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Introduction 
Horton (1991), in his book Comedy/Cinema/Theory, discusses the political relation between American comedy and society. He sees structural parallels between these films and other forms of meaning-making. He says this suggests that comedy is a way to represent human endeavors. In this thesis I start off with the same viewpoint on this ability of comedy to represent society. However, I will take a more detailed look at one particular genre, the screwball comedy of the 1930s and claim that it can also critique society. Screwball comedy emerged during the Great Depression in 1930s America. The genre was known for its madcap characters and irrational chain of events. Many theorists have  debated about the meaning-making of this genre (Belton, 1994, Bergman, 1992, Gehring, 1988). Because it emerged during an economic crisis, theorists have also claimed these movies offered an escape from the real world. (Sennett, 1985) Others see these movies merely representing society and trying to reconcile the differences or being more of a critique on society.
This debate is where my main question stems from: “To what extent can the screwball comedy genre be seen to articulate critique on issues of social differences that arose in 1930s Depression America?” I chose to focus on issues of social differences, like class and gender. It is obvious in most screwballs that these social differences are often an underlying problem and cause for events. I will examine if screwball comedies are indeed socially aware documents and going even so far as saying they are critiquing society. At the same time I will examine if these movies are also working towards a solution for the problems or heal the differences. The critical quality of these movies do not rule out their offering of a solution, as has been claimed by some. (Belton, 1994, Bergman, 1992) 
To answer my question I have divided my thesis up into three interlinked case studies of three screwball comedies. Firstly, I will look at how Capra’s IT HAPPENED ONE NIGHT deals with the battle of the sexes, which includes their class differences. Secondly my research will continue with a case study on social immobility in MY MAN GODFREY. The last case study will be a little different, because class differences are not there at the surface. Looking at the movie BRINGING UP BABY it will be discussed however, how the opposition of rational and irrational implies social differences. To discuss the possible reconciliation of their addressed issues, my thesis will then be focused on the ‘happy’ endings. It will be discussed how these possible ‘solutions’ stand in the context of critique that has been raised earlier. In my conclusion I will try to place myself in the theoretical debate and conclude what my position is in this framework.  

Escapism, social critique and reconciliation in Screwball comedy.
The American economy during the Depression and the social problems that came with this called for a kind of escape from the real world. The ‘screwy’ behavior of the anti-hero and slapstick violence in the screwball comedies is seen by many as the result of this need for escapism (Sarris, 1998). Most theorists see the screwball comedy as unrealistic and escapist, because they tried to create a perfectly united America that did not represent reality. (Sennett, 1985) For Ted Sennett (1985) the only social function of the films is, in their avoidance of social responsibility, to offer an escapism from the problems of economic crisis through comedy. Others claim they are more realistic, because of their concerns with everyday family problems (Greene, 2010). The eccentric, ‘screwy’, behavior is seen as a method of disguising a deeper meaning, instead of a means to escape reality. 
I will argue, however, that these films indeed had a social function and did not offer an escapism, but a critique. The comedy that is used in these movies offers a disguise for social critique. Especially class differences are addressed and are mostly handled through comedy. Gags with and ‘screwy’ behavior of the upper class is often used to ridicule them and their lifestyle. The lower class is put to the fore as being honest, strong, hard working people in high contrast to the lazy, luxuriously living upper class. In my view a lot of the comedic scenes deal with this contrast and even enhance it to offer a critique on the similar situation in 1930s America. Capitalism is ridiculed and lower class moral values are promoted. (Belton, 1994) This critique was disguised with comedy so the movies would not be forbidden by the government or other institutions that were responsible for keeping a certain standard of values in movies. Therefore I will argue against the notion of escapism in screwball comedies and examine different screwballs to build my argument for disguised social critique.
This does offer some problems according to other theorists. Ed Sikov (1998) claims it is impossible to make the statement that a whole genre can be a critique on the state of the world. He says that screwball comedy, and with it every other genre, can express meaning. However, to have a whole genre expressing the same meaning is a conclusion that is too broad. He sees different screwball comedies ranging from the overtly class conscious to the relatively class-regarding. Furthermore he argues that romance (sex) and not politics was the core of the screwball comedy. Schatz (1981) says that a genre is not static and over time will progress into different stages. This is a consideration I have to take into account, because this study will only focus on three different screwball comedies. It will be difficult to make general assumptions about the entire genre. However, the same accounts for theorists who have discarded the entire genre as escapism. 
	Within this idea of 1930s society being reflected in screwball comedies there are still a lot of different views. Andrew Bergman (1992) discusses the link between the reality of the Depression in America during the 1930s and the movies made during the time. He discards the idea of escapism immediately due to the notion that ‘(…) people do not escape into something they cannot relate to.’(Elkin, 1954 cited in Bergman, 1992, p. xxii). He sees every movie as a cultural artifact which can’t be made without a frame of reference. Bergman expands on the book of Siegfried Kracauer (1947) From Caligari to Hitler in this way to relate society to film. The Depression in America being a difficult period, like Weimar Germany, he feels that ‘(…) taking the intellectual history of the films by themselves provides the richest of sources for studying various of the tensions and assumptions of the period.’ (p. xiv) Even though Bergman discards the escapist aspects other theorists give to screwball comedy, he does see an effort to reconcile certain differences present in society: ‘All classes as one, the rural-urban divide breached, love and decency and neighborliness ascendant”(p. 133). He sees them more as being a reaction to the situation in 1930s America, but not as being social criticism. I agree with this notion as so far as I feel movies will always reflect society, because it is made by members of the same society. But I will go further than to say that society is reflected, by saying it is a social critique. In my view the comedy is not just there to amuse people, but to disguise critique in a less controversial manner. In this thesis I want to expose these ‘reflections’ on society by looking at the gags and ‘screwyness’ of the characters and their deeper meaning. 
	John Belton (1994), in his book on American culture and cinema, questions this reactionary aspect of screwball comedy too. He starts from theories out of the fields of sociology and psychology to enlighten the process of comedy. He places screwball comedy in the larger context of film comedy between the two world wars. In his view screwball comedy does not heal, for example, class differences, but tries to expose the systems that cause those differences. Belton says screwball comedies definitely do give expression to political and social concerns of their period. Watching the movies he came to the conclusion that most screwball comedies tend to side with the lower class. They express a cynical and critical attitude towards the rich and their values, which is portrayed as a good attitude. Furthermore, the upper class that is being critiqued often ends up agreeing with the lower class about their own behavior. I agree with Belton in the sense that screwball comedies try to expose class differences that occur in society. However, I do not think, like Belton, that Bergman is entirely wrong when he is talking about reconciliation. In my view these two viewpoints on screwball comedy do not rule each other out, like they have said to do. The critiquing of social differences and the healing of these differences can be present in the same movie. The divide, between classes or gender etc., can be enhanced by comedy and seen as a critique, but at the same time be reconciled at the end by that same comedy. This does not diminish the critical quality of the earlier scenes, but offers society with a solution for the problems they have addressed. This is why I will also focus my analysis on the ending of each movie to shed more light on the possible reconciliation. 


Case Study
Renzi (2012) in his book Screwball Comedy and Film Noir: Unexpected Connections discusses the development of the screwball and film noir genre from the beginning of the 1930s through to the end of the 1940s. Discussing the development within the screwball genre he distinguishes four stages. He expands on Schatz’ (1981) notion that a genre is not static and over time will progress into different stages. He argues a genre goes through four different stages: 

An experimental stage, during which its conventions are isolated and established, a classical stage, in which the conventions reach their “equilibrium” and are mutually understood by artist and audience, an age of refinement, during which certain formal and stylistic details embellish the form, and finally a baroque stage, when the form and its embellishments are accented to the point where they themselves become the “substance” or “content” of the work. (p. 37-38)

In analyzing the screwball on its social functions I have split this case study into three different sections/movies. To look at three different movies from the first three stages my thesis will offer a more general overview, keeping this development of the genre in mind. Renzi (2012) argues IT HAPPENED ONE NIGHT is part of the experimental stage. The conventions in this film are more coincidental than intrinsic already. It is mainly about the sexual tensions within the battle of the sexes and issues related to class. The classical stage is represented by MY MAN GODFREY. This movies falls more in this category because ‘(…) [it] solidifies these conventions into a formula that delivers a more deliberate social message.’ (p.97) It is dealing with class differences and exposing social and sexual tensions more intentionally. In the third stage, that of refinement, we find BRINGING UP BABY. Renzi says this movie extends the classical stage of screwball comedy because it is formalizing screwball. It offers ‘(…) a greater entrenchment of the formula and conventions that define these films.’ (p. 98)
All three movies offer me another insight into the relation between the screwball comedy and 1930s American society. The movies are from different times in the 1930s and are quite different in their themes. However, I will argue that all three of them do offer some kind of critique on social differences present during the Depression. I have chosen to analyze them separately, because they are also very different in their level of critique. IT HAPPENED ONE NIGHT offers the most overt critique by constantly comparing the upper class to the hardworking middle class. BRINGING UP BABY however does not address class differences that overtly and concentrates more on the contrast of the rational and irrational. 
With every movie I will look at scenes that sprung out to me as scenes that handled class differences or represent social critique in another way. With analyzing these scenes on their social critique I will discard the notion of escapism in this movies, for it will be clear that these are certainly socially aware documents. But further, in the last chapter, I will look if I can apply both theories of Bergman (1992) and Belton (1994) and come to a compromise between them. It will not be claimed however that my conclusions are the truth for all of the screwball comedies. As mentioned earlier by Sikov (1989), it is impossible to make general assumptions about an entire genre. We can only offer conclusions about the movies that were discussed.

A. IT HAPPENED ONE NIGHT 
This story begins with the daughter of an industrial tycoon, Ellie Andrews, trying to escape from her father’s boat after a fight about her engagement. At the same time Peter, a newspaper reporter, hears he is getting fired. They meet on coincidence in Miami as they are both on their way to New York. She is a rich and spoiled girl that needs to fit in the working class to not get discovered by her father. He is a cynical middle class reporter who needs the story of her flight. Reading this movie the focus will lie on the so-called ‘battle of the sexes’ and the class differences that play a role in this. How is the rich woman portrayed in contrast to the middle class newspaperman? Peter and Ellie differ enormously in social class. Peter is just a commoner who works for his money, while Ellie is an irresponsible young girl who lives off her father’s money. However, by fleeing from her father she is forced to lower her standards. Their battle that is accompanied by many gags eventually ends up in mutual affection. 
I find the critique on class differences quite obvious in this film. Peter and Ellie do not get along in the beginning. The director has based their conflict and opposition in their socioeconomic differences, like class, income, work ethics and money. Just as Belton (1994) said, it seems that this movie sides with Peter, or more generally, the working class. From the beginning Ellie is portrayed as a spoiled brat, with no knowledge of the world around her. When investigators look for her at a bus station one says:”Could you imagine Ellie Andrews on a bus?” The bus is seen as lower class transportation and not good enough for upper class Ellie. Just as sleeping in a cabin, [image: ]hitchhiking, sleeping in the hay and even eating raw carrots1 is too degrading in her eyes. Her values are laughed at by the working class. When she thinks she can just cut in line to take a shower she is ridiculed and put in her place: “If you want to shower around here, you’ll stand in line”. If she is going to hide between the working class, she needs to get rid of her spoiled contempt towards them. She needs to develop positive characteristics like a good work ethic, thankfulness and being money- (
Figuur 
1
. The carrot represents the humility that Ellie has to show 
for the working class. – It Happened One Night (Frank Capra, 1934)
)wise. These are all aspects the movie depicts as intrinsic to the working class, represented by Peter. Throughout the movie he takes care of Ellie. He makes sure she does not lose her ticket and she has a place to stay during the nights. Their conflict in class and the obvious preference given to the ethics of the working class in the film strengthens my claim of social critique. The upper class, Ellie, has to show more respect towards the working class, Peter. It is giving critique on class differences by giving different values to the classes.
According to Molly Haskell (1974) it is very important for the screwball comedy that the battle of the sexes is fought by a man and a woman who are of ‘(…)equal wit, will, and desire’ (Haskell cited in Renzi, 2012, p. 92). Peter and Ellie’s equality in terms of gender is exposed through several  comedic scenes. Ellie and Peter keep on trying to outdo the other during their trip to New York. Peter learns Ellie how to dunk her donuts, Ellie learns Peter how to hitchhike. The female is shown as equal to the man in her wit. Their battle reveals the conventions of gender that are at play in 1930s society. The woman should be passive and not stand up against a man. The movie plays with these conventions and as a result attacks certain institutions, like marriage. Kathrina Glitre (2006) shows how popular conceptions of marriage were shifting during the 1920s and 1930s. Divorce rates were going up and almost doubling between 1910 and 1940, while marriage rates were going down. The traditional patriarchal ‘Victorian’ model of marriage, one of gender inequality and arranged marriage, was making place for a ‘(…) modern egalitarian concept of love companionship.’ (Glitre, 2006, p. 45) Women were emancipating and active female sexuality became more accepted. When Peter and Ellie are pretending to be married, they are staging a big fight. In this scene they expose the problems that occur in the patriarchal model of marriage (and society). Traditional marriage is portrayed as constituting of oppression and possession. Marriage in its traditional way is seen to be miserable. The woman in the marriage is supposed to be this non assertive woman, while the man is the dominant caretaker. In the rest of the movie however, Ellie is more portrayed as an assertive, witty, self-reliant woman. She defies most conventions regarding women and is therefore breaking the status quo of 1930s society and Hollywood women until the screwball. In my view this offers an obvious critique on social and gender conventions of 1930s America. The model of love companionship is celebrated, while the traditional conventions associated with the patriarchal capitalist system are dismissed.
Ellie is at the head of this capitalist system, but by being placed into working class environments her eyes are being opened to this new world. She needs to re-evaluate her own values, just like the rest of the upper class should do. When she impersonates a lower-class plumber’s daughter in order to escape detectives sent by her father, her upper-class reserve  suddenly melts away. Belton (1994)says that this placing of lower class figures into the lives of upper class figures lifts the class conflict, because most of the hostility towards class is present in the upper class. This often plays itself out in the battle of the sexes, like in IT HAPPENED ONE NIGHT. This screwball comedy applauds the ability of characters to adapt themselves to change, moving away from the traditional patriarchal capitalist system. 

B. MY MAN GODFREY
MY MAN GODFREY’s opening scene consists of an atmospheric overview of a city dump. Living here are the ‘forgotten men’ of the Depression after their losses due to the Wall Street crash and the aftermaths. When two spoiled rich girls try to find a ‘forgotten man’ for a scavenger hunt, Godfrey is chosen and taken to the Waldorf Ritz Hotel. One of the sisters, Irene, immediately falls in love with him and tricks her family into hiring him as their butler. Godfrey is put in the middle of this ‘screwy’ upper class family and tries to teach them moral values, which they obviously lack. It is a story that in my view shows the foolishness of the upper class and their traditional view on social mobility. The Bullock family is portrayed as unintelligent, foolish and naïve. They view Godfrey as a servant, who cannot marry their upper class daughter.
	The family in which their relationship unfolds seems very unstable. The Bullock’s seem really selfish and are totally unaware of the Depression society that is current around them. Kathrina Glitre (2006) claim that screwball films that focus on a family situation are particularly concerned with financial issues, constructing the family as parasitic. This is the case with MY MAN GODFREY. The mother is an alcoholic with delusions, the daughter Cornelia is unreasonable and crazy and Irene behaves like a small child. Glitre argues about this aspect of screwball comedy: ‘The corner-stone of patriarchal capitalism is repeatedly represented as corrupt and crumbling.’ (p. 54) This corner-stone is meant to be a stable family in which love should be the overwhelming factor. In this case the family is sabotaging each other and is more involved with money than with each other. For me this represents a critique on capitalism and the underlying motivations of this system. It is represented as a system that will crumble apart from the inside out by the upper class themselves. The upper class is mocked when they think a scavenger hunt at a city dump is a socially conscious event. Especially Irene Bullock represents the unknowingness of the upper classes. She asks Godfrey why he would live on a city dump when there are so many nice houses. She does not fathom the fact that a lot of people lost their houses after the Crash. Only Godfrey, part of this Depression society, can teach the family, the capitalists, the value of money and humility towards the middle and lower class. 
As seen with IT HAPPENED ONE NIGHT the screwball couple seem to have nothing in common and often come from different social backgrounds. The rich woman and the poor man come into conflict by differences of wealth, but the conflict also opens up the gender aspect. The screwball female often has more social power than the screwball male, or he pretends he is less powerful. It is the woman who desires the man and takes action accordingly, while the man might not even be interested.  In MY MAN GODFREY, Irene Bullock throws herself at Godfrey and tries to convince him of their mutual love. However, these gender differences cannot be seen outside the context of class differences. The question would be if their social status was reversed, would the woman still be more active in this sexual way than the man. I believe that in GODFREY it is their social status that determines the roles. The rich family is portrayed as people who always get what they want, when they want it. When Irene notices she cannot convince Godfrey she starts crying like a spoiled little child. She is actively pursuing Godfrey, not because she is an assertive female, but because she is used to getting whatever she wants. The film criticizes this behavior, which gets associated with the upper classes. Their foolishness gets punished by landing in financial problems.
However, this movie offers some potential problems for the social awareness I argue it consists. Godfrey ends up to be from an upper class milieu himself and is not part of a hardworking middle class society as he sets himself up to be. The film clearly refers to the Depression period with the search for ‘forgotten men’ and having its hero be one of them. The contrast of the common man and the upper class family falls apart when it turns out that Godfrey is actually socially equal to the family. Now the humble and intelligent common man can be seen to only possess these aspects because of his upper class upbringing and not his downfall in the Depression. He was part of the upper class and capitalist society himself. However, in my view the movie still shows the contrasts between wealth and poverty and the values that are given to the different classes. There is still the opposition between the selfish family and the intelligent Godfrey. When Godfrey turns out to be upper class himself the family immediately gains more respect for him. Godfrey is told by the maid that butlers are only ‘fixtures’ and that they get new ones every day. Godfrey’s opinion did not matter when he was the lower class butler, but only when he turns out to be upper class the family accepts him as an equal. Therefore in my view this movie exposes the problems of social immobility that are present in 1930s America and critiques on them. The family crumbles down at the end of the movie and need to be saved by Godfrey’s intelligence and work ethics.  

C. BRINGING UP BABY
David Huxley, an uptight and serious paleozoölogist, meets Susan Vance, a nutty society girl. David is in search for a grant for his museum and learns along the way that he needs Susan’s aunt to get it. He is actually planning to get married the following day to another woman, his research assistant Alice Swallow. Even thought he is trying to get rid of Susan, he is now doomed to stay by her side. Susan brings along two pets, a dog named George and a leopard named Baby. David is forced into taking her and her pets to a farm in Connecticut. On the way David loses a priceless bone he needed to finish his dinosaur and the leopard runs away.  This movie is quite different from the earlier ones I discussed in that it does not overtly deal with social differences. It was made in 1938, towards the end of the Depression. This movie is presenting more a contrast between knowledge and wealth, respectively between rationality and irrationality. Nicholas Laham (2009) describes the movie as ‘(...) [highlighting] the convergence of interests between the bourgeoisie – those who control the sources of wealth in capitalist society – and members of the intelligentsia.’ (p. 37)The film plays with this contrast in a way that offers critique on the capitalist society and presents it as illogical. 
	From the viewer’s perspective David seems the rational party in the relationship. Susan does crazy things, like having a leopard for a pet and constantly lying, stealing and misleading people. She represents the irrational. When David gets so frustrated he says: “Susan, you look at everything upside down.” In the movie however, it is David who is spoken of as being crazy and having a nervous breakdown. He is running around through this world of upper class craziness, but is treated like the world is upside down.  Even though he is more intelligent than Susan, he is constantly referred to as the dumb and crazy one, but cannot get away. The capitalist society, represented by Susan and her aunt, has control over him, because he needs money from them. David has a hard time with this, because he is used to be in control (especially over nature). Wes Gehring (1988) sees his character as a perfect example of the screwball anti hero. This is a frustrated urban misfit, more childlike than manly. Especially his lack of interest in politics is a common characteristic. ‘The screwball comedy character is constantly buffeted about by the day-to-day frustrations of a seemingly irrational world’ (p. 113). This irrational world is the world of the capitalist upper-class. 
	Just like in MY MAN GODFREY it is the assertive woman who goes after the passive and unwilling man. She shows very manly characteristics, like deception, theft and impersonation, which help her to get closer to him. Susan just does whatever comes into her head without thinking of the repercussions it might have for other people around her. She represents chaos and illogic in contrast to David’s science and ratio. Susan succeeds in her strategy and gets her love object, David. She manipulates David and the events surrounding them to get what she wants. Just like Irene and Ellie, Susan thinks she can get away with anything. Susan is more flexible and therefore gets out of sticky situations better than David. When they are both put in jail Susan impersonates a female bank robber which enables her to escape, while David is just sitting there frustrated. David’s rationality eventually ends up with his life’s work tumbling down. However Susan’s illogical behaviour is the cause for this structure to come down. She is extremely wealthy and a member of capitalism’s elite upper class. She is the reason for David’s life’s work crashing down. Because she thinks, being upper class, she can do whatever she wants to do. In the end this means she destroys the logical and rational world of the common people, like David. The critique here focuses on the idea that the capitalist system, and the upper class as the bearers of it, is the cause for the Great Depression in America. This system is presented as illogical and the cause for financial struggles of many common people. 


D. Reconciliation
As said before I place myself in the debate between Belton (1994) and Bergman  (1992) more in the middle. Belton (1994) says that screwball comedy offers social awareness, but does not offer reconciliation for the social problems that occur. Bergman (1992) on the other hand sees this kind of reconciliation, but feels that screwballs are actually not socially aware documents. I argue that this reconciliation is present within the socially aware documents, as I presented them earlier in my case studies. By looking at the ending of each movie I have found several clues for solutions to the social problems that occurred in the movies. This does not diminish the critique on the social problems, but merely offers a reconciliation of differences. To achieve social cohesion and integration the screwball comedy must first acknowledge the differences and chaos at work in the society it wants to represent. When these are exposed, then it is possible to reconcile them.
Belton and Bergman do agree on the most obvious reconciliation in a screwball comedy, namely IT HAPPENED ONE NIGHT. The differences in class that this movie addresses are bridged by a marriage through love. I agree with Belton (1994), who sees this celebration of change presenting an implicit threat to the status quo of 1930s American society. In his view comedy undermines the status quo. The change is always a positive one, because the current system is seen as negative. Their narratives even imply this change, by beginning with ‘(…) a literal change, with a disruption of events or with a disturbance of an equilibrium that is eventually restored.’(p. 144) During the movie every step towards (positive) change, towards dismissing the status quo, the negative situation, is applauded. When Peter and Ellie finally get married they get her father’s blessing. This marriage is portrayed as a good thing in opposition to the marriage she had to King Westley, because it is healing the divisions within society. They broke the status quo by marrying into another class. This was an unthinkable thing to do in class driven American society. For me this symbolizes an integration of society. Besides this convergence of classes it is also clear that the upper class characters have learned to be more humble towards other classes. The authoritative father ends up giving his blessing to their wedding and Peter’s boss becomes more soft on his employees. 
MY MAN GODFREY has a more difficult plot to argue the presence of reconciliation.  The family still seems to be as irrational and naive as before. Godfrey marries the still irresponsible Irene. And Godfrey ends up to be upper class himself and employing his former friends as his servants. His marriage with Irene certainly does not offer a reconciliation of their differences. Godfrey still does not want to marry Irene and Irene still has not learned any important lessons. When they get married she tells him: ‘Now stand still, Godfrey, it’ll all be over in  a minute’. His passive position still gives critique on the situation, as I have argued before. Some critics say the social critique is being undermined here because they end up getting married without any changes present. However, their relationship was never a traditional one like that of Ellie and Peter, or Susan and David. Their marriage is not subverting the earlier critique and justifying Irene’s behavior, because it is obvious that it is not Godfrey’s choice. Irene is not rewarded for her bad behavior, because she will end up in a loveless marriage. Reconciliation or ‘solutions’ for the problems addressed are not given however. Because Godfrey turns out to be upper class he is not healing divisions in society by marrying Irene and he has not fully changed the ways of the upper class family. The problem of social mobility and class differences are only exposed, not reconciled. When we look deeper however, it is Godfrey, a man who was down on his luck that got back up because of his humbleness, intelligence and rationality. Even though he is now part of the upper class again, it is a symbol of social mobility. A servant can work himself up to be a boss by having good moral values and being money-wise. He gives his hobo friends jobs to help them get back on their feet. It is the family that ends up needing Godfrey, because they have not learned these hard working class skills. I would not call this a reconciliation or solution to the problems, but it is at the least celebrating change and the ability of characters, in this case Godfrey, to adjust themselves to change.  
Films do not always conclude with a full reconciliation, just like in MY MAN GODFREY. The screwball comedy often start with a disruptive element, it also often ends with a chaotic reconciliation. BRINGING UP BABY is about trying to control the irrational elements of society and trying to work around or with them. David has a hard time with the way Susan, the irresponsible upper class girl, behaves. Not just her, but also the leopard, Baby, represents an irrational element of the capitalist society which he has to work with and around. The leopard eventually ends up in a cage, but Susan is not ‘caged’ that easily. Towards the end of the movie David is back in his museum, has broken up with his tedious girlfriend and life and confesses his love for Susan. The irrational and rational come together here. During this reconciliation Susan falls over and destroys David’s dinosaur. Instead of getting frustrated like before, he puts his arm around here. Eventually their relationship and their love exceeds their class differences and Susan’s irrational upper class behavior. This might not class as a fully developed reconciliation, but it is obvious that there is still a lot to do. They are at the beginning of or a metaphor for the social transformation Depression America needs to go through. 
In all three movies the social/class differences that are at work have firstly been acknowledged. When they are exposed they have all tried to bridge those differences and have succeeded in different ways and levels. To conclude, I agree with Belton (1994) that Bergman (1992) is wrong when he dismisses the social critique that occurs in the screwball comedy. However, I disagree with Belton’s dismissal of the aspect of reconciliation in these movies. I think my case study shows that these films at the least succeed partially in a bridging of class differences.	




Conclusion
I started this thesis off with my main question: “To what extent can the screwball comedy genre be seen to articulate critique on social differences that arose in 1930s Depression America?” By analyzing three different movies I have tried to argue that there is a lot of disguised social critique present. The upper class is often presented as an irrational world, far away from the common people. They are totally unaware of the problems that are present in society. The common people, the working class characters of the screwball comedy, try to educate them in this. Comedy is the main aspect that holds these critical notes. The comedy, the ‘screwyness’ and the gags, disguised social critique in order for the film to not be forbidden by the Production Code. By ridiculing institutions like marriage and reversing gender roles screwballs break the status quo. The screwball obviously applauds the ability of its characters to adapt themselves to changing circumstances. It will be impossible to make a statement about an entire genre. By picking three movies that were all part of a different stage of the genre (Renzi, 2012) I have tried to expand my arguments beyond just these three screwballs.  
	Within the existing theoretical framework on the social awareness of screwball comedies I find myself between two main players, Bergman (1992) and Belton (1994). I have argued that these movies reflect society and expose the systems of American 1930s society that seem to be failing, like capitalism. I have also tried to make clear that this critique is eventually transformed into a solution to some of the problems. The screwball does make an effort to reconcile the differences that are present. IT HAPPENED ONE NIGHT succeeds in reconciling the class differences that occur, but not every screwball succeeds in this. MY MAN GODFREY might not offer a solution for class differences, but does give some hope for social immobility in the characteristics of Godfrey. BRINGING UP BABY does not destroy the irrational capitalist society, but bridges the class differences through a ‘love companionship’, a positive change. In all three movies the social/class differences that are at work have firstly been acknowledged. When they are exposed they have all tried to bridge those differences and have succeeded in different ways and levels. To conclude, I agree with Belton (1994) that Bergman (1992) is wrong when he dismisses the social critique that occurs in the screwball comedy. However, I disagree with Belton’s dismissal of the aspect of reconciliation in these movies. I think my case study shows that these films at the least succeed partially in a bridging of class differences.	


Literature

Belton, J. (1994) American Cinema, American Culture. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Bergman, A. (1992) We’re in the Money: Depression America and its Films(1971). Chicago: Ivan R. Dee.

Bringing Up Baby (1938) Screenplay by Howard Hawks. RKO Radio Pictures.

Gehring (1988) Handbook of American Film Genres. Connecticut: Greenwood Press.

Glitre, K. (2006) Hollywood Romantic Comedy: States of the Union 1934-65. Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Greene, J.M. (2010) Hollywood’s Production Code and Thirties Romantic Comedy. Historical Journal of Film, Radio and Television 30 (1), pp. 55-73.

Haskell, M. (1974) From Reverence to Rape: The Treatment of Women in the Movies. San Diego:Holt, Rinehart & Winston.

Horton, A.S. (1991) Comedy/Cinema/Theory. Berkeley: University of California Press.

It Happened One Night (1934) Screenplay by Frank Capra. Columbia Pictures Corporation. 

Laham, N. (2009) Currents of Comedy on the American Screen: How Film and Television Deliver Different Laughs for Changing Times. Jefferson: McFarland. 

My Man Godfrey (1936) Screenplay by Gregory la Cava. Universal Pictures.

Kracauer, S. (1947) From Caligari to Hitler: A Psychological History of the German Film. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Renki, T.C. (2012) Screwball Comedy and Film Noir: Unexpected Connections. Jefferson: McFarland. 

Sarris, A. (1998) You Ain't Heard Nothin' Yet: American Talking Film, History and Memory, 1927-49. New York: Oxford University Press.
 
Schatz, T. (1981) Hollywood Genres: Formulas, Filmmaking and the Studio System. New York: Random House.

Sennett, T. (1985) Lunatics and Lovers: A Tribute to the Giddy and Glittering Era of the Screen's "Screwball" and Romantic Comedies. Montclair: Limelight Editions.

Sikov, E. (1989)Screwball: Hollywood’s Madcap Comedies. New York: Crown


		
18

image1.png




