value, Richard Brooks
! A Farewell to Arms, Charles Vidor
Written on the Wind, Douglas Sirk
1958: Twilight for the Gods, Joseph Pevney
Tarnished Angels, Douglas Sirk
1959: This Earth Is Mine, Henry King
Pillow Talk, Michael Gordon
1961 : The Last Sunset, Robert Aldrich
Lover Come Back, Delbert Mann
Come September, Robert Mulligan
1962: The Spiral Road, Robert Mulligan
1963: A Cathering of Eagles, Delbert Mann T
1964: Man'’s Favorite Sport?, Howard Hawks A
send Me No Flowers, Norman Jewison B P
'965: A Very Special favor, Michael Gordon
Strange Bediellows, Melvin Frank ¥
1966: Blindfold, Phillip Dunne -, G

975 The Mirror Crack'd, GuY He;m::m television e
980 1o Ambassador, SNOWR only e

Television Shows

McMillan and wife” 1981 :

. upcMillan”
A 7.
1976-77 i hoslet 198

1970 “The Martian 1984: = TR
e e

1955+

Theater

| Do! | Do! 1977+

1973—75- ;
; John Brown's Body 1979:

1976:

TR TR
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