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Intoduction

The Bowdens are of a dieing breed of family, from a different, “simpler” time.  They are an example of a family from America’s “Golden Age,” in the 1950’s.
  The family consists of a heterosexual mother and father, who are involved in monogamous relationship, which is grounded in romantic love, emotional solidarity, and material support.  The Bowden’s household features a working father, an affectionate, “homemaker” mother, and a well-behaved child.  They are middleclass and financially secure.  The family members know their “proper” roles, within the family, as well as in society.  They consider their adherence to these roles to be obligatory and, in a sense, “natural.” 

Transported thirty years into the future, however, the Bowdens are scarcely recognizable.  The family is comprised of a middle-class mother, father, and child; but the members and fundamental structures of the family have changed.  In fact, what anthropologists call “the ethos” (emotional tone) of the family has changed radically.
  The Bowdens of the 1990’s are a dual-earner family.  The mother and father have each had previous marriages.  The father pursues extramarital affairs, which the mother knows about.  Her interactions toward him range from apathy, to cold sarcasm, and go as far as physical violence.  The daughter uses drugs, has trouble at school, and does not seem to be able, nor want, to connect with her mother and stepfather.  This “dysfunctional” family is a deeply disturbing prospect for most Americans.  But there is no need to worry—after all, it is only a movie.  

The Bowdens are the central family in two different versions of the same film: Cape Fear (Thompson, 1962 & Scorsese, 1991).  Most everyone knows a family a lot like the second version of the Bowdens; and some might see parts of their own families in them.  Some people probably think that their families more closely resemble the “traditional” Bowden family, while others think that such families are myths and never existed.  Perhaps the “Golden Age” and the “traditional” families that are supposed to have lived through it are myths, but then what is a myth?  And why do films of the family get so tangled up with myth forms?  Is the family that we actually live in the same as the family we think we live in (Gillis: 1996)?  These are difficult questions, which problematize the issues surrounding one of America’s most sacred institutions.       
Movies have long been a family activity, but what is often overlooked is the extent to which families are a movie activity.  What we are shown on the screen, especially concerning familial roles and obligations is becoming, in a sense, as real as the “real” world.  The question is no longer: “Does art imitate life;” or “Does life imitate art?”  Over the last twenty-five years, (family-) life has emerged as our favorite subject for art and entertainment.
  

The family, it would seem, is up for grabs and issues of family pervade every aspect of the cinematic experience, both on screen and off.  “Real” families often go to the cinema to have their “family time” in the course of a “cinematic family’s” time.  There is a sense of community in film spectatorship that is almost familial.  When we go to the cinema, we are “alone together” in a dark room full of strangers.  This is an interesting analogy for the modern American family—a group that is increasingly influenced by the individualist ideals of autonomy.  

In this paper, I propose a study on changing representations of family during two periods: The World War II era, and in the years following the Cold War.  I intend to argue that, though the popular cinema of the 1950’s portrayed both “traditional” and “dysfunctional” families, the industry tended towards representing idealized families who triumphed, despite various conflicts and problems. Beginning in the 1980’s, works of popular, postmodern cinema started to present family myths with unprecedented, hyper-“dysfunctional” characters and scenarios. In these portrayals, family relations embody little that is optimistic or redeeming, much less romantic. This model suggests that the American family has become increasingly cold, selfish, and violent.
   I believe that the “dysfunctional family” has established itself as the currently dominant mythic family model in the American public consciousness.
  Though there is some question about whether these cinematic trends reflect the real family, they are certainly an accurate description of changes in the mythic family that lives on the silver screen.

Interestingly, this attack on the “traditional” family model coincided with the literal entrance of films into the home, in the form of VHS.  Cinema in the 1980’s began to show signs of a realignment of the boundaries which separated the (private) family from the (public) outside world.  Instead of acting as a bastion of safety from cruel, unpredictable, and alienating outside forces—“a haven in a heartless world” –the family-unit has increasingly been framed as the generative source of its own problems (Lasch: 1995).  What is more, these films are now being presented to the public as popular-entertainment.  Cinematic representations of the American family have become increasingly “dysfunctional.”  But what do we make of this?  Are families actually becoming “dysfunctional”?  Or is “dysfunction” itself a cultural myth? What is the relation between the “dysfunctional” family on the screen and our actual family lives?  This is an extraordinarily complex question, one which we will try and untangle in this thesis. 
It appears that changes in the American family might reflect changes in cinematic depictions to some extent.  Some scholars suggest that the American family is drifting from its “traditional” role as the locus of individual and social morality.
  I propose to show that changes in the real American family reflect two different family myths, the utility of which depends on the socio-historical context from which the film comes, and from which it is viewed.  


Both the “traditional” and “dysfunctional” cinematic family myths of the 1950’s helped families to deal with the social transformations that took place after WW II.  The Noir films that showed “dysfunctional” family mythologies served to reflect and condemn these problematic, post-war, social realities.  Films that presented “traditional” family mythologies, presented models that, if followed, could help families reestablish their previous social roles, or adjust to new ones.  Whereas modern portrayals of “traditional” families now provide mostly fantasy (among other things), “dysfunctional” family myths work in a different way.  First, myths of family “dysfunction” reflect and reinforce troubled hegemonic structures of gender stratification within the family.  And second, they model and motivate the characteristic reproduction/replication of the American family indirectly via generational separation and renewal, rather than by direct continuation.

Methodology

An inquiry into film and family is inherently interdisciplinary.  The far reach and ubiquity of mass media’s influence in our society makes cinema fertile ground for scholarly work in many fields.  I have put together a quantitative methodology which lends my project a degree of positivistic objectivity; but my primary approach favors qualitative analysis.  I concentrate on interpreting and analyzing the mythic content of several significant films using a comparative or contrastive analytical framework. 

I begin my inquiry with a quantitative approach to studying the content of film.  First I look at some sociological trends in the makeup and historical evolution of the American family.   I then try to correlate the statistical/sociological data with a comparative content analysis of the old and new versions of three film remakes: Father of the Bride (Minnelli, 1951 and Shyer, 1999), Cheaper by the Dozen (Lang, 1950 and Levy, 2003), and Cape Fear (Thompson, 1962 and Scorsese, 1991).
 
 In the qualitative filmic analyses, I use complementary methodologies.  Educated film spectatorship is somewhat like ethnographic research.  My dual majors in film and anthropology facilitate and shape a unique kind of critical distance.  As a student of film, I take a content-based approach to film analysis.  As a student of anthropology, I use symbolic interpretation to dissect the socio-mythic content of the film.  The interaction of these analytical tools creates dual consciousness that allows for a kind of participant-observation in film spectatorship.  

The quantitative portion of the analysis employs eleven general categories of “dysfunctional,” deviant, and problematic behaviors and conditions common to the mythic, “dysfunctional” American family.
  My focus is on the actions that directly affect members of the narrative’s central family.  I have paid special attention to the directionality of “dysfunction”—whether the forces are generated internally or act on the family from without.
  Each instance of “dysfunctionality” counts as one data-point.  The same behavior by the same characters in a different scene is counted as a separate data-point.  There may be multiple behaviors recorded in one instance of “dysfunctionality.” 
 
Quantitative analyses are very attractive to social scientists.  In a field as methodologically diverse as anthropology, numbers provide a sort of reassurance of objectivity.  I was similarly attracted to quantitative analysis as a means of achieving some critical distance in analysis.  But we should consider the trade-offs in using quantitative methods in the pursuit of literary/filmic analyses.  Counting instances of “dysfunctional” behavior is necessary to establish frequency and trends, but neglects to consider the effect and weight of each instance.  Quantitative analysis also fails to account for narrative and emotional significance as a product of “dysfunctional” infrequency.
  I presume that multiple methodologies, both quantitative and qualitative, might provide a system of checks and balances, which helps to recognize the importance and weight of “dysfunctional” behaviors in the films.

Because of the vast number of films that are relevant to a study of family “dysfunction,” I was forced to find ways to narrow the scope of my research project.  One way I found was to look only at films from two distinct periods (1950-1962 and 1991-2003).  This limitation did not sufficiently narrow the study.  By concentrating on film remakes in the two periods, I was able to adequately narrow the research to an appropriate scale for an undergraduate thesis.  Film remakes reveal the evolution of family myths quite compellingly.  In the end, the sample was more limited than I would have hoped.  Still, a larger, more “representative” sample might miss out on the differential influence of particular films.  The films I have selected are “classics,” which preserve iconic myths of the family in the American public’s collective consciousness.
  

If this were a PhD dissertation, I could have taken measures to make the study more scientific in some areas.  I might have been able to formulate some sort of relative weighting scale for assigning a numerical value to each particular instance of “dysfunctionality.”  It would have also been interesting to hold screenings of the films for groups composed of people raised in the two different periods.  The differences in their reactions might help to substantiate or disprove some of my claims.  As I said, this is a smaller project that could be expanded upon in the future. This paper should be viewed as a pilot study, designed to tests out an unorthodox research strategy. I have elected in the balance of methodologies employed to emphasize my strengths: symbolic interpretation and textual analysis.  However atypical, I believe that there are certain aspects of my methodology which may allow me particularly good access to the study of film as a reflection/injection of culture. 

Myth-Used in Film


“Myth” has emerged as a somewhat complicated term in American society.  With its ambiguity and emotionally charged rhetorical implications, “myth” is invoked in endless spheres of public discourse, often problematically.  Mythic discourse is so problematical, largely because of the common association of myths with fictions, fables, legends, and lies.  The use of the term “myth” becomes especially touchy when it is used in reference to matters such as religion.  Though myths, legends, and lies are often used interchangeably, “myth” refers to a distinctive cultural form that is instrumental in the way we perceive the world.



A long history of intellectual thought has recognized the importance and power of myth.  There is no shortage of sources if one is looking to “tame” the term by assigning it a definition.  Though the broad meaning of “myth” is generally agreed upon within the humanities, its specific framing and nuances vary depending on the context of its usage.
  Of the many discussions and definitions of myth that I came across, Victor Turner’s framing seems to be most helpful, as a starting point, for the purposes of this study.  He writes, 

[Myth] creates, or recreates, the categories through which men perceive reality—the axioms underlying the structures of society and the laws of the natural and moral orders.  It is not here a case of life being an imitation of art, but of social life being an attempted imitation of models portrayed and imitated by ritual.
  

This discussion makes clear that myths are not simply fanciful stories, but rather means of understanding—means of being an agent in the world.  As I said, Turner’s discussion is a good starting point.  An inquiry into the mythic components of cinema needs to take the discussion of myth a bit further before one can understand what is truly at stake for people in these “deep” images.

From churches to the mass media, our society is full of institutional sources of image and myth production.  Though many recognize the influence that such institutions have in our formations and conceptions of self, few see them for what they really are: myth mills.  The myths they produce are neither truths nor lies. A myth without truth is just a lie.  A myth without fiction is an objective fact. A myth always combines something true with something fictional.  As the filmmaker and theorist, Jean Cocteau, wrote, “History is composed of truths which become lies, mythologies of lies which become truths.  One characteristic of our age is that it creates myths in every field.”
 

There are two, distinctive, rule-governed, categories of myths which operate very differently on mythic “consumers.”  “Classical” myths are those that take something that is true, and universalize it.  Greek mythology and the story of Genesis contain myths of this kind. We know that they are only stories, but, in our daily lives, we can see that they contain truths.  The stories’ metaphorical structures are expanded so that the mythic themes and lessons can be invoked to help people make sense of their worlds.  Classical myths are myths that are used as conceptual models and idealizations.  It is my claim that, in modern America, the myth of the “dysfunctional” American family is of this variety.

Opposed to these myths are “distortion” myths: myths that are packaged as truths, but that are really just fictions. The packaging resonates as true, but the content is an intentionally manufactured fiction. We see these kinds of myths in things like history books and nightly news reports.  Distortion myths are composed of deliberately distorted views that often serve the self-interest of the person or institution responsible for its creation. 
   Both kinds of myth frame truth and fiction, but they do so in very different ways, and often towards very different ends. The question remains: What kinds of myths are being presented in different cinematic portrayals of the American family?  What are they teaching us?  And for what/who’s purposes? 


Let me be clear, the images we are shown in cinematic depictions of the American family are not myths in and of themselves.  They are modular and contain mythic images or components.  As I intend to show, many different myths (stories) can be built up around the familiar images of family.  The combination of a number of mythic images or behaviors might make up a mythic character or story.  

The mythic American family may contain figures such as the “super-mom,” who “does it all” in the interest of holding the family together.  Advertisers present these models that audiences recognize as true, but which, in reality, are nearly impossible to live up to. These depictions of family are distortion myths that are presented by attractive images.  The deceptive image is constructed by someone—advertisers—with something to gain—the purchase of a product that the mother believes will facilitate her transformation into the mythic super-mom.  

Mythic American figures, such as the super-mom, are certainly present in modern cinema.  We have been conditioned to derive pleasure from the consumption of such myths without thinking about what the myth is actually communicating.  We believe that, in a sense, the mythic figure’s positive attributes can be taken on by the simple act of consumption.  But what about classical myths?

The myth of the 1950’s American family, which we often associate with the paintings of Norman Rockwell, is still recognized as an ideal, if unrealistic form.  These myths comfort us, but no longer serves the same functions that they did in the WWII era.  During that time, they provided constructive models for individuals and families who were struggling to adjust to some radical social transformations.  Interestingly enough, classical myths about the American family in modern cinema are increasingly becoming those that show more “dysfunctional” family types.  The contemporary American film family has become increasingly riddled with images of conflict, fragmentation, alienation, jealousy, betrayal, and violence.
  “Dysfunctional” family film narratives tell a mythic story that is verified by everyday observations in many of our homes, and on the news.  

(Post-) modern cinema’s predilection for “dysfunctional” portrayals of the American family has created a myth that serves to reinforce crucial, structural aspects of modern society and the family itself.  The roles and obligations that the myth instructs are crucially important to the socio-economic, political, and cultural workings of our society.

The “dysfunctional” family has become a kind of anti-heroic American myth that reflects changes in actual family life, but also acts as a kind of mythic justification for certain structures and behaviors in the American family.  Interestingly enough, I can find no cases of popular usage of any form of the word “dysfunctional” before the 1980’s.  Is it possible that the term was created to facilitate discourse on an unprecedented social development?  If we hope to make a judgment on trends of “dysfunctionality” in American (film) families, we must first identify what it means to be “dysfunctional.”  First, I need to clarify some different contextualizations of the term.  

“Dysfunctionality” is a term that comes from clinical psychology (Kaslow: 1996).  In this sense, it refers to “a non-adaptive trait or condition, especially one failing to serve a useful or adjustive purpose in society.”
  Essentially, clinically “dysfunctional” people or families cannot change along with a changing world.
  This is not the way that I wish to use it.  I will use the term “maladaptive” in place of clinical “dysfunctionality.”   I would like to use “dysfunctional” in the popular sense of the term, which refers to an American myth that is used in making judgments of family and family behaviors in relation to the idealized form. 

In order to clarify what it is I mean by a “dysfunctional” family I will start at its inverse.  But instead of using “functional,” I will use the term “traditional.”
  At the most basic level, mythic, “traditional” families consist of a heterosexual, married couple, involved in a monogamous romantic relationship, living in a single dwelling, and having values and priorities grounded in romantic love, emotional solidarity, and material support.  Most importantly, these families have the ability to transmit “traditional” values and behaviors to their children.  Each “traditional” household features a working father, affectionate mother, and attentive, obedient children.  “Traditional” families are generally middle class and financially secure.
 

The mythic, “dysfunctional” family, by contrast, exhibits things like crime, substance abuse, juvenile delinquency, health problems, educational failure, sexual indiscretions, and flight from familial obligations.
  It is crucial that we remember that mythic conceptions of “dysfunctionality” are not necessarily maladaptive.  
“Dysfunctional” behavior is certainly nothing new to the American family.  It appears, though, that instances of such behavior in works of popular cinema are far more frequent now than they were generations ago.  What is most interesting is that in the modern context, films that put forward a “dysfunctional” portrait of the American family seem to serve an adaptive purpose.  Despite what most of the public discourse about such representations would have us believe, “dysfunctional” family myths reinforce key values and structures in our society, which, today, privileges neo-locality.
  Instead of building upon their primary (first) nuclear family, children are encouraged to move out and start their own families.  As my filmic examples will illustrate, “traditional” families may ironically find themselves unable to adapt and operate in the modern world.

The mythic establishment of figures such as the “problematic teenager,” the “unavailable, doltish father,” and the “incompetent mother” primes family members for their role in the unconventional and, in a sense, unnatural cycle of the American family.  The mythic components of the “dysfunctional” American family serve to present and create necessary tension between family members.  This family discord compels children to want to leave their home/family in order to create a new one.  Such mythic depictions make parents fearful of “monster” teenagers so that they will encourage their departure.  The existence, and utility, of “dysfunctional” family myths will be clearer after the forthcoming filmic analyses, where I take a look at three film remakes that re-present the mythic figures of the American family in some astonishing ways (Stein: 2005).
 

Packaging Myth-Representations

The American film industry makes no apologies for its primary motivations.  The production of popular cinema is, at its heart, a profit-driven endeavor.
  In order to turn the largest profit possible, producers must have their fingers on the pulse of American mythic sensibilities.  Basically, if the public wants it, Hollywood producers want to provide it.  The most desirable subjects are generally those that take the issues that matter most to Americans and package them in a way that lets audiences recognize the themes and characters from their own lives, but somehow gives them the sense that they “mean” differently when put on screen.  In cinema, Americans respond to truths wrapped in conventional narrative packaging.  There must be some suggestion of the artifice and fiction of the form (Anrheim: 1957).  Essentially, audiences respond to myths—truths cloaked in fictions.  If producers hope to turn a profit on a film that addresses an issue as disquieting as family “dysfunction,” they better be sure that the presentation does not hit too close to “home” for the audience.  

A myth, like a film must be recognized by audiences as relevant to their lives, but not entirely real.  Placing family conflict in a comedy is one way to appease an audience.  Steve Martin’s brilliant physical comedy, in both Cheaper By the Dozen and Father of the Bride, cuts the audiences’ anxiety during scenes where problematic family issues are highlighted.
  Cape Fear presents an extremely “dysfunctional” family, but Scorsese uses enough transparent cinematic devices to convey a necessary hint of fantasy in the film.
  A comparison of American Beauty (Mendes, 1999) and The Ice Storm (Lee, 1997) provides a perfect example of the subtleties of myth-representation in cinema.  The films are postmodern cinematic depictions of “dysfunctional” American families.  Despite the two films’ similarities and excellence at all levels of production, one (American Beauty) went on to win Best Picture at the Oscars, and the other went relatively unnoticed.
  I would argue that the disparity between the public reactions to the two films was due to issues of mythic packaging. 
  
American Beauty showed some problematic and disturbing characters and scenarios, but they were packaged in a form that exposed the artifice of cinematic construction.  The characters and scenarios were caricatures of things we recognize from the modern world.  The gay neighbors, for example, overplay homosexual stereotypes to a point that is almost comical.  The Ice Storm, on the other hand, failed in the eyes of the public because it presented a similar “dysfunctional” family mythology without packaging it in a form that was received as myth.  The families in the film have “dysfunctional” characters, which exhibit problematic behaviors; but they are presented with a certain subtlety that makes them seem too real—almost documentary.  The “dysfunctional” themes in The Ice Storm hit too close to home for American audiences.

Myths construct culture, as well as “personal”, idiosyncratic behavior within it.  We shape our selves, and our conceptions of ourselves, by internalizing mythic models. Culture is something that we know we have, but it may be difficult to place one’s finger on what exactly culture is.  Much of the process of mythic absorption and enactment is a subconscious process.  When myths materialize on the silver screen, people are shown crucially formative parts of themselves.  The popular tendency to associate myth with fallacy allows individuals to reject mythic images and stories when they become too real.  The mythic interplay between fact and fiction allows film audiences to pick and choose, ad hoc, which myths that they want to recognize, and which they want to reject.  

Who we “really” are is constructed by myths, and we are never given complete choice in the matter.  In this mythic construction of self, the myths do most the constructing.  Who we think we are, on the other hand, involves a mythic construction of self in which the individual is given a greater amount of agency.  Granted, the person we think we are will inevitably come to influence the person we “really” are.  But the myths that we choose in order to form a sense of self may be a product of any number of institutional interests.  Some of the myths that seem most appealing to modern audiences in their “traditional” forms are actually products of ideologies, which reinforce discriminatory practices of social inequality.  Many of the modern, “dysfunctional” family mythologies are only acceptable to many audiences if packaged in an “audience-friendly” form.  This mythology is crucially important to the structural integrity of modern American society.  The values and consequences of these modern systems and structures is a different question altogether.
My primary objective in this inquiry is to reveal the utility the classical myth of the dysfunctional American family.  Before entering into the filmic analysis, we should step back and take a look at some statistical trends in the makeup and behaviors of the American family over the past fifty years, both on and off the screen.
The Evolution of the American Family, On-Screen and Off-Screen

Getting a sense of the changing contexts in which the family has operated should help to clarify the mythic purposes of various filmic portrayals of family life.  Alvin Toffler refers to three distinct “waves” of the American family (Toffler: 1980).  In the 19th century, “family” referred to a larger extended family than it does today.  The family-unit 100 years ago exhibited a structure with more defined gender and age roles that were designed for specific, mostly agricultural, tasks and goals of sustainability.  These are “first wave” families.  These families have never been overly popular subjects for American film production.  Depictions of multigenerational, “first wave” families in American cinema have typically been limited to depictions of ethnic, or low-class families.  Depictions of white, multigenerational, American families are generally reserved for dramatic tragedies, like John Ford’s The Grapes of Wrath (Ford, 1940), or “poor-white-trash” comedies, such as The Beverly Hillbillies.
  

The families of the “second wave” emerged in post-Fordist America.
  These families were smaller, and had a more urban-industrial concentration.  Developments in the second wave American family began to confuse the roles and obligations which had been clearer in the previous generation.
  The shift from the first to the second wave coincided with the rise of popular cinema, and thus cinema tended towards “second wave” portrayals and ideals of family. As Boggs and Pollard suggest, “These smaller, more adaptive families have become synonymous with the concept of family life in present-day society, and it is this definition of family that resonated through popular culture (including filmmaking) in the early decades of the twentieth century.”
 
The prevalence of “second wave” families in American cinema is due, in no small part, to the dominance of Jewish males at many levels of film production, distribution, and exhibition.  Jewish studio executives sought out scripts that displayed stories and themes that they personally knew and understood.  The cultural emphasis on, and specific structures of, Jewish families became evident in the films of the early twentieth century.
  Though the structure of the American family was undoubtedly “second wave” in the World War II era, filmic depictions of the family in this period began to take some interesting new forms.

The WWII era was a traumatic time for American families.  Families were dealing with the terrifying realities of having loved ones fighting overseas.  There was a lot of pressure on the film industry, from social and governmental interests, for the production of good-humored, escapist films.  The hope was that such films would help distract an anxious American public.  The return of American soldiers was a great relief to worried families, but the (male) soldiers were retuning to a changed world that had learned to operate without them.
  Divorce rates and statistical instances of familial discord increased after the war.
  The 1947 special issue of Life magazine, “The American Family in Trouble,” highlighted these changes. There were two different cinematic reactions to the social confusion in the social aftermath of World War II— “traditional-family” films and “Noir” films.
  These family models in these films attempted to reinstate pre-war social/familial norms, as well as teach new ones that would serve families whose structures had been changed by the war. 

In the traditional-family films of the 1950’s and early 1960’s, family appeared as the unquestioned bastion from which virtually all social interaction flowed.
  These films are rational and goal oriented, with protagonist-centered narratives, where the hero prevails in the end.  Such films romanticize the “traditional” nuclear family, and uphold it as the basic social unit of American society.  In traditional-family films, the family is the repository of established values, loving personal relationships, and effective childhood socialization.  The conventional narrative pattern of young romance in these films is rather uniformly “boy meets girl, boy loses girl, boy gets girl back.”
  Stability was the norm and all problems were somehow manageable.  Men were the breadwinners and women stayed home taking care of the children and attending to household duties, which were assumed to be their natural obligation.
  Until relatively recently, these were the films that Hollywood executives felt most comfortable funding.  Hollywood studio heads typically venerated patriarchal family values even where reality was shown as radically departing from that ideal.
  
The quintessential example of this kind of film is Our Town (Wood, 1940) which was adapted from Thonrton Wilder’s play of the same name.  The film was first released in 1940, but its presentation of the mythic “traditional” American family is so compelling that the film has been remade for TV in four different decades.
  Films like Our Town created a mythic family structure that taught people how to “perform” gender and age within the family.  This mythic model was employed after WW II in hopes of facilitating a return to “normalcy.”
  Most of these films submitted to classic Hollywood happy endings, which typically consisted of the lead man marrying his love, or the insinuation of the prospect of such.  Indeed, what the public needed was a happy ending, and what that happy ending entailed was the creation or maintenance of a “traditional” family.  The “Noir” film family created a very different myth that, interestingly, served a similar mythic purpose.

The noir cycle was a period that lasted from the early 1940’s until the early 1960’s.  Noir films looked pessimistically and even nihilistically at the state of post-WWII, American society.  Filmmakers employed the use of heavy shadows, patterns of darkness, and narratives wherein the protagonist dies, meets defeat, or achieves meaningless victory in the end.  These films about families and characters in the throes of misogyny and age, gender, and class conflict.  The familial peril that they presented was, for many families, a reality.  In these films, children are almost never seen, and treachery is the norm between husbands and wives (Marling: 2001).  Though depictions of “noir” families may have seemed depressingly accurate, the conflicts within the films generally resolved themselves in a way that, for families, served adaptive purposes.  Though characters in Noir films largely exhibited “dysfunctional” behaviors, they were generally punished for breaking the “traditional” models of family roles and obligations.




Traditional-family and Noir film-families provided mythic models, which helped families deal with the chaotic social realities that followed WWII.  Where mythic models of family provided models for imitation in traditional-family films, the models in Film Noir served as cautionary models of avoidance. Myths can serve diverse, even opposite, purposes.

The “third wave” of the American family emerged from the turbulent social atmosphere of the 1960’s.  The families of the “third wave” were defined by unprecedented social diversity and fragmentation, increased geographic mobility, neo-locality, and deep-seeded cultural transformations.  This new context reflected, “…changes even more profound than those accompanying the earlier industrial revolution.” 
  There is a common perception today in political and religious discourse, and the news media, that the American family is unraveling in the face of the cultural trends that have grown out of the “third wave.”  Statistical trends concerning the makeup and behaviors of the American family over the past few decades do suggest a shift towards “dysfunctionality,” if they are considered by the terms that I put forth in this paper.

In 1996, the U.S. Census Bureau issued its annual “Household and Family Characteristics” report which stated that the devastating anti-family downtrends of the past fifty years—especially within the last two decades—continue.  In 1970, eighty-seven percent of American families were headed by a married couple; but by 1995, that number had decreased to seventy-eight percent.
  Such statistics are available from many sources and are quite compelling.
  There are similar trends in substance abuse and child abuse (Allred et al.: 1998).

Only recently did we see the introduction of the “third wave” family in cinematic representations.
  Cinematic incarnations of the “third wave” family, in postmodern cinema, have expanded on the “dysfunctional” themes and characters of Film Noir, but for different mythic purposes.
  These films celebrate increasingly idiosyncratic, experimental, and in some cases rebellious aesthetic portrayals.  Postmodern works of cinema use disjointed narratives which expose an increasingly fragmented, and disordered world in which social relations deteriorate and the classical protagonists of traditional-family films usually dies, thus negating any prospect for the subjectivity and collective identity which are necessary for effective social change.
  The conventional narrative pattern of young romance in modern cinema—“boy meets girl, boy loses girl, boy gets girl back”—takes a new form in postmodern cinema, where relationships are both ephemeral, and easily replaceable.
  Postmodern cinema has created the myth of a far more jaundiced family, which is wracked by conflict, deceit, and disillusionment.  The postmodern family operates within rapidly changing social conditions.  The social chaos that confronts the family generates and sustains moods of anxiety, cynicism, and powerlessness, which have entered into, and been instrumental in, the structural transformation of both the actual, and cinematic, American family.
 
From the very beginning, the movies, as a form of lower-class entertainment, were associated with moral decay, not only because of their subject matter, but because of the darkness of the theater and the subsequent association with sex, and the supposed correlation between spending time at the movies suggesting spending time away from academic, occupational, religious, and familial duties.
  In postmodern cinema we see that what was once considered trash has been transformed into higher Culture.  The end of the Cold War did not have the same social effects of WWII.  The mass-acceptability of the “dysfunctional” images, characters, and themes in postmodern cinema suggests that the myth it creates and reinforces is crucial to the workings of contemporary American society. 

Re-Presentations of the American Family

Father of the Bride, Cheaper by the Dozen, and, Cape Fear are three examples in an ever-growing catalogue of film remakes and spin-offs.
  One reason for the emergence of so many copycats may be the public’s ever-growing appetite for entertainment over the past decades.  It is possible that film production has reached a critical mass, and that creative, original material has become scarce.  The other possibility is that there are some stories, characters, and themes that resonate across generational lines.  Still, to make exact replications of classical films would be an unprofitable and ineffectual endeavor; and simple copies would not acknowledge changes in the audience’s experience of family and expectations of cinema.

To communicate film narratives cross-generationally, film(re)makers must negotiate an editorial process that involves the addition, deletion, and, most importantly, translation of the mythic components of the original.  This is a difficult undertaking indeed.  The success of a film remake depends, to a large extent, on the filmmaker’s ability to identify the key mythic components of the original, and re-present them in images and characters that are identifiable to contemporary audiences’ mythic sensibilities.  Film(re)makers must not only understand the mythic codes which operate in the modern context, but also be able to discern the codes and interpretive framework that prevailed in the context of the original film.

In a sense, the central narrative character in each of the three films is not an individual, but a family.  Cinematic family narratives operate by establishing and resolving family conflicts.  These conflicts are often generated by “dysfunctional” forces, influences, and behaviors—some that act on the family from without, and some that emerge from within the family unit itself.  In the following sections, I will show how the source, nature, and ultimate resolution of the families’ conflicts in the respective versions of each film indicate the myths at work, and what story it is telling/selling.  I will give a basic plot summary and comparative analysis in each section, and wait to address broader trends and mythic generalizations until after the three analyses.  

Cheaper by the Dozen

Cheaper by the Dozen is a classic, Hollywood, “family narrative” comedy that was adapted from the best-selling book of the same name (Gilbreth and Gilbreth: 1948). The film deals with the complexities of raising twelve children.  It was originally released in 1950 under the direction of Walter Lang, and remade in 2003 by Shawn Levy.  The modern version was hugely successful, grossing $138,614,544 at the box office—thirtieth on the list of the top grossing films of 2003 (D’Alessandro: 2004). 
  Twentieth Century Fox was so pleased with the film that they green-lighted the production of a sequel (Cheaper by the Dozen 2 [Shankman, 2005]) just two years later.  While the most basic premises of the original are carried over to the (first) remake, the overall adaptation is rather loose.  The changes in the two films reflect two different mythic models of the “same” family.

The father is the central character in both films.  The films’ narratives unfold as each father attempts to apply his particular occupational expertise to his family life at home.  In the original, Frank (Clifton Webb) is an efficiency expert who, quite literally, takes his work home with him.  He takes a scientific approach to raising children, holding regular, timed fire drills, and quasi-democratic family meetings.  He even dissects showering in an attempt to maximize the cost-effectiveness of family hygiene.  The father in the remake, Tom (Steve Martin), is a football coach who treats his kids much like he treats his team.  Each child plays a different position in that family team which requires a specific kind of “coaching” from dad.  A football team has eleven players.  The Bakers squad, however, has twelve “players.”  This implies that, for Tom, the work of the home is one “player” more difficult that the work of the office, though the two are inextricably linked.  

Tom and Frank’s disparate philosophies about parenting suggest a major shift in popular conceptions about the role of the father in the American family.  What I find most interesting is the sport from which Tom makes his parenting model.  Football is a purely American sports institution that is predicated on controlled violence—quite an interesting metaphor for the modern American family. Where Frank’s parenting, in the original, focuses on efficiency, finesse, and fine-tuning, Tom’s hinges on brute force and power.  The remake of Cheaper by the Dozen uses the mythic components of the American “dysfunctional” family to suggest that the ultimate goal of the modern American family is to mold the violence, discord, and tension of family-life into something productive.  As we will see, this particular film fails to address that the violence, discord, and tension of family-life is crucially productive and important, for proper adherence to the classical mythic model of the modern American family.

My quantitative analysis of instances and kinds of “dysfunctional” behavior supports many of my claims about incongruous “dysfunctional” content between the films of the two periods.  In the original version, I counted thirty individual “dysfunctional” behaviors.  The remake showed more than twice as many “dysfunctional” behaviors with seventy-one.  Though the remake of the Baker family is far more “dysfunctional,” we will see that this does not necessarily correlate with an inability to adapt to change.

The original version of Cheaper by the Dozen follows Frank and Lillian (Myrna Loy) Gilbreth and their twelve children as they adjust to a move from Rhode Island to New Jersey.
  Frank is an obsessive efficiency expert, and Lillian works out of the house as an industrial consultant.  Lillian plays the prototypical, supportive, “super mom” role to a tee.  Though Frank asserts himself as the head of the family, the audience gets the idea that, though more soft-spoken and diplomatic, the mother always gets the last word in family matters.  This is a common theme of the classical myth of the American family.  The Gilbreth children are, for the most part, perfect images of respect and obedience, with the exception of the eldest daughter, Ann (Jeanne Crain), whose mildly rebellious spirit, manifest in boy-craziness, short hair, and the use of cosmetics, is the only cog in Frank’s well-oiled family machine. 

The story begins with a narration by Ann, as an adult, who prepares the audience for “the story of my family… my mother and father,” implying that even as an adult, her conception of family is still grounded in her primary (first) nuclear family.  The narrative progresses as Frank and Lillian attempts to manage a number of family crises, all of which seem rather tame to modern sensibilities.  Among the most complex problems that the Gilbreth family confronts are: a dispute over getting a dog, Ann’s “unsuitable” date to the prom, finding a way to skirt the issue of birth control, and the treating a family-wide outbreak of tonsillitis.

Interestingly, when the doctor says that the children need their tonsils out, Frank decides to bring the surgeons into the home so that he can film the tonsillectomies and advise the doctors on how they can make the process more efficient.  Frank is only able to carry out the experiment by bringing the outside world, and the cameras, into the home.  This seemingly minor narrative episode is actually a classic example of “film-within-film” that adds an element of cinematic self-reflexivity to Cheaper by the Dozen.  This bit of meta-cinema tells the audience what they already know—that it is easier to make judgments on things when they are seen on film.  In the same way that film allows Frank to make judgments on efficiency, it allows the audience makes judgments on the Gilbreth family.

In the end, the Gilbreth family is confronted with a problem far graver than tonsillitis.  While away on business, Frank dies of a heart attack.  Lillian remains calm while she breaks the news to the children, waiting for them to leave before breaking down.  Frank’s death forces her to take over the family “business”—in both senses of the word.  She lets the children decide whether the family should stay together in their new home or move in with their grandparents.  The children express their desire to stay together, confident that they will be able to handle the new and increased familial responsibilities.  The film ends, as it started, with Ann’s narration.  She speaks directly to her deceased father, telling him about Lillian’s recent “woman of the year” award, and reassures him that everyone is going to be okay—“just like [he] knew [they] would.”


Contemporary audiences look back at the family in the Original Cheaper by the Dozen and families like them with great nostalgia.  Reviews and reactions from modern audiences almost uniformly praise Cheaper by the Dozen for its commendable representation of an idealized, “functional,” American family.  They see the Gilbreths as an example of a family structure from a simpler time that has all but died out. 
  The Gilbreths are a filmic incarnation of the “traditional” family myth of the WWII era.  Their problems are relatively simple and easy to manage.  Family members are mutually supportive and fit nicely into their respective age and gender roles.  Ann’s rebelliousness serves only to provide comic relief and resolvable narrative conflict.  This classical myth of the American family works by providing a prescriptive model for families that had to adjust to fatherless households after the war.  

In the 2003 version, we see a structurally similar family that is confronted with the same basic conflict—a mother and father suddenly relocate their large and complex family to a new home.  Of interest to this study are the cinematic re-presentations of the family, its problems, and its modes of conflict resolution—many of which have been adjusted to satisfy modern mythic sensibilities.  But what mythic family story does the remake of Cheaper by the Dozen tell?

Tom and Kate (Bonnie Hunt) Baker struggle with the realities of raising twelve children in a dual-earner household.  Tom is a football coach and Kate dabbles as a writer from the home.  Daily life in the Bakers’ rural home in Midland is chaotic, but manageable with a patient father and a working, stay-at-home, “super” mother.  The organized chaos starts to deteriorate, however, when Tom gets a dream job offer to coach football at his alma mater, Lincoln, which is in a more modern suburban town.  The situation only gets worse when Kate’s book gets published, forcing her to go off on a multi-city book tour.
  Unable to find a babysitter brave enough to take on twelve children, Tom—the prototypically incompetent, no matter how well-meaning father—must negotiate work and single-parenthood with twelve, very needy, children who are struggling to adjust to a new social environment.     

Unlike the Gilbreths, who only had one really “difficult” child, most all of the Baker children exhibit some sort of problematic behavioral tendency or personality trait.  The eldest daughter, Nora (Piper Perabo), battles constantly with her parents about living and sleeping with her “loser” boyfriend, Hank (Ashton Kutcher), before marriage.  As a young, intellectually challenged actor who was raised as a single child, Hank struggles to understand Nora’s family, and personifies the modern values that slowly pull the Baker clan apart at the seams.  Teen pop sensation, Hillary Duff, plays Lorraine, the beautiful, materialistic, “valley-girl,” teenager who is just smart enough to win an argument with her parents.  Mark (Forrest Landis), the archetypal middle child, is poked fun at or ignored by the other Baker children, and has trouble getting even his own father to remember his name.  The Baker children all exhibit some “dysfunctional” personality trait, which assigns them an identity within the range of mythic, American “problem” children.

The Bakers’ eldest son, Charlie (Tom Welling), acts out defiantly, and suffers scholastically, when the family’s move displaces him from his school and friends, just in time for his senior year.  Most of Charlie’s defiance is directed at his father, Tom, who was already struggling to negotiate the notoriously difficult terrain of the father-teenage son relationship before the move.  Tom affectionately (and paradoxically) gives Charlie the pet name, “teenager.”  Perhaps this name represents Tom’s unconscious recognition of this difficult period between fathers and sons.  

I surmise that nicknames like “teenager” are distillations of the communicative and emotional barriers, which are inherent to the American, father-teenage son relationship.  In The Ice Storm (Lee, 1997), which I will discuss later, Kevin Klein plays a father who is “out of touch,” and unable to connect with Ben (Toby Maguire), his teenage son.  Klein’s character sees the pet name “guy” as a term of endearment in much the same way that Martin’s character views the name “teenager.”  These names create an illusion of warmth and affection, when in reality, they create and sustain distance in the father-son relationship.  

The father-son relationship becomes complicated in the teen years because, during this period, two different kinds of relationships are at work that must be negotiated all at once.  One relationship, the parent-child relationship, is supposed to be loving, nurturing, and affectionate.  But as a boy enters into the liminality of adolescence and becomes a young man, a new relationship emerges—the relationship between two adult men.  For Americans, this relationship is supposed to be cool, distant, and even competitive.
  Nicknaming creates emotional distance and personal anonymity.  The designation of Charlie as not a specific teenager, but the implied “any” teenager, mythically places him in what, for the audience, is a very powerful and potentially “dangerous” mythic category.
 

Though the children’s “dysfunctional” traits are played up to varying degrees within the narrative, their “dysfunctional” tendencies seems to take over their personalities when the family moves to a socio-geographic location that has no time for their provincial family structure and outlook.  Lincoln is portrayed as a fast-paced and alienating community, riddled with “dysfunctional,” single-child households. The social-stigma attached to extended, multi-generational families who live together, carries over, to some extent, to abnormally large nuclear family structures.  In the modern socio-economic context, such a family structure is seen as outdated, impractical, expensive and inefficient.  Such a large family would generally be assumed as “lower class” or religiously motivated.

In the end, the Bakers decide that family is the most important thing.  Tom and Kate quit their jobs and Nora breaks off her relationship with Hank.  Tom and Kate’s jobs alienated them from their familial obligations.  This alienation represents mythic American ideals that are essential to “normal” family operation in the modern world.  Nora’s relationship with Hank speaks to an even more fundamental principle of the mythic, modern American family.  Her premarital cohabitation with Hank symbolizes a choice between the primary nuclear family and the creation of a new one.  The family decides that their family is unfit to interact in the mythic, modern context, so they move back to Midland, where order returns.  The rejection of these modernist mythic ideals valorizes retreat from the “heartless,” modern world in favor of the “traditional” “haven” of family.  

Structurally, both the Bakers and the Gilbreths are “first wave” American families.  The families operate, however, in two different socio-historical contexts.  The Gilbreths have a “first wave” family structure, but live in a “second wave” world.  They were able to adjust to their changed world by relying on the family.  When the world changed, the family held strong.  When the family changed (when Frank died), the family adjusted in order to operate as it did before.  The Baker family has a “first wave” structure, but moves to Lincoln, a “third wave” world.  The family was unable to adjust to the new environment and maintain its original functionality.  In other words, when they moved to Lincoln, they became “dysfunctional,” but because they were unable to come to terms with this new form and were forced to retreat to their rural utopia, they were also maladaptive within the modern world.  This Baker family has a construction based on a distortion mythology.

The family myth in the original Cheaper by the Dozen serves its “classical” mythic purposes quite well in the context of the WWII era.  The real world was changing just as the Gilbreths world was changing.  Many real families changed just as the Gilbreth’s family changed after Frank’s death.  In spite of the transformation of their world, the Gilbreths adjusted and prevailed.  As a classical mythic prototype of the “traditional” WWII era family, the Gilbreths provided audiences with a sort of familial “how to” model.  

The mythic structure and story of the Baker family fails to provide a “classical” model for the “average” modern American family to follow.  The film takes an atypical family structure, which audiences have been conditioned to accept as “true,” and shows how it is unable to operate in the modern world.  The message is to retreat from the violence and alienation of family life in the modern world, into a utopian world that, for most families, does not exist.  A “classical” mythic family would have embraced the “dysfunctional” circumstances of modernity, thus driving the children out of the house to start families of their own.  Modern audiences are entertained by the film and find themselves in envious awe of an ideal American family that does not exist.  Entertainment and nostalgic wonderment are reasonable reactions to a distortion myth, which wraps a fiction in familiar packaging.  

But the representation of the Baker family could not have submitted to classical mythology.  Twentieth Century Fox wanted to make a “family” film comedy, which would appeal to a broad age demographic.
  The only way to do this is to submit to classical Hollywood endings, which are incompatible with classical mythologies of the modern American family.  The Bakers had to return to “traditional” structures and values in the end.  For films and genres, which are aimed at a more specifically adult age-demographic, a few of which I will look at later, filmmakers are becoming increasingly attracted to “dysfunctional” family mythology.  These films instruct families on how to get the children out of the house—a subject that takes center stage in Father of the Bride.

	Element 
	Original
	Remakes

	“Traditional” Family Structure
	Adaptive
	Adaptive in “Traditional” Town; Maladaptive in Modern Town

	Parents’ Work
	Dual-Earner with Mother in the Home
	Dual-Earner with Mother In Home Mother Leaves Home to Work

	Father’s Work
	Efficiency Expert
	Football Coach

	Children
	Obedient, Homogenous 
	Rebellious, Independent, Diverse

	Source of Danger
	Outside world; Though the Forces of the Outside World Make Ann a Perceived Threat
	Outside Forces Destroy the Internal Family Structure

	General Themes
	Family Solidarity, Adaptability to Combat Outside Forces
	“Traditional” Family Unable to Adapt to the Modern World


Table 1: Cheaper by the Dozen

Father of the Bride

Father of the Bride is an American movie classic that discusses issues surrounding American values of neo-locality.  Though this film is undoubtedly a “classic,” I must admit up front that quality and influence do not always correlate with profundity of mythic translation.  Though the two versions of Father of the Bride reveal some interesting aspects of American family practice, the striking similarity between the two versions makes Father of the Bride probably the least valuable films of my analysis.  

Vincente Minnelli directed the original version, which was released in 1950.  The film’s message was so poignant for American audiences that it, like Cheaper by the Dozen, was remade, not once, but twice.  Charles Shyer remade the film in 1991, and also directed the sequel, Father of the Bride Part II, in 1995.  The film struck such a powerful chord with American audiences because its subject matter hit so close to home—or, rather, to problematical notions of home.  A father giving his daughter away in matrimony is one of the great dilemmas in our culture. He is struck, at the same time, with a sense of duty, and the unsettling realization that he is being replaced.  Worst of all, the father is forced to consent to his looming obsolescence in front of a church full of people.  

A key mythic problem in the family’s lifecycle concerns the use of names and titles that serve to either reaffirm or deny peoples’ age and gender roles in the family.  Children who resolve to call their parents their given names rather than by their family titles (“Mom” or “Dad”), do so in order to establish independence from, and equality with, their parents.  Fiancés, on the other hand, who call their future mother and father-in-laws by these same family titles do so to achieve the opposite effect.  Such a naming asserts membership in the family.  Both of these issues are relevant to both versions of Father of the Bride, and countless other films about family.  Such name changes bring into question issues of familial role transformation, which can be quite traumatic for the parties involved.

Films like Marty (Mann, 1955) take a pessimistic stance, addressing directly the parental anxiety of marrying a child off.
  The Father of the Bride series packages the subject in a more “family friendly” form.  By concentrating on the absurdity of many aspects of the American wedding, and employing some brilliant comedic talent, Father of the Bride mixes elements of comedy with just enough sincerity and sentimentality.  The final product is a classic story of the American wedding.  The film takes an honest look at the inherent cultural predicaments in planning a wedding, and is open about the trauma associated with the disintegration of the primary nuclear family.  The films’ message endures, largely, because in spite of its honesty, it lets the audience “laugh it off,” and ends with the uplifting message: “My son is my son until he finds a wife; but my daughter is my daughter for all of my life.”  But this only speaks one side of the tragedy.  In our culture, a marital relationship replaces the opposite sex relationship of the primary nuclear.  A daughter replaces the father figure when she marries, and a son replaces the mother figure.  This is an Oedipal predicament that is very difficult for many parents to deal with.

The remake of Father of the Bride is amazingly faithful to the original.  There are a number of scenes that are almost indistinguishable in terms of narrative placement, framing, shot-structure, and dialogue.
  The narratives have a similar progression and overall message.  The family’s only daughter makes the sudden announcement that she is getting married, which causes the father to slowly lose his mind as he contemplates being replaced.  The mother is the mythically supportive voice of reason, and looks at her daughter’s wedding as a way to get the wedding that she never had.  The father tries to think of the suitor’s every possible fault—that he has a bad job or comes from a bad family.  But after meeting the young man, the father realizes that his daughter’s suitor is quite charming, competent, and that his family is actually of a higher social class than his own.  After these realizations, the father struggles to find reasons not to like the fiancé, but has no shortage of reasons to dislike being the father of the bride.  

The stress and cost of planning a wedding nearly drive the father over the edge.  There is a major narrative conflict over having the wedding in a church or at home.  Though it is difficult to see on the surface, symbolically, this is an important argument.  Having the wedding in the home is a ritual that spatially signifies a partial separation from her family.  A “home” wedding sends the daughter off with a new father figure, but does so on the primary nuclear family’s own “turf.”  Having a “church wedding” is a ritual that communicates a definitive spatial separation from the structural base of the primary nuclear family.     

Much to his displeasure, the father is eventually forced to hand creative control of the wedding over to a high-priced wedding planner.  The wedding planner finds endless ways to subtly belittle the family’s modest, middleclass living arrangement.  Then, just as it seems that most of the kinks have been worked out, the daughter announces that the wedding is off because of some insignificant squabble with her fiancé.
  The father is then forced to take the reins and resolves their disagreement.  With the wedding back on, preparations continue.  The father is regularly reminded that he is getting old and his daughter is growing up.
  The wedding goes well and everyone seems to be having a good time, except for the father.  He is “behind the scenes” handling incident after comedic incident, constantly thwarted in his one concern: to get a dance with his daughter.  


As the narrative draws to a close, the daughter and her new husband are forced to run off before the father can even get a kiss from the bride.  In accordance with the happy Hollywood ending, in the end, the sweet tones prevail over the bitter ones.  The daughter calls her father before heading off on her honeymoon, making him sentimentally ambivalent, but satisfied overall.  The last scene shows the parents dancing alone amid the aftermath of the party, suggesting that there has been a resolution.  The parents can now begin to refocus their attention on their own marriage.  This is a comforting prospect, but it fails to recognize the difficulty such adjustment entails after more than twenty years in a very different, parenting role.  This aspect is played down in Father of the Bride because the parents still have another child to bring up, hinting that the adjustment will only be partial.  

Though the stories were quite similar, there were some differences between the two films that deserve some attention.  Though neither family is particularly maladaptive, much of the films’ comedy proceeds through characters’ behaviors, which are “dysfunctional.”  Much of the conflict and comedy of the remake comes from the public intimacy of the young couple, Annie (Kimberly Williams) and Bryan (George Newbern).  On their first meeting, Bryan rubs Annie’s upper thigh in full view of the parents (shot in close up).  The couple makes out desperately as George reunites them, just having patched things up between them.  George, as a father, has trouble coping with the fact that his daughter is a sexual being and, even worse, has likely already had premarital sex.
  The original had not even a suggestion of sexuality in the narrative.  The acceptability of sexual behavior and reference is the most glaring difference in these two films.  The difference seems to carry over to most films that concern issues of family in each period.  The more highly puritan ethic of 1950’s films was socially sanctioned and institutionally reinforced by what was left of the Production Code Administration (PCA).

One problematical behavior, which the original Father of the Bride has no shame in discussing is alcohol abuse.  Much of the film’s humor and conflict deals with issues of alcohol.  The father is drunk throughout much of the film, and is occasionally reprimanded by his wife for his consumption.  As his favorite hobby, drinking finds its way into many different kinds of narrative conflicts and episodes.  Buckley (Don Taylor) refuses a drink during his first meeting with Stanley (Spencer Tracy) who indulges heavily.  Stanley fears that Buckley’s parents will not offer him and Ellie (Joan Bennett) a “proper drink.”  The cost of champagne, and his guests’ consumption of it, troubles Stanley throughout much of the reception.  Stanley even misses out on giving his big speech because he is stuck behind the bar.

The original version of Father of the Bride portrays drinking as problematic, but in a far less serious way than many postmodern representations.  Twenty-five percent of the “dysfunctional” behaviors in the original deal with issues of alcohol use/abuse.  The instances concerning alcohol in Shyer’s version are basically insignificant to the narrative.  In order to understand the differences between the two stories, we must first recognize the genre of the film.  Both versions of Father of the Bride are “family comedies” about the family.  In order to entertain a broad enough demographic and still keep audiences laughing, the filmmakers had to understand which subjects were fair game, and which were taboo in the realm of “family comedy” which addresses issues of the family. 

As America’s “most sellable commodity” sex has infiltrated nearly every arena of mass media, effectively dumbing-down modern sensitivities to it (Streitmatter: 2004). Still, in order to appeal to a family audience, there is still plenty of social pressure from audiences of family films to handle issues of sexuality tastefully, or through innuendo, if at all.  The themes of sexuality in the 1991 version were tame enough to appease the MPAA and earned the film a PG rating. 
  Many contemporary film comedies use alcohol and drunkenness in their narratives, as Minnelli’s Father of the Bride does; but when it is projected on to issues of the family, and directed at a family audience, alcoholism becomes dangerous territory.  Increased publicity and social awareness surrounding the negative effects of alcoholism, on the individual and the family, have made the subject taboo in the family-comedy genre when both the subject and the audience is family.  

There are basically three separate components to the mythologies of Father of the Bride: Genre, behavior, and the overarching family myth.  The overarching family myth is the same in the films.  The Banks’ are a “traditional” American family with a well-meaning and protective, but doltish father.  They have a wise, reasonable, and supportive mother, and two children.  The son is intelligent and obedient, but of minor importance to the narrative.  The daughter is smart, beautiful, and respectful, but unwilling to compromise her rightful departure from the family.  

The difference in the problematic behaviors of the old and new Banks’ are related to the accepted models of “dysfunctional,” family behavior, as mediated by the family friendly film genre (about families), in two different socio-historical contexts.  In order for a film family to enter into the mythic realm, the film must be accepted by its audience.  By adjusting the “dysfunctional” actions of the characters, both films were well received by audiences of their respective times as acceptable mythic models of the American family.
  In being accepted by the masses, the films’ narratives were able to perform their mythic functions—showing performative, mythic models that facilitate the release of the daughter to a new family. 

The films that I have analyzed thus far have both been family-comedies about family.  The mythic model of the American family in these films has to be negotiated in a way that a broad range of demographics will recognize and enjoy, regardless of whether it is a classical or distortion mythology.  In the third film of my analysis, Cape Fear, we see a different film genre, which restructures the mythic American family in a very different way.

	Element
	Original 
	Remake

	Family Structure
	“Traditional” with Dysfunction for Comedic Effect
	“Traditional” with Dysfunction for Comedic Effect

	Adaptability
	Adaptive
	Adaptive

	Major “Dysfunctional” Behavior of Father
	Alcoholism
	Theft

	Daughter
	Lives at Home
	Has Been Studying Abroad in Europe

	Mother
	Voice of Reason
	Voice of Reason

	Major “Dysfunctional” Behavior of Daughter
	Too Young to marry
	Too Young to Marry, Suggestion of Sexual Activity

	Socio-Historical Context
	Neo-Local
	More Highly Developed Neo-Locality


Figure 2: Father of the Bride

Cape Fear

Alfred Hitchcock, the master of suspense and horror, realized early on, in his films Suspicion (Hitchcock, 1941) and Shadow of a Doubt (Hitchcock, 1943), that the most terrifying villains are not those that come from a “bad part of town,” but, rather, those that emerge from our most sacred havens—our neighborhoods, families and homes. In such films, the protagonist discovers that a family member, whom she thinks she knows, has a dark, secret past that reemerges and terrorizes her family.
  A couple of decades later, a film sub-genre arose that played off the same theme, but in a different, perhaps more terrifying way.  In films like The Exorcist (Friedkin, 1973) and The Omen (Donner, 1976), supernatural forces turn a child, quite literally, into a monster.
  These films are so terrifying because they confront audiences with the difficult and off-putting question: “If you can’t trust your family, whom can you trust?”  

I wish now to turn to an examination of the two versions of Cape Fear.  The comparison of the differential family myths and mythic components in the films provides perhaps the most compelling analysis of the study.  The re-presentation of Cape Fear shows the most strikingly oppositional treatment of the mythic family that I have seen.  The juxtaposition of these myths exposes some of the hegemonic structures that these myths serve to reinforce and protect.

The original version of Cape Fear is a near perfect B-film thriller.  The film presents a cruel and persistent antagonist, Max Cady (Robert Mitchum), who seeks revenge on a man, Sam Bowden (Gregory Peck), whom he blames for his lengthy stay in prison.  Cady turns every one of Sam’s “safe spaces” in the world against him.  The film uses ideas of “family” for two different narrative purposes.  Family provides: (1) the most terrifying way of getting back at a man, and (2) the most sacred line of defense against the malevolent forces of the outside world.  These two narrative devices play off of each other and make for a truly terrifying film.  

In the remake of the film we get the same basic story, but, also, the addition of a complex version of the “if you can’t trust your family” narrative.  In Scorsese’s version, Cady (Robert De Niro) seeks the same retribution from Sam (Nick Nolte), but goes about getting it in an even more sinister and unsettling way.  In line with the original, Cady turns Sam’s spheres of safety against him, but goes a step further and turns his family against him as well.  Without family—the “last line of defense” against a cruel and unpredictable world—a man is truly alone.  When we compare the two films, some amazing insights about the evolution of the mythic American family come to light.

The original Cape Fear is a frightening story about the Bowdens, a “traditional” incarnation of the American film family.  As this family myth requires, the Bowdens live in an upper-middleclass suburb.  Sam Bowden is the archetypal “traditional-family” father.  He is a good looking, stoic, and overwhelmingly masculine figure, whose major preoccupations are his work (as a lawyer) and his family.  His wife Peggy’s (Polly Bergen) character follows suit.  She is the classic homemaker, who willingly and capably assumes her role as mother, cook, and maid.  She is beautiful, cheerful, and supportive, never questioning her position as number two in the family hierarchy.  The Bowden’s only child, Nancy (Lori Martin), is cute, obedient, and smart.  Both of the Bowden women appear competent, but not so smart as to preclude the need, and attentive reception, of father’s wisdom.  In the film families of the “Golden Age,” and still, but to a lesser extent, today, intelligence works to defeminize a female character.  This is particularly evident in the femme fatales of Film Noir, who get punished for their curiosity and independence.
   This narrative tendency speaks volumes on the hidden structures of gender oppression in our society.  

The Bowdens’ “Leave it to Beaver” existence is compromised when Max Cady is released from prison and makes his home in their formerly quiet town.  Cady has just finished serving over eight years in prison for assault.  He blames Sam for his incarceration because Sam witnessed and prevented his attack on a young girl, then testified against him.  Cady demands that Sam pays for stealing eight years of his life and, more importantly, for denying him a family.
  He intends to exact his revenge by taking from Sam exactly what was taken from him—a family.

We meet Cady in the very first scene as he wanders through the local courthouse, looking for Sam.  Sam’s place of work is the first of a series of personal boundaries that Cady enters and destroys.  Cady finds Sam at his car, just as Sam is leaving work for the day.  After identifying himself and his gripe, Cady makes a number of sexually suggestive comments about women and young girls who pass by.  He then adds, “[I] here you’ve got a good looking wife and daughter.”  Right off the bat, the audience is given narrative information that suggests that Cady is a sexual predator, and that he plans on getting his revenge by violating the most sacred, guarded “possessions” a man has: his daughter’s chastity and his wife’s fidelity.  The details of Cady’s sinister intentions are developed as the narrative progresses.   

The next scene takes place at a bowling alley where the Bowens are having a family night out.  Before long, Cady enters the scene.  He starts drinking and sexually harasses a waitress.  He takes an elevated position where he can watch the family, making sure that the family can see him as well.  Cady’s ultimate revenge (and the film’s value as a psychological thriller) requires that the family be forced to live in fear from him, and retreat into their home.  He has already entered into two of Sam’s social spheres: “work” space and, now, “public” space.  The most frightening violation of personal, safe space, however, is the breaching of the home—the physical structure that stands between a family and the “elements” outside.  

Sam now has reason to believe that Cady poses a serious threat, so he takes measures to protect his family.  Sam insists that Peggy and Nancy stay at home while he is at work, except for when Nancy is at school—another assumed “safe space.”  Sam then appeals to the law, which, as a lawyer, he has special connections in.  But it seems that no amount of connections can convict a man who has done nothing wrong (once again, we are discussing myth).  As it turns out, during his time in prison, Cady has studied the law extensively, and is taking care not to give Sam any legal recourse against him.  Even when Cady picks up a drifter and sexually assaults her, he understands enough about the judicial process to know that the humiliation and trauma involved in being the defendant in a sexual assault case will prevent a woman from testifying against him, especially in the puritanical atmosphere of the 1950’s and early 1960’s.
  Immediately, we understand that if Cady gets to Nancy, even if he is caught, she will be forced into this very same predicament.  The implication is that, for the parents of a young girl, the public admission of a having been made “impure” is as bad, if not worse than the act itself.  Once again we see the extent to which 1950’s-1960’s society veiled issues of sexuality, particularly for children.  

After Cady breaks down one of Nancy’s protective spheres by stalking her at school, Sam knows that the family is running out of places to hide.  When Peggy finds the family dog dead (poisoned) in the back yard, the protective haven of the home is symbolically broken down.  As upset as the family is over the loss of the family pet, the real terror comes from the realization that Cady has been on the property.  With the last protective barrier against the outside world breeched, Sam has no choice but to take the law into his own hands.  This is an interesting dilemma for a lawyer.  Sam is forced to abandon his moral, social, and occupational obligations in order to protect his family—a “higher” obligation that takes precedence over all others.  He retrieves his gun from his office with every intention of killing Cady himself.  When Peggy realizes what Sam is about to do, she protests furiously.  This is the only instance in which Peggy strays from her mythic role as the unconditionally supportive wife.  This deviation from mythic norms is permissible, however, because her concern is for her family’s well being. As she puts it, “It’ll be murder.  Do you want to ruin all of us?  Isn’t that exactly what he wants?”  Indeed, that is exactly what Cady wants.  Peggy is terrified by the prospect of becoming, what Flora Davis calls, a “displaced homemaker.”
   Sam is faced with an impossible decision.  He must either: (1) leave his family open to Cady’s advances, or (2) kill Cady, go to jail, and leave his family without protection or income—in mythic terms, the family would be without the “man of the house.”

Sam’s concludes that to kill Cady seals his family’s fate, so he has to think of another solution.  He knows that his civic, occupational, and moral responsibilities might have to be abandoned in order to protect his family.  He plans a meeting with Cady and tries to pay him off.  Cady is unimpressed with Sam’s offer and asks him to consider the monetary value of eight years and more importantly, “the value of a family.”  Cady then relates the story of how he kidnapped and raped his ex-wife, and sabotaged her new marriage by forcing her to write an incriminating letter to her husband.  He implies that Sam’s wife and daughter will meet a similar fate.
  Frustrated further, Sam hires a private detective who convinces Sam to hire three thugs to “rough up” Cady and, hopefully, drive him out of town.  These drastic measures backfire when Cady overcomes his attackers.  Hurt badly, Cady makes it to a payphone and calls the Bowden residence.  This is a crucially important narrative episode.  

Telephones are used in some interesting ways in cinematic narratives.  Phones are particularly meaningful props in the horror/thriller genres.  Time and time again, audiences have been made to jump at the sound of a sudden telephone ring.  One of the most terrifying suspense-film conventions is the villain cutting the phone lines to leave the protagonist with no way “out” of the house.  Equally as frightening are the films that use the phone as a means of getting into the home.  In these films, phones (particularly before the invention of caller ID) represent an anonymous and faceless intruder who is provided with access inside the home without the direct consent of the person on the other side.  Cady’s house call represents his first entrance into the Bowden household.  

After realizing who is on the other end, Peggy hands the phone over to Sam, who knows that he is in trouble.  Cady lets Sam know that he now has the power in the situation.   Cady says that he will not kill Sam, because death would be “too easy.”  Sam soon finds out that one of the thugs he hired gave him up to the police, and that he is going to be disbarred.  Sam’s world is unraveling.  Out of options, Sam devises a plan to make Cady think that he is going out of town, thus leaving the family without his protection.  He intends to move Nancy and Peggy to a houseboat, knowing quite well that Cady will find them.  Sam plans to move Nancy to a cottage on the riverbank, and wait for Cady on shore, so that when he comes onto the boat, Sam will be able claim self-defense for killing him.  In order to protect his family, Sam is forced to use his family as bait. 

With their normal home no longer being safe, the Bowdens retreat to a houseboat.  But what is a houseboat?  It is, in a sense, a “home;” but it is a home that is cut off from the rest of the world, in a dark and wild terrain.  What is more, it is a home that can sink.  This subtle metaphor sets up a climactic conclusion.  Cady makes it on to the boat without Sam noticing.  He confronts Peggy, slaps her around a bit, and hints at what he plans on doing to Nancy and her.  Sam is alerted to what is going on and makes it out to the boat, only to learn that Cady has lured him on to the boat so that he can get to Nancy on shore.  After a long, drawn out struggle, Sam overcomes Cady and tells him that he is not going to kill him, because death would let him off “too easy.”  In the last shot, the family is being transported home by boat.  Though their tormentor has been defeated, their faces tell us that Cady has left his mark on the family; but still, we get the idea that everything has been resolved. 

The major narrative conflicts are all worked out in the end.  Cady goes back to jail, and the family is safe.  Further, Sam never loses his humanity.  By finding a way to make the law work for him instead of killing Cady, Sam’s character maintains a sense civic morality.  But let us compare this ending with that of the 1950 version of Cheaper by the Dozen.  In the end of Cheaper by the Dozen the father dies.  Despite this tragedy, the family adjusts and maintains its structural integrity/utility.  Why could not Sam have killed Cady and gone to jail?  For one thing, the Bowden family was much smaller than the Gilbreth family, and had no male figures to take over, even symbolically, as the “man of the house.”  Another reason is that Peggy had no experience in the work place.  Lillian knew enough about Frank’s work to take over the family business.  As a “displaced homemaker,” Peggy could not have stepped in to take over Sam’s legal practice, and would not have been likely to find work of her own.  But more than this, what we see here are two different family myths at work.

I tried to select remakes from two similar periods.  The twelve years that passed between the original versions of Cheaper by the Dozen and Cape Fear were, however, quite significant.  In 1950, families needed a mythic model that would help them to adjust to the broad transformations in family structure that were brought about by the end of the war.  By 1962, the period of adjustment had essentially ended.  American families no longer needed a mythic model that instructed modes of change.  They needed a model that reinforced more “traditional” family structures and values.  With divorce rates continuing to climb into the 1960’s, it was essential for cinema to provide family narratives that preached the importance of keeping the family unit together.
  This is that myth that the original Cape Fear presented—the family that, above all else, had each other.  One can see how quickly the classical uses of family myths change.  In Martin Scorsese’s 1991 adaptation of Cape Fear, we see what thirty years can do to American family myths.      

At a first glance, the story and characters in Scorsese’s Cape Fear appear to be reasonably faithful to the original.  The Bowden family is composed of a father, a mother, and daughter.  Sam, a lawyer, is pursued by, Cady, an ex-convict, who blames him for his imprisonment, and proceeds to terrorize his family.  The family devises a plan to hide on a houseboat, and in the end, they ultimately prevail.  There is considerable, and detailed, narrative overlap in consideration of the original. 
  There are also, however, many differences between the two films—some more subtle than others.  The change that is immediately relevant to this inquiry is the narrative addition of the Fourth of July.  This addendum seems to serve no real narrative purpose.  The only obvious purpose, outside of the addition of a parade and some fireworks, is its commentary that the stories and myths presented to us are fundamentally “American.” 

Contemporary audiences would probably say that the story and characters in the remake of Cape Fear were basically “adjusted to the realities of modernity.”  The distinction between myth and reality is often confused.  The changes that a director makes in order to “update” a story generally indicate much more than a simple conformance to modern standards of acceptability in things like sex and violence.  Even the slightest narrative adjustments might reflect profound cultural or mythic changes.  This is especially true when the adjustments concern the structures of family.  Even details like the names of the characters tell an interesting story.  

In the 1991 version of the film, the Bowdens, Sam, Peggy, and Nancy, have been renamed Sam, Leigh (Jessica Lang), and Dani (Juliette Lewis).  This change seems rather incidental, but in (good) filmmaking, every decision is deliberate and creates meaning. Interestingly, Sam’s name has stayed to same, but his wife and daughter’s names have been changed.  Why?  The names “Leigh” and “Dani” are feminine spellings of unisex names.
  “Sam” can be short for either Samuel or Samantha.  This seemingly inconsequential script revision actually sets up a subtext that reflects a mythic realignment of gender roles within the mythic American family.

  Though the name stayed the same, Sam’s character needed some retuning in order to fit into the remake’s complex take on “doing gender (Dryden: 1999).”  In Scorsese’s film, Sam’s masculinity is constantly brought into question.  When the couple fights, more than once, Lee physically attacks Sam.  This is an inversion of the idea of the classic abusive relationship, where the woman is the victim.  Leigh’s character is a far cry from the mythic mother portrayed by Peggy in the original.  Leigh has very short hair.  She is independent, assertive, argumentative, and never passes up an opportunity to question Sam.  In the original film, Peggy has to pull Sam out of his testosterone induced, murderous rage.  In the remake, gender roles are constantly questioned and inverted.  Sam is horrified when Leigh suggests that they buy a gun and do away with Cady. Leigh says that a gun might add “a little excitement” around the house.  Though she works (from the home), she still fits the mythic role of the bored, unfulfilled housewife.  These normative gender reversals carry over into issues of labor roles as well.

Where Peggy was the quintessential homemaker, Leigh works as a graphic designer from the home.  Right away, we get a new form of the mythic American mother—neither of which is inherently “natural” or “traditional.”  These myths are reactions to specific sets of social conditions, and to other, outdated myths that no longer serve their social utility.  The 1950’s myth of the “homemaker” mother was a redefinition of the woman’s role after the war.  During the war, women worked outside of the home in “men’s jobs” that needed filling once the soldiers were shipped out.  But when the men returned from war, they expected their jobs back.  The myths of a patriarchal society helped make sure that they would.  

The Women’s Rights movements, which took off in the 1960’s, began to redefine the role of the woman in the family and home.
  Cinematic portrayals of the “third wave” mother tend to show a more independent woman who works outside of the home.  This myth is a reaction against the 1950’s myth.  The expectation is that the burden of raising children and maintaining the home will be shared between a husband and wife.  Granted, many films do not portray this social development in an entirely positive light.  Contemporary cinema often represents dual-earner families as “dysfunctional” and maladaptive, without either parent regularly attending to domestic affairs.  The “mythic” compromise arrived at by many contemporary filmmakers is for the mother character to work out of the home.  

In both versions of Cheaper by the Dozen, as well as in the remake of Cape Fear, we see female leads that submit to the homemaker-breadwinner, “super mom” myth.  At a first glance, this character appears to be a healthy, classical, mythic model of the American mother.  Audiences feel comfortable with this model because it lets them have their cake and eat it too.  The problem is that the mythic mother has to buy the ingredients, bake the cake, and clean up the mess afterwards.  This myth “works” using some fundamentally problematical assumptions about gender and work roles.  The flawed logic in this “myth-conception” is that it allows the mother to fulfill her “natural obligations” to the home and children, and purports to do one better by tolerating her desire to work well.  It is the mother who gets implicated as the negligent party in cases of dual-earner family “dysfunctionality.”  The father is seen as going above and beyond his “traditional” role by trying to contribute around the house.  A woman’s decision to go to work, on the other hand, is seen as a selfish choice.  This is a distortion myth that serves the “male” interests of, what is still, a deeply patriarchal society.

In Cape Fear, we get an even more compelling example of two different periods which had vastly different ideas concerning the acceptability of cinematic references to sex and violence.  In the old version, episodes of sexuality, violence, or any combination of the two, are communicated through relatively indirect suggestion.  The remake of the film, however revels in violent and sexual images.  The most obvious example of this is the scene where Cady assaults the young woman in the hotel room.  

In the 1962 version, Cady picks up a woman at a bar, and convinces her to get a hotel room with him.  The Woman is waiting for Cady, on the bed, dressed in lingerie.  He gives her a frightening look, lunges at her, holding her by the arm as she tries to escape.  The camera cuts away, and we hear a couple extra seconds of the struggle.  The camera then cuts back to the aftermath of the confrontation.  The police arrive and find the girl beaten and barely conscious.  The details of the assault are left for the audience to fill in—a narrative technique that allows a film to conform to acceptable standards of decency.  The details that the audience fills in are often more frightening anyway.  

In the remake, the scene plays out the same way until the audience is brought inside of the hotel room.  We see Cady on top of the half dressed woman in bed.  Their foreplay starts off rather innocently, but Cady soon becomes very aggressive.  In a drunken state, the woman permits Cady’s rough advances, allowing him to handcuff her.  Once she is completely at his mercy, Cady savagely attacks her.  Scorsese makes the audience watch as Cady bites a chunk out of the screaming woman’s cheek, and then spits her flesh onto the ground.  Only after this grotesque image does the film cut away.  The audience witnesses the rest of the assault from the street, through the backlit blinds of the room’s window.  

We watch as the form of Cady’s shadow pummels the woman. The punches are acted out rather histrionically and accompanied by over the top, “thud” sound effects, which seem almost like they belong in a student film.  Why would a director of Scorsese’s caliber put his name on such a seemingly amateurish shot?  And even more puzzlingly, why would he try to protect the audience from images of graphic violence after having just showed them something so much worse?  This scene is a sort of homage to Thompson’s film that doubles as an ironic commentary on major changes in the way that Hollywood thinks about and produces films.  The 1991 version of Cape Fear is, in many ways, a postmodern cinematic remake of the 1962 classic.

 Let us remember that, as previously defined, postmodern works of cinema are those that use disjointed narratives which expose an increasingly fragmented, and disordered world in which social relations deteriorate and the classical protagonists of traditional-family films usually dies, thus negating any prospect for the subjectivity and collective identity which are necessary for effective social change.  The only blatant deviation from this definition in the 1991 version of Cape Fear is that Sam does not die.  Consider for a moment, though, that Sam is by no means a “classical protagonist.”  He is a much more complex character, who is actually rather unsympathetic and unappealing for most of the film.  It would be difficult to identify a character that stands out as a protagonist in the story.  In this film, the protagonist did not have to die to negate the prospect of the subjectivity and collective identity required for social change.  Outside of the last scene, the prospect never seems to have existed.  We will return to this issue in a bit.

When we look at works of postmodern cinema (which by definition are not directed at “family audiences”), new mythic components, characters, and categories start to appear.  All of a sudden we are confronted with new kinds of mythic, and often “dysfunctional,” behavioral patterns.  What is more, we must consider entirely new kinds of family superstructures: varieties of stepfamilies, unmarried families, single parent families, or families with same-sex parents, just to name a few.  As these family structures emerge in spheres of public discourse, so too do the myths by which the public comes to understand the families, and whereby the families come to understand themselves.  

As the list that I have provided shows, there are too many “new” framings of the American family for me to define and analyze each one.
  “New” suggest a matter of “becoming” which depends on mythic exposure to, and consumption by, the general public.   Instead of dissecting each “new” framing, I would like to take a look at the specific form of the 1991 Bowden family.  This particular “family framing” is familiar to many Americans.  

Issues surrounding divorce and infidelity serve as major mythic themes in postmodern cinema.
  In another narrative twist on the original, we find out that the woman who Cady assaults is actually Sam’s mistress.  Cady finds ways to make Sam question his own morality, and eventually has a hand in exposing Sam’s affair to his wife.  Once his affair is revealed, Sam and Leigh have a number of violent arguments, during the course of which, we learn some crucial narrative information about the family.  For example, we learn that both husband and wife have been married before; that Sam has cheated before; and that Sam is actually Dani’s stepfather.
  Second marriage families (with the presence of stepchildren) are an emerging statistical force among the multitude of structural family variations in contemporary America.
  The structuring of this kind of family has been publicly accepted to a point where it has now developed a more complete mythic identity.

Postmodern cinematic depictions of husbands and wives appear to be moving away from the “traditional” myth of economically disinterested marital love—a myth that the west has held and exported for some time.
  Many contemporary depictions show couples preoccupied with issues of treachery and deceit.  Leigh tries to sympathize with Cady, when he finds them on the houseboat, by telling him, “I know about loss.  I know about losing time… even losing years.”  She tries to empathize with Cady by relating the time that she has wasted in an unfaithful second marriage with the time that he lost in prison.  This mythic theme of obligatory and unrewarding relationships seems even more pronounced in second marriages like the (1991) Bowdens, where there is often a lot of jealousy surrounding a spouse’s first marriage.   This marriage myth is defined, in part, by a mutual interplay of paranoid suspicion of, and one’s own participation in, extramarital affairs.  There is some evidence that infidelity has, in fact, been on the rise since the emergence of “third wave” families in the 1960’s.
  But does the myth of the unfaithful marriage reflect the actual trends in the family or something else?

There is little doubt that this new model of marriage reflects, to some extent, actual changes in marital norms.  But there is also a chicken-or-the-egg issue at work.  Does the myth reflect social action, or does it create it?  The answer is not a matter of one or the other—social reflection and injection are inextricably linked.  Producers of mass media use preconceived mythic frameworks in the creation of material; but they also draw from their observations of the world around them.
  Filmmakers, like many other producers of mass media, must be able to identify and recreate key myths in image form.  Their jobs do not, however, require that they understand the sources, or ideological purposes, of the myths that they imagize.  I would hypothesize that popular representations of unfaithful marriages serve as mythic reinforcement of certain social structures that are vital to the workings of the modern American family.  

Much of the literature on statistical instances of infidelity suggests that, in most patriarchal societies, men are more likely to cheat than women.
  This is also the case in the remake Cape Fear.  This statistical reality gives one possible practical use for the myth of spousal infidelity—the support of patriarchal social structures.  In this myth, men typically pursue extramarital affairs outside of the home.  Men, such as Sam, often spend more time at the office to pursue and cover up their indiscretions.  This mythic component places the man outside of the home, at work, thus reinforcing the mythic notion that the woman’s place is within the home.  The inevitable tension that this spatial and emotional distance creates might frustrate the mother to a point where she becomes more interested in pleasing, and tending to, the children than providing sexual or emotional support to her husband.  Leigh is represented as a bored (working) housewife, who receives little to no sexual or emotional fulfillment from her husband.  She appears uninterested in him and would rather spend time working (in the home) or spending time with her daughter.  The myth of male, extramarital indiscretion serves to keep the husband in the work force, and also to reestablish that the woman’s “natural” place is in the home.
 
A quantitative analysis of Cape Fear elucidates some final details about myth-understandings of the American family in cinema.  There are more than twice as many instances of “dysfunctional” behavior in the remake as there are in the old version.
  This observation is in line with the presumption that postmodern cinema presents a far more morally deficient version of the family.  Equally as interesting is the source of the “dysfunctionality” in each film.  Instances of deviant or “dysfunctional” behavior are acceptable in the original version of Cape Fear.  In fact, they are essential for the family narrative to operate as per the horror/psychological-thriller genre.  The deviant and threatening influences in the original are generally aimed at the family.  “Dysfunctional” forces typically take place away from the family, and work by implying the possibility of a threat to the family.  In the new version, by contrast, “dysfunction” is almost always generated from within the family itself. 
  
The difference in the directional flow of “dysfunctionality” in the two films may reflect an ever-increasing separation between public and private spheres in America.  As capitalist ideology progresses, Americans are becoming more and more protective of the right to “privatize” their worlds.  What are primarily at work here are class issues.  Anything that has the word “public” attached to it is increasingly seen as a lower-class institution.
  Is it possible that we have reached a point where we have privatized “dysfunctional” behavior?

Thirty years ago, audiences were terrified by, but accepting of, forces or characters that tried to tear a family apart.  In this model, there is something or someone to blame for the deterioration of the family.  The idea of a family tearing itself apart, on the other hand, is far more disturbing.  Neither the audience, nor the film family, has an outside source, on which to project blame.  Cady may have had a hand in pulling apart the family in the remake; but, for the most part, he only exposed what was already there.  The self-destructive family model achieves a deep and horrific effect, and it also serves its mythic purposes very well.

 By working together, the 1962 Bowden family overcame the outside force that stood in the way of their family working as a mutually supportive unit.  They needed the family to restore and protect the integrity of the family.  The 1991 Bowden family did not have the same tools at their disposal.  When attempting to overcome the outside obstacle (Cady) that stood in the way of proper, “traditional” operation, they did not have the structural support as the 1962 Bowdens.  When they were at home, they had no real sense of family solidarity to rely on.  The only time that the audience gets the sense that the family exists in any way which resembled a “traditional” family model is when they are on the houseboat.  

In the opening narration, Dani tells us that the houseboat was where the family used to spend their family vacations.  She even writes a paper for school about her memories of summers on the houseboat.  As she puts it, “I always found the name ironic: Cape Fear; when the only thing to fear on those magic summer nights was that the magic would end, and real life would come crashing in.”  Vacation time serves as a sort of sacred mythic time for many families.  The time and space of the family vacation is a collaborative construction of mythic family “good times,” which the family creates together by telling and retelling stories over the years.
  
If we accept that reliance on the “traditional” family unit is the primary way for families to overcome adversity, then the mythic time-space of the family’s vacation spot is the only place that the 1991 Bowdens could possibly defeat Cady.  The houseboat is the site of their imagined family.  Though this is a mythic time-space, we see that myths have very real effects and consequences on real people in the real world.  The mythic vacation spot seems to render the “dysfunctional” family “traditional.”  When Dani gets frightened on the houseboat, Sam comforts her by saying, “Everything is going to be all right,” to which Leigh adds, “Yea, we’re on the river now, baby.”  In this imagined, utopian space, the family instantly becomes a supportive unit, and seems to feel that no harm can come to them while within its protective borders.  The change of the family’s behavior is real, but the feeling of safety that the vacation time-space provides, is an illusion—a sort of distortion mythology.

When the family returns to the boat to trap/hide from Cady, family age and gender roles seem to normalize.  Leigh cooks for her family.  Sam says that he will go fishing (which is a classic American “male” ritual).  Leigh and Dani finally seem to regard Sam as a “proper,” masculine father figure, and look to him as a necessary source of protection from Cady.  Sam and Leigh still treat Dani like a child, but she is a child.  The difference is that, on the family’s mythic river, there is mutual acceptance of this role between child and parent.  This is certainly not the case in the home.  It is not long before the illusion of safety that the river provides breaks down, and Cady finds them. 

When Cady first confronts Leigh and Dani on the boat, he tells Dani, “Danielle, I told you that you can’t escape your demons just by leaving home,” to which Dani responds, “I didn’t.  My Parents brought me here.”  On the surface, we see Cady acting as a surrogate father figure, as he has done before, effectively gaining her trust and turning her against her parents, particularly Sam.  Dani responds positively to Cady, because he treats her with the adult respect that teenagers so often seek from their parents.  He speaks to her as a friend, listens to what she has to say, and calls her by the name Danielle instead of Dani.
  Sam, her acting father figure, never gives her such respect.
  Her response, “I didn’t.  My parents brought me here,” reasserts Dani as child, who does not make choices for herself—a “traditional” role that takes shape on the river’s mythic time-space.  This quotation also serves as a commentary on family myths that reinforce the modern American practice of neo-locality.  Not until she declares her independence from her parents, and moves out of the home on her own free will, will she really be attempting to escape her demons.  If a teenager’s “demons” are taken as the problems of home life, then Cady is right.  She will not escape them, but rather, she will separate herself from them in order to start her own family and create demons of her own. 

In faithful submission to the original, we inevitably come to a similarly long, and drawn out battle between Sam and Cady.  The boat gets swept down stream and is destroyed.  The family swims to safety, and we watch as Cady go down with the ship (houseboat).  We could also interpret this episode as the ship going down with Cady.  For the Bowdens, the houseboat represented much more than just a boat—it represented a window to their own, imagined “Golden Age.”   The film draws to a close with the family emerging from the muddy riverbank.  The way the scene is acted and shot makes one think that the family is being reborn out of some kind of primal, muddy abyss.  In a mythic sense, the family is reborn.  

The narrative component that is most significant to the remake, by the terms of this analysis, is the destruction of the boat.  The Bowdens have overcome Cady, but now they are stuck with each other without any hope of returning to the mythic time-space of their vacation spot.  The houseboat represented the only possibility of the Bowdens existing in any way that resembled the 1962, “traditional” mythic versions of themselves.  In the closing narration, Dani concludes, “We never spoke about what happened—at least not to each other.  Things won’t ever be the way they were before he came.  But that’s all right, because if you hang on to the past, you die a little every day.  And for myself, I know I’d rather live.”  In these closing remarks, the film’s underlying, mythic message is made clear.  

Scorsese’s remake of Cape Fear serves as a commentary on the death of one family myth and the creation of a new one.
  In “We never spoke about what happened—at least not to each other,” the underlying message is that after the houseboat goes under with Cady, the barriers to inter-family communication are reestablished.  Without a symbolic reference point to family “good times,” and without a threatening force to drive them to it, the Bowdens have nothing left to rally together against except themselves.  Dani’s last words are, “Things won’t ever be the way they were before he came.  But that’s all right, because if you hang on to the past, you die a little every day.  And for myself, I know I’d rather live.”  These sentiments tell the entire mythic story of the modern American family.  The mythic stories by which the past was imagined have given way to new myths, which help us to “imagine” our worlds in a more constructive way.  

These last words serve as recognition that the tension, deceit, and general “dysfunctionality” of the family is vital to the cycle of the modern American family.  Parents must not recognize their teenagers’ emerging independence so that the teenagers will “grow up,” and take it themselves.  A certain level of family discontent is necessary in order to drive the children out of the house, and for the parents to encourage, and then come to terms with, their departure

Figure 3: Cape Fear

Conclusions

The films that were made following WWII were reactions to a specific set of social conditions.  The remakes of these films were reflections of a very different family environment.  In this environment, families have become temporary structures.  Economic and psychological factors force parents to either send their children out of the house, or to “extend” their kids’ childhoods in order to justify drawing out the structure of the primary nuclear family.  This America family dilemma has been given a lot of attention in American cinema. 

The recent film, Failure to Launch (Dey, 2006), takes two of biggest names in American popular culture—Matthew McConaughey and Sarah Jessica Parker—and puts them in a conventional Hollywood “young adult” comedy narrative. The particulars of story in this kind of blockbuster, “cookie cutter” film may vary, but the general narrative progression and arc stays the same. This is a formula that has been time-tested, and that producers know will make money.  These kinds of films are generally ignored or scoffed at by intellectuals in the film studies community; but in a scholarly analysis of popular mythology, these films are goldmines.

In an analysis of American family mythology, Failure to Launch is particularly valuable.  The film’s title actually gives a popular taxonomic designation to a crucial issue in what, I argue, is the central mythic purpose of (post-) modern, “dysfunctional” family narratives.  “Failure to launch” refers to, what the film and much of society considers, a problematical figure that is emerging in America—the son or daughter who never moves out of the house.  The film’s tagline is: “To leave the home, some men just need a little push.  

In the film, McConaughey’s character, Tripp, is a man in his mid-thirties who refuses to move out of his parents’ house.  This refusal is due to (1) his parents’ (Kathy Bates and Terry Bradshaw) acceptance of his presence in the home, and (2) that the family has not lost its supportive usefulness.  The family provides all of the practical and emotional resources that Tripp needs.  Eventually, the parents’ peers persuade them that their family’s unusual living situation needs to be corrected.  The family hires a professional (Parker), who specializes in these situations.  That a “professional” exists for this kind of “problem”, suggests that it is both common and serious.  The film’s most humorous episodes are a series of scenes in which men, who have “failed to launch,” are attacked by animals that, under normal circumstances are considered friendly and docile: a dolphin, a chipmunk, an iguana, and a pigeon.  Tripp puzzles over why nature seems to have turned against him.  The attacks continue until he meets a girl and leaves the house to start a family of his own.  After this resolution, “natural” balance is restored.  The representation of the family’s structure as atypical is not surprising.  That this family structure is suggested to be “unnatural,” is, however, quite remarkable.

As I hope to have shown in this paper, cinematic depictions of the American family vary greatly across, and within, the generations.  Each framing of the family tells a mythic story of family that speaks its message to a predetermined audience.  And each myth has a particular “agenda.”  The messages that a myth conveys might serve to entertain, distract, or teach its ideal audience.  As the analyses of film remakes shows, myths, especially those concerning the family, may “mean” differently depending on the contextual positioning of its audience.  The effect of a particular mythic story changes when considered in a new time and place, by an audience whose social and mythic context differs from the one in which the film was originally released.  There is an aspect of dynamic fluidity to myths that allows them to grow and take on lives of their own.  As a new audience, in new age, considers mythic stories, the myths might fail to reflect and support their intended social structures and ideologies.  In this failure, an old myth may create an ideological positioning of its own.

 The numerous institutions of myth making in our culture dictates popular conceptions of what a “traditional” or “dysfunctional” family looks.  These conceptions do not always match up, pragmatically, with the social realities that “real” families face.  Modern audiences still typically invoke a model of the “traditional” family that was created more than fifty years ago, and served the interests of a distinct generation of families that existed in a different time and place.  A myth that worked for a family in 1950’s America is not likely to serve the same classical purposes for modern American families.  In my analysis of film remakes, the original films’ “traditional” family models served their classical mythic social uses very well for the families that they were “selling” themselves to.  For the families of modern audiences, the “traditional” family model, however pleasant and entertaining, ceases to have the same social utility.

The contemporary version of Father of the Bride shows a “traditional” family, as it is popularly conceived.  But the main conflict in the film—the father’s inability to cope with his daughter getting married, moving out, and moving on—results from the family’s adherence to an outdated structural model.  Had Annie not been such an obedient and loving daughter, it would not have been so hard for her father to let go.  The family in the remake of Cheaper by the Dozen takes various positions along the spectrum of popular conceptions of “traditionality”/”dysfunctionality.”  The family’s status depends on the mythic context in which the family operates.  When they live in a “Golden Age” town, they are relatively “traditional” (considering that they have twelve children).  When they move into a more “realistic,” modern environment, however, they are unable to achieve a form that lives up to popular standards of “traditionality.”    


Paradoxically, the family in the new version of Cape Fear—a “dysfunctional” family—is the only family that is able to operate the modern world.  Admittedly, the family exhibits plenty of behavioral conflicts and general family discord.  But each instance of “dysfunctionality” is part of a productive family structure, which is designed for efficient, operative utility in the modern American context.  Among the three modern film family structures, the Bowdens’ is best suited for participation in the “real” conditions of modernity.  I do not mean to imply that “traditional” family myths are inherently or deliberately irresponsible when employed in works of modern cinema.  Rather, my argument is that they present a distortion mythology that serves a set of ideological interests that are not recognized by most audiences.

Audiences of popular cinema are not generally concerned with the deep workings of mythologies.  When they go to the movies, they are looking for a momentary escape from reality.
  The sacred, mythic time-space of the movies fits the fantasy bill quite well.  Seeing as how cinema reflects and constructs our most sacred social institutions, not the least of which is the family, we would be wise to promote informed mythic consumption at the movies.  A society that can separate a fact from a fiction from a myth, will be less likely to passively support mythic schemes that reinforce institutionalized social inequality.  A sense of mythic self-awareness might make us more acutely aware of the differences between the families we live in, and the families we think we live in.  Achieving an understanding of these differences might lead to an appreciation of the institutional motivations for them.  This appreciation might, in turn, allow us to make more informed judgments on the “real” values of the modern American family and society, and beg us to question what version of ourselves we want to be shown. 

We see an interesting phenomenon, concerning issues of the separation between public and private spheres, in all three of the modern versions of film remakes.  On several different occasions, we see the use of the child’s room as “sacred,” private space.  When parents are fighting, children run away to their rooms.  When there is danger in the house, children are told to lock themselves in their rooms.  When children are being punished, they are sent to their rooms.  The child’s room, as a compartmentalization of private space, is used as a device to teach children individualistic, autonomous values.  The social microcosm of the home serves as a structural metaphor for larger society.  The privatization of space in the home will prepare children to make a private space for themselves by moving out and starting their own families later on.  But of what objective value are individualistic, private, autonomous social foundations?

The structure of the family in Failure to Launch was, in no way, unnatural.  There is nothing inherently “traditional” or superior about the 1962 Bowden family in Cape Fear.  “Traditional” family myths were useful for families that were aversely affected by the war and the social disillusionment that followed. Mythologies that privilege the disintegration and reformation of the nuclear family reinforce some foundational aspects of modern American society.  American patterns of ending one family so the next generation can start their own families is a legitimate family system that is consistent with American middle-class capitalist ideals of the family as an individual enterprise.
 

But does the fact that it is ours make it of a higher or more “natural” order?   I think not.  In My Big, Fat, Greek Wedding (Zwick, 2002), we get a story about the cross-cultural tension between American and Greek cultural practices of marrying off children.  In the end, the Greek family makes a cultural compromise buy buying the newly weds a house of their own, but which is right next door to the (Greek) daughter’s extended family’s house—giving the semblance of American neo-locality, while maintaining the model of perpetual family that presides in much of the world.
  Every socio-political system, and every myth that supports it, has its repercussions and tradeoffs.  The repercussions of our way, may be somewhat more grave than in other systems, requiring American parents and children both to overcome basic primate attachment needs that have underpinned numerous and diverse systems of family reproduction and family loyalty throughout the world.  

The widely accepted mythic cycle of the American middle-class family consists of children growing up, leaving home, starting families of their own, and, finally, doing “better” than their parents did.  This mythic cycle reinforces the capitalistic, American ideals of, personal autonomy, individualism and competition.  Capitalism’s ideology implores parents to raise children who are “winners.”  Mythologies that value separation and recreation over direct family perpetuation provide the instructions for such a “winning” model.  But if the scheme has a winner, then who are the losers?

Americans subscribe to a mythology in which parents consider forcing their children out of the home to be more than “good parenting,” parents have been primed to think it their natural obligations.  After parents have fulfilled this sacred obligation, they often find themselves bored, lonely, and socially useless.  Only after the children have left do parents really start to consider critically the social system, which a lifetime of mythic consumption has made seem “natural” to them.  It is only once parents have fully realized that they have unwittingly consented to the end of their own productive utility, that they recant their mythic beliefs, and start to complain about their ungrateful children, who never come to visit, and do not have the decency to call “home.”  What they fail to realize is that their home is no longer their children’s home; and that the children never call because they are too busy trying to be “winners” by doing their former families one better.

The diverse family myths that shape so many of our cinematic representations of family may divide our imagined families into apparently opposed mythic genres. Idealized families we associate with post-War attempts to revalue the family, and recover pre-war domestic gender roles.  But the hyper-“dysfunctional” families we see in more recent American films are no less adept at providing highly motivating images to support current family needs.  In a society that requires parents and children to eventually split, and old families to give way to new ones, the “dysfunctional” film family reinforces the American myth that kids willingly leave the nest, and that they do so with the aspiration of eventually doing better than their parents did.  

The result is a highly conflicted and ambivalent set of American attitudes towards “home.” Perhaps Linda Lowman (Mildred Dunnock) says it best in the last scene of Death of A Salesman (Benedek, 1951), the film adaptation of Arthur Miller’s timeless masterpiece.
  The scene takes place at her husband, Willy’s (Fredric March), funeral.  Both children have moved out and are trying to make lives of their own.  In one of the most poignant lines in any media representation of American family mythology, Linda calls out to her dead husband, “I made the last payment on the house today… and they’ll be nobody home.” 

Appendix A

(Family Statistics and Trends)

Divorce Rate
- In 1970, 87 percent of American families were headed by a married couple, but by 1995, that number had decreased to 78 percent.

-The divorce rate is currently approaching 60%.  

-The average length of marriage is twenty-six months.  

-One-quarter all children live with single mothers who are unmarried or divorced. 

-Two-thirds of American women with preschool aged children and 56% of women with infants under one year old are currently in the labor force.  

-This is a one-third increase from 20 years ago.

-96.1% of men (1955 to 1959 out of 4,100 marriages) made it to the 5th year of marriage.  The trend declines as time goes on.  89.8% of men (1980-1984; 7,606) made it to the 5th anniversary.  After 1980, the trend slow creeps back up.  90.1% of men (1990-1994; 7,718) made it to the 5th anniversary.  

-The same trend holds true for women: 94.0% of women (1955 to 1959 out of 5,162) made it to the 5th year of marriage.  The trend declines as time goes on.  84.7% of women (1980-1984; 8,448) made it to the 5th anniversary.  After 1980, the trend downward continued.  86.9% of women (1990-1994; 7,967) made it to the 5th anniversary.

Appendix B

 (The Top Grossing “Dysfunctional Family” Films of 2003 [number refers to ranking]) 

Bringing Down the House 13


-Freaky Friday 19



-American Wedding 23


-Daddy Daycare 24


-Cheaper by the Dozen 30


-Something’s Gotta Give 34


-Old School 38


-Catch Me if You Can 49


-Bad Santa 50


-Just Married 51


-Mystic River 53


-About Schmidt 54


-Second Hand Lions 71


-Out of Time 72


-Lost in Translation 91


-Whale Rider 113


-The In-Laws 115


-My Big Fat Greek Wedding 134


-Le Divorce 148


-Big Fish 151


-It Runs in the Family 157


-21 Grams 158


-In America 174


-Thirteen 183


-The Secret Lives of Dentists 193


-Capturing The Friedmans 199


-Pieces of April 204


-Dysfunktional Family 209

Appendix C

(Relevant Films’ Gross Domestic Products)

-American Beauty- $130,058,047

-The Ice Storm- $7,837,632

-Capturing the Friedmans- $3,117,985

-New Cheaper by the Dozen- $138,614,544 (Original gross unavailable, but rentals rental gross was $4,425,000)

-New Cape Fear- $76, 377,472 (Original Earnings unavailable)

-New Father of the Bride- $89,136,977 (Original Earnings unavailable, but rentals rental gross was $4,054,400) 

Appendix D

(Quantitative Data Totals from Remakes)

 “Dysfunction” Coding

-(1) Crime

- (1a) Incarceration

- (1b) Theft of property


- (1c) Vandalism

- (2) Substance Abuse 


- (2a) Drugs


- (2b) Alcohol

- (3) Physical Health problems


- (3a) Death 

- (4) Educational failure
- (5) Romantic Relationship Issues

- (5a) Communication breakdown. 

- (5b) Divorce and remarriage

- (5bi) Couples therapy

- (5bii) Self-help books


- (5c) Age Difference


- (5d) Parental disapproval of child’s relationship

- (6) Sex 

- (6a) Promiscuity/suggestive behavior/Premarital sex

- (6b) Deviance 

- (6c) Infidelity

- (6d) Confused gender/sexual orientation issues 

- (6e) Abuse/Rape 

- (6f) Unwed pregnancies 

- (6g) Cold/Emotionless Sex

- (6h) Accidental pregnancy

- (6i) Sexual dysfunction/infertility

- (7) Domestic Issues


- (7a) Violence


- (7b) Argument/Insolence (Parents or Parents/Kids)


- (7c) Improper positional communication/behavior  

- (7d) Flight from familial obligations

- (7e) Bored Mother

- (7f) Financial Irresponsibilty/Issues

- (7g) Relocation of family

- (7h) Time Shortage Issues/General Chaos

- (7i) Children Bickering/Bullying

- (7j) Child goes/sent to room/Privacy Issues in the Home

- (7k) Kid Running away from Home

- (10) Problems at work/lose job


- (10b) Issues with 2 working parents

- (11) Mental Disease

- (11a) Depression

- (11b) Suicide

- (12) Gratuitous Bad Language

- (14) Lying

- (15) Class/Race Prejudice/Issues

Whole Family ($)

Mother (*)

Father (^)

Son (>)

Daughter (x)

Other adult male (!)

Other adult Female (+)

Other young male (v)

Other young female (#)

Cape Fear (Scorsese, 1991)
Totals:

-Total Number of Dysfunctional Incidents: 81

-Total Number of Dysfunctional Behaviors: 89

-Non Central-Family Dysfunctional Incidents: 12

-Central Family Dysfunction: 67

-Involving Main Mother: 33

-Involving Main Father: 36

-Involving Main Daughter(s): 33

-Involving Main Son(s): N/A

-84.8% of dysfunction directly involved the central-family

Break Down of Dysfunctional Behaviors:
- (1) Crime: 12 (13.4%)

- (2) Substance Abuse: 6 (6.7%)

- (3) Physical Health problems: 1 (1.1%) 

- (4) Educational failure: 1 (1.1%)
- (5) Romantic Relationship Issues: 6 (6.7%)

- (6) Sex: 31 (34.8%)

- (7) Domestic Issues: 24 (26.9%)

- (10) Problems at work/lose job: 2 (2.2%)

- (11) Mental Disease: 2 (2.2%)

- (14) Lying: 2 (2.2%)

- (15) Class/Race Prejudice/Issues- 2 (2.2%)


Cape Fear (Thompson, 1962)
Totals

-Total Number of Dysfunctional Instance: 31

-Total Number of Dysfunctional Behaviors: 40

-Non Central-Family Instances of Dysfunction: 13

-Central Family Instances of Dysfunction: 18

-Involving MainMother: 9 

-Involving Main Father: 11 

-Involving Main Daughter(s): 5

-Involving Main Son(s): N/A 

-58.1% of dysfunction directly involved the central family

- (1) Crime: 11 (27.5%)

- (2) Substance Abuse: 2 (5%) 

- (3) Physical Health problems: N/A

- (4) Educational failure: N/A
- (5) Romantic Relationship Issues: 2 (5%)

- (6) Sex: 15 (37.5%)

- (7) Domestic Issues: 9 (22.5%)

- (10) Problems at work/lose job: 1 (2.5%)

- (11) Mental Disease: N/A

- (14) Lying: N/A


Father of the Bride (Shyer, 1991)

Totals

-Total Number of Dysfunctional Instance: 44

-Total Number of Dysfunctional Behaviors: 46

-Non Central-Family Instances of Dysfunction: 2

-Central Family Instances of Dysfunction: 42

-Involving MainMother: 5 

-Involving Main Father: 28

-Involving Main Daughter(s): 20

-Involving Main Son(s): 4

- (1) Crime: 4 (8.7%)

- (2) Substance Abuse: 4 (8.7%) 

- (3) Physical Health problems: 1 (2.2%)

- (4) Educational failure: N/A
- (5) RomanticRelationship Issues: 4 (8.7%)

- (6) Sex: 7 (15.2%)

- (7) Domestic Issues: 19 (41.3%)

- (10) Problems at work/lose job: N/A

- (11) Mental Disease: N/A

- (14) Lying: 1 (2.1%)

- (15) Class/Race Prejudice/Issues: 5 (10.87)




Father of the Bride (Minnelli, 1951)
Totals

-Total Number of Dysfunctional Instance: 31

-Total Number of Dysfunctional Behaviors: 32

-Non Central-Family Instances of Dysfunction: 0

-Central Family Instances of Dysfunction: 31

-Involving Main Mother: 3

-Involving MainFather: 25

-Involving Main Daughter(s): 11

-Involving Main Son(s): 0

-100% of dysfunction directly involved the central family

- (1) Crime: N/A 

- (2) Substance Abuse: 8 (25%) 

- (3) Physical Health problems: 1 (3.1%)

- (4) Educational failure: N/A
- (5) RomanticRelationship Issues: 3 (9.3%)

- (6) Sex: N/A

- (7) Domestic Issues: 13 (40.6%)

- (10) Problems at work/lose job: N/A

- (11) Mental Disease: N/A

- (14) Lying: 1 (3.1%)

- (15) Class/Race Prejudice/Issues: 5 (15.6%)




Cheaper by the Dozen (Levy, 2003)
Totals

-Total Number of Dysfunctional Instance: 60

-Total Number of Dysfunctional Behaviors: 71

-Non Central-Family Instances of Dysfunction: 2

-Central Family Instances of Dysfunction: 60

-Involving Main Mother: 20

-Involving MainFather: 38 

-Involving Main Daughter(s): 29

-Involving Main Son(s): 30

-97% of dysfunction directly involved the central family

- (1) Crime: N/A 

- (2) Substance Abuse: N/A 

- (3) Physical Health problems: N/A

- (4) Educational failure: 3 (4.2%)
- (5) RomanticRelationship Issues: 7 (9.9%)

- (6) Sex: 7 (9.9%)

- (7) Domestic Issues: 42 (59.2%)

- (10) Problems at work/lose job: 8 (11.3%)

- (11) Mental Disease: 1 (1.4%)

- (14) Lying: N/A

- (15) Class/Race Prejudice/Issues: 2 (2.8%)


Cheaper by the Dozen (Lang, 1950)
Totals

-Total Number of Dysfunctional Instance: 24

-Total Number of Dysfunctional Behaviors: 30

-Non Central-Family Instances of Dysfunction: 0

-Central Family Instances of Dysfunction: 24

-Involving MainMother: 7

-Involving Main Father: 18 

-Involving Main Daughter(s): 17

-Involving Main Son(s): 9

-100% of dysfunction directly involved the central family

- (1) Crime: N/A 

- (2) Substance Abuse: N/A

- (3) Physical Health problems: 5 (16.7%)

- (4) Educational failure:N/A
- (5) Romantic Relationship Issues: 3 (10%)

- (6) Sex: 5 (16.7%)

- (7) Domestic Issues: 16 (53.3%)

- (10) Problems at work/lose job: 1 (3.3%)

- (11) Mental Disease: N/A

- (14) Lying: N/A

- (15) Class/Race Prejudice/Issues: N/A
Appendix E

(IMDB.com Keyword Search for “Dysfunctional Family”)

-Out of 215 entries for an IMDB Keyword search for films about “Dysfunctional Families”:


-33 (15.4%) were made before 1980 


-182 were (84.7%) made after 1980

The Godfather (1972)

The Godfather: Part II (1974)

Psycho (1960)

It's a Wonderful Life (1946)

American Beauty (1999)

Chinatown (1974)

The Incredibles (2004)

Homem Que Copiava, O (2003)

Festen (1998)

The Squid and the Whale (2005)

Sho o suteyo machi e deyou (1971)

The Graduate (1967)

Capturing the Friedmans (2003)

In Cold Blood (1967)

Back to the Future (1985)

The Little Foxes (1941)

Family Life (1971/I)

The Magnificent Ambersons (1942)

Garden State (2004)

Hud (1963)

Mantenidas sin sueños, Las (2005)

The Lion in Winter (1968)

Long Day's Journey Into Night (1962)

Géminis (2005)

Cat on a Hot Tin Roof (1958)

Now, Voyager (1942)

What Ever Happened to Baby Jane? (1962)

Hannah and Her Sisters (1986)

Secrets & Lies (1996)

Palomo cojo, El (1995)

Once Were Warriors (1994)

Rebel Without a Cause (1955)

Scherbentanz (2002)

Pagdadalaga ni Maximo Oliveros, Ang (2005)

Houhokekyo tonari no Yamada-kun (1999)

Tödliche Maria, Die (1993)

Happiness (1998)

Ordinary People (1980)

The Breakfast Club (1985)

Mildred Pierce (1945)

Crumb (1994)

Boys Don't Cry (1999)

The Ice Storm (1997)

All or Nothing (2002/I)

On the Corner (2003)

A Room for Romeo Brass (1999)

Clan, Le (2004)

The Royal Tenenbaums (2001)

Alles auf Zucker! (2004)

Barrio (1998)

Life as a House (2001)

Five Easy Pieces (1970)

The War Zone (1999)

Welcome to the Dollhouse (1995)

Death of a Salesman (1985) 

Imaginary Heroes (2004)

Pieces of April (2003)

On Golden Pond (1981)

All You Need (2001)

Bastard Out of Carolina (1996)

The Great Santini (1979)

Interiors (1978)

Terms of Endearment (1983)

Buffalo '66 (1998)

Secretary (2002)

Ulee's Gold (1997)

Crimen ferpecto (2004)

8 femmes (2002)

Dolores Claiborne (1995)

Dead Ringers (1988)

Eve's Bayou (1997)

Cape Fear (1991)

The Quiet Room (1996)

Female Trouble (1974)

The Dreamers (2003)

The United States of Leland (2003)

Face/Off (1997)

Nil by Mouth (1997)

Beetle Juice (1988)

Igby Goes Down (2002)

The Upside of Anger (2005)

Bizita Q (2001)

Djöflaeyjan (1996)

Thirteen (2003)

The Weather Man (2005)

Muriel's Wedding (1994)

Duel in the Sun (1946)

Real Women Have Curves(2002)

Crazy (2000/II)

The Butcher Boy (1997)

One True Thing (1998)

A Perfect World (1993)

Martha... Martha (2001)

In Her Shoes (2005)

The Anniversary (1968)

The Daytrippers (1996)

The Tulse Luper Suitcases, Part 1: The Moab Story (2003)

What's Cooking? (2000)

Affliction (1997)

Flirting with Disaster (1996)

Okay (2002)

The Ref (1994)

Undertow (2004)

The War at Home (1996)

Sitcom (1998)

Sordid Lives (2000)

Unhook the Stars (1996)

Tung mung kei yun (2005)

Sweetie (1989)

Dead End (2003/I)

American Hollow (1999)

Pin... (1988)

Damage (1992)

What About Bob? (1991)

Eulogy (2004)

Spanking the Monkey (1994)

Helmiä ja sikoja (2003)

Time Without Pity (1957)

Engel & Joe (2001)

The Accidental Tourist (1988)

The House of Yes (1997)

Marvin's Room (1996)

Hierankl (2003)

Palookaville (1995)

Postcards from the Edge (1990)

Familjehemligheter (2001)

Lost in Yonkers (1993)

Tadpole (2002)

Fleur du mal, La (2003)

The Mosquito Coast (1986)

Zoltar from Zoron (1998)

Gaichu (2001)

Mermaids (1990)

A Texas Funeral (1999)

The Prince of Tides (1991)

Home for the Holidays (1995)

Little Boy Blue (1997)

A Brivele der Mamen (1939)

Crimes of the Heart (1986)

Feast of July (1995)

The Family Stone (2005)

Liar, Liar (1992)

Blow Dry (2001)

Mommie Dearest (1981)

The Acid House (1998)

Hus i helvete (2002)

Tommy (1975)

En som Hodder (2003)

Orange County (2002)

Parents (1989)

Ken Park (2002)  

Capricciosa (2003)

The Merry Frinks (1934)

The Myth of Fingerprints (1997)

Down and Out in Beverly Hills (1986)

Greedy (1994)

Greater Tuna (1994)

Dogtown (1997)

Sweet Home Alabama (2002)

Pillow of Death (1945)

Purple Rain (1984)

Mocking the Cosmos (1996)

Used People (1992)

The Favourite Game (2003)

It Runs in the Family (2003)

Class (1983)

Deadline (1981)

Polly Blue Eyes (2005)

The Kid from Cleveland (1949)

Seeds (1968)

Stuart Saves His Family (1995)

Teesh and Trude (2002)

Buena onda (1999)

Desecration (1999)

Scenes from a Mall (1991)

Flowers in the Attic (1987)

Hush (1998)

Malicious (1995)

Say It Isn't So (2001)

Horror (2002)

Lost in Space (1998)

Bark! (2002)

Class of 1999 (1990)

Honky Tonk Freeway (1981)

Abducted (1986)

Halloween: The Curse of Michael Myers (1995)

Broken Dolls (1999)

Dotknij mnie (2003)

Skinned Alive (1989)

Loose Women (1996)

Airspeed (1998)

The Beast with a Million Eyes (1956)

Good-bye Cruel World (1983)

Ringmaster (1998)

Providence (1999)

All in the Family (1971)

Mysteriet på Greveholm (1996)

Fei faat yi man (1985)

Rude Awakening (1998)

The Guardian (2001)

Lovers, Liars and Lunatics (2006)

City Park (1934)

Sophie (2002)

Kevin Spencer (1999)

The Mountain (2004)

The Family Tree (2001)

Diary of a Gangsta Sucka (2003)

Life on a Stick (2005)

The Best Picture Show (2001)

Sammy (2000)

Huff (2004)

Sitzriesen an Stehimbissen (2005)

It's All Relative (2000)

Appendix F

	
	Post WWII 
	Modern



	
	Film

Families

(Myth)
	Real

Families
	Film

Families

(Myth)
	Real

Families

	Traditional-Family
	Classical
	Adaptive
	Distortion
	Maladaptive

	Dysfunctional Family
	Classical
	Maladaptive
	Classical
	Adaptive

	1st Wave Family
	Distortion

(Sparse)
	Maladaptive
	Distortion 

(Sparse)
	Maladaptive

	2nd Wave

Family
	Classical
	Adaptive
	Distortion
	Maladaptive

	3rd Wave

Family
	N/A
	N/A
	Classical
	Adaptive
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American Beauty (Mendes, 1999)

The Beverly Hillbillies (Spheeris, 1993)

My Big, Fat, Greek, Wedding (Zwick, 2002)

Cape Fear (Thompson, 1962)

Cape Fear (Scorsese, 1991)

Cheaper by the Dozen (Lang, 1950)

Cheaper By the Dozen (Levy, 2003)

Cheaper by the Dozen 2 (Shankman, 20050

The Grapes of Wrath (Ford, 1940)

Death of a Salesman (Benedek, 1950)

The Exorcist (Friedkin, 1973)

Failure to Launch (Dey, 2006)

Father of the Bride (Minnelli, 1950)

Father of the Bride (Shyer, 1991)

Father of the Bride Part II (Shyer, 1995)

The Ice Storm (Lee, 1997)

The Invasion of the Body Snatchers (Siegel, 1956)

Marty (Mann, 1955)

The Omen (Donner, 1976)

Our Town (Wood, 1940)

Parenthood (Howard, 1989)

Psycho (Hitchcock, 1960)

Psycho (Van Sant, 1998)

Shadow of a Doubt (Hitchcock, 1943)

Suspicion (Hitchcock, 1941)



















Element�
Original�
Remake�
�
General Family Structure�
Traditional�
Second marriage with Stepfather/Daughter �
�
Popular Family Structure�
Functional�
Dysfunctional�
�
Clinical Family Structure�
Functional�
Functional�
�
Source of Danger�
Outside Family�
Inside Family�
�
Mother�
Supportive, homemaker, Feminine �
Combative, Unstable, works from the Home, Dominates Husband�
�
Father�
Masculine, Respected by Family, Loyal, Concerned with Work and Family�
De-masculinized by Family, Communication Trouble with Family, Unfaithful to Wife�
�
Daughter�
Smart, Receptive, Obedient, Innocent, Child-like naivety�
Smart, Confused, Rebellious, Experiments with Sex and Drugs, Searching for Independence�
�
Names�
Match Gender�
Ambiguous�
�
Boat�
Hideout�
Hideout/Family Vacation Spot�
�
Space Inside the House�
Public�
Private�
�
Resolution�
Family Solidarity Overcomes �
Evil Character Defeated, but Family Never Reconciled�
�









� America’s “Golden Age”: Coontz, 45 


� Antoun, 108


� Postman, 79


� Lasch, xxiv


� Out of 215 entries for an IMDB Keyword search for films about “Dysfunctional Families,” thirty-three (15.4%) were made before 1980, and 182 were (84.7%) made after 1980.  Granted, film production levels have had a general increasing trend, but we must also consider that “before 1980” includes around 80 years of film production versus 26 years between 1980 and present day.  A list of the films is included in Appendix E.


� Lasch, xxiv


� Success of the films is measured by gross domestic earnings, which are listed in Appendix C.


� The data is compiled in Appendix D.


� I have borrowed from the categories set out by Boggs & Pollard (2003).  The various categories and sub-categories that I employ are listed in Appendix D.


� Instances of “dysfunctional” behavior that do not directly involve members of the main nuclear family are counted as nuclear family instances of “dysfunction” if the scene directly implies the interests of a family member.  Outside images may be implicitly connected to the central family by setting a tone or expectation.  For example, I take the rape/attack scene in Cape Fear to be an instance of “outside” dysfunction aimed at the family despite the fact that no family member is present.  The effect of the scene is to inform the audience of what Cady is capable of doing to the family. 


� A drunken argument between a husband and wife may include several dysfunctional behaviors by each person; but, as it is compartmentalized in one act, the argument stands as one distinct case.


� A good example of this effect is Psycho (Hitchcock, 1960).  If one were to count instances of violence, the film would not seem particularly violent.  The weightiness of the “shower scene” combined with the infrequency of other violent images makes the film seem more intensely violent.  Films that are oversaturated with gratuitous, violent images often numb the audience and detract from the desired affect of the violence. 


� Hollywood film producers are limited by economic constraints.  A film would not be remade unless some producer thought that the film was a “classic” that would be accepted by contemporary audiences and profitable because of its endurance as a classic.  Cheaper by the Dozen was not only remade, but it had a sequel made from the remake.  Both the original and the remake of Father of the Bride had sequels made.  I consider this to be compelling evidence of “classic” film status.  


� I wish to relate some of the more relevant definitions of “myth” that I have come across in my reading.  The Ancient Greeks saw myth as “A frame for a story or as a starting point for political satire.”  To Plato, myth was basically a socially useful lie (Castleden, 152).  For his ethnographic study of religious and the secular separation in Islam, Asad says that “Myth [is] not merely a (mis) representation of the real.  It [is] material for shaping the possibilities and limits of action.  And in general it appears to have done this by feeding the desire to play the actual—a desire that became increasingly difficult to satisfy as the experiential opportunities of modernity multiply (Asad: 2003).”  In her study of ecstatic, voodoo dance ritual, Maya Deren defines myth as “The facts of the mind manifest in a fiction of matter (Deren, 21).”  Joseph Campbell, who is considered by many to be the modern father of myth-theory, says that myth is “That which supplies the symbols that carry the human spirit forward in counteraction to those other constant human fantasies (Campbell: 1972).”  Finally, Roland Barthes, whose theories have profound implications for contemporary film theory, sees myth as “A way of understanding the world that is not problematic, that we are not fully conscious of, that seems, in a word, natural.  A Myth is a way of thinking so deeply imbedded in our consciousness that it is invisible and transforms history into nature (Barthes, 129).” 





� Turner, 7


� Cocteau, 77 


� Shore, 1-6


� Boggs & Pollard, 451


� Boggs & Pollard, 449


� These terms are not meant to imply that only “functional” family structures are capable of operating well in society.  These are simply a list of characteristics found in many of the Rockwell-esque films of the 1950’s that are widely considered to be the “ideal” representation of the American family.


� I have chosen not to use “functional” as the inverse of dysfunctional as not to confuse the term with the families ability to function in society, which is a different issue altogether.


� Anderson and White, 2


� Boggs & Pollard, 449


� Blaut, 131


� The family types and myths are laid out in Appendix F


� Halle, 431


� Martin has played the father role in family comedies several times over the years, most notably in Parenthood (Howard, 1989). The Buckman family is a filmic representation of the mythic, modern, American family.  They have the “eccentric relative,” the "black sheep,” rebellious teenagers, and plenty of skeletons in their closet.  They are, in the popular conception of the term, “dysfunctional,” but quintessentially “American” all the same.  Parenthood follows the Buckmans as the children grow up, move out, and start families of their own. The film shows how characters, behavioral patterns, and conflicts are reproduced through the generations.  Just as family structures are remade through the generations, so too are the mythic representations of them.  


� In the special features of the Cape Fear (1991) DVD, there is an interview with Scorsese, where he talks about the scene with the fireworks.  He says that he wanted to add the fireworks digitally, in colors that fireworks cannot chemically produce, and at an impossibly large scale.  He says that in this, and other scenes (such as Cady’s attack on Sam’s mistress, shown from the street), he wanted to communicate the fantasy of cinema to the audiences. 


� “Excellence at all levels of production” is my own assessment.


� American Beauty had a domestic gross of $130,058,047.  The Ice Storm had a domestic gross of $7,837,632.





� The Beverly Hillbillies was a TV series that premiered in 1963, and was made into a film by Penelope Spheeris’ 1993 film of the same title. 


� “Post-Fordist” refers to the period during, and in the years following, Henry Ford’s influential participation in the industrialization of America.  


� Boggs & Pollard, 445-447


� Boggs & Pollard, 447


� Boggs & Pollard, 447


� One of the best examples of this is William Wilders’s The Best Years of Our Lives (Wilder, 1946).


� Phillips, 242


� I have used my own term, “traditional-family” where Boggs & Pollard use the term “modernist.”  “Modernist” confuses an argument which is based on modern vs. traditional representations.


� Modernist is used as it is used by Boggs & Pollard as the “functional,” “second wave” portrayals of family in cinema which were pervasive in the years surrounding WWII.


� Boggs & Pollard, 459


� It’s a Wonderful Life (Capra, 1946) shows a classic example of the “traditional” American family.


� Boggs & Pollard, 445-447


� The film was remade in 1959 (Lincoln and Quintero), 1977 (Schaefer), 1989 (Browning), and 2003 (Naughton).


� Stein, 31


� Boggs & Pollard, 451


� Bozell, 1


� For a more detailed look at statistical trends in the makeup of the American family, see Appendix A. 


� “Dysfunctional” portrayals have existed in art cinema for some time, but the limited audience for these films makes their images questionable in terms of their mythic qualities.


� “Postmodern” is a somewhat loaded term.  I mean to use it as Boggs & Pollard use it: “Popular works containing parody and pastiche… and increasing reveal a fragmented, chaotic, and dystopic universe (445).” 


� Some examples of “popular” postmodern filmmakers are: Woody Allen, Quentin Tarantino, David Lynch, the Cohen Bros., Tony Scott, Robert Altman, Peter Berg, Sam Mendez, Todd Solondz John Waters, and Oliver Stone.


� Boggs & Pollard, 459


� Boggs & Pollard, 445-462


� Gabler, 49


� This trend is also evident in other forms of art and entertainment, most notably in the music industry. 


� For a list of notable films, see Appendix B.


� The original book was based on the Gilbreth’s (the authors) real-life family story.


� Nearly every user comment on IMDB.com seemed to include some form of this kind of praise.  Some examples:  “I find ‘Cheaper by the Dozen’ and movies like it of their time a haven in today's sexualized, blow 'em up assortment of trash.” “The is a much beloved movie about the way most families used to be. I only wish now that children would have such a healthy fear of what "Dad" might think or do.”  “The general atmosphere is a far more kind and gentle one than seen in today's ‘family films.’”  “This is a real throwback to an era of nice family films, when they [families] really were truly that.”


� Kates book is called Cheaper by the Dozen and is about managing the chaos of her large family.  This is a sort of homage to the original play which was about the real life family situation of the authors.


� Pittman, 55


� Information cited from the “Director’s Commentary” section on the “Special Features” of the Cheaper by the Dozen (2003) DVD. 


� In the film, Marty’s mother is insistent on getting him married off until she realizes that she will, in effect, be replaced.


� The scene where the daughter and her fiancé are leaving the house after just having met with the family for the first time are virtually identical.  The father tells the daughter to wear a coat.  She protests.  The fiancé says that the father is probably right and she should probably wear a coat.  The daughter immediately complies.  The aesthetics, dialogue, and narrative function are indistinguishable.


� In the original, the fight is over Buckley’s proposed “fishing” honeymoon in Nova Scotia.  In the remake the fight is over the fiancé, Brian’s, wedding gift: A blender.


� The movies have virtually identical sequences in which the father tries on his old tux and comically tries to convince the wedding planner, the family, and himself that it still fits.


� Out of the forty-four instances of problematical behavior in the film, seven (15.21) concern sexual “inappropriateness.” 


� The PCA was an organization that formed in 1930 in response to pressure by the Legion of Decency.  Films that did not carry the seal of the PCA risked fines up to $25,000.  Though the organization’s authority faded through the 1950’s, its presence was felt until 1968 when the current system, based on age, was introduced (Rollins, 212).  


� The 1991 version of the film received a PG rating from the MPAA.  PG is the optimal rating for a family comedy if the producers hope to reach a broad enough demographic to turn a profit.


� See: Appendix C for films’ earnings.


� In these films the protagonist is usually a woman.  The assumption seems to be that a woman is more vulnerable, and thus, as the sympathetic lead, makes for a scarier story.


� Earlier horror films, like Invasion of the Body Snatchers, (Siegel, 1956 and Kaufman, 1978), which was also remade, used this “who can you trust?” narrative.


� Wager, 70-71


� We learn later that Cady’s wife and daughter walked out on him after his conviction.


� When Sam begs the young woman to testify, she responds, “Do you believe I could ever repeat to a living soul what he did to me?  What about my family?  I’m someone’s daughter to.”


� Davis, 343


� This is a reference to the convention where a father leaves town and leaves a son the responsibility of being “the man of the house.”  


� Throughout this exchange, Cady refers to Sam as “cuz,” a shortened version of “cousin.”  This seems to be Cady’s way of taunting Sam, implying that he is in the process of entering Sam’s family.


� Crowley, 99


� There are many points of narrative overlap: Sam is unable to take legal action against Cady. Cady picks up and sexually assaults a woman who refuses to testify.  Cady questions Sam about the value of his time in prison and the value of a family.  Cady will not be bought off and considers death “too easy.”  Cady kills the family dog and comes after Sam’s daughter at school.  Sam hires thugs to “rough up” Cady.  Sam loses his job and devises the same “houseboat” plan to trap Cady.  The story ends similarly with Cady out of the picture, and none of the family members seriously injured.  The last shot is virtually indistinguishable from the original.  The family is being transported home by boat.  They looks beaten, but appear to be safe.    These are just a few of the similarities between the two films. 


� The spellings are taken from the cast list on IMDB.com.


� There are many instances of gender confusion that concern Cady.  Cady is angry for having lost 14 years and a family, but also claims to have been forced to “get in touch with [his] feminine side” in prison.  This implies that Cady was raped in prison, and thus stripped of his masculinity.  When Sam and the police strip search Cady, we see that he is wearing bright pink thong underwear, which stand in stark contrast to his muscular physique and masculine demeanor otherwise.  Lastly, Cady sneaks into the house by dressing up as the family’s maid.  This is a clear reference to Hitchcock’s Psycho, but pushes the themes of gender confusion forward as well.


� Coontz, 162


� By “new,” I do not mean to imply that these family structures came out of nowhere.  Many of these family framings have been around for some time.  By “new,” I mean to say, first, that alternative family forms are growing in number.  Further, I suggest that with the increased interconnectivity, relative shortening of distances, and greater access to information in our globalized, modern context, the general public is afforded greater exposure to a variety of lifestyles.


� Boggs & Pollard, 449.


� We a good deal of other “dysfunctional,” family information in the course of Sam and Leigh’s arguments.  For example learn that: when Sam cheated before, Leigh tried to kill her self and that the two have been through couples’ therapy.


� Hughes & Seneca, 175 


� The King and I (Lang, 1956) shows the cross-cultural incompatibility of western notions of love and marriage that we often regard as “natural.”


� Katz, 84


� Lowe, 79


� Block, 13-17


� This distortion myth may serve male interests who stand to gain from the undoing of the social transformations put in place by the Women’s Liberation Movement.


� Thirty-one instances in the original and eighty-one in the remake.


� In the original, 58.06% of the “dysfunctional” instances came from within the family.  The number increased to 84.81% in the remake.


� i.e. Public housing, public transportation, public beach, etc.


� Illouz, 91


� Dani is an ambiguously gendered, “kid’s” name.  Danielle is a woman’s name.


� When Sam asks Dani about her interaction with Cady, she is dressed only in underwear.  Sam tells her that such dress is inappropriate and that she is “not a child anymore.”  Moments later, he proceeds to lecture and scold her just one would a child.  


� Also of note is that Gregory Peck and Robert Mitchum both make cameo appearances in the film.  This time, however, Mitchum (who played Cady) plays a police officer, and Peck (who played Sam) plays Cady’s defense lawyer.  It is possible that these were simply the roles that Scorsese saw each man fitting into best; but, even so, the inversion of their characters brings the mythic inversion and replacement one level deeper.  The story is the same, but the mythic names and faces (and functions) have been changed.


� Bazin, 73


� It could be argued that this separation from “unfit” parents is grounded in the founding of our nation.  The American Revolution was, in a sense, a separation and relocation from “Mother” England.


� Loizos & Papataxiarchis, 34-40


� Miller, Arthur (1949)


� From Coontz (78); Bozell (1)


� Internet Source: Number, Timing, and Duration of Marriages and Divorces.  U.S.  Census Bureau.  February 2005.  � HYPERLINK Http://www.census.gov/prod/2005pubs/p70-97.pdf��Http://www.census.gov/prod/2005pubs/p70-97.pdf�








� D’Alessandro, Anthony.   Variety.  “The Top 250 of 2003.”  January 12, 2004-January 18, 2004.


� Baseline II, Inc. (2005).  “Box Office Grosses.”









