The Issue of Bad Language

Profanity pervades the dialogue.  Jacky and Tony swear continually; Billy and Michael do so matter-of-factly.  This no doubt reflects reality, but should films do this?  

Discussion topics:
1. Do films need to include bad language?  Does anyone feel The Lord of the Rings or The Matrix would be better with bad language?
1. Consider the following passage and the questions that follow.

Once again, we are confronted by a movie that might be ideal for teenagers near Billy Elliot's age, but has been slapped with the R rating (in America).  While kids will gladly sneak into R-rated movies they hope will be violent or scary, the R barrier only discourages them from films that could be helpful or educational.  In the case of Billy Elliot, the movie contains only mild violence and essentially no sex, and the R is explained entirely by the language, particularly the "F-word".  The filmmakers believe that it is a word much used by British coal miners, and I am sure they are correct.
There are two solutions to the linkage of the F-word and the R rating: 
1. The MPAA should concede the melancholy fact that every teenager has heard this and most other nasty words thousands of times, or 
1. Filmmakers should sacrifice the F-word in order to make their films more available to those under 17.
(Roger Ebert, Chicago Sun-Times)

1. "Profanity is the last refuge of the unimaginative."  
      What does this mean?  Do you agree?
1. “Swearing degrades the level of human interaction by reducing people, things and situations to the scatological, the base or the animal.”  
What does this mean?  Do you agree?
1. “Swearing shows a lack of style and finesse.”  
 Do you agree or disagree?

Read the following newspaper column on the issue of bad language in films.  
1. Summarise the argument.
1. Do you agree or disagree.  Give reasons for your stance.

Bad Language

	Last month, in my review of The Blair Witch Project, I was very critical of the excessive bad language used by the three young actors.  My comments earned me some correspondence from other young people accusing me of being ‘narrow minded’.  Well, if taking exception to having to listen to a vocabulary that consists of little more than the same few four-letter words, repeated in various tones, to the exclusion of dialogue that communicates means I am narrow minded, then yes, I plead guilty.
	The main argument in favour of this language seems to be that it is ‘authentic’, that young people talk like this.  I do know that.  
	But let us consider the matter of authenticity.
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Those people who argue that authenticity is the only criterion by which we should judge movie dialogue should try listening into other people’s conversations.  Or, better still, tape a conversation that they participate in, and then listen later, critically.  They will find, I am sure, that other people’s conversations, unscripted, unedited, and without structure, are mostly monumentally boring to all but those who take part in them.  But they are ‘authentic’; there is no doubt about that. . . 
	That is why soap operas like Neighbours and East Enders, while purporting to be ‘real life’, do not settle for ‘real’ conversation but actually write scripts.  If we were all capable of improvising brilliantly, we could all be great writers.  But most of us can’t.
	If authentic conversation is not considered worthwhile as entertainment, then for the life of me I cannot see why excessive swearing, no matter how ‘authentic’, should be any more acceptable.  Not because it offends but because it, too, is monumentally boring!
	There are some films in which bad language, while still objectionable to many people, is balanced out by other positives; Lock, Stock, and Two Smoking Barrels and Pulp Fiction are examples.  But in most movies where bad language abounds, the constant swearing simply seems to be an excuse for nothing worthwhile to say.
	A number of years ago. . . 
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