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INTRODUCTION

LAURA MATTOON D’A MORE

This book began as a series of papers preparedgdtove, Marriage,
and a Baby Carriage,” area of the 2010 Film & Higtoonference in
Milwaukee, Wisconsin. The larger theme of the coeiee was
Representations of Love in Film and Televisiohich drew a broad cross
section of interdisciplinary scholarship concernedith various
perspectives on love as a thematic, and dramatidcel. Several of the
authors contained herein responded to an initithif@apapers that asked
them: What does it mean to beundby love? Sometimes, the bonds of
love supply bliss, and sometimes they demand saerifSometimes,
experiencing love saves people, and sometimed#isttkem. Being bound
by love often engenders moral responsibility; ihestcases, it enslaves
and imprisons the soul. How dobsending—the dramaturgical center of
most narratives—complicate our understanding o¥e'18 And how do
film and television represent that complicationakination of the theme
of familial bonds in film and television exploreow the process of
forming and maintaining those bonds complicategses, and reproduces
ideas about love.

American mythologies—especially those presentdihmnand television
—perpetuate love as the central narrative of ofifss the search for a
connection forged by love permeates every facbuafan existence, from
our desire to be accepted, or our longing to beledeto our fury at being
rejected. Sometimes love is the stuff of happindsHilling in every
regard. But there are also times when loves mageauthings we should
not do, sometimes it turns us into people we dowanit to become. The
commonality between love that satisfies and lowa testroys is the bond
between people who open themselves to the vulrityatsi love. Human
connection engenders responsibility to another, wrspoken and
unbreakable requirement to remain involved, fotdvetr for worse, in the
lives of others.

The essays in this book are organized to inteteotiee representations
of familial bonds in film and television since 1956ngaging with a
variety of social issues across multiple genresefdhconsideration of the
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relationship between text and historical contextdatral to each author’s
perspective, and as a result this book navigateschianging terrain of

American popular culture that has emerged oveptst several decades.
Especially salient is the way in which ideas ofesa@minism, and social

mores about sex and love have affected these masabver time, and

how the changing nature of these cultural issuesomiety has fostered
how they are represented in film and television.

The subject of the American family has always baeentral theme in
film and television, and since the 1950s it hawexdrto reinforce the
heteronormative nuclear family. The chapters is bdok explore how the
nature of bonds and responsibility between familgmbers creates a
popular cultural dialogue about the changing natofethe American
family over the past sixty years. The book is oigadh into three sections
of thematic similarity: Learning Bonds of Love ahthrriage, Troublesome
Bonds Between Mothers and Children, and Deconstigi¢tamily Bonds
for the 2" Century.

Part One addresses the ways that ideas about faaily historically
been taught to audiences through the film and igt@v programming that
they consumed. In Chapter One, “Learning the NowhsLove and
Marriage in Cold War Educational Films,” Miranda dhelm examines
the means by which love is taught in three edunatidiims: Are You
Ready for Marriage{Coronet Instructional Films, 1950k0ing Steady
(Coronet Instructional Films, 1951), andealousy (Affiliated Film
Producers, 1954). She examines the role of love mariage in these
films to assess what students were being taughitahese social norms
during the 1950s. Chapter Two, “Sisterhood is Toowérful for
Television: The Disappearance of Matriarchy andBbads of Women in
Wonder Woman" by Ruth McClelland-Nugent, examines the adaptat
of the Wonder Woman family from comic form to teken, arguing that
the feminist separatism of the comic book provdficdit to successfully
translate to the small screen. Chapter Three, “Banth the Air: Flight
Attendants’ Maternal Roles in Films from 1970-199% Carney Maley,
examines how representations of flight attendantspépular culture
positioned them as sexual objects, while also dkmgethem to perform
maternal nurture. She argues that the airplanesfith the 1970s and
beyond simultaneously present flight attendantsloa®rs, adulterers,
heroines, and damsels in distress. Finally, Matg@edly explores the
representation of young women who bear childresidatof marriage in
recent film and television narratives, in Chapteulf; “Reconceiving
Conception: Changing Discourses of Teen MotherhdodPopular
Culture,” noting that while the dominant culturabtifi for young women
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in prior eras was to roundly criticize young womemo conceived
children “out of wedlock,” recent representatiofiyoung women in film
and television suggest that this status is becomioge ambiguous.

Part Two of this book interrogates the specificdmbetween mothers
and their children, in particular recognition oktiways that mothers are
expected to love their children despite hardshipChapter Five, Linda
Seidel argues that the portrayal of Patty Hewe®riIClose) in FX's
Damagesas a brilliant litigator but monstrous mother eefs persistent
cultural anxieties about the roles of career wonmenan intensely
competitive society. In Chapter Six, Sarah Arnottiri@sses the cross-
cultural significance of categories of good motloexdh in ‘The Ringand
Ringu Naturalizing Maternal Self Sacrifice.” In thegknfs, mothers must
learn from the past, and must learn from the eramd tragedies of
historical, long dead, mothers. However, the natafehe lessons learned
are culturally determined, dependent upon domirfantilial norms in
Japan and the United States. In Chapter Sevenallieditt explores the
mother’s instinct to protect her child. “Of My FkesMothering Evil
Children in Hollywood Thrillers,” Levitt argues thavhen evil children
appear in thrillers and horror films, a mother'sitict between wanting to
keep her child from harm and recognizing evil iatteame child drives
the narrative. Mothers want to believe the bestutitieeir children, and
this chapter explores the mother-child bond inehrllywood thrillers,
and how that bond is manipulated, strained, andteraly shattered. And
in Chapter Eight, “Navigating the Relational Mirefl of Mother and
Adult Son The Evolution of Dueling ProtagonistsAirRaisin in the Syh
Marissa Harris considers the empowerment of Lerlater versions oA
Raisin in the Suntracing the representation of the relationshipveen
Lena and her son Walter to the multiple historicahtexts that have
driven various iterations of the screenplay. Thiotlge evolution of these
dueling protagonists, we see a poignant picturéheftense relationship
that can exist between mother and adult-son.

Part Three focuses on the most modern concepfigheoAmerican
family, interrogating the representations of twefitgt century families
and family bonds in television. Chapter Nine, “Math Who Split: Guilt,
Working Motherhood, and the Fantasy of Multipleritiy in Heroes, The
Incredibles, More of MeandNurse Jackig by Laura Mattoon D’Amore,
defines the contemporary supermom in film and islem as a working
mother who is split—sometimes literally—by the dewis of her multiple
roles. In Chapter Ten, “I'll Take Our Family Overoinal Any Day:
Supernaturds Commentary on the Modern American Family,” Niol
Friem breaks the show into thematic categories ib&ixs, Victims, and
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Rescuers, and shows how audiences view specifidyfaranstructs in
tandem with morals and messages about good anthavihre provided in
each episode of the science fiction drama. In Grapleven, Jennifer M.
Fogel considers fathers in “Flawed Fatherhood: Dsiiméviasculinity and
Missing Mothers on #erwood” Fogel uses the WB’'&verwood(2002-
2006) as a case study of the “missing mother” se@a@d examines the
problems inherent in the domestication of men (withhe family) when
fathers try to negotiate and subsume the materrpérnce in the
domestic space. And lastly, in Chapter Twelve, &Vedion’sParenthood
Deconstructing Family Constructs in the*@entury,” authors Jennifer L.
Stevens and Heather Glynis Bryant point out thateathe modern family
has dramatically changed since the mid-Twentietintws, popular
television shows such a®arenthood find success by reaffirming
traditional expectations about family values. Bgalestructing the family
constructs portrayed iRParenthood the authors conclude that although
there are underlying traditional family values trstill permeate our
society in the 21st Century, the unifying factotvien all families is the
inevitability of facing adversity and their abilitg rise above it.

The essays in this collection interact with eattheoin useful ways,
uncovering a sense of the tension between the septiaion of family in
film and television since 1950, and the way thaditional ideals of love
and family have remained strong in American culturBough today’s
family may look quite different than it used to,damthough today’s
younger generation might imagine norms of love eyuifferently than
their parents did, many of the same patterns remnaierms of how love,
marriage, and family bonds continue to be presemteds in film and
television. Ultimately, that persistence concernos cultural ideas about
bonding, and how those bonds regulate and proteuiliél love. For
better or for worse, our myths tell us, we are libtmour families.



PART ONE:

L EARNING BONDS OFL OVE AND NURTURE



CHAPTERONE

LEARNING THENORMS OFLOVE
AND MARRIAGE IN COLD WAR
EDUCATIONAL FILMS

MIRANDA TEDHOLM

Background and Overview

Schools are complex locations in which pedagogiaalltural,
historical, and technological values intersect.e&gmining the school, we
can learn how societies present themselves and teeekplicate and
improve themselves. Examination of how culturalstens and struggles
are mediated, challenged, or represented to stsidemt provide insight
into how society understands these issues. Onécydart aspect of the
school that provides insight into the culture tbegates it is the body of
educational media. Educational media, as partstdmadardized curriculum,
unifies diverse school experiences and contributesshared cultural
memories and experiences: by the mid-twentiethurgnstudents in many
disparate locations shared experiences with edugdtimedia, as the same
films and textbooks were used in many places. @tierd example of this
phenomenon is the body of “mental hygiene” filmedarced during the
Cold War. Unlike the educational films that dealthnacademic subjects
such as science, language, literature, geograpthyotirer subjects, these
films did not easily square with published eduaagioobjectives, and
sought to instill values and behaviors that wereaamtifficult to assess
than in traditional subjects.

Thousands of these films were made during the Gl (Smith
1999). They were replayed for decades in classraamtisthey wore out
or were deemed obsolescent by school officialspeshe fact that many
of these films were destroyed, and little academock has been done on
them, they seem to share with the concept of olityctire fact that most
people know them when they see them. The mentaiehggfiims in
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particular have established a notable place iruallimemory due to their
low production values, heavy-handed and didacticatians, and the
rhetorical structure of their arguments. In additio being points of ironic
nostalgia, filmic clichés, and free or cheap stémitage for low-budget
filmmakers, the mental hygiene films as an ovefiaihic body point to
and reflect larger cultural anxieties in unexpectéed interesting ways.
The mid-century mental hygiene films are infamoaistheir low-budget
vignettes, which functioned as best or worst-casmnarios for student
behavior. Often, these faults of execution seemnercut the values the
films were ostensibly promoting.

In this study, | examine three films that belongth® dating and
relationship subgenre of mental hygiene films. Ithis by first critically
reading each film text and then examining Toby &8 concept of the
well-tempered self in order to provide a deepeoanting for how these
films worked and what pedagogical strategies thesnsed to be using.
The films under consideration are three classrabms fthat were produced
in the 1950s for adolescents or young adusing Steady (1951,
Coronet Instructional FilmsAre You Ready For Marriag€l 950, Coronet
Instructional Films), andealousy(1954, Affiliated Film Producers).

These films are representative of the “dating filsuibgenre of films
produced for classroom use after World War II: ¢hdms provided
didactic do’s and don’ts related to the topic oétérosexual) dating and
romance. These three films were specifically chosmtause they
represent three stages of relationshipsing Steady?epresents teenage
dating at the point in a relationship when theipgorants assess whether it
is exclusive, and what that may lead &e You Ready for Marriage?
represents the process of engagement and issasdréd preparing for
marriage. Finally, Jealousy depicts a marriage and its maintenance.
Moreover, two of the three film$Gping Steadyand Are You Ready for
Marriage?) exemplify the style of one of the major mentagibne film
producers, Coronet Films. Therefore, this set dmdi is fairly
representative of films that were actually showrs@mools and traces a
similar kind of relationship representation throwsglveral stages.

All three films seek to represent to the studertwars vignettes of
young people facing dilemmas similar to the oneth wihich they dealt.
The films feature young people discussing theiatrehships, how to
classify them, and how to manage difficulties withthe relationships.
These films utilize filmic tropes such as musigsfibacks, voice-overs,
and close-ups, and use these characteristics afrided films in order to
instill specific virtues or preferred behaviorsateld to relationships. These
characteristics are also used to make the filmsenioteresting to the



8 Chapter One

student audience. They harness characteristicsast rantertainment in
order to educate the masses.

Specifically, these films seek to educate theiriegkes in non-
qguantifiable, un-testable subjects, such as relistips. The films use
audiences’ tendencies to identify with film chaeastin order to present
certain models of relationships and hold up spedypes of romantic
interactions as appropriate. The films use thelpeéafinite power of the
motion picture medium to instill in viewers a sg@ciand narrow
perspective on how relationships will turn out.

More subtle aspects of the films reinforce traditibbgender roles and
elide or dismiss differences within society. Whiletwenty-first century
scholar would find the gender dynamics and valuesrgyed in the films
to be unsurprising, the films encode their valuesriexpected ways.

Finally, the films correlate with Toby Miller's coept of the well-
tempered self, which | discuss at the end of tlsisag. By presenting
images and an implicit call to change oneself, fimas present an
educational dynamic in which students are askedhtinge themselves
based only on images in a film. They are askedtma@tdjust the society
that produces the images, nor are they presenttd anitical views of
relationships or behaviors. Rather than using ftlmid vignettes as
launching pads for discussions of serious issuas,films work on a
mimicry basis, implicitly asking the viewers to de they see in the films:
to “mimic” the cultural “tones” displayed in thelrfis. The implicit
rhetoric of the films merely asks the students ¢o dr not be, what they
see.

While the insights into the romantic values of fies are predictable,
an examination of the subset of the films chosentlits study reveals
unexpected things about the values put forth ancircedated by
educational institutions, and provide implicit igists into mid-century
thought about the work of the school and the pakmtork of film. For
instance,Going SteadyZmphasizes the woman'’s role in determining the
limits of physical intimacy for pre-married couplesre You Ready for
Marriage? reveals the prominence of rationalist and psyioal
discourse in mid-twentieth century understandinigthe self and of love.
Finally, Jealousypresents an unexpectedly negative view of marriage
contrast with the other two films.

It is important to note that all of these 16 mnm#l were produced for
the educational market, and often shown in “coercigettings. Eric
Smoodin’'s 2004Regarding Frank Capra: Audience, Celebrity, and
American Film Studies, 1930-196fliscusses the processes by which
Frank Capra’s films “became not so much the filnfisclooice, but the
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films chosen for a variety of audiences living iarious degrees of
confinement” (2004, 160). While schools are notcggaof confinement
like the ones Smoodin discusses, the viewing contéxcoercion is
similar. Due to the uneven power dynamic betweedesits and teacher,
the students had to watch the films whether thegtedito or not, and this
may have produced reactions in keeping with th&peetations about
what the teacher wanted to see. Despite the filatisng forth the idea of
the well-tempered self and individual adjustmehiirt use within the
classroom may have required a performance of gyhiltanging oneself,
of tuning oneself on two levels: one, a visibleseral level in which one’s
behavior and response fit in with what was expedtethe immediate
viewing context, and another in which one tunedabérs and beliefs in
order to fit in with a larger social context.

However, what | am interested in herehisw these filmgortray the
idea of love: how they mediate and describe a paat emotion, and

to examine how these films portrayed and defineddkal of love, as well
as their implicit and explicit messages about loged romantic

relationships, and finally, how they shaped or haped the student-
viewers' perspectives on love. According to themd, what is love?

How does one know when one is in love, and whatilshone do about it?
What did the students who learned from these fileern about the
responsibilities of a relationship? In an age aisemsus and also of civil
rights, how did religious or ideological variandggitfito romance? What do
these films define as a good relationship versoadone?

The Film Texts

The first film under considerationzoing Steady,? portrays the
relationship dilemmas of Jeff and Marie, two haple=enagers who must
determine whether their relationship is exclusaed if they are ready for
this exclusivity. Although Jeff and Marie profess eénjoy each other’s
company, they appear surprised when others infétremtthat they are
“going steady,” which the film uses as a signifier “an exclusive
(heterosexual) relationship.” The film opens wittitie card that essentially
spoils the film for the viewer, mentioning that tlggiestion (i.e., the
guestion about whether they are going steady) tsanswered for the
characters, nor for the “you” addressed by the,fanmove that aligns the
viewers with the characters by creating a pointirty. You, the viewer,
do not know and neither do these people portrayete film. This move
also increases the credibility of the film to tHewers, ostensibly, since it



10 Chapter One

is a moment in which the film demonstrates a seflexive awareness of
its own limitations. The acknowledgement of theiande in this way is a
move towards realizing the more complicated situeti present in the
audience.

In Going Steady,? several people discuss their beliefs about the
practice of steady dating: Marie discusses it \with mother, Jeff discusses
it with his father, and finally, Marie discusseswith her friend. Each
conversation shows the young people’s attitudefsirghiafter discussing
the relationship with someone they trust.

Marie’s mother asks her if Jeff has “taken libexfieand Marie’s friend
cheerfully implores Marie to set strict limits witiespect to the physical
liberties she allows Jeff to take. This leads &hat in which Marie looks
into a mirror and states how repulsive she finds physicality of the
relationship: “it seems crude,” she says, in respaio her friend telling
her that she just has to “know” when to stop pgttiiompared to the rest
of the film, which uses a static camera and sttaggtygles, this shot is
more visually interesting and recalls framing reisgant of traditional
Hollywood films, rather than of these low-budgetieational films. The
doubled image of Marie’'s face, concerned and draligns the idea of
“going steady” with concern, frustration, and woriyhis moment also
indexes social anxieties about premarital sex, agdyithe viewer’s point
of identification, aligns physical intimacy with ueness. The shot of
Marie’s face in a mirror seems to imply the nedgskir self-reflection
regarding physical intimacy; it functions withinethilm as a warning to
students to think carefully and examine whethey tire experiencing true
love or merely the effects of hormones. The pasitig of the shot implies
a concern for the self over those of the couplé uni

In another scene, Jeff's parents warn him to expastcally nothing
from the relationship and to avoid “drifting intoamiage,” a peculiar
phrasing that seems to align marriage with the afearifting” into poor
habits and company; a phrasing that implies a latkagency in the
practice of marriage. There is no mention of thgsital aspects of the
relationship, though his parents enthusiasticakbytion that they had each
“gone steady” with a number of people prior to rizaye. Jeff gives a
soliloquy as he tries to figure out whether or thaty are going steady, and
during this speech, Marie’s image is used agairdtablish a type of
doubling as a montage of them together is intevdth Jeff's internal
discussion. Her photograph is used as the baclafrbfs memories of the
“fun” they've had, such as walking hand in hand|lemeskating, or
dancing. The frozen image of Marie, alone, is thekiground for Jeff's
moving image memories of their good times togetiars connects to the



Learning the Norms of Love and Marriage in Cold \WWducational Films 11

previous scene in which Marie’s doubled face fuonetid as an index of
concerns for the self over concerns for the retatip.

“We sort of, well, weSEEMto get along,” Jeff states. The hesitance in
this utterance is not elided from this line; intfaic is emphasized. The
inclusion of “well” and his verbal emphasis on “s€eintroduces doubt
and the idea that perhaps Jeff and Marie mightaheays get along, or
that disagreements are dismissed or diminishechbynewness of their
relationship and the strength of their infatuatidrhis statement also
introduces the idea that perhaps because theitioredhip has been so
casual, no disagreements have occurred thus far.

In Going Steady, the idea of love or companionship is depicted as
sharing in superficial leisure activities that aosducted in public, such as
roller skating, and sharing in these activitieshwaihe person only. Love
entails having “fun,” but notoo muchfun, as represented by the dual
admonitions to Marie not to allow Jeff to take “tomny” liberties. It is
important to note that these admonitions about kweindaries of
acceptable intimacy are not presented similarhdé€f. Essentially, the
romantic relationship is presented as the instihaily or socially
approved opportunity to partake in un-chaperondaipactivities with a
limited amount of physical pleasure, the limitswdfich are to be decided
by the woman. The film implies that is the womanowhill pay the price
and be held responsible if these lines in the saadroken.

The role of this flm as one shown in schools caogtés it, and the
ways in which the film invites conversation are ited and fish for
regurgitation disguised as discussion. The ultingatestion the film poses
is not “what do you think?” but “To what degree golu understand what
we consider to be appropriate behavior, and can gexite these
behaviors?” At its core, the film seems suspiciofibigh school romance
and of “going steady,” though the film does notipasy more acceptable
alternatives other than going out with several peophe gravest social
concern seems to be avoiding physical intimacy amgoung people,
rather than any number of other concerns, suchveisling issues in the
relationship, determining when a relationship sHodnd, resolving
conflicts, and communicating effectively.

In Are You Ready for Marriage® young couple, who presumably
have been going steady for some time, seeks thieeadf’a counselor to
determine if they are, in fact, ready for marriagdis film is notable
because it overtly depicts their love not just tlylo what the characters
say, but also through images of their physical anters. Their love is
shown through a steamy, yet relatively chaste kgssicene, which opens
the film. Later, the characters profess their ldtweugh statements such as
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“I just know I'm in love with Sue! Is that bad?'o(tvhich Sue replies, “no!l
It's good!). The film also espouses a litmus tekmarriage readiness that
has more to do with society approving of the relahip than any
individual concern for the relationship’s longevignd potential. The
qguestion of the title is asked not from one parttteranother, or as a
guestion to oneself, but from a counselor to a up

The youths, when asked, state that they know thep'love because
they don’t quarrel or want to date other peoplee Tounselor, using
various aids such as a poster and action figulemsathe idea of love
with maximum agreeableness and compatibility. Hesusiniature people
to represent the idea of “psychological distandédving them along a
pegged board, which acts as a graph depicting psygical distance vs.
time, the counselor demonstrates that time decsegmsgchological
distance to the point that, apparently, in one’sage one is nearly the
same person as one’s life partner.

The counselor repeatedly refers to Sue and Jefbern male and
female “perspectives on life,” valorizing a biologily deterministic view
of the relationship. Rationalist discourses and temporaneous
psychological approaches reinforce the idea of &erbrormative
relationship, presumably with someone belongingh® same creed, an
idea reinforced in the film by the counselor’s rigEn of how important
it is to share important values with one’s partrigris aligns the idea of
love with nature, implying that love and marriage a natural part of life,
and adding credence and a non-denominational dioren® the
counselor’'s advice. The counselor uses many vigidsl and a variety of
pop psychology terms to reinforce the idea thaeloweans being similar
to another person, though not similar enough taalst be the same
gender. At one point, observing the counselor’s leamsjs on similarity,
Sue exclaims, “But | don’t want to be with a gikd me! | want to be with
a man like Jeffl” Over and over again, the flmua#ly depicts love as
nearness and agreeableness, implying that a lackqefing is equated
with genuine intimacy.

The adviser in the film puts forth and supports ithea that love is
created by maximum agreeableness and similarityngithe adolescents
a “Cupid’s Checklist” of things to assess beforernage. The questions
on this checklist include: Do they (the couple) eorfrom similar
backgrounds? Are they “real friends"? Do they trulpderstand the
Meaning of Marriage (it is implied this has somathito do with
religion)? While eventually the characters in the fare able to answer all
three of these questions with “yes,” these questgeek to instill a pre-
marital contract of similarity, banality, and agabkeness, and to discourage
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intermarriage and miscegenation. The counselorfdiaih promise is that
this type of similarity and agreeableness will iasel the participants from
the difficulties that can tear marriages apart,unfortunately, the banality
that pervades the film elides any mention of seriggsues, such as
financial disasters, illness or addiction, deathlowed ones, or temptation
and infidelity. The film seeks to change the waoaldund it by denying
these things and validating relationships in whibbse difficult things
simply do not happen, or are, at best, not disclsse

Love, in this film, is a process or channel by whisimilarity is
replicated. The young viewers are encouraged to sgesomeone similar
to themselves and raise smaller versions of themselDifference is
implicitly discouraged. Young people are encouratgetie patient by the
counselor’'s admonitions that psychological distammeases over time,
and that those who have been together a significdohg time have
hardly any “psychological distance” between thetisTconstruct implies
that young people should tough out bad relatiorshipcause it is only
time that can cause people to grow together. Tiheriéinforces the idea
of marriage as a lifelong commitment.

The rationalist discourses espoused by the counsedtign the idea of
love with practicality and nature. Love, Are You Ready for Marriage?
is a natural next step, but only for people withétationships of which
society approves. A more honest title for the filnight bels Society
Ready to Publicly Acknowledge Your Relation8hip this film love is
equated with marriage or the desire to marry, ange temotional
attachment is expressed as a wish to get margpedifeally, to someone
of a similar or identical religion or creed. Althglu the film nods to the
reality of lust or physical passion with the openstene of the teenagers
kissing, the adviser only glosses over “the physispects of marriage,”
and makes brief mention of the financial aspectnaifriage.

Unlike Going Steadythere is no discussion of the “physical aspects”
of an unmarried relationship, nor are there recontatons, however
vague, for managing them. The ideal of the hetewaserelationship is
represented as a willingness to avoid disagreerhent is held up as the
ability to always get along, although the specifitavhat that may entail
are not discussed or even mentioned. Love meardaityaand similarity,
and the film’s implications in this matter seemutoting if one considers
the fact that love means a lack of arguing.

The final film under consideratiodgealousy is the most complicated
of the films under review in terms of both contemtd style.Jealousy
follows one woman as she suspects and eventuallysas her husband of
adultery. In contrast to the previous films, it o within the marital
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home, rather than in an expert’s office or in theeptal home of unmarried
people Jealousyrepresents the domestic heterosexual space irkaade
stifling way, with much of the film occurring inated spaces with dark,
heavy curtains. This film defies the expectatiamrsnarriage as happiness
that have been set up in the previous films. Whildso puts forward the
idea of compromise and agreeableness, it diminigleeszoman’s concerns
and all but dismisses them as irrational, yet ymssing, ramblings.

This film consists of a wife’s internal monologuencerning her
husband’s late arrival home, her suspicions akipaind their subsequent
fight. It also depicts her eventual discovery thatwas telling the truth
when he told her that he was just staying lathdabffice to perfect a new
lipstick packaging device, rather than hanging with the local floozy. |
find it remarkable that the wife’s suspicions aceesmsily allayed by one
call from someone self-identifying as a coworkéncs he so easily could
be a confidante of a truly philandering husbandhia film, the woman’s
internal monologue is only interrupted by male esiof reason. Much of
the film consists of images of the woman frettingd avorrying alone,
focusing on her impatient and neurotic body languag she paces,
crosses her legs, peers out the window, and sh. fim$tead of portraying
an amenable partnership, marriage here is dark lanely, an echo
chamber of the (anxious) mind. Marriage exists amithin the home and
from the woman’s perspective, which is encoded asrratic and
invalidated. Marriage is less of a partnership amate of a situation that
exists only in the single-family bourgeois homed ats tensions can be
alleviated only by modernity, as it is the telepbarall from an outsider
that allays the woman's fears. The mere title effim, Jealousy puts all
the concerns about the marriage onto the womarpaoklages them as a
mortal sin that is aligned with her.

Jealousydiffers from the other films under examination timat it
represents what could be seen as a worst-casenmii€¢dhe marriage so
desired by the teenagers in the other films had ecam fruition. In
Jealousy marriage is represented as an institution in fwhre male is
correct and the woman's incredulity, ambition, alousy are the cause
of the problems, when the objective viewer may riaien the start that if
the husband had simply communicated more, mangeoptoblems could
have been avoided. The wife's self-flagellatingestaents later in the film
indicate that in this film, love is held up as tation in which one person,
preferably the female, alters her perception dlitseian order to achieve an
agreeable scenario in which she simply trusts heb&nd and his friend at
their words. Here, love is neither patient nor kiitds simply acceptance
and re-tuning oneself to fit in with the presematof reality performed by
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the more powerful agent within the romantic parshgr. The film
presents an example of the tuning of the self.

In this film, the woman states the importance dalittwving in” both her
husband and herself, rather than believing in éhationship; the object of
her jealousy is never actually discussed. She wesitiin passing, a
middling acting career that she gave up for maesiag she jealous of her
husband’s prestige at designing packaging for ticadilly female
cosmetics? She certainly doesn’t seem jealouseob#auty parlor owner
with whom she accuses her husband of sleeping.dCzhé be jealous of
the couples in the other films, who, within theg#isis of the film, are still
left with their untarnished and naive ideals of nage? The viewer never
learns.Jealousydisturbingly implies that marital problems origieawith
female hysteria and can be solved only with theliggi voices of males.
The film presents marriage as unequal and pateniigrable. The woman
is alone tending house for a man she believes tapdtadultery, and on
top of long days at the office, the man is hen-pecknd has to suffer
accusations of adultery (or must concoct elabostiges to continue his
affair). The channels of communication depict tharital relationship as
being filled with angry, accusatory noise from tf@male, and weak
protestations from the male. There is no meetinthefhearts or minds,
and very little empathy demonstrated. There isaven a nostalgic feeling
toward romance, as the event of marriage itselinset® be associated
with lost opportunities and a lack of personal ififent. Instead of
depicting what could have been gained by the roimadrtnership, the
characters in this film fixate on the personal éssthey incurred because
they entered into it. In this senskalousyseems forward-thinking in its
depiction of people regretting having chosen mgeaiaver careers. In
contrast toGoing SteadyandAre You Ready for Marriage?a negative
scenario is herein presented. Perhaps the emotionect of this dark
little film dissuaded some high schoolers from ftitng” into marriage.

While critical readings of these films are long age on their own
terms, simply due to the reach, influence and petien that these films
had, | argue that a close reading of these filmd wmhance our
understanding not only of postwar educational norimg of how these
norms were recirculated and mediated within thesgaive settings. Toby
Miller writes about “well-tempered, managed cultisabjects formed and
governed through institutions and discourses” @illL993, ix). This
description aptly captures the dynamic of classrdiinms in general and
these dating films in particular, which sought ame unruly, sex-crazed
individuals and turn them into “well-tempered, mged”’ subjects who
would mate and in turn produce another generatiGuljects.
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The title of Miller’'s work, in his own words,

tropes Johann Sebastian Bacbas wohltempierte Klavie{The well-
tempered keyboard) of 1722-44, which uses all tAgomand minor keys
of the clavichord across two dozen preludes andds@nd is regarded as
an exemplary exercise in freedom and stricture—yred from technique.
[...] The music is essentially an exercise in mutghiklways within the
domain of a polite, coordinated tone that doegaroand is consistent; it is
a pedagogic work. [...] Bach favored small adjustradntthe system [in
contrast to mean toning] that would find each kguadly pleasant to the
ear, even if none would have the mathematicalljegetuning available to
certain digits under the existing method. (Mill&93B, ix)

In his work, Miller takes as a metaphor this methafd“tuning” and
applies it to the postmodern subject. The phenoma&ialassroom films
meant to instill character values is a particuladlient example of this
process, as it requires subjects to be individuddlyot mathematically,
“tuned” to hegemonic cultural values such as hegxoality, abstinence
from pre-marital sex, and other values espousethése mental hygiene
films (e.g., conformity, agreeableness, honestygdgpersonal hygiene,
respecting one’s parents). The classroom films méanproduce this
example through drilling and instilling in subjecsharrow set of beliefs
via “small adjustments” to the larger system.

Rather than mathematical tuning, such as by stdimat classroom
quizzes and aptitude tests, these classroom sslgesturged to engage in
small self-adjustments that would make each indizicequally pleasing
to the system that produced him/her, and would uim tproduce the
intended result: a group of people who espouseddhge ideals as those
who educated them had espoused. This group of @eeopild perform as
they saw in the example, rather than their natymadclivities, or,
presumably, as prior generations, ones who hathambthe opportunity to
learn via film, had behaved. The films functionesl @ link between
present, past, and future because they were aisolgtounded in past
educational and social failures, and a solutionlémented in order to
prevent future social issues.

The result, one could argue, is the common pemmemf the 1950s as
a banal and conformist time period. The drive teate these subjects led
to the creation of documents that portray this tpeeiod as conservative,
grey, and repressive. In light of the Cold War, éimel prevailing fear of
another postwar generation turning into a lost gggtian it was especially
important that each subject be “tuned” to somethapgroximating the
acceptable values. As Smith writes, “[...] the mertggiene classroom
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film [was] a uniquely American experiment in sociahgineering, the
marriage of a philosophy — progressive educatiand-a technology — the
instructional film” (1999, 18).

Therefore, films were used in the classroom andyred to mimic the
theatrical films student-subjects often saw, in biopes of producing the
desired type of citizen. Leisure practices sucliilagoing were engaged
and transformed into a means of producing the eésiitizenry, in an
attempt that could be read as misleading. But @kt seeing engaging
films or familiar stars, students were presenteith wiese films in order to
begin a process of self-adjustment.

Miller writes that “determinate indeterminacy [...ls an ethical
incompleteness, which cultural subjects are engmdato find in
themselves and then remedy” (1993, xii). The dafimys all presented
relatable vignettes of “everypeople” that the tamgedience would see in
themselves, assuming, anyway, that they were resteoal and/or longing
for a committed marital relationship with a spexifierson. In these dating
films, the ethical incompleteness works on sevienals. It is implied that
heterosexual is natural, and that students witholite partner may feel
incomplete. Even if the students do not feel thig/wdepicting it via film
would encourage them to feel an ethical incomplkten The disparity
between the student’s own relationship ideals atthbiors and the ones
seen in the film also called attention to the disjure between the filmic
examples and their everyday, lived experience.gédaple are intended to
be relatable not just because they are young, leghuse they are
imperfect. They are unsure about what they are gdaiith their
relationship Going Steady)? unsure if they are ready to make a lifelong
commitment Are You Ready for Marriag@ or unwilling and unable to
communicate effectively or value each oth#galousy. While the people
in these films are often caricatures, they poinet issues and features of
genuine human beings in these contexts, such asasiimess of youth
infatuation, or the tendency to assume the worst.

By presenting these “out of tune” examples, thendafiims allowed
for students to tune themselves to the valuesrgwiunded through the
films, as they saw the disjuncture between thereseland the ideals
described in the films. On the surface, the proomtf hegemonically
valued romance and marriage practices is an impiootze for any society
that seeks to continue for another generation. &naging adolescents to
see their own indeterminacy and determine to coitdxy creating media
texts that promote these practices is an underabtdmdif problematic,
approach to the self-preservationist thrust of efyciPresenting issues
related to dating and marriage in an attempt tcath@ommon issues for
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the viewers’ futures is another understandable pyetblematic, approach.
Attempting to avoid the social issues related tenmrital sex, out-of-
wedlock birth, and unhappy marriages or divorcersesimplest if the
strategy of prevention is used.

These films were used to mediate baseline valuethéo youth; they
presented incontrovertible images and aural tra¢kseople who aspired
for similar things in ways similar to the intendédwers. My argument is
not to condemn these films nor their viewing preesi but rather, to
illuminate the nuances inherent in this culturaépdmenon and use it as a
means of examining larger issues about educatidnhaw media works
within schools. There are greater implications take if character and
social education works on a simply imitative orfserrectional basis. By
reducing thorny issues related to interpersonaticeiships into a lesson
based on modeling, recalling, and imitating, stisleare done a serious
disservice, one that could even have harmful edfemt their future.
Examining the outcomes of relationships in the gati@nal cohort who
was exposed to these films is one way of evaludtiegy outcomes. The
increased divorce rate alone seems to imply that films were not
successful in the ways that the filmmakers intendeowever, it is
reductive to simply dismiss these films as effextor ineffective. Their
actual effects on audiences are outside the purefehis study, but more
work is needed to fully examine the audience reastito these films, the
overall educational context in which they were shpwand the
contemporaneous evaluations of their efficacy.
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CHAPTERTWO

SISTERHOOD ISTOO POWERFUL
FORTELEVISION:
ADAPTING THE WONDERWOMAN FAMILY
FROM COMIC BOOK TOSMALL SCREEN
1941-1977

RUTH MCCLELLAND -NUGENT

The New Original Adventures of Wonder Wondebuted in the United
States during the United Nations’ International Ye& the Woman in
1976. Only three years had passed since the Uststds Congress passed
the Equal Rights Amendment in 1972. In that sanear,\s. magazine
featured the comic book version of Wonder Womantsrdebut cover,
hailing her inside an irresistible role model (Edg&72, 52). Reading a
description of the television adaptation of the @hook, one might think
that it represented yet another triumph for thetemporary feminist
movement. Its heroine, Princess Diana of the Amszads "Wonder
Woman," a super-strong woman, physically and mngaliperior to the
men around her. She comes from a race of matribsciperwomen; with
her mother, the Amazon Queen, and her younger siBtasilla, Wonder
Woman forms a complete family, one without neednein. Based on a
comic book that was originally designed as "propa@d for women's
leadership, at first glance it might appear to kxtaminist separatist
culture (Daniels 2000, 22).Yet in execution, WWender Womatelevision
adaptation failed to fulfill the feminist promisé its comic book source
material, most notably in its portrayal of the Wen&amily.

In the first season, the adaptation paid lip servic the comic’s
original feminist text in its portrayal of the WagrdFamily, but subverted
the message via its camp sensibility, and, at tinaeglistinctly anti-
feminist delivery. In the second season, the progsacame more serious,
but reduced its portrayals of the Amazons and WoNdeman’s family;
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by the third season, they did not appear at allil&\thdecreasingly campy
tone (and Lynda Carter's choice as an actor tothkagharacter seriously)
allowed for some feminist reading of the prograngrall the result was a
far cry from the feminist origins of the comic bodknazons.

The originalWonder Womarcomic was largely the brainchild of a
middle-aged Harvard-educated psychologist, Willidaulton Marston,
assisted by artist Harry G. Peter and comic puétisi.C. Gaines.
Marston, although academically trained in both psjegy and law, spent
much of his professional career working with popuaalture, serving as a
consultant for advertisers, an advisor in womenagamines, writing
novels and self-help works. A keen observer of papoulture, Marston
was interested in the potential for comic booksetlucate children; he
jumped at the offer to create a super-heroine whmmhoped would
change the way American readers thought about waDaniels 2000).

Marston's creation was full of his own, somewhateatric, feminist
thought. His ideas about gender derived largelynftos own psychological
studies. These included experiments in lie detegcfio which his data led
him to conclude that women were more truthful tima@n, contradicting
the stereotype that women were deceitful maniptdatde also theorized
about learning self-discipline by learning from @t coming to the
conclusion that women tended to be good leadersusecthey were more
caring than men. Believing that societies could ilmproved by the
improvement of individual psyches, Marston conctideat learning to
value the more loving, less abusive leadership ofmen would lead to
greater social and political progress away from waad totalitarianism
(Bunn 1997).

Drawing on these beliefs and his personal fas@natvith the myths
of Greece and Rome, Marston developed his comi& Boeazons, an all-
female race from ancient times who lived on a nalgisland under the
protection of the goddess Aphrodite. There theysped intellectual and
athletic excellence under the loving, authoritatyaeen Hippolyte in a
land where there is “no want, no illness, no harew wars” (Marston
and Peter 1941, 22). Amazon scientists create swmiders as robot
planes and a healing ray that cures all ills (Marsind Peter 1942, 152).
Thanks to a combination of mental and physical @ser they are
exceedingly strong. They study all languages arwtleix all disciplines,
enjoying frequent contests, and athletic competitiocheering their
princess on her visits back to Paradise Island ¢idarand Peter 1942, 91-
93). As champions of Aphrodite they staunchly ogpbtars, interpreted
as the god of war and hate. In Marston's visionrsMaas portrayed as
responsible for Nazism and other, masculinizedatisréo peace, while
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Aphrodite represented the feminine principles ekland peace (Marston
and Peter 1942, 147-153).

Motherhood plays an important role in the comic.isTheparatist
feminist paradise included numerous mothers. Thee@sculpted Diana,
her only child, from stone; Aphrodite miraculougjsanted the child life.
This Diana would grow up to become Wonder Womarterarng the
"Man's World" as both the superheroine and as &eres identity, Diana
Prince. In one of Marston’s scripts, we see otharazon children—all
girls—who welcome two “Man's World” orphans with teasiasm and
invitations to play at Amazon games. One of theys 3 their Wonder
Woman doll, “she’s the most beautiful woman in therld—except my
mother!” (Marston and Peter 1944, 130). Motherhood is evey to
criminal redemption in Marston’s vision. Wonder Wams major nemesis
in the comic, Baroness von Gunther, is at firsttiaged as a murdering
Nazi psychopath who callously tries to run down teoldren with her
car. However, the story soon reveals that the Bas®is herself a mother;
the Nazis have kidnapped her child and murderechtisband in order to
make her a spy. When Wonder Woman rescues the 8ssodaughter
(and a number of other children) from a Nazi inteemt camp, the
Baroness vows to reform, and under the carefulagéeof the Amazons
her true, loving nature emerges (Marston and P48, 123-144).

The most frequently pictured family unit in Marst®nscripts is
Wonder Woman and her mother. They are in frequemtact via a
“mental radio,” a fantastic Amazon invention thibwas them to see and
talk to each other. Wonder Woman leaps into herhers arms after a
long separation, and values her wise counsel. ({gla@nd Peter 1942, 89-
93). And finally, when mother Hippolyte learns ther daughter may be
in danger, she secretly travels to the United Stdtests Diana in combat,
assumes the "Wonder Woman" identity, and savesldugghter from peril
(Marston and Peter 1944, 23-36). Not only is shetgutive of her
daughter, but she is strong, capable of as equmdlpic feats as her
famous progeny.

Marston’s death in 1947 left the comic in the hanfi&fkobert "Bob”
Kanigher, who supervised a massive re-write ofsimges in 1958. In the
new version, the all-female family is clearly prefgsl as incomplete, as
the Amazon's home is not a refuge from male tregchmit from terrible
wars that killed off all the Amazon's men (Kanigleeral 1958, 193-195).
In Kanigher's version ofWonder Womanthe Queen still longs for her
long-lost consort, Prince Theno, who had beendbsea. And rather than
having been born without the aid of males, as sks w Marston’s
original version of the story, Prince Theno is g#ld to be Wonder
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Woman's father (Kanigher at al. 1964, 293-316, 383). Despite its
incompleteness, Kanigher's Wonder Family was géigeashappy, loving
one, and he introduced important new members ofahsly who would
influence the television series. His new storig¢sniuced Wonder Woman
as a toddler ("Wonder Tot") and a teenager ("Wor@lier"). Eventually,
these characters began interacting with each o#tserthe "Wonder
Family." Although the younger incarnations of Wond#oman did not
survive a 1965 re-write, the "Wonder Girl" identignd costume was
transferred to an orphan girl named Donna Troy, wias then raised as
Diana's younger sister on the Amazon’s Island (@ird et al. 1969, 1-8).
When the television series finally came to fruititimle Amazons and the
Wonder Family incorporated elements from Kanighsttries, including
Wonder Woman's younger sister, and the Amazon hanfgir men.

But the series had at least two false starts befongng into full form.
In 1967,Batmantelevision series producer William Dozier commissd
a 5-minute pilot treatment, "Who's Afraid of DiaRaince," as a possible
pitch for a Wonder Woman series. This version fesatua clutzy young
American woman, the bespectacled Diana Prince, Vides with a
frumpy, nagging mother, and imagines herself as d&orwoman when
she looks in her mirror (Daniels 2000, 120). In fit clip, Diana's
mother frets that Diana needs to get "a fellow.& 8bntinues: "How do
you expect to get a husband flying around all tme? Isn't about time for
you to decide to stand on a spot for a change?ddoilt know how it feels
to be the mother of an unmarried daughter your &gmwv the whole
neighborhood's talking. Look at Lucille Maxwell,washe's 25 years old
and got three kids already." When Diana protestslthcille isn't married,
her mother responds with "Details... Always detaitosely modeled on
the campy humor and satire Batman,this treatment entirely eliminated
the Amazon mother and daughter of Paradise Islamcas not developed
into a full-length series.

The Amazons reappeared, briefly, in a 1974 telemignovie. In this
version, a blonde Wonder Woman, played by formenitestar Cathy Lee
Croshy, was "an Amazon who barges into the outsioldd to track down
lawbreakers and killers, using martial arts and feeninine wiles. She's
Ms. James Bond"T{V Timel1974). Although this character came from a
mysterious island of women, she had no super-powestead acting as a
martial arts wielding sort of spy, and the ninetynate pilot used
flashbacks to the island to flesh out the characteckstory with Amazon
philosophy. Crosby, at least, hoped the series dvchdve feminist
potential: "I want to make Diana sensitive, notagigature," she said in a
newspaper interview, highlighting one of the lifesm Diana's mother,
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Queen Hippolyta: "the true strength of women idrtisensitivity" (The
Evening Independerit974). Despite centering the Amazon's philosophy
and their role in Wonder Woman's heritage, Crodby declared this was
"not a Women's Lib picture," softening this statainwith: "But it's about
time a woman is seen where she comes out on topWifl,. 1974).
Whatever its feminist merits (or lack thereof) sthieatment did not result
in a continuing series, either.

The unease about the role of feminism in the slwett series is
apparent, however, from Crosby's remarks, andatmBivalence remains
clear in the 1975 pilot episode of the next inciomaof the story,The
New Original Wonder Womalfrirmly grounded in the look and feel of the
1940s comic, this Wonder Woman, played by Lyndate€Camwas a dark-
haired super-powered Amazon in a costume that lglosérored the
comic book version. Written by Stanley Ralph Ragkp had written 27
episodes oBatman the pilot was campy (Daniels 2000, 140). Producer
Douglas Cramer acknowledged that the program wag wauch
influenced by the success Batman although it became less jokey as the
series progressed (Carter and Cramer 2004). Inirsgng the original
comic, it could not help but send up the Amazonriaathy, turning
Marston's feminist separatist society into antifeistifarce.

The 1975 television pilot adhered to the same balsic Marston had
used to introduce the character in 1941. An Ameariéamy Air Force
pilot, Steve Trevor (played by Lyle Waggoner), s down over the
Amazons’ Paradise Island. The Amazons heal his dguand determine
to send him back to the world of Men beyond. Arleit contest among
the Amazons determines who will do so; this champidgll be known as
“Wonder Woman.” In both comic and television pragrathe Princess
Diana, who has a crush on the pilot, competes sguise and wins the
honor. Even the ultimate contest is the same: tsubed bracelets, an
Amazon "game” in which one Amazon shoots the othigh a gun, and
the defending Amazon must deflect the bullet wigh Ibracelets.

Despite the similarities of outline, in practicestkelevision version
sent up the Amazons as ditzy, sexually frustratesiman with an
imperious Queen who hardly seems the wise and doMiother of the
comic. For example, in the comic book, when thenglarashes on
Paradise Island, the Queen is shown respectfullysutng with the
Amazon doctor, who warns Hippolyta that the priscéacts rather
strangely around that man.” The Queen respondsst®ds in love! | was
afraid of that! You are quite right, doctor. | dhake steps immediately.”
The doctor responds “That would be wise. It's foe thild’s own good”
(Marston and Peter 1941, 9). When Diana protdsésQueen tells her of
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the Amazon’s history. Marston's script closely fatsithe Greek myth of
Amazons being tricked by Hercules, but adds ondvi;m mythology

wherein the Amazons were rescued by the goddessodipd, and granted
their own island retreat (Marston and Peter 19011 1).

By contrast, the opening of the television serigisigs the Amazons as
naive about the outside world, sexually frustrated hypocritical in their
claims to sisterhood. The casting of veteran co@titoris Leachman as
the Amazon Queen certainly suggests an intenttidzeaAmazon society.
These Amazons do not have Marston's rich mythodddiackstory, but a
much more vague tale of persecution, played fogHau In the first
episode of the new series, when explaining that amemot to be trusted,
the Queen tells Princess Diana nothing of HerculesAphrodite, but
simply says: “You're too young to remember when womvere slaves in
Rome, and Greece.” As her eyes become dreamy andoiee sing-
songy, she continues: "Then we found this Islanératwe could live in
peace, harmony... sisterhood.” At the word sistedhdhe Queen and the
Doctor smile at each other, but the Queen breaksnibment with a harsh
tone, and abruptly commands the Doctor, “BEGONEhe Tsudden turn
towards command belies the claims of sisterhoagljriteraction between
the doctor and queen suggests, rather, a parodgnoihist claims to
sisterhood. The Queen’s comic hypocrisy continueste cuts off her
daughter's defense of men with “I named this isldParadise for a
reason—there are no men on it. Therefore it is frE¢heir war, their
greed, their hostilities, their barbaric masculbehavior.” As she makes
this speech, she bites her hands as she lingerdhieveescription of men.
The lust and sexual frustration that serve as thxest to this scene are
supposed to be funny; it is, however, a far cryrfrblarston’s vision of
happy matriarchy. It is perhaps closer in spiritkkanigher's Amazons,
who long for men, but the implications of hypocriapd misandry are
new.

The Queen also tells her daughter that: “We amngtr wiser, more
advanced than all those people in those jungleshewe! Our civilization
is perfection!” Yet there is little evidence of shperfection; the television
pilot leaves out much of the Amazon's wisdom aridree. In the comic,
the queen consults with the Amazon’s "Magic Sphiesbjch shows her
the story behind Steve’s crash. She gets divinecadvhen the goddesses
Athena and Aphrodite advise her that the Amazonst swpport America,
which they call “the last citadel of democracy, asfdequal rights for
women!” The Queen decrees a contest to determieestiongest and
fittest Amazon who shall “go forth to fight for Bsty and freedom and all
womankind!” Her daughter is forbidden to participsecause “the winner



