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FOREWORD 

 
Personally I'm not a big fan of remakes. I think it's a rare occasion when a remake gives 

you something, you didn't already get from the original. The usual story behind a 

remake would be a black & white American classic being updated into todays film 

stantards or a hit film from Asia or Europe, that is being remade for the U.S. market.  

In my experience the best remakes are often the ones that add something to the original 

story, or in the most extreme cases the remake might tell a whole new story taking only 

some influences from the original. Quentin Tarantinos Inglorious Basterds is one good 

example. The original Inglorious was directed by an Italian director Enzo G. Castellari. 

The original version is a 100% exploitation picture from the 70's. After seeing the 

original and the Tarantino version, you wouldn't believe it's a remake! What he took 

from the original is basically the name and the setting. Everything else is done 

differently. 

 

The most usual way of making remakes is to make a film that's more accessible to a 

wider audience than the original. Like the dozens of remakes of Japanese horror films 

from the early 2000s. In this case an already succesful film is being "mainstreamed" by 

changing the actors and language, editing and visuals into the usual Hollywood 

blockbuster format. 

 

In the end I would like to say that we live in an era where there is more remakes than 

ever. Is it a good or bad thing? Do we really need stories that have already been told? 

Has Hollywood run out of ideas? Hard to say, but my thesis is a case study of one pretty 

rare and unique example in the history of remakes. 

 

 

Pietari Syväjärvi 

01.03.2014 in Helsinki 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

1.1 The purpose of the thesis and the research questions 

Like I mentioned in my foreword my thesis is a case study. It's a comparative analysis 

of two feature length films. An original and a U.S. remake. These films are Michael 

Hanekes Funny Games (1997) an Austrian psychological thriller that was controversial 

when it was originally released and is still regarded as a disturbing piece of filmmaking. 

Well, as you already might guess the other film is the 2007 U.S. remake that goes by the 

same name. 

 

Now I'm going to ask myself why did I choose these two particular films of all the 

available originals/remakes. Well, there are two main reasons why this remake stands 

out from the majority of American remakes. Firstly, the remake is directed by the same 

director as the original (Michael Haneke). Secondly it is quite identical to the original, a 

shot-for-shot transition of the 1997 version only with American actors. This is the fact 

that makes my case study a unique experiment. With a quick research over directors 

who remade their own films, I didn't find any other remakes that would be so identical 

to the original, as the Funny Games -remake. 

 

There are three important questions that I'm interested in these films. The Austrian, 

original Funny Games was a succesful, praised feature film, but the remake didn't really 

make the same impact when it was released. The U.S. Funny Games flopped pretty bad-

ly when it was released. So my first question is: Why did the remake get worse reviews 

from the critics and the audience than the original? 

The other interesting thing to compare in these films is the choice of actors. Since the 

films are visually and storywise really identical the biggest differences lie in the choice 

of the main characters. My second question is: How does the film watching experience 

change, if there are well-known actors in a remake? My last question is: What are the 

main differences between the versions? 
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1.2 Materials & Method 

For this analysis my material will simply consist of one physical dvd-copy of each film, 

the original and the remake. I will have repeated viewings of my materials. Propably 

play the other movie on a laptop and the other on a TV simultaneously, this way it is 

possible to pause the films and make shot-for-shot comparisons. Later on there will be 

screencaptures, snapshots of the most important scenes from both films to demonstrize 

how identical they actually are. There will be a snapshot and next to it a short explana-

tion what happens in that particular picture/scene, what is the purpose of the scene and 

so on. I will also make a list of differences about some of the statistics from the original 

and the U.S. remake. In other words, my method is comparative analysis. Before the 

analysis I'll introduce the important terms and definitions, characters and plot summar-

ies to the reader. 

 

1.3 Theories 

I'm going to use Robert Mckee's theories from his book "Story - Substance, Structure, 

Style, and the principles of Screenwriting" to demonstrate the similarities in the films. I 

will concentrate mostly on studying the characters and the structure of the films.  

Another fact that I'm going to examine is how violent were these films seen as when 

they were released in 1997 and 2007. As a helping tool I'm going to have a closer look 

on a study called "Gun violence trends in movies".  

 

1.4 Delimitations 

I'm going to focus only on my material, which is the film itself. An important aspect 

that's not going to be analyzed in my thesis is the marketing of the Funny Games films. 

This is an important factor if we talk about the success of these films. I feel like you 

could write another thesis only about the marketing of Funny Games. I've decided to 

concentrate purely on the product, which is the film. When deciding if the movie is suc-

cesful or not, I'll rely on critics reviews and user ratings rather than marketing and dis-
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tribution. So later on in my text when I write about the success of the films, I mostly 

mean the ratings they've received, not the box office numbers. 

 
1.5 Definitions 

Breaking the 4th wall - In this case breaking the 4th wall means that the fictional char-

acter becomes aware of its fictional nature. For instance if a character is looking in the 

camera and directly speaking to the viewer, then he's breaking the 4th wall. 

(http://www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=Breaking%20the%20Fourth%20Wa

ll) 

 

Protagonist - The main character in a movie that the audience emphatizes with. A pro-

tagonist is a willful character that has a conscious desire.  

 

Antagonist - The opposite of the protagonist. The bad guy who's standing against the 

protagonist and its desires in the story. In the end of a traditional story the protagonist 

wins the fight against the antagonist. 

 

J-horror - The name for the Japanese horror film genre. The Ring, The Grudge and 

Dark Water would be some examples of J-horror films. 

 

Art House - Films that are made outside of the Hollywood production system and that 

focus on more subtle themes. Art house films are often experimental and not designed 

for mass appeal. (http://www.thefreedictionary.com/Art+house+films) 

 

Remake - A new version of a film that has already been made. 

 

Self-remake - A remake, that's been directed by the same director as the original. 

 

Rottentomatoes.com - a web page that collects various critics' reviews. They have a 

percentage rating system. All the reviews are summed together and if the movie gets a 
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rating over 60% then it's counted as "fresh" meaning it's worth seeing. A rating under 

60% on the other hand means, that the movie is "rotten" and not worth seeing. 

 

IMDB.com - Internet Movie DataBase. The biggest and most famous movie database in 

the Internet. 

 

 

 

2    BACKGROUND 

2.1 Director's biography 

Michael Haneke (born 1942) is an Austrian director. During his career he has been 

working on television, theater and films. He studied philosophy, psychology and Stage 

arts in the university of Wien. After graduating he worked in Germany as a film critic 

and dramaturgist. In 1973 he began directing for television. He worked in television for 

21 years. In 1989 he made his feature film directorial debut "The 7th Continent".  Now-

adays he is married and has four children. Besides working as a director, he also works 

as a professor for directing at the Vienna Film Academy. 

 

Haneke has been given multiple awards for his works as a director. He has won the 

Palme d'Or at the Cannes Film Festival for White Ribbon in 2009 and Le Amour in 

2012. He has made films in French, German and English. One of his famous personal 

quotes about filmmaking is: "A feature film is twenty-four lies per second. According to 

the Internet Movie DataBase Haneke has eight personal trademarks in his works as a 

director. 

 

- Short outbursts of violence 

- Use of extremely long static takes 

- Uses no film score 
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- Shots of televisions, usually showing news 

- Cuts to black between scenes 

- Male character named Georg, George, or Georges Laurent 

- Female character named Anna, Ann, or Anne Laurent 

- Frequently centers around psychotic, violent youths 

(http://www.imdb.com/name/nm0359734/bio?ref_=nm_ov_bio_sm) 

Directors filmography 

This is only a selected filmography of Hanekes most important feature films in a chron-

ological order. Haneke also writes the scripts to all of his films. 

 

1989 - The 7th Continent 

1992 - Benny's video 

1994 - 71 Fragments of a Chronology of Chance 

1997 - Funny Games 

2000 - Code Unknown 

2001 - The Piano Teacher 

2003 - Time of the Wolf 

2005 - Hidden 

2007 - Funny Games (U.S. remake) 

2009 - White Ribbon 

2012 - Amour 

(http://www.imdb.com/name/nm0359734/?ref_=fn_al_nm_1) 
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2.2 A short history of remakes made by the same director 

Michael Haneke isn't the only director who has remade his own film. There are more of 

examples. Often the original has been a non-english language feature, but not in every 

case. For instance the American director Michael Mann remade his film L.A. Takedown 

(1989). The remake Heat was released in 1995. Mann wanted to remake his film, be-

cause he had originally envisioned his crime-drama to be more involved. When there 

was more money available he could do the remake that he originally wanted to do. 

 

Mann's example is a pretty fresh one, but if we take a closer look, we see that already in 

the 30's directors like Alfred Hitchcock, Frank Capra, Howard Hawks and Yasujiro Ozu 

later remade their own works. Hitchcock's original "The Man Who Knew Too Much" 

(1934) was remade in 1956 and the title remained the same. Hitchcock felt like his first 

version was "the work of a talented amateur" and pitched his idea of the remake to Par-

amount Pictures. Capra's "Lady for a Day" (1933) was transformed into "Pocketful of 

Miracles" in 1961.  Capra liked to do self-remakes (also his "Broadway Bill" became a 

remake "Riding High"), but the studios thought that his story was too old-fashioned. Af-

ter hearing that Capra decided to buy the rights to him. The shooting of "Pocketful of 

Miracles turned out to be a really miserable one. The film also made a loss when it was 

released. Hawks remade "Ball of Fire" (1941) into "A Song is Born" (1948). When 

asked why he did it, his answer was "because I got $25,00 a week, that's why". 

The Japanese director had a purely technical motive when he remade "A Story of Float-

ing Weeds" (1934). The original film was a silent film, and the director wanted to re-

make it in sound. The remake "Floating Weeds" was released in 1959. 

 

If we jump back to the 80's and 90's we can see that European and Asian directors are 

making a lot of the self-remakes. First there's the non-English language original version 

that has become a small-time hit in Europe/Asia/or the festival circuit. The next step 

seems to be a remake for the wider audiences, your average Jane and John Doe's.  

A Japanese horror film called "The Ring" started a new wave of J-horror remakes. Pro-

ducer/Director Sam Raimi (Evil Dead, Spider-Man) spotted a ghost/horror feature called 

"Ju-On: The Grudge" (2002) directed by Takashi Shimizu. Raimi asked Shimizu to do a 
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remake for the American audiences. Shimizu was first reluctant, but he was promised 

that he could work with a Japanese crew and retain the Film's Japanese setting. The 

English language remake "The Grudge" was released in 2004. Legendary Hong-Kong 

director John Woo did another famous self-remake with his film "Once a Thief". 

 

When we look at the European self-remakes there's three good examples (and both Fun-

ny Games films of course). Here's a list of the films. 

 

-  Ole Bornedal (Denmark): "Nattevagten" (1994), "Nightwatch" (1997).  

-  Gela Babluani (Georgia): "13 Tzameti" (2005), "13" (2010) 

-  George Sluizer (France): "Spoorloos" (1988), "The Vanishing" (1993) 

 

What's common to these self-remakes is the fact that all of them were festival hits in 

Europe. Films that won various prizes and the U.S. rights were bought by bigger studios 

like Miramax and made into high concept -pictures. Bornedal, Babluani and Sluizer 

were more or less unknown names when they made the originals, and the possibility to 

do a remake in Hollywood must have been a big step for them. In every case the origi-

nal is regarded as a fine piece of cinema. While the remakes have all had bigger budg-

ets, none of them have become anything remarkable neither for the critics or the audi-

ences. If we look at the Rottentomatoes.com -ratings, we notice that in every case the 

original is considered as "fresh" and the remake as "rotten".  

 

In the end if we compare Funny Games with the other European self-remakes, we can 

see that Haneke had already made a name for himself before he did the remake. He 

wasn't in a situation where he would need much more exposure. But like said, his origi-

nal motive was to aim Funny Games for the American public. But the German language 

used in the original, made it impossible. What is most interesting about Funny Games is 

that it remains in history as the only feature film self-remake that's almost shot-for-shot 

identical with the original. 

 

(Kiang, Lyttelton, Perez. 2013. http://blogs.indiewire.com/theplaylist/10-directors-who-

remade-their-own-movies-20131121?page=3#blogPostHeaderPanel) 
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2.3 Hanekes reasons for the remake 

It was originally an American producer called Chris Coen who asked Haneke to do an 

English language Funny Games remake for the American audiences. Haneke was will-

ing to do it, mainly because back in the days Funny Games was basically targeted for 

the American audiences. But the main problem was that a German language feature film 

doesn't get a big public unless you change the language (and cast more known actors). 

Haneke himself has said that Funny Games is ultimately "a film about the representation 

of violence in media, not about violence per se". In the late 2000's the director also sees 

his movie being more relevant than ever, because of "the pornography of violence rep-

resented in the media has increased". 

 

He ended up doing a shot-for-shot remake because he didn't see any need to add any-

thing to the film. The actors (Watts & Roth) only saw the original film once. Haneke 

was afraid that if they had repeated screenings of the original, the actors would try to act 

differently or identically as in the original. Haneke's most important demand for doing 

the remake was to get Naomi Watts to play the lead protagonist. He was impressed by 

Watts' work in Mullholland Drive (2001, dir. David Lynch) and 21 Grams (2003, dir. 

Alejandro Gonzalez Inarritu) and couldn't see anyone else as fit as Watts to play this 

part. 

 

A number of translators started improving the English language script, making small 

changes that were necessary. For instance, in the Austrian version the wife can't re-

member the phone number of the police. But in America everyone knows how to dial 

"911". During pre-production it was hard to find identical looking locations as the ones 

in the Austrian version. Haneke says that on the set there was too many people around, 

he wasn't used to the American way of making films. They also had two extra weeks to 

shoot the film, but the experience was still tough. The director was asked if he watched 

those violent American films that Funny Games is directed against, his answer was 

"Rarely. Hardly at all".  Funny Games remains the only Haneke film that has been re-

made, even though director Ron Howard asked if he could make a remake of another 

Haneke film called "Cache" (Hidden). (http://cinema.com/articles/5600/funny-games-

michael-haneke-interview.phtml) 
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2.4 The History of Home Invasion movies 

Home invasion movies are a popular sub-genre in horror today. According to a 

Cinekatz.com article these films "tap into our common fears and feel much more real 

than say, a creature feature or a slasher flick." Another web page called Planetivy.com 

writes: "Home invasion horror is the only major horror sub-genre that touches on every-

day fears." And to be scared is propably the main reason for watching horror films. The 

difference between home invasion films and haunted house films like The Haunting 

(1999, dir. Jan De Bont) or Paranormal Activity (2007, dir. Oren Peli) is that the former 

feels unrealistic and never really gets to the core of our fears.  

 

Home invasion films like Funny Games for instance is something that could happen to 

anyone for real and therefore it can feel scarier than something with extraordinary 

ghosts or monsters involved. Natasha Harmer also writes in the same article "Home 

invasion horror exploits our fear of a corrupt society". She says that in this sub-genre 

"heinous crimes are committed by everyday people against people they don't even know 

(this is also the case in Funny Games). So the worstcase scenario would be that after 

watching a powerful home invasion film you will feel a little bit paranoid about 

strangers and the outside world.  

 

Harmer makes a good point by saying that "If Sky News makes us believe that it's only 

teenagers that go around mugging people, then we know who to avoid. When the media 

tells us that terrorism is exclusively related to Islam, we know who not to trust." Then 

she pretty much sums it up what the whole home invasion fear factor is about: "The 

truth is, extremism is prevalent in every societal group, no matter the religion, age, race 

or gender of the person. Home invasion says what the news doesn't and reminds us that 

evil is possible in any form. This is also the case in Funny Games, where the two vil-

lains are young boys from good families. 

 

(Harmer, 2013, http://planetivy.com/filmandtv/71967/why-is-home-invasion-horror-so-

popular/) 

 

Here's a short list covering some of the most important films in this sub-genre: 
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- Dial M for Murder (1954, dir. Alfred Hitchcock) 

- Cape Fear (1962, dir. J. Lee Thompson) 

- In Cold Blood (1967, dir. Richard Brooks) 

- Wait Until Dark (1967, dir. Terence Young) 

- Straw Dogs (1971, dir. Sam Peckinpah) 

- A Clockwork Orange (1971, dir. Stanley Kubrick) 

- The Last House on the Left (1972, dir. Wes Craven) 

- Black Christmas (1974, dir. Bob Clark) 

- Henry: Portrait of a Serial Killer (1986, dir. John Mcnaughton) 

- Funny Games (1997, dir. Michael Haneke) 

- Panic Room (2002, dir. David Fincher) 

- High Tension (2003, dir. Alexandre Aja) 

- Martyrs (2008, dir. Pascal Laugier) 

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_films_featuring_home_invasions) 

 
2.5 The Main Characters in Funny Games 

The Protagonists 

Anna/Ann - Susanne Lothar/ Naomi Watts  

Anna or Ann in the remake is the main protagonist in the film. It is the character that 

has most of the screen time and the one that the audience ultimately feels for. Anna is 

the caring mother to Schorschi and the loving wife to Georg. Her character is build to 

act like the majority of people would act in the situations that she faces.  

 

Georg/George - Ulrich Muhe/ Tim Roth 

Anna's husband Georg has a fairly small roll in the story. Due to a small incident early 

on in the film, he can't react in the way that most of us would hope for i.e. saving his 

family from the antagonists. Georg can be considered as a sidekick to his wife Anna. 

 

Schorschi/Georgie - Stefan Clapczynski/ Devon Gearhart 

Schorschi is the son of Anna and Georg a young boy maybe in the age of 8-12.  
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The Antagonists 

Paul - Arno Frisch/ Michael Pitt 

Paul is the main antagonist in the story. A rich kid who is bored with his life and wants 

to play his "funny games" with the protagonist family. In the beginning he seems like 

he's overly polite, but soon the audience realizes that he is sadistically evil and dislika-

ble in his nature. Paul has a white outfit and white gloves. He wears really short mi-

croshorts and looks tidy. 

 

Peter - Frank Giering/ Brady Corbet 

Peter is Paul's sidekick. Peter is a really similar character than Paul, almost identical. 

There is a little friction between these two though. In a couple of scenes Paul calls Peter 

a chubby. Peter has an almost identical outfit as Paul. Paul's hair is carefully combed. 

 

 

2.6 Funny Games plot summary 

The story opens with a wide helicopter shot of a car driving on a highway, classical mu-

sic can be heard on the soundtrack. Inside the car there's Ann, Georg and their son 

Georgie. They are playing a game where they are trying to guess the composer whose 

music is playing on the car radio. We get the feeling that they are a peaceful, happy 

couple, which make a good living. Suddenly a trash metal song, and the title “Funny 

Games” appears on the screen in a red bold font abruptly interrupting the classical mu-

sic. There's a 3-shot of the family and the opening credits start to roll. In a couple of se-

conds the change of music turns the mood from easy into uneasy. 

Next the family arrives to their destination, but before that they're having a quick con-

versation with the neighbors. The neighbors are invited for a visit later that day. After 

leaving Ann wonders whom those two young men were (they were Paul & Peter, even 

though Ann doesn't know it at this stage). Finally Ann and the family arrive to their cot-

tage and start to organize and unpack their sacks and suitcases. At this point we also no-

tice that they have a dog called Rolfi (German Shepherd) and that George carries a 



18 

 

golfbag. Suddenly two young men have appeared to the front gate of the yard. The dog 

is barking at them. George opens the gate. The other man is about the same age as 

George and the other is the main antagonist Paul. The older man introduces Paul as "the 

son of a business colleague". After a little discussion the guests leave. George and his 

son go to their boat to fix it.  

Ann stays alone in the kitchen speaking on a cordless telephone. The son comes in ask-

ing for a sharp knife that he takes with him to the boat, but before leaving the son says 

there's someone at the front door. It's Peter, the other antagonist. Peter is being overly 

polite. He says he's the guy from next door, a friend of Ann's friends. Peter wants to 

borrow some eggs and says that Eva sends him (Eva is a friend of Ann's). Ann gets a 

little suspicious about how Peter came in to their yard (the gate was closed) and asks a 

bunch of questions. This is the first time when the audience might get a little suspicious 

about Peter's motives. You get the feeling that he's lying, just making up things when 

Ann asks him questions. When Peter is on his way out he "accidentally" drops all of the 

eggs that Ann had just given him on the floor. Ann comes from kitchen saying, "It's not 

a disaster". Peter says he's really sorry and so on. Next thing, Ann says that they need 

the eggs that remained left in the carton. Now this is when things start to get a little bit 

uncomfortable. Peter says that he saw that there were 4 eggs left in the carton and Ann 

could give him the remaining 4 and buy more. Ann decides to give Peter the eggs, and 

meanwhile Peter "accidentally" wipes the cordless telephone into the kitchen sink with 

his hand. Ann starts to get angry for the first time now. She tells Peter to take the eggs 

and leave. The dog is barking outside again. Peter leaves the apartment. Ann lights up a 

cigarette. Peter and Paul are suddenly both inside the house, while the dog is barking 

outside. 

The atmosphere gets uneasier again. Paul spots the golf clubs and wants to try them out. 

Now the viewer really gets the feeling that the young men are just screwing around with 

the protagonist family. The dog's barking turns into a little whine that fades away. Ann 

asks Paul and Peter to leave. Paul asks for more eggs, because Peter smashed them 

again. Geroge comes back in and is wondering what's the situation. Ann gets angry and 

George notices there's something going on. George asks the guys to leave as well. The 

guys insist on George giving them the eggs. George slaps Paul across the face. Now this 

is where the first turning point takes place in the story. After George slaps Paul, he takes 
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revenge by hitting George in his knee with the Golf driver. 25 minutes in the film have 

passed. 

Little Georgie comes to help his father, then comes Ann. George has propably broken 

his leg, he can't move without the others helping him. The tone of the film has changed 

into a more menacing direction. Paul is just trying to piss off Ann and her family. They 

can't call for any help since the telephone fell into the kitchen sink and got wet. George 

asks Paul, why they are playing such games with them? His answer is "why not". Paul is 

the one who's leading the show trying to irritate the family and Peter is there to back 

him up.  

In the next scene Paul and Ann go to the front yard to search for the dog. Paul is forcing 

Ann to play "find and seek" the "colder, colder, warmer, warmer" -searching game. 

What Ann finds in the end, is their dead dog that drops out from the backseat of their 

car when she opens the door. In this same scene Paul is breaking the 4th wall for the 

first time in the film. He winks to the camera with his eye, to sort of trying to get the 

attention of the audience. 

The next important scene is when some other neighbors arrive to the pier with their 

boat. Paul & Ann go to greet them. George, Georgie & Peter stay inside. Paul tries to 

give a pleasant impression of him to the neighbors. Ann is the only one who knows his 

true nature. She is afraid to call for any help, because of Paul’s presence. The neighbors 

sail away. Ann is again alone with the two psychopaths. The psychological torture con-

tinues inside the cottage. Paul is trying to blame Georg for slapping him. They kick his 

broken leg causing pain. Geroge asks again why they are doing this? Paul & Peter start 

to tell stories about having a difficult childhood, having a hard life, becoming drug ad-

dicts and that's why they became such psychos. They are making it all up. Both of the 

villains are actually from good rich families and are doing this just for fun. 

Everyone is still sitting on the sofa. Paul makes a bet that within 12 hours the whole 

family will be dead. At this point Haneke breaks the 4th wall for the second time. Paul 

looks in the camera again and asks the audience directly: "What do you think? Do they 

have a chance of winning"? Meaning, does the protagonist win in the end of the story. 

George is trying to offer them money. No reaction. Paul & Peter are having a small ar-

gument, Peter doesn't like Paul calling him "fatty". Next thing, the villains start to har-
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ass the son Georgie, by putting a pillowcase over his head. They start to talk about 

Ann's body and her figure. Georg is unable to do anything, because of his broken leg. 

The antagonists want Ann to undress just to see her body. Georg and Ann realize they 

have no other choice but to do as the invaders tell them. Ann starts to cry and undress. 

Once she's done Paul says, "Great, not an ounce of flab, you can get dressed again". So 

they did this just to humiliate her. Meanwhile the son has pissed in his pants. Then 

there's a little fight between George and Paul. Now the son Georgie manages to escape 

from the house. 

Georgie finds his way inside the neighbors’ house, but what he finds is the body of the 

dead neighbor. Meanwhile Peter is telling Ann how he started studying law and has to 

take some Latin courses in school. Paul comes after Georgie. Georgie tries to hide from 

him, but he fails. He finds a rifle from the neighbour's house and is trying to use it 

against Paul. Now there's a small glimpse of hope. At the same time Ann is trying to 

desperately convince Peter to give up now and there won't be any charges, because 

nothing really serious has happened yet. In the neighbours house Paul is searching for 

Georgie and he puts on a cd and plays the same trash metal song as in the beginning of 

the movie. Paul eventually finds Georgie who has the rifle in his hand. Paul tries to en-

courage Georgie to shoot him, but Georgie fails to do it because he has no bullets. 

Now we are back in square one. Ann has been tied up on the couch. Peter watches TV 

while Paul and Georgie arrive back. Now Paul has the rifle in his hand. Paul takes two 

bullets from his pockets and Peter loads the gun. Paul goes to the kitchen to grab some 

food. We hear a gunshot and screaming, it all happens off screen while Paul is making a 

sandwich to himself. This is clearly the "point of no return" in the movie, cause now the 

villains have crossed the line and done something that can't be undone. Next there's a 

shot of a bloody television showing a car-racing program. Then there's a wide shot of 

Ann alone on the sofa and next to her there's blood on the wall and the dead body of her 

son Georgie. This is a really exhaustingly long one-take shot that lasts approximately 

for ten minutes (these long shots are trademarks for Haneke). In the same take Ann rises 

up from the sofa and turns off the TV. Her actions are very slow, because she is propa-

bly in shock. After a while Ann says, "They're gone".  It is completely silent. The an-

tagonists might have left the building. Ann manages to untie herself. She helps George 

to untie himself as well. George starts to scream in agony. Ann tries to calm him down. 
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They sit on the floor completely quiet for a while and then start to make plans for how 

to escape and call for help. 

In the following scene Ann realizes that the front door has been locked from outside, so 

George has to stay in the house with his broken leg. Ann jumps out from the window to 

get some help from the outside. The cordless telephone has also dried up, but it doesn't 

seem to work so they can't call for any help. They still try to dry it up more with the hair 

dryer. There's no sign of the antagonists. Ann cries and says, "I love you" to her hus-

band. 

Ann finally leaves the house and goes into the nearby road trying to call for help. It is 

late in the evening and the road seems to be completely empty. She tries to scream to 

through the neighbours’ gates, but they don't reply (because they are dead). But after a 

while there comes a car. Meanwhile George almost manages to call for help, but then 

quickly realizes that the phone is simply broken and nothing can be done. It's dark out-

side so Ann can't be sure who's driving the car. It might be the villains, so Ann decides 

to hide behind a tree. After the first car, there comes a second one. This time Ann de-

cides to take a risk, which she shouldn't have taken.  

George is alone in the house putting a blanket over his sons' dead body, when he sud-

denly hears some noise. George turns around and sees a rolling golf ball on the floor. 

This is quickly assosiated to the villains, who were playing with the golf ball earlier in 

the film. Paul appears in the door opening, then comes Ann (being tied up again), car-

ried by Peter. Now it seems like both of our protagonists have given up. They lie mo-

tionless on the couch with no glimpse of hope. Haneke breaks the 4th wall for the third 

time. Paul looks in the camera saying "have you had enough already" and then adds: 

"But you want a real ending, with plausible plot development, don't you?" 

They start to play another sadistic game where Paul forces Ann to say a prayer out loud.  

If she does this, George will be provided with a painless death. After several attempts 

Paul is finally satisfied with the way Ann says the prayer. While Paul is speaking, Ann 

suddenly gets a hold of the rifle and blasts away a hole in Peter. She finally gets the up-

per hand over the villains. This might be considered as the second turning point in the 

plot of the film, but what happens instead is that Haneke breaks our illusion by making 

his antagonist Paul grab the remote control and rewind the scene. After the rewinding 
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Paul gets a "second chance" and knows by now what Ann is up to and grabs the gun 

from her before she gets to shoot Peter. What happens now is that Paul shoots George 

instead. 

Paul, Peter and Ann are now walking towards the pier with yellow raincoats on. They 

enter the boat and Ann is still being tied up. The trio sails away from the cottage. In the 

boat Ann finds the knife that his son borrowed earlier in the movie. She's trying to cut 

herself free, but Peter notices her attempts and stops her. Now Ann looses what seemed 

like her last chance. All this time the antagonists are sharing deep philosophical discus-

sions with each other. Paul breaks the conversation by asking Peter "what's the time". 

He realizes that the 12-hour bet is up and it's time for Ann to die. Paul says "Ciao bel-

la!" and pushes the tied up Ann into the lake. Peter wonders why Paul killed Ann "so 

early", because they still had an hour of the bet left. Paul replies that it was hard to sail 

with her being on board and secondly that he was getting pretty hungry. Both of them 

laugh and sail away. 

In the epilogue, Haneke raises a question through his antagonists. Is the fiction that we 

see actually real, because you see it in a film? Because in Paul's words it should be as 

real as reality, cause what you can see should be real, right? Paul & Peter arrive on an-

other pier. Peter stays on the pier to tie up the boat. Paul walks through the yard and 

knocks on the door. The woman who opens the door is the same neighbor of Ann's who 

visited them on the pier earlier. Paul asks her politely the same question as Peter did in 

the beginning of the film: "Could you borrow a few eggs." The woman lets Paul come 

inside their house. He comes in and waits, looks directly in the camera. The picture 

freezes. The trash metal track from the beginning of the film starts playing again and the 

bold red FUNNY GAMES -title appears on the screen. THE END.   
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3    THEORIES 

3.1 Robert Mckee's act design 

Robert Mckee has a theory about the act design in movies. In a feature-length film his 

design includes three major reversals. There needs to be three acts, otherwise the movie 

feels like it's lacking something. Before the acts there must be an inciting incident, 

which is the beginning of the important events. "The inciting incident launches the pro-

tagonist for a conscious or unconscious Object of desire to restore life's balance." Then 

there's the first act that usually lasts for the first 20-30 minutes. It's followed by the first 

turning point that begins the second act in the movie. The turning point is a radical 

change in the life of the protagonist (Mckee. 1999. p.218). 

 

The second act is the longest act. This is the part where we get to know the characters 

and build up tension. Before the final third act, there's usually the "point-of-no-return". 

It is an event that guarantees that the protagonist isn't quitting his/hers quest for the ob-

ject of desire. In a typical story, after point of no return comes the second turning point. 

This begins the thrid and final act in the film. 

 

During the final act in the film the protagonist usually reaches the object of desire, and 

we have an ending for the story. The third act takes places 15-20 minutes before the end 

of the film. 

 

In my analysis I will compare some of the most significant shots from these three turn-

ing points. 

 

The first turning point - What I call "the egg scene" in the film 

The point of no return - "The shooting of the son" 

The second turning point - "The remote control scene" 
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3.2 The protagonist and its story 

Robert Mckee has defined in his book "Story" how the protagonist in a movie should be 

like so the audience can feel for the story and the character. Here's a compiled list of the 

most important features a character should have according to Mckee: 

 

- A protagonist is a willful character 

- The protagonist must react to the inciting incident 

- The protagonist has a conscious desire 

- The protagonist may also have a self-contradictory unconscious desire 

- The protagonist has the capacities to pursue the Object of Desire convincingly 

- The protagonist must have at least a chance to attain his desire 

- The Protagonist has the will and capacity to pursue the object of desire to the end of 

the line, to the human limit established by setting and genre 

- A story must build to a final action beyond which the audience cannot imagine another 

- The protagonist must be empathetic; he may or may not be sympathetic 

- In story, we concentrate on that moment, in which a character takes an action expect-

ing a useful reaction from his world, but instead the effect of his action is to provoke 

forces of antagonism. The world of the character reacts differently than expected, more 

powerfully than expected or both 

- The measure of the value of a character's desire is in direct proportion to the risk he's 

willing to take to achieve it; the greater the value, the greater the risk. 

- In a story an event throws a character's (protagonist) life out of balance, arousing in 

him the conscious/unconscious desire for that which he feels will restore balance, 

launching him on a quest for his object of desire against forces of antagonism. He may 

or may not achieve it. 

(Mckee, 1999. p. 136-150) 

 

Later on in the comparative section of my thesis, I will refer to these points and how 

they are visible in the stories of both Funny Games films. 
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3.3 Gun violence trends in movies 

"Gun violence trends in movies" is a recent study made in the American Academy of 

Pediatrics. What the study actually shows in a nutshell is the fact that violence has in-

creased in popular movies. The figure below shows that violence has more than doubled 

in movies since the 1950s 

 
(Bushman, Jamieson, Weitz. Romer, 2013) 

 

The figure shows clearly the increased rate of violent sequences in films from 1950 to 

2012. In 1997 when the Austrian original Funny Games was made, the rate of violence 

was appromixately at 10 sequences per an hour. Ten years later when the U.S. remake 

was released we can see that the amount of violent sequences per an hour has increased 

approximately to 15. 
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4    COMPARISONS 

4.1 Comparing the statistics 

I will begin my comparative chapter with a comparison between the 2 versions and the 

difference in their statistics (reviews, age certifications, etc.). Later on in my thesis I 

will refer to these stats. In this case making a table will be the most suitable way to 

compare information. 

 

Title: FUNNY GAMES  FUNNY GAMES U.S. 

Year: 1997 2007 

Running time: 108 min. 111 min. 

Budget: Not known $ 15 000 000 (estimated) 

Box Office: Not known $ 8 000 000 (approximately) 

IMDB- user votes: 31 990 54 136 

IMDB -rating: 7,6 out of 10 6,4 out of 10 

Metacritic.com reviews: 10 33 

Metacritic score: 69/100 44/100 

Rottentomatoes.com reviews: 27 139 

Rottentomatoes rating: 63% (fresh) 52% (rotten) 

Rottentomatoes average rating: 6.7/10 5.7/10 

 

These statistics were compiled from: IMDB.com, Rottentomatoes.com, Wikipedia.org 

 

We can see from the table that the remake is slightly longer. I'm going to explain the 

reasons later on in the "Differences" -chapter. It would have been interesting to compare 

the budgets and box office numbers, but in my case it can't be done, because of the lack 

of information over the web. There doesn't seem to be any evidence of the original Fun-

ny Games budget. 

Then there's the review section. I wanted to include this part to demonstrate that the 

original is considered to be superior over the remake. All the three different pages 

(IMDB, Metacritic and Rottentomatoes) show that the original has gotten better reviews 

both by the critics and the regular users of IMDB. But we have to keep in mind that the 
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remake has gotten a lot more votes, which might have a more negative effect on the rat-

ings. I still think that the numbers are accurate. A lot of sources think that the original is 

the one you should see, if you had to choose between these versions. In the following 

chapters I'm going to try to find out why the original is considered to be generally better 

than the remake. 

 

Here's a comparison of the films' age certifications in different countries, when they 

were originally released. The red color indicates if there has been a change in the rating. 

 

Country: Funny Games (1997) -ratings Funny Games (2007) -ratings 
Argentina 18 16 
Australia R MA 
Brazil 16 16 
Canada (Quebec) 18+ 18+ 
Finland K-16 K-15 
France 16 16 
Germany 18 18 
Hong Kong Category: III Category: IIB 
Ireland 18 18 
Italy T VM14 
Japan R-15 PG-12 
Netherlands 16 16 
New Zealand R18 R18 
Norway 15 15 
Portugal M18 M18 
Singapore R NC-16 
South Korea 18 18 
Spain 18 15 
Switzerland 18 16 
UK 18 18 
USA Unrated R 

  

The above statistics were picked from www.IMDB.com 

As you can see from the table, many of the countries have their own rating system. 

Some countries use letters or categories instead of age numbers. Here's an explanation 

for the ones that need explaining. 
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Australia: R= Restricted to 18 years and over. MA = Mature Accompanied. Unsuitable 

for children younger than 15. Children younger than 15 must be accompanied by a par-

ent or a guardian. 

Hong Kong: Category: III = No one younger than 18 years of age are permitted to rent, 

purchase, or watch this film in a movie theatre. Catergory IIB = the government sug-

gests parental guidance when watching the film. 

Italy: T = Per Tutti/ All ages admitted. V.M.14 = Restricted to 14 and over. 

Singapore: R = for persons 21 years and above. NC16 = for persons 16 years and 

above. 

USA: Unrated = If a film has not been submitted for rating or is an uncut version of a 

film that was submitted, the label Unrated is often used. When a movie is not submitted 

for rating, it means the MPAA (Motion Picture Association of America) is not sure 

what to rate it, and therefore may have content that is a mix of various ratings. R- Re-

stricted = People under 17 years may only be admitted if accompanied by a parent or a 

guardian. 

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Motion_picture_rating_system) 

The table clearly shows us some valuable information about the films' age certifications. 

Since the versions are basically shot-for-shot identical and the content is the same, we 

can freely compare the ratings from 1997 and 2007. If we look at the ratings marked 

with the red color we can see that almost in every case (except Italy). The ratings are not 

as strict in 2007 as they used to be ten years before. In many of the cases it seems like 

what was regarded as an 18-rated movie in 1997, can now (2007) be viewed to minors 

under 18 with parental guidance. In the U.S. the unrated -versions are generally regard-

ed as more violent as the R-rated ones. Italy seems to be an interesting exception to the 

rule, where the original had a lower rating than the remake. Later on in my thesis I'm 

going to use the information from this table to make my conclusions. 
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4.2 Shot-for-shot comparisons 

In this chapter I have selected snapshots from both films. These shots are put next to 

each other in order to show the similarities and differences in the original and the re-

make. Next to the pictures there is a short description about what happens in these shots 

and some other small notes about the images. The scenes that I wanted to include in this 

study are the turning points in the movie. I will not include every single shot, but only 

the most significant ones that demonstrate the identical nature of these versions. All of 

the scenes also visualize the use of violence in Funny Games. A couple of shots are in-

cluded to show the minor changes between the versions. In the end I will summarize 

and analyze the main differences between the stories, visual styles, characters and act-

ing. The following shots will prove that the most significant changes are differences in 

set design, the blocking of the actors within the shots, and style of lighting. 

 

Notice that some of the snapshots have the same situation, but the actors might have dif-

ferent gestures or slightly different positions because of the moment i took the snapshot. 

In the 1997 -version there was burned-in subtitles on the DVD, so I couldn't turn them 

off. But instead I tried to avoid those moments when there was text on screen, just to get 

the plain picture for this comparison. I also suggest the reader to zoom into the text file 

to get a closer look of the pictures. There are details that might go unnoticed without 

zooming in. 

 

I have included 3 scenes that are called like this: 

1. The egg scene 

2. The shooting of the kid scene 

3. The remote control scene 
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1. THE EGG SCENE (FIRST TURNING POINT) 

 

This is the scene that begins with Peter coming to the door to borrow 

some eggs. As you can see the shots are pretty identical. The image 

from the remake is clearly kind of a replica based on the original im-

age. There are some visible changes though, like the clothes of the ac-

tors. If we look at the son, his jeans overalls have been replaced with a 

t-shirt and jeans. Also Ann's dress is slightly different. 

The compositions of both shots are nearly identical. We can notice that 

the remake has lighter colors, the kitchen is more white in its nature. 

For my eye it looks more elitistic than the first shot. 

 

Peter is at the door and on his way into the apartment. These shots are 

really similar, the biggest difference being the props on the back-

ground. In 1997 Haneke decided to use a pile of wooden logs on the 

background, but ten years later the wood has been replaced with what 

seems to be a greenhouse. His reason might be that the greenhouse is 

more American and more believable/natural for the characters. Again 

it feels like the greenhouse is slightly more elitistic than the pile of 

firewood. 

If we look at the colors in the shots, the original has a more yellow 

tone in the image. I don't know if this has something to do with the 

quality of the DVD. 
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This is the shot where Peter has entered Ann's house to borrow some 

eggs. The main differences that can be seen have to do with the styling 

of Ann's character. Naomi Watts' character doesn't have any lipstick or 

pearls, but has another kind of necklace though. Watts has a blue/white 

dress that has colder colors than the original. Also the hairstyles are 

different. 

In these shots one can actually notice now that it looks like the original 

has warm colors, but the remake has cold colors. Ann's dress seems 

like a good example of this. Maybe Haneke decided to change the look 

of the film to a colder one, because the nature of the story is also dark 

and disturbing. 

 

Peter has entered the kitchen. If we look more closely on his character, 

we notice that the remake Peter has a pike-shirt. Besides that he also 

has slightly longer hair than the original Peter. Minor changes/updates 

that do not have major impact on the story. See how the kitchen props 

are quite similar: the form of the sink, the clock on the shelf, the carpet 

hanging on the wall, the sallad lettuce lying on the table... 
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Peter has broken the eggs that Ann just gave to him. This shot is an-

other clear example of how similar the shots are. The blocking of the 

actors is close to identical. The biggest difference between the shots is 

the props lying in the lext corner. The original seems to have a couple 

umbrellas, but the remake has replaced the umbrellas with fishing rods.  

This picture is followed by a close shot of Ann cleaning up the broken 

eggs from the floor. She goes back into the kitchen with Peter and 

gives him new eggs. Peter also manages to "accidentally" break the 

phone. Ann spends a short moment alone smoking a cigarette and then 

Peter is back inside, this time together with Paul. Things start to get 

uncomfortable. The shots are quite similar to the ones that I have al-

ready had, that is the reason why I'm skipping them in my analysis. 

 
 
 

Meanwhile George has been fixing the boat, this is his reaction shot 

when he hears the dog barking to the strangers. Like before, the actions 

and the actors' reactions are very close to each other and the biggest 

difference seems to be on the background. While the original shows 

only green trees behind George, the remake shows a sky, woods and a 

little bit of the lake. The reason for this must be that it's nearly impos-

sible to try to copy everything. This minor change doesn't mean much 

storywise. 
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This is George's point of view shot, which also shows their house from 

the pier. This is one of the few shots in the film that visualizes the cot-

tage and its environment. The house in the remake looks maybe a little 

bit more modern with its white colors.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A close-up of the son, who is helping his father with the boat. Here 

you can see the differences in clothing and hairstyle. 
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This is the shot where George meets both of the perpetrators for the 

first time. George's clothes are really identical in both versions. This 

situation escalates to Ann getting really angry with the boys and leav-

ing the room. Shortly after that George too realizes the boys' antago-

nistic natures. He slaps Paul and Paul takes revenge by hitting George 

in the leg with a golf club. George falls down on the floor and his leg is 

broken. The son and Ann come to help him. This is the first turning 

point in the movie. At this point the viewer realizes that the antagonists 

are there just to play their sadistic "funny games".  

The sequence of Paul hitting George with the golf club is really similar 

in both films. There are no major changes in the shots or the amount of 

violence shown on screen. 

 

 

 

After the golf club incident, Ann gets a hint that something has hap-

pened to their dog. She goes outside with Paul to find the dog. These 

are the first shots of that sequence. This is also a rare occasion between 

the films, where there's a slight difference between the shots. The shot 

used in the remake begins from a shed on the yard, while the original 

has a wider shot of Ann standing on the yard. The reason for the dif-

ferent shots might be the difference in the locations. Like before, this 

has no major impact on the storytelling aspect. The outcome of the 

search will be the same even though the shots are not identical. 
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This shot begins with a focus being on Ann before Paul walks into the 

frame. There's a focus pull to Paul who looks directly into the camera 

and gives a wink with his eye. This is the first time in the film when 

Haneke breaks the 4th wall. The composition in both shots is similar 

even though minor differences can be found from the background. The 

position of the car is different. 

 

Focus pull back to Ann when she finds the body of the dead dog that 

falls down from the car. The dog falls down from the side door in the 

1997 version, while in 2007 it falls down from the trunk. It is hard to 

say what is the reason behind this. But the change feels pretty insignif-

icant for the course of the story. They have also updated the car. The 

2007 car looks a little bit more posh, more expensive than the 1997 

model. 
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The last shot in the scene. George and the son waiting inside for the 

bad news, being watched by Peter who makes sure they won't flee. 

This must be one of the best examples about Haneke's shot-for-shot -

remake. Pay attention to the blocking of the actors and how exactly the 

same it looks ten years later. This shot shows again that the 2007 house 

is a bit more polished in its nature. The style of lighting plays also a 

role in the look of the home. Everything looks so clean in 2007. 

2. THE SHOOTING OF THE SON (POINT OF NO RETURN) 

 

At this point Ann and George are lying on the couch tied up. Their son 

has escaped and fled to the neighbors to get some help. He finds out 

that the neighbor is dead. Paul goes after him and eventually catches 

him. This is what happens to Ann meanwhile at their house. 

When I screened the original and the remake separately, I didn't even 

notice the big change in clothes between the versions. I didn't simply 

realize that Naomi Watts' Ann barely has any clothes on in this scene. 

Did Haneke want more bare skin to the remake? It feels weird that he 

didn't go any further than this in the remake. Other than that everything 

is pretty much the same. Both versions have a TV on the background 

showing a car race. 
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A short while later Paul returns with George Jr. (the son) with him. 

The whole family is being held as hostage again. The son goes to hug 

his mother and Peter & Paul continues their games. Soon Paul says 

he's hungry and goes to the kitchen to make some sandwiches. Peter 

stays with the family. 

This shot shows again clearly the change in the use of colors between 

the versions. If you look at the wall in the background you can easily 

notice that the original has a warm color temperature, while the remake 

has cold color temperatures. 

 

 

 

 

 

Paul is in the kitchen looking for ingredients for the sandwich. Shortly 

after he starts to cook, we hear a shot being fired offscreen. Haneke 

doesn't show any violence in here, he just plays with the audiences’ 

imagination. Something horrible has happened in the living room 

while Paul is in the kitchen. 
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The next picture is a bloody television set. We can just hear the sound 

of the racing cars. It seems like the original shot is even slightly blood-

ier than the U.S. shot. 

This scene is the "point of no return" in both Funny games -movies. At 

this point there's no turning back. Ann and George have lost their be-

loved son and the audience can be pretty sure that Paul and Peter won't 

back up now, because now they have actually committed a horrendous 

crime compared to the previous events. We know that Ann and George 

will carry their mission to the end. They will call for help and get jus-

tice or maybe take revenge on the antagonists. 

This shot comes after the bloody television set. The shot lasts for ap-

proximately 10 minutes. It is quite the same in both films. There's no 

sign of the antagonists. We still hear the sound of the racing cars. Ann 

starts to slowly move towards the TV and then turns it off. We can 

barely see that the son is lying dead in the right corner. George is lying 

on the left side of the room. Ann goes slowly to help George, and then 

they untie themselves and sob. At this point the audience gets a 

glimpse of hope as there's no sign of Peter and Paul, plus George and 

Ann get a chance to call for help.  

An interesting change in the remake seems to be the various paintings 

on the wall, this is a fact that suggests that the 2007 version of Ann & 

George have a higher income than in 1997. They are a richer family. 
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3. THE REMOTE CONTROL SCENE (SECOND TURNING POINT) 

 

George is waiting indoors (with his broken leg) for Ann who went out-

side to call for help. Before this shot there's a short image of George 

putting some kind of sheet over the body of his dead son. The shot is 

really dark though and not very graphically violent. 

The shot in the remake seems and feels darker. We can see the blood 

on the wall, which is not the case in the original. The lighting is also 

more dramatic and the background is not so heavily lit. Tim Roth's 

George seems to be more in pain than the Austrian actor. 

 

Before this shot we see a golf ball rolling into the door opening in a 

close-up. There's a cut back to Georges' reaction and then there's this 

shot of Peter coming back with Ann being tied up again. Anns' quest 

for calling for some help didn't work out. The situation is that they are 

back to square one: being held as hostages again. 

The U.S. version has replaced the fireplace with a bookshelf. The rea-

son might be the differences of the locations. Or maybe Haneke want-

ed to make the 2007 couple more sophisticated, more into literature. 

The use of lighting still has a darker tone in the remake. 
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This shot shows the time gap between the films. In the first shot we see 

a cordless telephone and in the second shot a mobile phone. Paul 

checks if George managed to call for help, but he didn't cause the bat-

tery was so empty/ or the phone was still wet from falling into the sink 

in the beginning of the film. 

This was one of the necessary changes in order to make the movie be-

lievable in 2007. Basically everyone in the United States owns a mo-

bile phone, not a cordless home telephone that belongs to the 90's.  

 

George & Ann lying on the sofa tied up. Notice that Ann has changed 

clothes. 

This shot is followed by close-up shots of Ann, Peter and Paul. The 

antagonists make Ann to say aloud a prayer. They untie her a little bit, 

so she can perform this task. 

Ann grabs the shotgun and shoots Peter. This sequence is done with a 

series of really quick cuts. 
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Peter lying dead on the floor after being shot by Ann. This is an exam-

ple of the most graphically violent images in the film. A lot of the 

times the violence has happened offscreen or without blood, but here 

Peter really flies against the wall and collapses on the ground. The 

power of the shotgun shot is really over-exaggerated in the film. Han-

eke propably wanted to get some kick into the scene, because this is 

the first time Ann gets to take a piece of revenge against the perpetra-

tors. 

The shot hasn't had any radical changes in ten years. The original feels 

even a tiny bit bloodier. You can see that it shows more blood, also on 

the wall. But the 2007 picture is slightly darker in its nature. 

 

The wide shot where Paul realizes what has happened. He has grabbed 

the shotgun away from Ann and is now searching for the remote con-

trol. 
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Paul finds the remote control and rewinds the actions back in time, so 

that he can change the course of events. This is a scene that breaks the 

4th wall again. As a viewer you are struck by lightning. The characters 

in a movie can't just rewind and change the story! But this is what ac-

tually happens. 

It looks like the remote control is a VHS-control in the picture above. 

Ten years later it seems to have been replaced with a dvd-player's re-

mote control. This is something you wouldn't even notice without 

comparing the shots next to each other. I think this is the case with 

most of the changes in the remake. They are barely noticeable.  

 

This final shot of Ann, before she is being taken to the boat, shows her 

desperation. In 2007 she has falled even deeper down into the ground 

and she's lying in the shadows. I think the 1997 Ann has a slightly 

more disturbing face as Naomi Watts. Susanne Lothars facial expres-

sions can be pure agony sometimes. With a closer look you can also 

see the heavier make-up on her face. Lothars eyes look more swollen 

and red than Naomis. 

In the final boat scene Ann is just being dumped into the water, still 

being tied up. The antagonists win in the end. 
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4.3 Differences in the story 

As you saw in the shot-for-shot -comparisons the visual style and language is really 

identical in the original and the remake, and so is the story. There seems to be a couple 

of changes though. The biggest change is the one concerning the telephone. In the origi-

nal we saw Ann speaking on a cordless home telephone. Ten years later in 2007 there 

are barely any cordless telephones because people prefer to use mobile phones. So in 

the remake the cordless phone is replaced with a mobile phone. In today's horror films 

small things like the availability of mobile phones play an important role storywise.  

 

When we see a protagonist in a today's film being trapped somewhere in the need of 

some help, our first thought is: Why doesn't she/he grab the phone from the pocket and 

call for some help. Like in Funny Games (the original) there was only one cordless 

phone, but in the remake there's two telephones. Ann has a mobile phone and so has 

George. If either of them had had access to the phone, they could've called for help right 

away. So in the U.S. version Ann's phone gets wet (just like in the original) and George 

has forgotten his mobile phone in the car that Paul & Peter took when they left the 

house (before returning back with Ann as hostage). So that's how the "mobile phone 

problem" was solved in the remake. 

 

Another change concerning the same scene is a cultural one. In the original Ann & 

George can't really remember the number of the police, when they're trying to call for 

help in a panicking state of mind. In an American film it would feel quite ridiculous and 

unbelievable, if U.S. citizens couldn't figure out how to dial 911 - the emergency num-

ber. Even foreigners know it from watching films.  

 

Other changes that appear in the films are really minor storywise. In the original the dog 

is a German shepherd, but in the remake it's some kind of a brown dog. And in the re-

make Ann finds the dead dog from the trunk of their car, while in the original the dead 

body of the dog falls down from backseat. We can draw a following conclusion about 

the changes in the screenplay. The changes that were made were things that had to be 

changed in order to make the movie believable. It seems that the only changes in the 

remake were the really necessary ones, like the mobile phone -dilemma.  
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4.4 Differences in the acting/characters 

As I demonstrated in the last chapter, the blocking of the actors inside the frame is pret-

ty much the same in both versions. Like said before, the clothing and hairstyles have 

minor differences as well. It is hard to analyze the acting and I am not going deeper into 

that part in my thesis. But one thing is for sure. Naomi Watts and Tim Roth as main 

characters are far more recognizable to the wider audience than the original Austrian 

actors Susanne Lothar and Ulrich Mühe. The choice of actors has a major effect on the 

viewers’ common feelings about the film. According to left field cinemas web page 

(http://www.leftfieldcinema.com/comparative-examination-funny-games-and-funny-

games-us) the choice of casting superstars like Watts and Roth breaks the illusion about 

that this is just a normal family having been attacked by two lunatic strangers. 

 

Because the family in the original Funny games feels more like they could be real eve-

ryday people, it is easier for the viewer to forget that they are actors. You don't recog-

nize their superstar faces right away. The feeling of a normal family is really important 

for the atmosphere of the film. That way the events on the screen feel a lot more horrify-

ing, when you get the illusion about watching the lives of average citizens rather than 

famous Hollywood actors. 

 

4.5 Differences in the visual style and sound 

In this chapter I will summarize the facts that came up in the shot for shot comparison. I 

will start by mentioning the similarities. In terms of editing the remake and the original 

are really close. The remake feels a lot like a replica of the original when it comes to 

editing. The lengths of the scenes are approximately the same. The 10-minute single 

take is as long in 2007 as it was in 1997. The sound world hasn't changed either in 10 

years. Haneke uses the same tracks in both versions. The same goes for the graphics and 

the font of the title and end credits.  

 

There are differences though, mostly in the visual style. I made a list of the things that I 

came up with in the comparative section.  
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- The remake has cold color temperatures. The original has warm color temperatures. 

- Some of the props on the set have been changed from the original. The remake has a 

greenhouse, paintings on the wall, a more expensive looking car, mobile phones instead 

of a cordless telephone, a bookshelf instead of a fireplace, and fishing rods instead of 

umbrellas. I would say that Ann's and George's belongings look slightly more elitistic in 

the U.S. version. Therefore the family also feels more upper class, than in the original. 

- The blocking of the actors varies in certain scenes, but these changes seem to be really 

minor. 

- There are some differences mainly between the clothing of Ann and her son. George, 

Peter and Paul wear pretty much identical clothes in both versions. 

- Ann's hairstyle is slightly different 

 

5.1 Conclusions 

We have these two movies that are supposed to be almost identical, but they are not. 

Why is it like this? In this chapter I will try to find the answers to my research questions 

and why the original is considered as a better film than the remake that didn't get as 

good reviews in 2007. 

 

The theory chapter in my thesis plays an important role when we draw conclusions. I 

will begin with the study of increased violence in films. As the study shows violence in 

movies has more than doubled if we look back to as long as 1950's. If we take a closer 

look at the figure on page 25 we notice that between 1997 and 2007 there has been an 

increase of about 1/3 in violent sequences per hour. To simplify things, this study tells 

us that if something were considered really violent 10 years a go; it's not as violent to-

day. The comparison I made between the Funny games age certificates proves basically 

the same thing. In todays society the 2007 Funny games (which is exactly as violent as 

the original) isn't considered to be as nasty as it was in 1997. There were a couple ex-

ceptions where the age certificate was higher for the remake, but the huge majority of 

countries gave the remake a significantly lower certificate than the original ten years 

before. Funny games is a film that's supposed to disturb and shock its audiences. The 

remake doesn't succeed in this as well as the original, because today's standards for the 
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shock factor are higher. The film has also a very European style in editing. This means 

long takes and not so many cuts. There's one long take that lasts for nearly 10 minutes. 

The American audiences might find this specific way of editing odd and boring. 

 

Another important point has to do with casting and characters. Robert Mckee wrote 

about the nature of the protagonist: "The protagonist must be empathetic". In this case 

characters that feel like everyday average people are easier to emphatize with than big 

names like Roth and Watts. Haneke's changes of the set design also underline the fact 

that the U.S. family feels a tiny bit more upper class and elitistic than the more average 

family from the original. "If the production had chosen to use unknown actors instead of 

well known stars like Naomi Watts and Tim Roth it might well have been a closer call. 

But their glamour unfortunately detracts from the film and brings us too close to the 

understanding that we are watching a movie." This is what leftfieldcinema.com wrote 

about the remake. (http://www.leftfieldcinema.com/comparative-examination-funny-

games-and-funny-games-us).  

 

To conclude things I would say that the remake of Funny games is kind of a unique ex-

periment that hasn't been done before. I think that my thesis proves the fact that you 

can't remake exactly the same film ten years later without losing some of the impact. 

Remakes need to have more upgrades in order to be successful. Things that were fresh a 

decade a go, might feel old and expired today. This thesis also shows the increasing 

amount of violence within the film industry. In today's society it seems like people have 

better tolerance for it too, the amount of violence keeps growing and the age certificates 

keep dropping down. It would be an interesting experiment if Haneke made a third 

(identical) Funny games 50 years from now. What would be the results? What would be 

the age certificate? Who would be the main actors? Would it feel totally outdated and 

lame in terms of violence? 
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Gun Violence Trends in Movies

WHAT’S KNOWN ON THIS SUBJECT: Previous research has shown
the following: the mere presence of weapons can increase
aggression, dubbed the “weapons effect”; violence in films has
increased over time; and violent films can increase aggression.

WHAT THIS STUDY ADDS: This study examines a potential source
of the “weapons effect”: the presence of guns in films. In just 20
years, gun violence in PG-13 films (age 131) has increased from
the level in films rated G/PG to the point where it exceeds the level
in R films.

abstract
BACKGROUND: Many scientific studies have shown that the mere pres-
ence of guns can increase aggression, an effect dubbed the “weapons
effect.” The current research examines a potential source of the
weapons effect: guns depicted in top-selling films.

METHODS: Trained coders identified the presence of violence in each
5-minute film segment for one-half of the top 30 films since 1950 and
the presence of guns in violent segments since 1985, the first full year
the PG-13 rating (age 131) was used. PG-13–rated films are among
the top-selling films and are especially attractive to youth.

RESULTS: Results found that violence in films has more than doubled
since 1950, and gun violence in PG-13–rated films has more than tripled
since 1985. When the PG-13 rating was introduced, these films
contained about as much gun violence as G (general audiences) and
PG (parental guidance suggested for young children) films. Since 2009,
PG-13–rated films have contained as much or more violence as R-rated
films (age 171) films.

CONCLUSIONS: Even if youth do not use guns, these findings suggest
that they are exposed to increasing gun violence in top-selling films. By
including guns in violent scenes, film producers may be strengthening
the weapons effect and providing youth with scripts for using guns.
These findings are concerning because many scientific studies have
shown that violent films can increase aggression. Violent films are
also now easily accessible to youth (eg, on the Internet and cable).
This research suggests that the presence of weapons in films
might amplify the effects of violent films on aggression. Pediatrics
2013;132:1014–1018
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Inmany shooting sprees, the perpetrator
puts on a uniform (eg, hockey mask,
trench coat, movie costume, military
uniform), as if following a script from
a movie. For example, on July 20, 2012,
James Holmes bought a ticket to see the
new Batman movie in Aurora, Colorado.
Approximately 20 minutes after the
show started, Holmes left the theater
and returned dressed in full tactical
gear, carrying several guns and a huge
amount of ammunition. He launched 2
canisters that emitted smoke or gas
and then began firing into the crowd,
killing 12 and wounding 70 others.
Holmes identified himself to the police
as “The Joker.”1

It is useful to consider a youth’s life as
filled with a succession of social
problems that must be solved. Youth
learn how to solve problems by ob-
serving how others solve similar
problems.2 By observing others, youth
accumulate a set of programs, called
scripts, for solving social problems.3 In
theater, scripts tell actors what to do
and say. In memory, scripts define sit-
uations and guide behavior; the person
first selects a script for the situation,
assumes a role in that script, and then
behaves according to it. A script may be
learned through direct experience or
by observing others, such as violent
characters in the mass media.4 The
media provide scripts for gun use. Gun
violence in films might also encourage
an association between guns and violence.

In the wake of recent shooting sprees,
legislators and the lay public are dis-
cussing possible ways to reduce youth
violence. What is conspicuously absent
from these discussions, however, is the
fact that just seeing a weapon can in-
creaseaggression, aneffectdubbed the
“weapons effect.”

Guns not only permit violence, they can
stimulate it as well. The finger pulls the
trigger, but the trigger may also be
pulling the finger.

Leonard Berkowitz, Psychology
Professor5

In 1967, Leonard Berkowitz and Anthony
LePage conducted a study to determine
whether the mere presence of weapons
could increase aggression.6 Angered
participants were seated at a table that
had a shotgun and a revolver on it or
badminton racquets and shuttlecocks
in the control condition. The items on
the table were described as part of
another experiment that the researcher
had supposedly forgotten to put away.
There was also a second control condi-
tion with no items on the table. The
participant decided what level of elec-
tric shock to deliver to an accomplice of
the experimenter, ostensibly to evaluate
his or her performance on a task. In
reality, the shock was used to measure
aggressive behavior. The experimenter
told participants to ignore the items on
the table, but apparently they could not.
Participants who saw the guns were
more aggressive than participants who
saw the sports items or no items at all.

More than 50 other studies have rep-
licated the weapons effect, both inside
and outside the laboratory in both an-
gered and nonangered individuals.7

Weapons can even make people ag-
gressive when they cannot “see” them.
In one study,8 for example, participants
who were exposed to words describing
weapons (eg, gun) for only 0.17 second
were more aggressive afterward than
participants exposed to nonaggressive
words (eg, water). These findings sug-
gest that there is a strong link between
weapons and aggression in memory.

For decades, researchers have studied
the effects of exposure to violent media
on aggression in children and youth. The
evidence from these studies has been
reviewednumerous times, andnearly all
researchers have reached the same
conclusion: exposure to media violence
can increase aggression.8–12 After re-
viewing the available evidence, 6 public
health organizations (the American
Academy of Child and Adolescent
Psychiatry, the American Academy of

Pediatrics, the American Academy of Family
Physicians, the American Medical Asso-
ciation, the American Psychiatric Asso-
ciation, and the American Psychological
Association) endorsed a joint statement
that concluded: “The conclusion of the
public health community, based on over
30 years of research, is that viewing
entertainment violence can lead to in-
creases in aggressive attitudes, values
and behavior, particularly in children.”13

Research organizations, such as the In-
ternational Society for Research on Ag-
gression, have issued similar statements.14

Many government organizations also
have issued statements, including the US
Surgeon General, the National Science
Foundation, the National Institute of
Mental Health, and the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention. In sum-
mary, virtually all scientific and health
organizations have concluded thatmedia
violence can increase aggression.

The current study tested a potential
source of the weapons effect: the pres-
ence of guns in top-selling films. Given
that the sight of weapons can increase
aggression, and violent media can in-
crease aggression, gun violence in films
might be a “double whammy.” Seeing
guns in films might also provide youth
with scripts for using guns. In particu-
lar, we were interested in the presence
of guns in violent scenes depicted in PG-
13–rated films (ie, for viewers age 131).
The proportion of PG-13–rated films in
the top 30 grossing films has increased
greatly since the rating was introduced
in 1985.15 Previous research has shown
that violence is a common theme in top-
selling films and that the amount of vi-
olence has increased over time,16,17

even in G (general audiences)-rated
films considered appropriate for view-
ers of all ages.18 Research also shows
that youth frequently watch extremely
violent films.19,20 Moreover, such films
are more accessible today to viewers of
all ages than ever before, such as on the
Internet and cable. However, previous
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research has not examined the extent to
which gun violence is portrayed in films
and whether the use of guns has in-
creased over time, especially in PG-13–
rated films that adolescents are most
likely to watch. We predicted that the
presence of guns in violent scenes has
increased in films with PG-13 ratings.

METHODS

Weused the Coding of Health andMedia
Project’s21 database of 945 films that
were sampled from the 30 top-grossing
films (based on annual box office sales
as ranked by Varietymagazine) for each
of the years from 1950 to 2012. Trained
coders identified violent sequences in
those films, by using a definition adapted
fromprevious research19: “Physical acts
where the aggressormakes orattempts
to make some physical contact with the
intention of causing injury or death,”
excluding natural disasters, accidents,
objects not attributed to a character,
and expected physical acts in sports
that are not intended to seriously injure
(eg, tackling in football). Coders achieved
a high level of reliability (0.80) for these
sequences, using Krippendorff’s a re-
liability formula, which controls for
chance agreement between multiple
coders.

Violent sequences performed by each
character were coded for each 5-minute
segment of each film. A “sequence” of
violence is uninterrupted if the character
uses 1 weapon or action continuously,
regardless of the number of victims.
There were 17 695 violent sequences in
the 945 films we coded from 1950 to
2012. Violent sequences performed by
each character were summed to get
a segment’s total, and the rate of violent
sequences per hour in each film was
computed. Due to skewness in these
scores, we computed the annualmean of
these rates using a log transform.

Our violence coding indicated that 396
(94%) of the 420 films since 1985 had 1
or more 5-minute segments containing

violence. Those segments with violence
were subsequently coded for the use of
guns. A gunwas defined as aweapon that
can be carried with 1 or both hands that
fires a bullet or energy beam with the
intention of harming or killing a living
target. Weapons such as cannons and
artillery were excluded because they
cannot be carried with 1 or both hands.
Rocket-propelled grenades, bullets on
theirown,andholsterswithoutgunswere
also excluded. Gun violence was defined
as shooting a gun and hitting a living
target. Guns fired at shooting-range tar-
gets, skeets, oranimalswhile hunting (eg,
game birds, deer) were excluded.

Five independent raters coded films.
Raterswere trainedbyusing27filmsnot
included in the database. Coders were
blinded to each film’s publication year
and Motion Picture Association of America
rating, and they achieved a high level of
reliability (Krippendorff a = 0.91) for
identification of gun violence.

We identified 783 segments with gun
violence in the 396 films with violence.
The rate of gun violence per hour was

obtained for each film, transformed via
a log transformation, and then aver-
aged over films for each year. We ex-
amined the rate of gun violence by film
rating. Because there were few G-rated
films (n = 21), they were combined with
PG (parental guidance suggested for
young children) films (n = 108); there
were also 166 PG-13–rated films, and
119 R-rated (restricted to viewers age
171) films from 1985 to 2012.

RESULTS

Overall Violence Trend Analyses

Best-fitting trends were identified for
linear, quadratic, and cubic trends.
Robust SEs were used for all trend
analyses to protect against violations of
regression analysis assumptions (ie,
normality,homoscedasticity,independence).
The best-fitting trend for annual violent
sequences from 1950 to 2012 was
quadratic (b 5.005 [95% confidence
interval(CI): .0015– .0076]P5 .004, R2 = .52).
As shown in Fig 1, the trend in the rate
of violent sequences more than dou-
bled from 1950 to 2012.

FIGURE 1
Rate of violent sequences per 5-minute segment for the top 30 ranked films, 1950 to 2012, along with
linear trend and 95% upper CIs (UCI) and lower 95% CIs (LCI).
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Gun Violence Trend Analyses

There was an overall annual increase in
gun violence in the films from 1985 to
2012 (b= .0003, [95%CI = .000052 .00050,
P = .021, R2 = .17. However, trends dif-
fered by movie rating. Among G/PG
films, gun violence decreased linearly
(b =2.014 [95% CI:2.026 –2.003], P =
.015, R2 = .16), while among PG-13 films
the rate increased with linear (b = .267
[95% CI: .118 – .416], P, .001, quadratic
(b =2.021, [95% CI:2.033 –2.009], P =
.002, and cubic trends (b = .0005 [95%
CI: .0002 – .0008], P , .001; R2 = .53).
There was no trend in gun violence for
R-rated films during this period. As shown
in Fig 2, the annual mean rate of gun
violence in R-rated films was 2.15 seg-
ments per hour and was 1.26 in G/PG–
rated film segments per hour. The rate
for films in the PG-13 category started at
0 in 1985 to 1986 and rose over time.
Although the PG-13 trend was within the
95% CI for G/PG–rated films for many
years, since 2009 it has been as high or
higher than R-rated films. In 2012, the
levelofgunviolence inPG-13filmsexceeded
the mean in R-rated films.

DISCUSSION

Consistent with other analyses,15–20 we
found that violence in top-grossing films
has increased linearly since 1950. Since
1985, scripts containing the use of guns
in violent segments have declined
slightly in G/PG films but not changed
overall in R-rated films. However, gun
violence in PG-13 films has grown con-
siderably since 1985, even exceeding the
rate in R-rated films in recent years.
Films with a PG-13 rating are popular,
accounting for more than one-half of
top-grossing film revenue,5 but un-
fortunately they are not restricted at
movie theaters to youth. Film producers
may therefore be strengthening the
weapons effect by increasingly including
guns in scripts that involve violence in
the films youth aremost likely to see. The
presence of guns in films also provides
youthwith scripts on how to use guns. In
addition, children no longer need to go
to movie theaters to see films; films are
readily available on the Internet or cable.
Thus, children much younger than 13
years can easily view films that contain
ample gun violence.

One limitation of the current study is
that we did not code for guns in non-
violent segments. However, these uses
are likely to be rare. In addition, movies
less popular than the top 30 were not
coded, although the top 30 has repre-
sented .50% of the box office sales in
recent years.5 We also did not distinguish
between the use of guns for self-defense
versus violence initiation, although this
distinction was not relevant to testing
our hypothesis that the presence of guns
has increased in PG-13–rated films since
1985.

The findings from the current research
are troubling given the large body of
research evidence showing that violent
media can have harmful effects on chil-
dren and youth. Future research should
test whether violence with guns is more
likely to increase aggression in youth
than violence without guns. Future re-
search should also investigate whether
films containing gun violence provide
viewers with scripts on how to use guns.
Previous research has shown that when
exposed tomoviecharacterswhosmoke,
many youth are more likely to start
smoking themselves22; the same effect is
true for characters who drink.23 Simi-
larly, we predict that youth will be more
interested in acquiring and using guns
after exposure to gun violence in films.

CONCLUSIONS

Our research found that violence in
filmshasmore thandoubledsince1950,
and that gun violence in PG-13 films has
increased to the point where it recently
exceeded the rate in R-rated films. The
effects of exposure to gun violence in
films should not be trivialized. Even if
youth do not use guns, the current re-
search suggests that because of the
increasing popularity of PG-13–rated
films, youth are exposed to consider-
able gun violence in movie scripts. The
mere presence of guns in these films
may increase the aggressive behavior
of youth.

FIGURE 2
Rateof 5-minutefilmsegmentswithgunviolence for the top30rankedfilmsratedG/PG,PG-13, andR,1985
to 2012, along with best-fitting trend and 95% CIs for PG-13–rated films.

ARTICLE

PEDIATRICS Volume 132, Number 6, December 2013 1017
 by guest on January 30, 2014pediatrics.aappublications.orgDownloaded from 



 

 

 

REFERENCES

1. Esposito R, Date J, Thomas P, Ferran L. July
20, 2012. Aurora ‘Dark Knight’ suspect
James Holmes said he ‘Was the Joker’:
Cops. ABC News. Available at: http://abcnews.
go.com/Blotter/aurora-dark-knight-suspect-
joker-cops/story?id=16822251. Accessed
October 10, 2013

2. Bandura A. Social Learning Theory. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall; 1977

3. Schank RC, Abelson RP. Scripts, Plans,
Goals, and Understanding. Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum; 1977

4. Huesmann LR. An information processing
model for the development of aggression.
Aggress Behav. 1988;14:13–24

5. Berkowitz L. Impulse, aggression and the
gun. Psychology Today. 1968;(Sept):19–22

6. Berkowitz L, LePage A. Weapons as aggression-
eliciting stimuli. J Pers Soc Psychol. 1967;7:
202–207

7. Carlson M, Marcus-Newhall A, Miller N.
Effects of situational aggression cues: a quan-
titative review. J Pers Soc Psychol. 1990;58(4):
622–633

8. Subra B, Muller D, Bègue L, Bushman BJ,
Delmas F. Automatic effects of alcohol and
aggressive cues on aggressive thoughts
and behaviors. Pers Soc Psychol Bull. 2010;
36(8):1052–1057

9. Anderson CA, Berkowitz L, Donnerstein
et al. The influence of media violence on
youth. Psychol Sci Public Interest. 2003;4
(3):81–110

10. Anderson CA, Shibuya A, Ihori N, et al. Vio-
lent video game effects on aggression,
empathy, and prosocial behavior in eastern
and western countries: a meta-analytic
review. Psychol Bull. 2010;136(2):151–173

11. Bushman BJ, Huesmann LR. Short-term and
long-term effects of violent media on ag-
gression in children and adults. Arch
Pediatr Adolesc Med. 2006;160(4):348–352

12. Comstock GA, Paik H. The effects of televi-
sion violence on aggressive behavior:
a meta-analysis. Communic Res. 1994;21:
516–546

13. American Academy of Pediatrics. Joint
Statement on the impact of entertainment
violence on children, Congressional Public
Health Summit, July 26, 2000. Available at:
http://www2.aap.org/advocacy/releases/
jstmtevc.htm. Accessed October 10, 2013

14. Media Violence Commission, International
Society for Research on Aggression (ISRA).
Report of the Media Violence Commission.
Aggress Behav. 2012;38(5):335–341

15. Nalkur PG, Jamieson PE, Romer D. The ef-
fectiveness of the motion picture associa-
tion of America’s rating system in screening
explicit violence and sex in top-ranked
movies from 1950 to 2006. J Adolesc Health.
2010;47(5):440–447

16. Bleakley A, Jamieson PE, Romer D. Trends
of sexual and violent content by gender in
top-grossing U.S. films, 1950-2006. J Ado-
lesc Health. 2012;51(1):73–79

17. Jamieson PE, More E, Lee SS, Busse P,
Romer D. It matters what young people
watch, health risk behaviors portrayed in
top-grossing movies since 1950. In: Jamieson
PE, Romer D, eds. The Changing Portrayal
of Adolescents in the Media Since 1950.
New York, NY: Oxford University Press; 2008:
105–131

18. Yokota F, Thompson KM. Violence in G-rated
animated films. JAMA. 2000;283(20):2716–
2720

19. Sargent JD, Heatherton TF, Ahrens MB,
Dalton MA, Tickle JJ, Beach ML. Adolescent
exposure to extremely violent movies. J
Adolesc Health. 2002;31(6):449–454

20. Worth KA, Gibson Chambers J, Nassau DH,
Rakhra BK, Sargent JD. Exposure of US
adolescents to extremely violent movies.
Pediatrics. 2008;122(2):306–312

21. CHAMP APPC and Robert Wood Johnson
Coding of Health and Media Project. Media
health coding: capturing changes over
time. Available at: www.youthmediarisk.
org/. Accessed October 10, 2013

22. Dal Cin S, Stoolmiller M, Sargent JD. When
movies matter: exposure to smoking in
movies and changes in smoking behavior. J
Health Commun. 2012;17(1):76–89

23. Wills TA, Sargent JD, Gibbons FX, Gerrard M,
Stoolmiller M. Movie exposure to alcohol
cues and adolescent alcohol problems:
a longitudinal analysis in a national sam-
ple. Psychol Addict Behav. 2009;23(1):23–35

1018 BUSHMAN et al
 by guest on January 30, 2014pediatrics.aappublications.orgDownloaded from 



 

 

 

DOI: 10.1542/peds.2013-1600
; originally published online November 11, 2013;Pediatrics

Brad J. Bushman, Patrick E. Jamieson, Ilana Weitz and Daniel Romer
Gun Violence Trends in Movies

 
 

 Services
Updated Information &

 /peds.2013-1600
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/early/2013/11/06
including high resolution figures, can be found at:

 Rs)3Peer Reviews (P
Post-Publication

 
 00v1

http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/cgi/eletters/peds.2013-16
R has been posted to this article: 3One P

Permissions & Licensing

 tml
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/site/misc/Permissions.xh
tables) or in its entirety can be found online at: 
Information about reproducing this article in parts (figures,

 Reprints
 http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/site/misc/reprints.xhtml

Information about ordering reprints can be found online:

rights reserved. Print ISSN: 0031-4005. Online ISSN: 1098-4275.
Grove Village, Illinois, 60007. Copyright © 2013 by the American Academy of Pediatrics. All 
and trademarked by the American Academy of Pediatrics, 141 Northwest Point Boulevard, Elk
publication, it has been published continuously since 1948. PEDIATRICS is owned, published, 
PEDIATRICS is the official journal of the American Academy of Pediatrics. A monthly

 by guest on January 30, 2014pediatrics.aappublications.orgDownloaded from 


