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The ancestral folk tale and the modern horror film converge in Neil Jor-
dan’s film The Company of Wolves (1984), forming a peculiar hybrid. Com-
pany is actually an adaptation of the eponymous short story from 'the
collection by Angela Carter The Bloody Chamber (1979). Carter’s story is a
post-modern, literary retelling of the folk tale “Little Red Riding Hood” popu-
larised, among many others, by Charles Perrault (1697) and the Brothers
Grimm (1812). Whereas in Perrault’s version the naive heroine is devoured
by the wolf - in the Brothers Grimm’s tale a hunter rescues her from the wolf’s
belly - Carter’s more ingenious heroine neutralises the threat that .the‘ wolf
poses against her life by becoming his lover, taming him into submission as
she sexually liberates herself. Jordan’s film, though, abandons Carterjs opti-
mistic, erotically appealing plea for liberation, enhancing instead, possibly for
commercial reasons, the horrific elements implied in her story, especially her
characterisation of the wolf as a werewolf. As a horror film, though, Company
of Wolves is, due to the average quality of its special effects and to Jordan’s
failure to build up suspense, less effective than other ground-breaking films of
the werewolf sub-genre in the 1980s, such as The Howling and An American
Werewolf in London.

The weight of the horrific elements in the film greatly distorts the rela-
tionship between Carter’s story and the versions of the folk tale that she
criticises, especially Perrault’s. The nameless heroine of Carter’s story -
called Rosaleen in the film - appears to be a step forward towards the creation
of an ideal liberated, feminist heroine who can overcome the negative image
of Perrault’s vain, heedless girl. Transferred to the context of the horror film,
Rosaleen’s resolute naiveté - Carter’s typical trademark for most of her her‘o-
ines - appears to be, in contrast, a step backwards. Rosaleep compares quite
badly to the new heroine of horror film that first appearefi in the mid 1970s:
the final girl, in Carol Clover’s denomination. The final girl, Clover explains,
endures a relentless persecution that claims the lives of all those around her
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and that finally leads her to a horrific confrontation with death, embodied by
the monster, which she survives whether she is rescued by others or rescues
herself (35). Clover rejects this victorious heroine arguing that her victimisa-
tion, and not her triumph, is the core of the sadistic pleasures male spectators
indulge in thanks to the misogynist genre of the horror film. She, however,
quite misses the point that for many female spectators the image of a brave
young woman facing the horror of a threatening male monster, whom she of-
ten ends up killing, can be positive and even empowering.

It is in this sense that Rosaleen appears to be a far less enticing heroine
than, for instance, the final girl of a most popular horror film made the same
year, Nancy in Wes Craven’s 4 Nightmare on Elm Street. Unlike the terrified
final girl, characterised as a born survivor, Rosaleen simply refuses to be
scared, which ultimately leads in Carter’s story to her building up a question-
able sexual complicity with the wolf and in the film to her own transformation
into a wolf. Whereas the temerity of Carter’s heroine may be read as an ironic
comment on Perrault’s victimisation of his maid in a red cap, even despite the
problematic liaison between woman and male monster, within the context of
the horror film, in which the impact of violence is always foregrounded,
Rosaleen’s refusal to feel fear appears to be pure simple-mindedness.

The different endings of the short story and the film reveal, besides, not
only an important disagreement between Carter and Jordan, but also Com-
pany'’s failure to contribute a truly alternative reading to “Little Red Riding
Hood,” one that would firmly side with the heroine against the monster. In
Jordan’s script, co-written with Carter herself, ! the tale is dreamed by a late
twentieth-century teenage girl, a narrative choice that made a double ending
imperative. Jordan apparently wrote on his own this double ending and deeply
altered Carter’s message of liberation since he chose to punish the heroine,
both transforming her into a monster (within the tale) and killing her (within
the contemporary narrative framework). In the tale Rosaleen becomes a
(were)wolf - that is to say, a non-human monster - in order to join her wolf
lover; the couple ward off the attack of the hunters and are free to follow the
call of the wilderness thanks to her mother’s help. The young contemporary
dreamer wakes up only to be attacked and presumably devoured by the
wolves that pounce on her. The aggression goes on, apparently unnoticed by
her family - that is, if she is not still dreaming - as the final moral of Perrault’s
conservative tale is recited off-screen by the dream Grandmother.>

Carter granted Jordan the right to modify her story, but was politely mys-
tified about his final intention: “[The film’s] purpose and meaning are not in-
tended to be clear”, she declared. “I’m not sure of its meaning; it is supposed
to be an open-ended film, with a plentiful amount of material for interpreta-
tion” (Haffenden 84). In fact, the film’s end is not so unclear if we take into
account the codes of the horror film: Jordan’s film follows them in his vic-
timisation of the dreaming girl, but ignores them as regards the characterisa-
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tion of the dream’s Rosaleen as a brave final girl, preferring to turn Carter’s
cross-species affair into Rosaleen’s fall into monstrosity. A brief examination
of two far more challenging modern versions of “Little Red Riding Hood”
which also include horrific elements, Tanith Lee’s novel Heart-beast (1992)
and Matthew Bright’s independent film Freeway (1996), suggests that, in any
case, Carter’s story is nothing but a consolatory fantasy, as Margaret Atwood
argues (130). Both Lee’s novel and Bright’s film clearly side with the heroine,
turning Clover’s derided final girl into a vindictive heroine who will not be
victimised.

Company, a British film, was released at a time when the American were-
wolf film was passing through the most innovative and productive period in
its whole history.? It faced, therefore, the daunting prospect of having to com-
pete commercially with the quite accomplished products of the American
market. Until the 1970s, the evolution of the werewolf film sub-genre ran par-
allel to that of the other two most popular monsters: Universal Studios’s Dra-
cula and Frankenstein’s creature. In the 1980s, however, the new special
effects developed to represent metamorphosis made the werewolf film a more
distinct sub-genre. Bram Stoker had represented Count Dracula as both vam-
pire and werewolf in his popular classic (1897), yet, as David Skal explains,
“the werewolf theme was largely eliminated from Dracula stage adaptations,
due to the difficulties of convincingly presenting such a total physical trans-
formation in the theatre” (212).4 Since the werewolf has not inspired any ma-
jor literary work,® Hollywood chose to link lycanthropy to the model of
transformation proposed by R.L. Stevenson in “The Strange Case of Dr. Je-
kyll and Mr. Hyde” (1886). Unlike Henry Jekyll, though, the werewolf'is usu-
ally represented as an innocent man unfairly placed under a terrible curse, a
motif apparently introduced also in the 1930s by Guy Endore’s novel Were-
wolf of Paris (1933) and rescued by the British Hammer Studios with Terence
Fisher’s adaptation Curse of the Werewolf (1961).

The development of special effects and make-up techniques in the early
1980s helped the werewolf reconquer the film screen after the decadence of
the classic monsters of horror in the 1970s. This, incidentally, was partly due
to the rise of independent horror films like 7he Texas Chainsaw Massacre
(Tobe Hooper, 1974), from which the final girl derives. Joe Dante’s The
Howling (1981, a free adaptation of a novel by Gary Brandner), John Landis’
An American Werewolfin London (1981), Michael Wadleigh’s Wolfen (1981,
based on Whitley Strieber’s novel) came in quick succession. They inspired
Company of Wolves but also comedies like Teen Wolf (1986, also based on /
was a Teenage Werewolf) and even Michael Jackson’s popular music video
“Thriller” (1983), directed by Landis.

The main gimmick of any werewolf film is, of course, the metamorphosis
from man to wolf. The essential turning point in the history of the werewolf
film came in this regard with the seminal work of American special effects
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artist Rick Baker for The Howling and An American Werewolf in London.
Jack Pierce, the make-up artist famous for his work in Frankenstein, had pro-
duced innovative make-up designs for Werewolf of London and the classic
The Wolfman (1941) with Lon Chaney, Jr., but lacked the technology neces-
sary to represent a credible step-by-step transformation. Directors Joe Dante
and John Landis commissioned Barker to design a complete metamorphosis
practically at the same time, in the early 1980s.6 Barker not only made the
transformations for their respective films believable but also altered the figure
of the werewolf, transforming him into the ten feet tall monstrosity of The
Howling and the bestial monster of American Werewolf. His designs for this
film were so revolutionary that a new Oscar category for Best Make-Up was
introduced to acknowledge his achievement. Barker, thus, raised the thresh-
old of tolerance marking the limits of the representation of monstrosity on the
screen and stressed the importance of the transformation as spectacle, aspects
that Company could not ignore.

Barker’s work produced, beside, an interesting side effect in the represen-
tation of metamorphosis in films. As Salisbury and Hedgecock report (43),
Baker’s designs were effective but not perfect, especially those for The
Howling, which were actually completed by his disciple Rob Bottin. The latex
foam appliances used on the actors, supposed to swell and bubble on their
skins to produce the illusion of a smooth change, would often burst. Special
sound effects were added to cover up this mistake, which produced the illu-
sion of an agonising, bone-cracking metamorphosis, an illusion imitated by
all subsequent werewolf films. In Company the physical ordeal that the were-
wolf undergoes is a central aspect, not only because of its undeniable value as
spectacle but also because this pain sparks the compassion that leads Rosaleen
to choose to become a werewolf herself. Her own transformation, however,
happens off-screen, which somehow undermines the value of both her sympa-
thy for the suffering of her chosen companion and the impact of her own phys-
ical change.

Christopher Tucker’s make-up effects’ and Rodger Shaw’s animatronics
(models animated electronically) for Jordan’s film are competent enough - es-
pecially in the scene of actor Stephen Rea’s metamorphosis - but they are cer-
tainly inferior imitations of Baker’s work. “I remember when I saw The
Company of Wolves,” Landis reminisced in the early 1990s. “I went “all right.
We’ve seen it already.”” (Salisbury and Hedgecock 46). Curiously enough,
Guido Almansi maintains that the metamorphosis from man to wolf in the ra-
dio play The Company of Wolves (Carter’s own adaptation) is superior to any
possible film version (229), whereas Laura Mulvey has also noted and praised
Carter’s deft use of film images “even when the cinema itself is not present on
the page” (230). Naturally, the imagery used by the novelist is not conditioned
by available special effects technology: telling has here a clear advantage over
showing. Carter herself, however, noted in an interview that Jordan’s adapta-
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tion was in part conditioned by the cinematic possibilities available in the
early 1980s. These limitations affected not so much the werewglf transforrpa—
tion, which seems not to have interested Carter at all, as.the er}dlng. Accqrdmg
to her, Jordan wanted to end the film with “an extraordmary image - an image
of repression being liberated by libido” in which the t‘wentl.eth-'century sleep-
ing beauty “would wake up and do the most beautiful dive m’fo jthe ﬂoo.r-
boards” (Haffenden 84). Carter’s comment suggests that Jordan’s interest in
the visual aspects of his film was more limited as regards the make-up special
effects of the werewolf sub-genre than as regards his own personal imagery.
This, and possibly the producers’ limited invegtmept, would e)splam why
Company fails as a horror film in comparison to its direct competitors. .
The precarious mixture of the codes of the popular, c?nunercxal wgr'ewol
film - possibly imposed by the producers - with Jordan’s personal vision of
Carter’s literary fairy-tale story is, precisely, what makes the ﬁlm so singular,
but also so indeterminate. As film reviewer John Hax;tl noted, “it’s hard to ﬁnfl,
the centre” of Company, a film that is “certainly stylish, perhaps too much s0
(1984). Company failed to become either a cul_t horror .ﬁlm ora coguner01gl
success basically because it could not please elthe.r of its tw? possible audi-
ences: the art-house film connoisseurs familiar with Jordan’s vyork and the
horror film fans familiar with Landis’. On the one hand, the grisly make-up
special effects possibly alienated art-house film-goers b}lt were too conven-
tional to please horror film fans. On the other, the sophlstlcated narrative tech-
nique aimed at the art-house film-goer, which combm.es fche dream frame:vork
with the inclusion of diverse brief werewolf stories within the basxc plot,. pre-
vents the film from building up any kind of tension, something essential in
any horror film. ‘ . .
Even though the British leading film magazine Empzre has”recently in-
cluded Company in its list of “The Greatest Horror Movxes Ever (2000), tl:xe
fact is that the film’s most distinctive feature, its true trademark, is its
fairy-tale atmosphere. This relies on two essential elements: first, thg enchant-
ing score by George Fenton, which carries a great dgal of the welght of the
narration, given the scarce dialogue, never soundlr}g l}ke the penetrating mu-
sic of horror films; second, Anton Furst’s oddly grt1ﬁcxal, u.ncamzy production
design representing the forests found in illustratlo_ns for children’s bgoks. The
risky, unstable combination of these elements with the borror specxz?.l effects
makes Company an eccentric adult fairy-tale film, pra.ctlcally alone ina cate-
gory of its own,® which is why it is so difficult to find its centre. Posmbly_, this
also shows that Jordan was in full control of neither the artistic nor the ideo-
logical discourse of his film. . _ _ ;
Company is, in short, certainly umque,.though much gf its uniqueness de-
pends paradoxically on the incoherence of its artistic and ‘ldegloglcal (i.e. gen-
der) discourse. This is not visible in the flawed character‘l‘satlon of the heroine
Rosaleen, the film’s main weakness, as has been noted. “What appears to de-
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marcate the horror story from mere stories with monsters, such as myths,”
Noél Carroll explains, “is the attitude of characters in the story to the monsters
they encounter. In works of horror, the humans regard the monsters they meet
as abnormal, as disturbances of the natural order. In fairy tales, on the other
hand, monsters are part of the everyday furniture of the universe” (16). In Jor-
dan’s hybrid film, Rosaleen is incongruously allowed to behave as a fairy-tale
heroine despite the fact that the monsters she comes across belong to the do-
main of the horror film. The doubt, though, is whether her final twin punish-
ment is justified on genre grounds or on gender grounds. It is not clear
whether Jordan could not make sense finally of the clash between the two
codes that he was using (fairy-tale and horror film) - which is why he left both
Carter and the spectators mystified as to what the film meant - or whether he
was using the clash between these genres to let his own misogyny surface
with the punishment of the dreaming and the dreamt Rosaleen. It is important
to remember, though, that, unlike literature, which is produced by a sole cre-
ator, films are the product of collaborations and, thus, much more likely to
show discrepancies between diverse elements. Whereas Carter fully con-
trolled her work - or, at least, needn’t submit it to the criterion of another artist
- Jordan did not, beginning with the fact that Carter herself contributed her
own ideas to the script.

If we credit Jack Zipes’ argument, the heroine of the original late medi-
eval versions of “Little Red Riding Hood” appears to have been closer to to-
day’s final girl than to Carter or Jordan’s Rosaleen. Zipes explains that this
late medieval folk tale was originally intended to “show how dangerous it
could be for children to talk to strangers in the woods or to let strangers enter
the house” (2) for reasons clear enough. In one of the earliest versions, Zipes
reports, a girl of unspecified age outwits and kills the (were)wolf that has
eaten her grandmother and that even keeps her dangerous company in bed be-
fore she realises who he is and what he’s done. The tale, therefore, “celebrates
the reliance of a young peasant girl” (Zipes 8) in the face of impending rape,
symbolised by the danger of being ‘devoured.” Zipes is quite critical of
Perrault’s version, in which Little Red Riding Hood is “pretty, spoiled, gull-
ible and helpless” (9). He argues that Perrault turned the heroine into a
doomed victim, punished by her gullibility because of his misogyny and his
patronising dislike of the “superstitious customs of the peasantry” (8), which
nourished the original folk tale.

In contrast, Zipes writes, Carter’s story “deftly illustrates how a
‘strong-minded’ child can fend for herself in the woods and tame the wolf.
The savagery of sex reveals its tender side, and the girl becomes at one with
the wolf to soothe his tormented soul” (44). Olga Kenyon partly disagrees
with Zipes, as she thinks that in Carter’s story “the male ego is mocked” (13).
Margaret Atwood, however, finds Carter’s efforts at producing an alternative
to patriarchal folk tales less uplifting than Zipes. As I have noted, she defines
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Carter’s taming of the wolf as a “consolatory nonsense, but. at least a different
consolatory nonsense, one that tries for the kind of synthesis Carter suggested
in The Sadeian Woman: ‘neither submissive nor aggressive’” (130). Thxs'syn-
thesis, nonetheless, contradicts the original self-sufficiency of the medieval
heroine, who, ironically seems better equipped to deal with the ‘wolf’ than
Carter’s post-modern young woman. .

Carter’s girl may be less naive than Perrault’s, refusing, as Margaret
Atwood notes, “to be defined as somebody’s meat” (130). Yet, as‘Atwood
adds, she does so “by ‘freely’ learning to - if not running with the tigers - at
least lie down with them” (130). By preaching that the patriarchal wolf can be
charmed by well-meaning heroines, Carter actually stays in the same path ai
Madame Le Prince de Beaumont in her version of “Beauty and the Beast
(1765). As is well known, in her tale the faults of the patriarchal Beast are re-
deemed by Beauty’s love, which leads to everlasting love bet\yeen her and the
transformed Prince. Being a prisoner, Beauty has no other option than to offer
‘freely’ the love that will transform her captor, or else face evegtua_l rape by
the Beast. Carter’s girl faces, likewise, a desperate choice and, being in moxttal
danger, she resorts to seduction. The final girl knowg, in contra§t, that qut51de
pretty fairy-tales beasts will not be tamed. She is not interested in sogthmg tl}e
tormented souls of the patriarchal monster or in learning to love him, but in
surviving.

The question, however, is that the final girl has not made yet the full tran-
sition from the popular fantasies written by men to the literqry fantasies writ-
ten by women; she might well never pass from one fiomam to another and
perhaps needn’t. As has been noted, the final girl described by Carol Cloyer as
the lonely survivor of a killer’s attack first appeared in TI'1e Texas Chamsqw
Massacre (1974), in which she indeed survives but is driven apparently in-
sane by her ordeal. Next came Laurie, the heroine of John Carpente.r’s suc-
cessful hit Halloween (1978), and the most popular final girl, Ellen Ripley of
the Alien series (four films: 1979, 1986, 1993, 1998). According to Clover,

the fact that whenever “female monsters and female heroes” appear 1n men’s
fantasies - mainly films - they are

masculine in dress and behaviour (and often even name), and that
male victims are shown in feminine postures at the moment of their
extremity, would seem to suggest that gender inheres in th_e func-
tion itself - that there is something about the victim function that
wants manifestation in a female, and something about the monster
and hero functions that wants expression in a male. Sex, in this uni-
verse, proceeds from gender, not the other way round. (12)

Thus Clover’s main objection to the final girl is that she is “.boyishf’ .(40);
that is to say, her positive traits - courage, resourcefulness, physical resilience
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- correspond to the ideal image of the hero. She is a female not because men
are interested in representing the positive qualities of women in their fanta-
sies, but because they want to mix the masochistic pleasure they feel in identi-
fying with the suffering hero with the sadistic pleasure they feel in enjoying
the victimisation of the defenceless heroine. “To applaud the final girl,” Clo-
ver writes, “as a feminist development, as some reviews of Aliens have done
with Ripley, is, in light of her figurative meaning, a particularly grotesque ex-
pression of wishful thinking. She is simply an agreed-upon fiction and the
male viewer’s use of her as a vehicle for his own sadomasochistic fantasies an
act of perhaps timeless dishonesty” (53).

This is correct - she is part of a sadomasochistic male fantasy - but Clo-
ver’s position is self-defeating for it rejects female characters gifted with quite
positive traits only because these traits are typical of the hero. Certainly,
Ripley was not created to please women - much less feminist women - and she
is indeed victimised in the films in quite a suspect way, but for many female
spectators she is a heroine - not a male hero in disguise - with many admirable
qualities: common sense, determination in the face of danger, physical resis-
tance. It is hard to see why these qualities should be denied or rejected as part
of the make up of any heroine and what would replace them; in short, it is hard
to see what the ideal feminist heroine of fantasy would be like.

Clover herself points out that one of the “main donations to horror” of the
woman’s movement is “the image of an angry woman - a woman so angry that
she can be imagined as a credible perpetrator (I stress “credible’) of the kind
of violence on which, in the low-mythic universe, the status of full protagonist
rests” (17). This angry woman empowered by violence tends, however, to be
far less balanced than the final girl and is often represented as a monster by
both women and men. Thus, despite their immense differences, both Jeanette
Winterson’s Dog Woman in the feminist novel Sexing the Cherry (1989) and
James Dearden’s Alex Forrest in the misogynist film Fatal Attraction (1986)
are representations of the same angry woman as a monster. Winterson’s novel
demands sympathy from women for the Dog Woman on the grounds that she
1s empowered by her fantastic body and her violence, whereas Dearden’s
Alex elicits a profound aversion, especially from the male spectator, on simi-
lar grounds, as she is also violent. Both characters send out a message that is
quite irresponsible, namely, that only violence can empower women;
Winterson, furthermore, suggests that the only acceptable heroine for women
is the monstrous woman.'® The final girl also uses violence, in which she imi-
tates the hero, but she is not uncontrollably aggressive like the angry woman:
she is not a monster but a victim who is provoked into using violence to de-
fend herself, which is quite close to how women behave in real life whenever
they do use violence, which is seldom. She is, in short, potentially a fantasy

more empowering for contemporary women than the angry woman of femi-
nism.
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In any case, Rosaleen is neither a final girl, nor an angry woman, which is,
basically, why she fails as a heroine both in Carter’s story and in Jordan’s
film. A brief comparison with the popular final girl Nancy - the heroine of
three of the seven films in the Nightmare on Elm Street series!! - shows how
inadequate Rosaleen already was as a heroine by the time Company was re-
leased. Company of Wolves and Nightmare share a similar narrative frame: a
1980s teenage girl dreams herself, her family and friends into an alternative
domain, where a monster threatens them. For Nancy, this domain is a night-
marish version of her daylight suburban, American life; for Rosaleen, this is
an 18% century fairy-tale forest, hardly connected to her English middle-class
country life.

The monster Nancy faces in her dreams is the worst kind of patriarchal
beast: razor-fingered Freddy Krueger is the spirit of a child abuser and killer,
burnt to death by an enraged mob. Nancy and other teenagers in the neigh-
bourhood where Freddy committed his heinous crimes become the target of
his bloody supernatural revenge, for, as happens, the mob was formed by their
own middle-class, suburban parents. They took justice in their hands when in-
stitutional justice allowed Freddy to walk out of prison, considering him men-
tally ill and, therefore, not responsible for his crimes. Nancy is jolted out of
her comfortable childhood by the realisation that the adults around her are not

quite innocent and by the nature of Freddy’s crimes. His viciousness teaches
her, nonetheless, that his redemption is not an option and so, she devotes the
rest of her life to try to defeat Freddy and the evil he represents. The Night-
mare series, in short, addresses the question of the gap between the moral atti-
tudes of middle-class adults and teenagers, while also addressing the
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defencelessness of children and, in general of young people, in the face of
abuse and violence. Nancy is a victim but she also is a heroine, which stresses
the idea that what characterises the heroine is the realisation that she is or
might become a victim, a reason good enough for her to face up to the mon-

se she never aban-
xual desire and her

ster.
Nancy’s resistance against the monster is not the issue either for Carter or

Jordan. Carter’s nameless girl forgives the werewolf that has just killed her
grandmother simply because her pity for him overcomes her pity for his vic-
tim; in the film, as I have noted, she is also moved by the physical agony of his
metamorphosis. This compassion is quite in tune with Carter’s belief that in
women’s fiction no woman faces a “final revelation of moral horror. We for-
give, we don’t judge" (“Introduction” ix). Her quite sweeping statement cer-
tainly does not apply to other women writers such as, for instance, Tanith Lee,
but reveals much about Carter’s own position. Whereas Wes Craven’s Nancy
does face the ultimate moral horror and reacts to her discovery of life’s dark-
est side with fear and disgust, Carter’s girl is too insensible to be afraid for

herself or to judge the wolf’s crimes.
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heroine of feminist novels. Bright’s Vanessa is a final girl who finds herself
on the brink of becoming an uncontrollable angry woman, but who will not al-

low her well-justified anger to be used as an excuse for the social system to

victimise and destroy her. As can be seen, Lee and Bright offer, thus, alterna-

tive readings of “Little Red Riding Hood” that, while still forcing female
characters to face monsters in the tradition of men’s sadistic horror fantasies,

support the heroine and condemn the wolf.
Lee’s werewolf novel Heart-beast {s a more consistent anti-patriarchal

revision of «I ittle Red Riding Hood” than Carter’s story, as, unlike Carter,
Lee is careful not to confuse enjoyable human sexuality with the empowering
fear of monstrosity that finally frees her heroine from patriarchal control.
Lee’s plot borrows, in fact, elements from the folk tales “Little Red Riding

Hood” and «Cinderella,” but also, quite surprisingly for a horror novel, from

works such as Samuel Richardson’s Pamela and Thomas Hardy’s Tess. In an

imaginary 18% century, rich squire Hyperion Worth, the heir of Pamela’s mas-
ter and of Alex D’ Urberville, harasses poor milkmaid Laura - 2 late descen-
dant of Tess - with the consent of her greedy, impoverished family. Laura
allows him to take her virginity, thinking this will rid her of his unwelcome

resence; despite her sexual indifference t0 him, she eventually accepts his

P
unexpected marriage proposal, simply because she fears her uncertain future.

The plot stresses thus Laura’s dependence ina patriarchal society which dis-

regards her own sexual desires and in which her marriage is nothing but a

commercial transaction between Hyperion and her father.
Laura submits tO sexual intercourse out of duty towards her husband, until

her passion for handsome Daniel, another local nobleman, dispels her frigid-

ity. She takes him as her lover only when she realises that her husband is ac-

tively encouraging his attentions towards her. Worth actually uses Laura to

bond with Daniel, having himself fallen in love with his rival out of his fasci-
nation for Daniel’s double identity as man and werewolf, a secret only Worth
knows and that finally causes his death. As long as her husband lives, Laura is

never ashamed, since her adultery implies n0 deception, but when Daniel kills

Worth and she realises who the werewolf is, her newly discovered shame and

her anger surface and she gives Daniel a slow, most painful death.
codes that seem quite puritan in comparison to Carter’s

Lee uses sexual

but that actually allow her heroine t0 learn to trust herself. Laura enjoys sex

with a man, not with a werewolf, which somehow protects her self-esteem

when she finds out the true nature of her lover. Unlike Rosaleen, who finds
ejects Daniel,

her own self in the wolf’s arms, Laura finds herself when sher

both the man who pleases her sexually and the werewolf she hates and fears.

Even though she is free to continue the affair with Daniel, Laura chooses to be

her own woman and, so, kills Daniel to vindicate her (fem'm'me) humanity

line) monstrosity. Daniel’s monstrous personality is, in

against his (mascu
fact, a peculiar combination of patriarchal and anti-patriarchal feelings that

Sara MArtin

make him quite a singular wolf. T
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grounds that he can no longer stand the presence of white trash like her on the Sara Martin ;
streets of America. As an unrepentant Vanessa confesses to the police, she de-
cided to execute Bob because of this declaration, thinking that, in any case,
nobody and nothing would protect her, or others like her, from him.

Bob himself teaches her that no judge would believe her claim that he, a
respectable citizen, is the freeway killer. His social status gives him an obvi-
ous advantage over this practically illiterate girl who already has a long police
record as shoplifter, arsonist and prostitute. But he makes the mistake of
awakening her self-confidence by also teaching her during the placid first part
of their car ride that she is not guilty of the abuse heaped on her: she is the vic-
tim. Vanessa believes him and, so, assuming later the role of victimised hero-
ine, she chooses to kill Bob, a move he does not anticipate. Her idea of justice
is not, however, that of the law and Vanessa is mercilessly persecuted, which
makes her even angrier. When Vanessa finally meets the wolf Bob at her
grandmother’s, too late to save her life, their mutual hatred is so strong that
they fight to death. This physical confrontation, a violent reversal of Carter’s
sexual encounter, ends with her victory, which eamns her the sympathy of the
police, already aware of who Bob really was. As a fantasy of empowerment,
Freeway is, possibly, the most effective version of “Little Red Riding Hood,”

especially because by casting in the role of heroine a young woman of ques-
tionable behaviour it stresses the idea that all victims deserve protection.

The point I have tried to argue here is that it is not possible to produce a
single, unified reading of Jordan’s film - to find its centre - because it is a work
whose meaning depends on the diachronic dialogue in which it participates
with others versions of the same traditional fairy tale, and on the synchronic
dialogue it established with the other werewolf films of the 1980s. This is, of
course, true of all texts: much of their meaning derives from their context at
the time when they were produced and from the context they come to occupy
in the course of history. Jordan’s film, however, is perhaps a specially remark-
able example of how the twin varieties of the dialogue generate texts that are
quite self-conscious about the company they keep.

The problem, perhaps, if it can be called a problem, is that Jordan at-
tempts to hold different conversations at the same time that do not quite deal
with the same subject: his absorbing dialogue with Carter - a consequence of
her own dialogue with Perrault - leaves little room for the innovating, daring
mixture of the tale’s wolf with the horror film’s werewolf. In the end, the fairy
tale dominates the horror film, a victory which undermines the role of the im-

?Out of the 113 films Ii i
s listed in the webgj
years from 19] website The Were .
i Bt tifn to t1h 999, 34 correspond to the 1980 th: Zfﬁgaéi,dvzh:.ch c(;)vers the
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esigner Anton Furst wag ated in the famoy ;
) al S cantina scene

about his use of codes borrowed from the fairy tale, but he seems, in contrast,
unhappily self-conscious about his mismanagement of the horror film codes,
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which ultimately deprives Company of Wolves of the status of fantasy master- 0" The Comp any of Wolves” are kept

wolf, realises he has killed a man; a

e e NTR

In Haa A




Little Red Riding Hood Meets the Werewolf

witch, the bridegroom’s spurned lover, turns the guests at his wedding party into
(were)wolves; a woman is terrified by the return of her long-lost husband, a lethal
werewolf. Jordan and Carter wrote for the film the brief story of the boy who meets
the Devil in the forest and that of the female werewolf befriended by a priest.

 Tim Burton’s Edward Scissorhands (1990), which also mixes the codes of the
fairy tale, contemporary suburban life and the classic horror films - the Frankenstein
motif - is, indeed, far more coherent as a fairy-tale for adults than Company.

10 ’ve discussed this issue elsewhere. See my essay, Martin (1998).

11 The first, in which she is 15 (1984); the third, Dream Warriors, (1987) in which
she is supposedly a post-graduate student; and the seventh and last, Wes Craven’s
New Nightmare (1995) in which actress Heather Langenkampf plays herself, aged 25,
since Nancy died in episode III.

12 Jordan faithfully follows Carter in all except in the ending and, so, what I argue
here is valid both for story and film.

References

Almansi, Guido. “In the Alchemist’s Cave: Radio Plays.” Flesh and the Mirror: Es-
says on the Art of Angela Carter. Ed. Lorna Sage. London: Virago Press, 1994.
216-229.

Atwood, Margaret. “Running with Tigers.” Flesh and the Mirror: Essays on the Art
of Angela Carter. Ed. Lorna Sage. London: Virago Press, 1994. 117-135.

Carroll, No€l. The Philosophy of Horror or Paradoxes of the Heart. New York &
London: Routledge, 1990.

Carter, Angela. “The Werewolf.” The Bloody Chamber (1979). Harmondsworth:
Penguin, 1981. 108-110.

—. “The Company of Wolves.” The Bloody Chamber (1979). Harmondsworth: Pen-
guin, 110-118;

—. “Wolf Alice.” The Bloody Chamber (1979). Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1981.

119-126.
—. “Introduction.” Wayward Girls and Wicked Women: An Anthology of Stories.
Ed. Angela Carter. London: Virago Press, 1986. ix-xii.
Clover, Carol J. Men, Women and Chainsaws: Gender in the Modern Horror Film.
London: BFI Publishing, 1992.
Empire’s Special Collectors Edition: The Greatest Horror Movies Ever - The Defini-
tive Guide. Special monographic issue, 2000.
Haffenden, John. “Angela Carter. Novelists in Interview. London and New York:
Methuen, 1985. 76-96.

Hartl, John. 1984. “The Company of Wolves” (film review). URL:
Http: // film. com/film-review/1984/10478/109/default-review.html (Accessed
September 2000).

Kenyon, Olga. “Angela Carter: Fantasist and Feminist.” Writing Women: Contempo-
rary Women Novelists. London and Concord, Mass.: Pluto Press, 1991. 12-30.

i Jdournal of the Fantastic

In the Arts

el

Sara Martin

Lee, Tanith. Heart-beast. London: Headline Feature, 1992.

Martin, Sara. “The Power of Monstrous Women: Fa

=i y Weldon’s The Life and I,
a She-Devil, Angela Carter’s Nights at the Circus, and Jeaneté Wint:r:iil?sf

s ‘.,S':xirig the C‘:hgrry.” Jaurngl of Gender Studies 8.2 (1999): 193-210.
Y, Laura. “Cinema Magic and the Old Monsters.” Flesh and the Mirror: Es-

says on the Art of A .
230-24. f Angela Carter. Ed. Lorna Sage. London: Virago Press, 1994.

Salisbury, Mark, and Alan Hed ]
> s gcock. Behind the Mask: Th
Monster Makers. London: Titan Books, 1994, o

Skal, David. The M, : .
Lon onster Show: A Cultural History of Horror. London: Plexus,

Werewolf P 1 ;
208 (j); | age, The. URL: http.//www.werewolfpag

Zipes, Jac.k. Thet Trials and Tribulations of Little Red Riding Hood:
Tale in Sociocultural Context. London: Heinemann, 1983 .

cret of Hollywood s

e.com/ (Accessed September

Versions of the




