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‘ihie theoie ie intended to determine the went and the nature

of the program criticism found in the daily column of our leading news.

papers. To obtain an edequete complies of reviews, the study enelyeed

the daily column: from September through Muster. 1961, which were

written by twenty-one television colusniste representing the lergect

circuleted newspapers in nine top television markete.

Question to be answered include the water of reviews, the

variety of revievins. mount of critical agreement, and the coherence

of the minim itself to the principlee of good criticism.

Before enelycins content the etudy briefly treceo the hietory of

breedcest criticise with emheeie on the nevepeper coltnn. The intro-

ductory chaptere eleo explore the meaning end purpose of criticism on

they relate to the srte of drama. literature. end television. Criteria

of good criticism ere tormlated to be used in evaluating the review

of those colmie’te selected for speciel study.

The first pert of the enolyeie eurveye the overall amount and

variety of program reviewing by ell twenty-one columiete. It wee

found that e “Jerity of the columiete devoted less than 501 of their
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coin-1s to specific program review of any length and reviewed less than

five programs a week. The markets receiving the least amount of re-

viewing were Detroit. Cleveland, end rittsburgh. Most critics did not

review a majority of the new series, end some critics almost completely

overlooked certain program categories. As a result, in new markets,

notably Detroit, end Pittsburgh. from 25-100! of the programs in certain

categories did not receive a single review in three months. The type of

program nest (requently reviewed by all critics was the drama. with the

one-time wical or variety special being the nest overlooked.

Critical agreement on programs viewed by at least a majority of

the twenty-one critics was 681. The relation between critical agreement

and program success, War, is dubious. lieny than still being seen

were reviewed unfavorably, while many programs which were favorably re-

viewed have since expired.

me sir critics whose columns showed the greatest masher and

variety of program reviews are Berry Barrie, Robert J. Williams, Dwight

Newton. Harriet Van Borne, Jack Gould. and Jack O'Brien. The second

part of the analysis studies their writing for adherence to the prin-

ciples of good criticism.

It was found that a majority of their reviews are truly critical

and contain definite standards which all six critics utilise in Judging

programs. These standards were most evident and consistent in reviewing

drama, detective-weetern-adventure. and public affairs programs. Stand-

ards for comedy were difficult to find and inconsistent. Some of the

reviewing reflected the critic's personal bias toward or against the

comic involved and his material. Consequently, the amount of agreement
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was considerably higher for drama and public affairs than it was for

comedy.

the main standard used in Judging drama and public affairs pro.

yams was credibility in plot and characterization. The clomnts that

destroy credibility vere illustrated throughout the reviews. In public

affairs and documentary the limited We? of reviews indicated stand-

ards of truthful balanced presentation of issues or personalities and

visual editorializing rather than personal cemetery.

In emerge study of the six selected critics showed that it is

possible for a daily television critic to be both prolific and praise-

sionally critical in his reviewing. The fifteen other coltmists sur-

veyed were certainly not prolific enough and must be studied further to

determine whether they are critics at all or more journalistic reviewers.
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min etudy developed from on earlier paper which noted the

large mount of subjective, sociological. and general criticism of

television found in may publication. and the notable lack of apocific

program criticism. An examination of graduate theses in broadcasting

to thread: 1962 also revealed that no study had yet been node on the

nature and extent of specific program criticism in the daily news-

paper.

It in hoped that this thesis contribute. to our knowledge of

the kind of program criticism being written by our leedina television

consulate, what they review, and how well they are performing the

faction of critics. ! wish to thank Dr. Halter hoary for the

initial imam in promoting this tbecic iron the idea oi the first

paper, and Professor Arthur Held Jr. for his editorial counentc and

suggestions. I also wish to ecknoelcdge the cooperation of the

Reference Department It the Michigan State Dnivctsity Library in

obtaining all necessary microfilm as quickly as possible.

it
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HWUCTION

Ho nadim of nose communication has had to grow up with the es-

citsnent. the rapidity, end the pervasive quality that have characterised

the youth of television. Consequently, no other modern comicstions

“baby” but been subject to more cometary end criticisn even before it

hsd s chance to leave its crsdle and take its first few steps towsrd

neturity.

the history at television's growth compared with other Indie end

other industries is indeed on ispreesivs one. In 1946 television cro-

crane were being trsnsnitted in this comtry by seven comm-chi ste-

tionsl and were being received in only 8,000 American homes. s were .021

of oil homes in the United States. today. the Indian reaches 51.!

million home for s sanitation of. 922 oi the total homes in the United

Sate“: Comercisl stetions on the sir not! totel 532 with hundreds of

applications still to be processed.3

A emoticon of television's growth with that of. other nedis snd

industries as be seen from the results of s study which was conducted

by the Columbia woodcutina System. The study determined how long it

took certain industries to put their products in 36 million homes in the

lbited States. the tiara-es dramatically illustrate both television's

A _ A. ..t A “A.“ ..‘_._L ___. M

‘zggavxsion.gggcboo§, 1962-63 Edition, 9. SZeA.

ngaadcaetigg Yearbook. 1964. P. 14.

3ggoadcaacigg, September 14, 196A, 9. 107.

1
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growth and it:-: importance to the American home as comared with those

of other products.

It took the telephone m years, the automobile 49 years, the

washing machine 47 years, the refrigerator 37 years , radio 25

years and television 10 years . . .

Although both radio and television spread more rapidly than the tele-

phone. television surpassed even radio as an important item in the home

according to the figures. Considering the fact that television was an

extension oi radio, and considering the price differential between s

radio and a television set. this figure is even more impressive as a

testimony to television's popularity.

the new udiuln's popularity is also emphasized by a Roper Poll

which asked the question. "Suppose you could continua to have only one

of the followins- radio-televisioe-nevspapers-or magazines, which one

would you prefer?" Forty-two percent preferred television. 32!. pro-

terred newspapers, 191 preferred radio. and only 4! preferred uneasiness.s

television's powerful eonbination of sight and sound certainly

lads it the nost dynamic diaseninstor’ yet of news, information. educs~

tion, and entntsinnsnt. hut television also had somthing else. Its

intimate closeup quality made it a natural radio: for personal salesman-

ship on a mass appeal level. Advertisers were soon to realise its

potentialities [or selling their products with new imaginative sad as-

citina techniques. tron the beginning those the Med on the 1'?

«lemon reaped profitable rewards.

4w _1_ A AA . .- A»

‘Hilbur Schresss, Roomeibility in lines Omicotions (flee York!

mm m... 1957) Pa 230

subvert! l'ischer. Elie Screen Arts (Nov York: Sheed and Hard.

1960) p. 126. (No date of. poll given.5
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Through an intensive advertieina campaign. the Dow Chemical

Company was able to raise its sale of Saran Wrap firm 20,000 to 600,000

cases a mum.6 the admixture” of harlboro Cigarettes, switching to

a masculine appeal campaign, characterized by the twee "television

tattoo," had trouble meeting the demand.’ the amen Gummy, through

sponsorship of a television quit program. boom the largest producer

of omiunetiozzn.a These are Just several of the any outstanding sponsor

success stories that are an impressive part of television's history and

development. In 1962, television time sales totaled $1,303,500.000.

with the figure increasing every year)

As a nodiue of entertainment television has become the nation's

number one producer of shows, new talent, and new names in every field

oi show business. television stars are in domed for action pictures

and the legitimate theatre. The biggest ms in Hollywood and Broadway

grace the toleVision screen every night of the week, providing hour upon

hour of tree entertaiunent for the vorld‘s largest audience. Prozrm

trends and audience tests have changed iron the wrestling matches and

old films of television's earliest days, through the golden age at

"live" drama and candy specials o! the aid-fifties, to the situation

comedy, Westerns and detective stories of today. The context of television

viewing time, hwever, keeps steadily increasing. Today, the average

television family speech 6 hours and 9 minutes a day in front of the

u A A A .4.-

w ~—-—— 7

6Robert C. O'Hara. Media for the Millions (New York: Random

m0. 196)., Pa 58s

’nazd.

8mm.

ggoagsaacigg rem-boot, 1964. p. a.
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television set, regardless of. the fare being offered.m

A9 television has pervaded the bone, diesanineting information.

culture. enterteimnent, and education, and u it has grown into a

profitable industry, there has been an increasing concern with its

function in our society as e comicetor of ideas, as a new developing

art form, and u a reflection of and contributor to our culture. From

its very beginning television has been subjected to varied and severe

criticism and cemetery.

EVOLUIIOEI W CRITICISM

As early a 1949 television programming van already being re-

ferred to as e "um nmp for Children.”n by Home Cousins ot the

We: Revieg. Jock Gould. ‘17 critic of the M, York Timeg celled

television ”A Cut Rate Nickelodeon." In on article titled, "me lav

State 01 TV." Gould stated!

IV Inset take heed. lt't blindly and ehorteightedly telling its

ultimate greatneea for a batch of synthetic popularity ratings

that are boring into 'l'V't foundations like termites. It's caught

on the old radio treadmill of repetition and imitation in the van

and futile 12091: that it need not face up to the realities that

lie ahead.1

Equally critical of television in 1950 was John Crosby, the

noted columnist o! the Egg gorgemldgrribtmg. In an article titled,

"Seven Deadly Sine of the Air," Crosby put his finger on the pulse of

television's potential. its function. and its development on e new form

_. __A__ ‘ _ _ . __.._. A _‘_ . ..

lolbid.

“Norman Cousins, "the Time Trap," gamma; amigo, mm

(Decanter 24, 1949) p. 52.

”Jack acme. ”the Low State of w."

195” me 2. ’0 130

or}: Time (October 19.  
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Every ‘1'? program will intern or edmcte, or morally elevate or

emtionelly stimulate 8 lot of people, or it will deceive or degrade

or hypnotize then. It won’t leave them unscathed . . . it will do

e great many people some good or it will do e great many people

some harm . . . In order to do this IV not develop com standerde

of personal eecellcnce. If TV in ever to amount to anything of

cultural importance it should rid iteeli of the idea that it's the

motion picture industry. the book business, or the stage. It'e e

his new art torn of its own.

man, early in its infancy, while etill struggling to find en

identity of ite own, television wee already being criticized on in

programing. ite policies, its proper; content and ite political

conic-cultural effecte.

not even redio in all the years of its developwnt wee subjected

to the amount of criticise that nee to face the television industry.

A chart review of the evolution of breedceet criticism in general re-

veale that serious redio criticism was just beginning to evolve when

television arrived to dominate the picture.

the need for good professional broadcast criticism was not taken

seriously until radio'e golden days of the late twenties and eerly

thirties. Earliest accomte of broadcast commentary show a concern

with the tothnicel newts of. the medium with no progrm cementum! at

ell. me only broadcast counentery found in 1924 me that which we

published in some 20 radio periodicele. all of e technical mm...“

w the end oi 1924. lac-raver, en increasing public interest in

radio programing caused the development of two innovations in broadcast

A A w AA ‘4“ .- ) .._. _. .—

uJohn Crosby, ”Seven Deadly Sins oi the Air.” Egg, xxx:

(November 6. 1950) pp. “1448+.

1gazebo!) min Smith, é Study of the ProfessionslflCriticien 2g

weclceotggg in_ the United States 1920:1953 (finpu‘hlished University of

Hieoonsin Doctoral Dissertation. 1955') p. 4.
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momentary. Station program 1033 began to appear in fifty newspapers

across the ecmntry.15 me mid-Wendel also can the emergence of a

regular radio colum printed alongside the station log. Public curi-

osity began to demand can about the many radio personalities who were

beginning to make their marks in hroadcaetim; thus. a "chit-chot" type

at promotional colleen was born. the public'a appetite for gossip was

filled with personality pieces, interviews. and prese-ngcnt-plented

items which node for popular reading and good circulation. this breezy

non-critical etyle of writing ie need by new colmiate today. either

as e comleta format or in connination with review and cometary. liens

and promtion are still an integral part of the modern broadcast page.

With the morsence of worthwhile programs, publiohera boson to

be convinced that a department of oerioua review and criticism was

necessary. Newspapers. like the Herald Tribune, Dailz Reno, and the

agenda Science Monitor, were among the first to pioneer in serious

broadcast criticise.

me first real radio critic woe Remand Framie Yates of the

figrald Tribune. In 1924 he began to evaluate programs in his column,

"no: flight on the in." under the byline. "no name-w“ the

collar: was continued by stuort Hawkins in 1926. but was dropped after

a short time end not reomned until John Crosby began writing in 1966.

ms. firet beginnings of proieeaionel program criticism were

temporarily ended beginning in the early thirties and looting until

the introduction of television in the early forties. The reason for

Ar .4. .A A___ A A.“ #—

x5m.. Po 6.

l
1 1». Pa 140
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this stoppage was tho growth of commercial sponsorship of radio. Hews-

papers, fearful of radio's. competition for the advertising dollar, under-

played radio's importance to the point of almst completely ignoring its

existence. A {can by the newspaper owner of losing an advertiser's

dollar through bad review of his sponsored radio program further weakened

the critic's position.

Another contributory factor was radio's immediacy of news cover-

age, a competitive sore spot with the newspaper. Thus. what there was

of broadcast crittctsu in a professional sense had died by the early

thirties and gave way to lay criticism. which was expressed mostly by

letters to the editor and tho networks.

As radio maxed during the pro-War days of the mid-thirties, the

need for professional criticism was expressed in many quarters. In

1935 lioywood Bram: stated:

. . . the development of the medium lags. Radio needs critics.

Fan letters do not suffice."

me some thoughts were expressed in 1940 by Robert J. Landry. radio

Editor 02 Varietg.

I urge the point that radio channels are so moor-taut to

democracy that as a nation we. would be and: hotter off to have,

rather than not have, s wide-spread corps of professional

radio watchers. ‘

The dearth of lay criticism of the thirties and surly forties

was attacked by Has E‘ylio in his forward to Best Broadcasts of 19:9-

3299.:

M _A

W w w ‘1 “~—

"nnymod Broun, "Radio," nation. (May 27. 1935) p. 686.

183023211 J. Landry, "Wanted Radio Critics," b 1;: 95531.03

garter“, IV wooed)“, 1940) p. 620».
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Radio hears web skwawking . . . but thus far its millions of

11:3th have not yielded In true critic of the industry . . .

[broadcasting] can never reach its peak oi self realization

without the assistance of intelligent and sympathetic public

review. . . .19

M by tho and of the Second world Bar. television appeared on

thosceoe just intimtomctthagrowinsdomndforthotypcofpro-

tessional broadcast criticism that had died my years before and was

duo for a rebirth. ‘lhio rebirth srrivcd when John flashy, ushered in

a new modern era of serious criticism of all aspects of the broadcasting

industry.

By the time Crosby began his column. howover, several factors

had contributed towards this new potentiality for criticise. specifi-

cally in the newspaper, which proviously had landed criticism“ death

hell by its tear of radio caspetition.

nan umber of newspaper more had decreased. remaining owners

were more prosperous. more liberal toward broadcasting, and loss con-

cerned about broadcasting'o emetition for the advertising dollar.

W mspcpors mo actively engaged in Mocdccsting itself, having

acquired television. radio and hi licences.

Mthermoro, the concern about broadcast news was alleviated

when mayo :3th that most people looked to broadcasting for the

headlines , but still relied on the eaily newspaper for the details

behind the story.

She issuance of the 1946 Blue Book and the post-War rush for TV

and m stations made the FCC and the public more concerned about brood-

cssting's pertormsnco, and its fulfillment of its Emotions in nesting

7..

”Max Wylie, wroadcasce of 1239-1940, cm York: 1940)

pp. viwii.



the public interest.

An interest in station's programing was vitally renewed and the

professional critic seemed a more important role.

Magazines began taking broadcasting sore seriously as a subject

for cometary and review. Such publications as the Sotordsy Rcvriw.

the get! Republic, and The Nation, began to feature regular broadcast

writers. In 1944 Jack Gould began his career as TV critic of the

New York Tm.

Public doomed for news about TV personalities also made the TV

columnists a mat for major newspapers. Prm 1946-1955 almost twice

as many regular column of professional broadcast criticism appeared

in non-trade publications than had appeared in the previous 22 years.”

Readership studies had also indicated that the TV column had three to

five times mre readers than either the drum or movie column. 21

the dawn of serious professional criticism of broadcasting on

a regular basis had arrived. A: mm magazine stated in a 1947

article titled, "Crosby's First Birthday":

Crosby's followers were learning fast that radio deserved the

some adult criticism as male or the theatre.

It was not long before television and criticism of television

dominated discussion about broadcasting. The critical climate carried

over from the professional to the layman. The television image found

itself a ready target to be praised, condemd, deplored and discussed

by critics from every walk of life.

mfirsith, op. cit“ p. 49.

211bid.. p. 52.

2”2"Ch'osby'e First Birthday,“ meanest, xxlx Gioy 19, 1947) p. 66.
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Educators, parents, ministers. eociologiote. government officials,

and centers of the industry have all expressed opinions about the median

as e busineoa, a means of mass comication. an art, and e oocio-

cultural force. Parent-teacher groups and church organizationo publish

regular listo of television programs end condemn or recomend then on

the basis of critical Judgments.

Amateur or lay criticism is e representation of good will and is

healthy in the canoe that it reflecto e certain mat of Mment end

volue minim on the part of the public. weaver, as William Lynch wrote

in hio hook, m 1.9353 Industries,

meteors of good will are never the answer to the problem of

mdiocre uorkmnship in any field, most especially they will not

provide solutions to our present problems in the sphere of the

mass media. where mediocre workmanship often combinoe with an

almost contemptuous regard for the intelligence of the consular.

Anetm criticise is not the kind of criticien that will further

the propose of the India or develop standards ogainst which we can

truly judge television an on art form eo well oo o oocio-cultnrol

force. lho kind of critic television needs is the one whom Mboll

Robinson. on executive vice-president of €38. «scribed.

l'V desperately needs critico o . . the public deserves critical

writing that shade light and has balance hosed on adequate

mudge of thoyroblems and cagacitieo of the monfieggaged 13

Er'zgxgg to move. thezgniimfi imgimtive frontiers cmmrd.

The critic to whom Robinson refer-o in the professional critic

of the newspaper and the magazine; the critic who has on adequate

Manon: of the techniques and problems of the medium and related arts

4-. A4

v—‘v

23William I. Lynch. 8.J.. We Industries. men York:

Sheod and Hard, 1959) p. 16.

“when Robinson Jr.. "The Hatchet Men," Saturday Revieg, m1
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upon which to pose a Wat. It is this professional criticise, if

properly delivered. which will both educate the public and the industry

to utegxserd quality em purify taste.

TYPEE O? CRITICISM

Becauee of television's nony facets. professional criticism

divider itself into several categories.

1. there is the criticise that concerns itaeli' with television

on e federelly regulated privoto enterprise carpeting for tho odver-

tioer'o dollar, yet comitted to serve "the public interest, convenience

and necessity" by obligation of ito license. Under this category con-

nentary is usually concerned with such utters es balanced programing,

sponsorship control, censorship. freedon of speech end freedom of prose,

governmnt regulation, and commercial time and content. It muons

the objectives of e median that met program to the highest possible

audience retina to note e profit. yet is obligated to serve any

minority publico.

2. A second category of. criticion concerns television so a

nose communicator or ideas. the critic hero io concerned with toleo

vision'o reflection of our culture end society eo roll on its possible

effects on our culture end society. If it io true thot 902 of our

knowledge comes through the eyes, then television can he one o! the

greatest teachers end developers of language. education and ort.

television can bring the world to can end non to the world.

One of the primary functions of nose comications is to inter-

pret life end events in terms meaningful to the society in which it

operates. Behavior and sttitudeo that are socially accepted ere
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presented in en epprovina manner, and those that are rejected erenot

so presented. Therefore, through repetition television can reinforce

existing sociel ettitudee.

with intornetionel television now e reality, televieion con

reflect the but end the worst of our culture, both here end ebroed.

file importance of uses commicetions in our society res stated by

mapper.

. . . our knowledge of. primitive cultures end of prcancdie

years suggests that the present social systcn end the present

culture are st least in pert e product of the existence of

uses comnicetions.”

If we accept flopper's use of the word, column, in its broadest pos-

sible sense it includes I

. s . the concepts, habits, skills, erts, 'instruasnts, and

institutions of s given period in e given period, end the

treinins and refining of the mind, emotions, mounts and

tastes of that peoplefiz6

mos, television, es the not: potent of the uses medic can, to com

degree, effect ideas, habits, values, testes, corals, and other facets

of our national personality.

It is this reletionehip between television end the mic.

cultural milieu that constitutes the nsin body at criticism in this

second category. use critic hers is concerned with such vitel questions

as television violence and its effect on children, its relation to

crime and juvenile delinquency, television and our morale, television

end our political behavior, our buying habits, our sense of values end

.4” .__ “.4 M “

”Joseph !. flapper, 90 Effects or maimdg Glow York:

moon of Applied Social Research, Colmbia University, 1949) p. 15.

2fil-Iebsteth New World Dictionary of Modern Language.
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our cultusl and intellectual growth. It is criticism illustrated

by this statement o! Gilbert Scldcs.

the offerings of the will. an use produced and we receive them

in apathy. We are not requirad to think. We are not required to

select. lbs thing is poured out on us, and the result is that it

we let all those instruments of conditioning the mass 30 on, we

are going to create a nation which. I think. will be halt a

nation of teen-agate, and half a nation of robots, because the ’

necessity of thinkitu; becomes progressively last all the tint.”

Occasionally this type 02 criticism is land in the newspaper

calms of our more serious writers and critics. 'lhc following two

excerpts of criticism are taken fro: the calm of Walter Lima-Inn

in 1954 am M York Times television critic Jack Gould in 1962.

there can he no doubt it seem to us that the novice and talc-

vision and the comic books are annoying violence and lust to a

vicious and intolerable degree. . . . A continued exposure of a

generation to the coarsercial exploitation of the enjoymnt of

violence 3s one way to corrode tho lomdations of a civilised

“0613:ch

Manually I? can he considered a lovbrov medium Problems

are never left unsolved beyond the closing coamercial. Appeal

is in its sicmlicity . . . video is a cultural barbiturate, in

a society beset by leisure and anxiety. Video kills time

efficiently and economically. moron does have its place on

‘N . . . recognition of the importance of escapism mst be

accompanied by an awareness that a mass audience can also he

childlike. To surrender to this tendency on the ground that so

doing epitomizes cultural democracy is hogwash . . . such of the

violence has both injected as an end in itself, not as a factor

in illuminating character or developing interesting psychological

dilemma . . 0 [Violence] gran in point what! it becomes a social

sore more than c matter of theatta. 29

hotly, however. this type of criticism is found in the sociological.

psychological. and conscientious research journals, and published

27Joseph 1'. flapper. gig Ettects 0; glass emanation,

(Glencoe. Illinois: The Free Press,- 1951) p. 235.

28Intaltai' Lippumn. EON Yorkwgljterald higune, September 7. 1954.

29Jack Gould. New York Times mane, German 14, 1962)

pp. 15-15.
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books and studies which are not readily available for or sought by the

mass audience of television. It isWwith amass like Schrm,

Lazarsfeld, Borelson. newer, and Kate.

‘ 3. There in a third type of criticism, perhaps the met impor-

tant type from the point of view of the mass public. It is the type

of criticism that deals with television at an art. and since it deals

with television as an art, it also by necessity met deal with the

tastes and values of television's audience. It in the type of criticism

called for by Heywood Broun in 1936; by tin Wylic in 1940; by (marine

Siemnn in 1941; and by mbbcll Robinson in 1959. It is the two 0!

criticise described by Ptoiessor Arthur weld, Jr. in an articlc titled,

"3m 1‘? Criticism Please."

. . . formal criticism of individual programs prepared and

published in the same way as is. criticism of the other an

. . . as social phenomenon TV program set all the criticism

they can use, as works of art almost none . . . esthetic Jud t

is the one that matters under the aspect of eternity. . . .

It is hmledgeable, unbiased, specific criticism that will

bridge the gap between the mass tests and the witivated taste by

attempting to raise the quality of program standards demanded by the

was audience. It is esthetic criticism that educates and further

recognizes the potential art of television if given an opportunity,

as stated by Lyman Bryeon of CBS:

. . . the challenge to the matters of the cultivated minority

in to criticize program, not mercifully, but intelligently

and with the slowly acquired expertness that makes criticism

valuable. Vigorous. severe, and systematic criticisms are

needed. retential great audience and potential great art cons

Ag

30am Held, Jr.. "me fl Criticism Please,"W

m. (June. 1962) pp. ‘4.
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into reality to§ether by interaction and by mtuel stimlation

in good £a1tb.3

lint-cover, one at the elect prolific cnd attainable sources of

program criticism for television viewers should be the daily newspaper.

Jut cs theatre mdiencos and movie mdiences read the theatre and

movie column. so does the television viewer read the television

columist'o prosrm criticism.

more is serious television criticism in eclectic magazines

like the Sawdey Revigg. the qurteg, the New chfialig. and

Comma. Critical articles appear occasionally in homers and

the Atlantic. the magazine critic. however. is writim for 1 reader

vhoso tastes are already selective. and who already has com standards

against which to measure his evaluation and enjoyment of a television

program. Criticism directed to the magazine wishes, therefore. is

not directed at c true sac-plies oi' television's mes viewing public.

Mthertnore. the limited circulation of these magazines cemiot'com-

pots with the mac circulation and readership of the daily newspaper.

Mispaper columnists on the other bend are sought out and read

by the some people that seek out television's variety of program tore.

the newspaper television colmnist reaches an massive umber 01

readers that night rival in umber th- legion of comic strip fans.

As we have noted previously, readership studies indicated that m t?

calm has three to five times more readers than the theatre or movie

colulm.32 John Crosby was syndicated in more than ninety papers, and

A—A A

W V... i

31m Bryeon, "Broadcasting and the Cultivated Minority."

Ami-icon Scholar, :1 (mm, 1951) pp. 171-172. .

”such. 92, cit“ p. 52.
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Eel Mphrey is syndicated in eighty-seven; Harriet Von Earns writes

for tbs Scripps-llourd chain; Jack Could not! Jock O'Brien roach s

readership of hundreds of thwsands in Just our city. This exposure

in itoelf guarantess s Denim potential readership of criticisn by

s television hungry public.

Exposure clans. however, is not tbs only reason for the news--

paper colmist's importsnco so s sourcs or program criticism. more

is sou evident. to indicate that tho key television critics src rssd

by neurork executives. and are st tbs sans tins somewhat influential

in executive thinking. During tho 1956 Sun: crisis moral blictering

colunns by Jsck Gould of the Egg York 113-s shamed sll thres networks

into covering tbs United Smity Cmil debate on tbs Hid-last.”

Ribbon lobinson, former executivs vice-president of CBS. has

repeatedly rsfsrrod to Jack Gould's critical column. In an article

vrittcn in 1959 for the Sctasrdaz kale» Robinson stated:

filo kind of criticism ‘N needs is Jack Gould's accounting of

TV vans in 1952. It needs the thoughtfulness contained in

his Sunday piece of June 22. 1958, profiling the perplexing

pattern of advertising thinking which researches and blazes

trsils with all its roducts except the IV shows it luvs to

sell thos- products.

llors specific interest in program criticism by network officials

is cited by s lead story which appeared on September 25, 1963. in '

Vatican. The headline reed "Critics as ‘N Image Makers." The story

vent on to say,

. . . rols of newspaper critics in "image" programing has

reached s new height of importance. A nix by key TV critics

.__'_ v _V

33

“Robinlon. J‘s. 10C. Cit.

"Measuring the Giant." Zinc, m (November 9, 1959) p. 77.
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following atatenanta about critica were made raapectively by an

educator, a racearcher. and two network executives.

c . . the press apenda too Inch tine generalities 5 IV

and not enough time dealing with individual programs.

. . . by and large TV critician ia the titful labor of tired

uritera of anatomical good will. a degree of talent. and a

Jaded perspective. . . . 8

. . . a great majority of the baahea aimed at it (TV) are

superficial, aimleaa. uninf . . . and distinguished by

furyrather thentact. . . . 9

. . . either misinformed or intolerant intellectuals who despite

the neat taste and want tzoinpoee their archaic atanderda on a

reluctant audience. . . .

Do the key newspaper tritica in the country fit these descrip-

tiona of their writing? Or are they on the whole making an honeat

attemt to do their job by using atandarda and Judging program per-

formance at all levela based on industrious and impartial examination?

the remainder of this study will deal with these questions. After

aatting up criteria of criticism and diacuaaina the functions of the

rv critic within these criteria. the etudy will then analyze the

program criticism of the key critica aelected.

SELECTION OF 1118 31mm KATIE-R

the columiata analyzed in thia atudy were aelectod tron a

primary survey of. 21 IV colznniata in 9 major uarketa. An attempt

raa made to select colt-mists writing in television'a top ten narkata

”"3“.- k-a w'

38l’ei: lloGrady.w (February 9. 1959) p. 80.

”Robinson. Jr., 10c, git.

60
Robert Sarnoff.m (July, 1959) p. 21.
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as listed in the Television Fastback.“ However, since all research

was limited to what was available on microfilm, the market oi Beaten

is not included. It is telt that the other nine markets included

offer a good cross section of the key critics in the country.

. The primary whats surveyed were Philadelphia. new: York.

Chicago, Lea Angeles, Washington. 9.0.. Detroit. Cleveland. fittshurgh.

and San Francisco. Selection of these specific cities as a focus of

study was due to several considerations.

1. They represent the widest possible heterogeneous television

audience and newspaper readership because of their extensive populao

tion and metropolitan nature. these cities also represent a good part

of the more selective. sophisticated television audience. Serious

criticism is more likely to he wanted, emght. and read.

2. They are centers for television production, advertising

agencies, talent, and network executives. The critics are more likely

to be read by the important people in television: the people that

make the decisions. do the creating. and buy the title. Critics in

these cities are, as a whole. more highly respected and more videly

read by television executives and the interested public. Since more

is expected of their writing. one could expect a greater degree of

serious progran criticism.

3. Critics in these markets have the widest possible exposure

to television because of the nunbcr and diversity of chamels available.

6. Since these cities include key newspapers and newspaper

chains, some of the critics are syndicated, thus seaming even wider

A A “a A .. -L.‘l‘ A

film ’ 33. 1962.63 “a. Po “‘Ae



readership.

Selection oi newspapers was based on circulation iiusres. the

general quality and mistency oi the television calm. and avail.

ability on nieroi'iln. At least two newspapers are included in each

"to: for the purpose of incidental date an criticism within citiu.

in three esrkets Olav rock. San Irancises. and aliens) three esse-

papsrs were used since all three sets hm in quality, and close in

circulation “pres.

Colmists are selected as leading television eeluists ty

several teeters.

1. M are designated by title as ”Dalia.“ Nita” er

f'ladic-‘IV Mticz"

2. their sole. appears consistently as a daily basis in the

ads location on the broadcast page.

fits winery col-mists surveyed were as tolls-res

Jack o'er \ .A an: M

H. La... _; -..~" _ , end

.- 3;: .L-.: 3 .4"...

but.» fiery-131m
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SELECTION W mm 51110131)

_ the year 1961 was selected since it was the year prior to the

newspaper strikes which inactivated New York and Cleveland newspapers

during the months selected for the study. Since the study was begun

in 1963, 1961 was therefore the most recent year from which to accu-

mlete date, 1962 helm the yes: of the strike.

1110 period selected includes September to November; this

period represents the month prior to the new season. the beginning of

the new season and e month after the new season has begun. this would

allow for e comet-icon of criticism on all new entries for the meson.

and e representative sampling at three months or potentially 100

calms from each newspaper.

It was the lesson imadistely following newton lfinow's famous

"Wasteland" speech. It was the season that saw the debut of more than

35 new programs including such current ones so: "111s Defenders,"

"Dr. Kildare," "Ben Casey,” "Dick Van byte,” “Joey Bishop Show,"

"Bezel." and "Car 54 “here Are You?" It was the season of Lawrence

Olivier's "The PM: and the Glory.“ It was an interesting lesson

and had the potential of such serious program criticism. “nae wt

of that criticism and its quality sill constitute the main portion

of the following study.



11. CRI'EICISEi: rrs smzmms rem rotates;

"TV critics ere non who report traffic

accidents to eye witnesses."~-Jsckie Gleesonl

w‘het is the definition of program criticism! that is the

function of criticism itself? Certainly television program criticism

met trmscend the elementary and naive description attributed to it

by conic, Jackie Gleason. Even in Gleason‘s statemnt. however. there

is an element of truth regarding the nature of criticism.

Just as eye witnesses can view the same event from different

perspectives, as depicted in the Japanese work, "asshomon." so can the

sane W prostate be interpreted differently by different critical 11113

is so because criticism involves more then s more rncamting or deo‘

tails. criticism involves some subjective interpretation or Mmt

as stated in almost any formal definition of the word.

the dictionary states that criticism is

o o o a critical observation. judgment or review . . . the art

of judging with knowledge and propriety the beauties and faults

of works of art and literature. no similar considerations

of moral and ethical values. . e o

Webster's was Collegiate Dictionarl defines a critic as

o u . one who expresses e reasoned opinion on any matter,

involvim s Judgment of its value truth or righteousness,

or an appreciation of its beauty and technique. . . .

A e _~_.A AA ._‘-;

Influence Laurent, "iisnted, the Complete TV Critic." in &

Bigfitb Art, (New York: Holt, Rimhart and Winston, 1962) p. [55.

2Webster": Kw world nictionsry of Modern language.

22
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A professor of broadcasting has called criticism: "making

statements in which an event is compared with a standard of on

event."3

me by clefinition, true criticism as applied to any work of

art including c television program. not adhere to certain criteria

and chm-uteristics.

First. the professional critic Inst make a Judgment or express

an Opinion or appreciation based on knowledge and propriety. This

distinguishes hill from the lay critic whose Wot or opinion is

mostly based on subjective biases. The professional critic is expected

to offer an opinion qualified by accepted standards.

We obligation to make a ant by necessity involves more

than a note repetition of facts as stated by Simon. the critic

mat connect on the facts from one of several points of view. The

points of view relating. to moral and ethical values concern the

sociological and cultural criticism which was discussed in the intro-

duction. The concern of this paper is with the critical function of

judging the beauty, the faults and the techniques of works of art,

being specific prayers criticism or review.

more is some crgmrant regarding the difference between c

"review" and c piece of criticism. 1 submit, however, that the dif-

ference between a true critical review and a piece of criticism is

purely academic since both to some degree express quality or depth of

evaluation. To see why this is so, we must look at sons of the

writings on dramatic and literary criticism. The difference between

AA4‘. A w A A ———

_v_ _ W,—

sisursnce U. Lichty. Wt Does a TV Critic write About?"

Mot Broadcasting, XVII Wall, 1963) p. 353.



24

dremetic criticism end literary criticism is negligible, in principle

at least, according to George Jeen.flethen. noted drama.critic.

. e . there is at bottom very little difference between dremtic

criticism end literary criticism. whet sitar ell is e play but

an underwritten novel, and s novel but on overwritten play. . . A

Although Nathan etetcs the case too simply. there ere certain principles

of literary criticism which ere applicable to dramatic criticism, end

by the em reasoning to criticism or television which contains the

dramatic element.

Henry Scidel Canhy divided literary criticism.into two types:

one type he calls pure criticism; the other type he terms applied

criticism or "reviewing." In speaking about the difference, be

stated:

Good criticism is generally applicable to ell types of

literature . . . Good revicvins is good criticise epplied to

e new book e . . It is in fact impossible to set e line where

criticisn coeses end reviewing begins.5

I! we can substitute the function oi the television critic for thet of

the literary critic. we night any that good television criticise is

generally eppliceble to ell types oi television progrms. Evidently,

hornet. this criticise not contain certain standards which an.

epplied to e specific program makes good "reviewing." the criticel

Mm based on some standards is present in both cases so thet the

terms “review" or ”critique" in Wolves do not offer eny difference

in quality. This similarity in principle between good reviewing end

good criticise was futile: stated by I. 0. Hathieesen in his book.

W

‘George Jean Hathen, Artficfi the flight. (Rev York: Alfred A.

“pf, 1928) De lle

583m Beidsl Cenby, Definitionsdeseyc in Mariachi-gown,

(new York: Bercmt, Brece and 00.. 19225 p. 185.
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the figsponsibilities a; the (trig-.3.

. . . e review is simply e short piece of criticism and it

should he as good criticism so its writer can make it. . . .6

Km difference between criticism end review would, therefore,

seem to he one of application tether then quality. Criticisn would

soon to cover s breeder application then specifically evaluating one

program. It night he evaluation of e complete series of programs,

or programing in senerel from en esthetic or culmsl point of view.

the critique night deal with no specific program but would carry the

cometary on to e broader discussion outside the resin of that

specific program. Reviewing. for our purpose would be the spplics-

tion oi criteria or standards to one specific program. through usage,

however. the torn "review" hes become sssocisted with the ephemeral

review of the daily newspaper es compared with the more lengthy

sophisticated critical pieces of selective litersry negezines.

There is some form of ephemeral review, however. which gives

no opinion st ell, or gives an opinion which is purely subjective and

not quslitstive. This type of review, which merely sunnerizes, would

Justly he termed "Jmsrnslistic reviewing" end originates with the old

style newspaper hook reviewer. In its simplicity it does not nest

even the minimal requirements of true reviewing or criticism. A good

review, eccordina to I. 0. Motthiessen. should do three things st e

minim

l. Furnish exposition end description;

1. Give en evslustioni

6l‘msncis O. listthicssen. ghe Responsibilities of the Critjig.

(New York: micrd University Press, 19527 p. 19.
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3. Suggest rather briefly how it nessurss up to the cment

stats of the art. (Does it make a fresh contribution. or

simply more of the same?)

By these qualifications it is evident that a review which offers nothing

colors to its readers than "it was an entertaining half hour,” or. "it

was s waste of television tins." is nothing snore than journalistic

reviewing. even though it does offer an evaluation. to be worthy of

the name criticism s piece oust express itself beyond the criteria of

"it was good," or "I liked it."

man are the usual characteristics or s Journalistic review?

Again. referring to literary criticism. Canby states:

the journalistic reviewer wrote not to criticise the book but

to interest a reader. Yet by the very nature or the case he

labored under a disadvantage which forever barred him from

calling himself critic as well as reviewer. lie was a specialist

in reporting. in making a story from the most unpronising

material, and also in the use of his nether tongue, but a

specialist usually in no other field whatsoever . . . wholesale

and emphatic praise became a trademark oi ,Lqumalisti;

Eggicwigg.7

Here are two excerpts from reviews oi the same program. the

one is an example of the kind of “journalistic reviewing" which per-

vados many of our television colums across the country. It is high

on adjectives , but low on qualitative evaluation based on some kinds

of standards.

. . . I think "Car 54" could become the liveliest am funniest

vehicle since the days of Hill Silver's "Bilko" and Jackie

Gleason's, "The honeymoons." I admit 1 been my judgment on

seeing but one show. It was an outrageously warmly himn

hilarious gen . . . the show is populated with a platoon of

infectious police . . . their antics my tax the imagination

but didn't hilko. Lucy. and The lioneynooners‘!“8

7m,. 02: Cita. Pa 18’s

3am Frankel, me glovelsnd mas, (September 15, 1961) p. 3-22.
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the second review of the neon program dmonetretee not only how tvo

"oyo witnesses" can differently view the em ”accident.“ but the

difference between a journalistic review and a critical reviev. thin

given as o qualified evaluation based on some standards.

. . . high hopes vore voiced that it night he s modern

teyotone Cope. It wasn't. It isn't even close to the shrewd

diversion . . . [brought on] by the deservedly long running

Phil Silvers series [Mike]. In its premiere . . . was a

clumsily written, acted, directed, and conceived formic affair.

its situation painfully and awkwardly fabricated. loaded to the

brass buttons with the obvious and unfunny. It has a laudably

low aim, o comedy about cope without robbero, and perhaps it

may improve. We'd say it could do just that without much

“mleo o o 09

The critic in this piece not only say: he does not like it. he gives

us reasons why, based on his! standards of that constitutes unfunny

comedy. Bio adjectives are qualified by explanation.

It is evident that the short ephemeral review in the neve-

paper can he as profeeoionelly critical so o piece in some selective

magazine. provided it adheres to the criteria of criticise: and not

"Jmcnelietio reviewing.“ men the two sources of criticise provide

th- oame kind of quality writing, regardless of the loath of the

piece, the difference in terminology in negligible, ea stated by

Cenhy:

. . o a critic is o reviewer with leisure to perform reel

criticism . . . s good hook reviewer is more useful then s

poor critic. and both belong to the some profession. . . om

THE CRITICAL men

we have so for discussed the definition of criticism as it

 

9.13121: O'Brien, 1333 you m1 mung, (September 18, MM)

90 1°.

10
Cenhy, 924—933.- P- 203-
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applies to the ephemeral reviewer as well as the mgazine critic. to

paraphrase a description of the business of professional television

program criticism we might say

It is an informed evaluation of a television program accompanied

by description and examples of why it does or does not adhere

to certain stated or implied standards of quality.

He met now define thefunction of this criticism as it relates

to both the television art and its audience. Eases lladaa in speaking

of the critical function has stated:

. . . when we call the exercise of informed judgment by its

Greek name "criticism," we recognize its claim to be an inde-

pendent and specialized activity vith a particular function--

to enfegzgrd (nudity and to fig“if! tactg.

If we consider taste in its broadest sense, meaning an ability

to notice. appreciate, or judge what in beautiful, fine or excellent

in any art, then we evidently cannot separate the two ftmctiono of

safeguarding quality and purifying taste; for without the recognition

of quality as embodied in taste, there can be no demand for production

of quality. Consequently, as Hades states further:

. . o the larger and more indiscriminate the audience, the

greater the need to «safeguard and purify standards of quality

and taste.12

'lhil is especially important in television which has the largest and

certainly the met indiscriminate audience of any of the arts. Sur-

veys show that 332 of TV act macro flip a knob and accept whatever

13
cameo in view. furthermore, television also has the characteristics

i_. A

“Moons Hades. "Climates of Criticism." in The 21mm Art,

(New York: Holt, Rinehart. and Winston. 1962) p. 15.

1’1b;d.. p. 16.

ni’ischer. op, cit“ p. 123.
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of a "popular art." The relationship in e "ponder art" between an

artist and his audience is different tron this relationship in the so

called "elite arts.” this difference we: explained by Leo insert in

his book, :hejsrt oi Television.

Elite judmcnto are supported by critical canon: m m e:-

prescod through its spokesmen the critics. 'lhus the elite artist

is stimleted through reproach or praise, oxpreeeed in rational

esthotic terms and addressed to him directly in his creative

role . . .euccees or failure of a popular artist is more often

directly indicated by his changing record on the cash register

. . . the popular artist is one We sets forth deliberately to

conform to the testers and wishes of the public, interpreted by

the operators of the mass media. . . o 4

Thus in popular art, if. the taste of the audience is indiscriminate,

the quality of the product will likwiee be indiscriminate; and, oince

the artist cannot innovate. since he met cater to while dmnd. the

audience itself is its mm higgeet deterrent to viewing the kinds of

quality programs that help to understand and for: critical otendarde.

hereto“, by reading the standards of the critics, the public will

gain a trust understanding of quality thereby elevating ito taste.

By expressing critical standards. therefore. the critic (me-

tiono in both on educational and a salutary way. When he judges a

program to be high in quality, the ertiat is encwreged to create

more of the lame. and the audience by reading the evaluation learns

to discriminate. mus, even in the limited framework of popular for-

mats. a quality work can be recognized and encouraged. The artist,

the critic, and the audience are pert of a three-way relation. the

function of which is to determine the qwlity of television fare. the

A—

”no Bogart, The ego of Television. (New York: Frederick linger

Mliehing 60.. 1956) p. 22.
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"Cult of thin damnation will in we have to be interpreted by

tho operatora 0! television in provuiu the kind or prop-u desired.

stimuli-char inhis book.Wnites oftharala-

tion ham the artiot. the critic ed the main“ taste.

. . . the artist and the critic both and: 12a- emitiood

tooling: and highly developed intuitions. India about

eta-dude helps MC is within; the fealiu no in

developing intuitions. not it's also pouiblo to Win all

the standarda «or printed and otill have vulgar not... no

capecity toenjoy and appreciateisdeveloped by « :-

  

 

  :ly 1m; toottia ‘H- its

mind that are more satisfying to a viewer an a collection

of Ilia uncultivated likes and diolikoa. . . .

linker pate Ii- fiuor on th at of the we. critic in loading

the public to aequirin a noose of diminieota taste Ihioh will in-

oroase tho pleasure of television viewing. to dwalop this taste,

m.mmmoz standardamtaiaobomaaiedbyaa

mate than: form ofartandnoppermitytom than

oteuflarda. Aa luthrop It). be aid;

the critic ia mood to a action oi inn-aim . . . ad

by responding to these as mild]: ea poeaible In develops

by practice. skill and llfiibilitj for which tho traditional

tum in luglioh in teate.

Aa adieu” taste is elevated. tho desire to: were quality

elevates the stature o! the attic: and hie output so that the «dino-

oootiuaeo to teceiva more of the kinda of iapruoiona from men it

an ion standards at evaluation. m. by a emulation of reading

good prosta- criticism and main. Maui: to o video tone 0! pron-an

 

”fucker.w p. 1.

“mmchrommW01mm:
“m ”ma‘t, h“.. 19“ '0
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fare, the viewer learns to critically evaluate programs based on

critical standards rather than subjective appeals. Bo learns to

question and to think why he did or did not enjoy a program. lie also

learns to be able to say it was a bed program but I liked it. or. it

was a good program by critical standards but I did not like it. He

discriminates between his critical opinion and his personal Opinion.

which is based on personal taste. It is this thinking or questioning

attitude that is most imortant in increasing the viewer's pleasure,

as has been stated by Weld:

. . . the interested viewer observing the kinds of questions

criticism asks, learns to ask these kinds for himself. . . .

the main thing is the questioning attitude. . . .17

Soldes has cemented on the non-discerning effect oi television

in these words:

The offerings of the mass mdia are mass produced and we receive

that: in apathy. We are not required to select, we are not

required to think. The thing is poured out on us. and the result

is if we let all those instruments of conditioning the mass go

on, we are going to create a nation which I think will be a half

a nation of teen-33ers, half a nation of robots, because the

necessity of thinking becomes progressively lose all the time.‘8

we can swim the critic's function therefore, specifically

in television, as educatim the salience to increase viwins pleasure

by learning how to discriminate between program, and thus gradually

elevate the quality of the artistic product by their demands.

we must now ask.hov does the critic express this function in

his writing? now does he recognize and judge quality?

First. the critic must look for certain basic truths in the

L

I’VGId. she. 10C. 015s

18K1apper, oz. 515,, p. 235.
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interpretation of any work of art. In the minds of the Greeks a work

was good when it messed up to the pattern or purpose for which it

was intended. lbro specifically, in recognizing quality in art the

critic oust answer the fundamental questions posed by Goethe.

. . . what has the writer proposed to himself to do? . . . and

how for has he succeeded in carrying it out? . . .19

George Jean Nathan speaking of dramatic criticism voiced the

some criteria.

A play should be appraised in terms of the author's success

or failure in the achievement of his plan and intention.”

The same principle applied to television reviewing was expressed by

new York Times; critic Jack Gould who in 1961 wrote:

A work of art ll entitled to the respect of being Judged in

terms of what it sets out to do and how well it succeeds . . .

all other criteria are secondary.21

Quality in this sense would therefore seem to mean the success of a

program and its elements in translating or interpreting the original

intent of the artist or creator. this torn of cathetic criticism

can also take in sociological or cultural concern if the intent no of

a sociological nature by its meaning or manage. It is the mcusful

interpretation of that message, humor, which should primarily con.

cern the program critic.

In television this particular aspect of quality extends to all

the mdiun's characteristics. m. camera work, the settings, the

l9J. i. Springern. ”The flow Criticism,” in Criticism in fluorite.

its hmctions and Stags, (Nev York: Bsrcom't. Draco and 00., 1924

P0 230

mceorgo Jenn anthem, The Intimate flotebook of Gear e Jean Nathan,

(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1932) p. 133.

2113c]: Gould, M York Times, (1mm: 5. 1961) sec. 2, p. 19.
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dialogue, the special effects, met all be weighed to see if in the

overall production they comlimented the original intention or idea.

If they served to further the plot, enhance the mood of the song,

emphasize the characterization, they are quality elements. If, on

the other hand, the camera work does not punctuate the dialogue. follow

the action or emphasise the character, but proves obtrusive in its

movement; it the act in too laviah for the mood of. the song; if the

acting is too exaggerated for the essence of the story, as artistically

beautiful on those three clemntc night teen on the screen. they do

not help to achieve the ultimate intent of the artist and therefore

cannot be Judged on being truthful in their quality.

Truth mat also be sought in the meaning of the work itself.

The critic mot ask the question is this a true character in his

actions, in his cpcech, in his manner? It the work a true representa-

tion of the story it is telling. or is it based on supposition; and

untruths?

The critic, therefore, discriminates between the beauty of a

program and the truth about it. interpretation when the two are not

synonymous. This kind of discrimination requires an ability to in-

tcllectunlizc on well as to emtiomliee, so as to be able to report

the facts as objectively as possible. As George Jean Nathan vrotca

no concern of art in with beauty. the concern of criticism

is with truth, and truth and beauty despite the Sunda School

are often stranger-6.22

The critic can applaud the ingenious techniques, the unusual

staging, the gravity or significance of the plot, but he must twat

 

2Zworge Jean Nathan, Etc Critic and The Drama. (lifted A. Knopf,

1922) . Po ’0
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this applause with an appraisal of the overall success in fulfilling

the creative intent. 11 the program does contain both cathetic beauty

and truthful interpretation in its final form. than the critic mat

justly evaluate it and point out why it contains quality. In tele-

vision criticiam the critic will use examples to illustrate his points.

If the prime purpose was entertainment or comedy, clear examples of

the entertaining and comedy elements will be cited. If the purpose

was dramatic realism, a vivid character, a slice of dialcguc, the

starknces of the set, it should be called forth in the review to

illustrate the quality of successful interpretation.

Another measure of quality is I fresh new haeginative approach

to an already established idea. The critic judges a work against the

accepted example or standard of a similar or related work. The tale-

vision critic can compare a program with similar programs and point

out why one is a better or more imaginative interpretation. Thus. a

situation comedy can.be a better situation comedy if it uses a new

approach, batter casting, fresher dialogue, unique staging, or any 02

the elements that serve to embellish it. A comparison of the hark

with previous work by the same author, director, or talent can also

be used for comparison with a standard of quality.

By using these mcasuree of quality a critic sets up standards

against which he evaluates a program and gives the audience food for

thought.

It is important for the critic to realize, however, that

standards cf quality are applicable to all types of television fare

regardless of his personal preferences. There is room in televiaion

for serious drama and light fantasy, for classical ballet and for



35

modern Jere, for simple comedy and for sophisticated Shakespeare. One

of television's responsibilities aside from education is to keep men

laughing and relaxed through entertaining and wholesome programs.

this need for variety in television fare we: expressed by Seldos.

I think that in ceping with the spirit of our life, a true

variety of choice should be made available. not merely a variety

of packages for identical goods . . . they [the popular arts]

can Justify themselves only if they offer a balanced entertain-

ment in their average product, it they interest the individual

in as many weya as he is capable of being interested, and serve

all significant groups.

The critic, therefore, should be able to report on a variety of pro-

grams and judge themlell objectively. According to George Jean Nathan,

a critic should actually be capable of enjoying,mnny types of enter-

tainment, it they are of good quality.

. . . a critic who cannot enjoy Hamlet one night and Pollies_

the next . . . seems to have smoothing wrong with him . . . “

Thus by writing about and evaluating all types of program fare, the

critic not only gives the better progranuc chance for higher exposure,

but gives the audience an opportunity to learn, recognize and enjoy

quality in.any type of format. In this manner the television critic

functions somewhat like the newspaper drama critic according to

Selfiee.

It is part of the duty of a critic to guide the public tests

. . . the critic should understand his place between the producer

and the consumer. He has a vital function. In the theatre it

can be expressed in terms of dollars and cents . . . it is his

job to help them not to waste their money on trash . . . by his

deetruction of traeh he helps (in theory) to give the best about

23Gilbert Golden, Eye Great Audience, (New Yerk: The Viking

Press, 1950) p. 214.

2"csorge Jean Nathan, Wteria Critics, (the York: Alfred A.

Knopf, 1924) p. 30.
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a chance to survive . . . his etandards my be low but they are

his instruments of judgaent and he does not throw than away if

he pane a play and it becomes a success. The simation of the

critic in broadcasting is different only because the audience

does not pay in cash for each program. It pays in time given

to the program, and it pays also if the program has an adverse

affect on the emotional integrity or the cleernese of mind of

those who witneea it. The critic has no business imposing his

standards as the only ones appropriate for broadcasting, but he

has to use his stewards anci make aura the audience gets a true

report. For critic to do less is the real treason of the

intellectual.

Therefore, the final result of good criticism :51qu be to

create an audience of individual critics. each using a set of standards

to judge the quality of program and thus increase his viewing pleas-

ure. By learning to recognize quality and by selectively viewing,

the audience can force the elevation of the art and the artist. 'l‘o

pramte the critical attitude in the television audience is the prime

goal of guod television program criticiam.

The first wish of any critic in that he should bring more

criticg into being, all inwardly judging, inwardly oper-

ating. 6

mTmION comm

To this point we Deva defined the program critic's function

and some general principles upon which we can base the nature of his

criticism. 12 he adheres to the criteria of good criticism as

described, his writings over a period of time should reflect certain

consistencies. These are of a general and a specific nature dealing

with the content of his columns.

2Sailbert Seldes, The Baillie gig. (New York: Batman and

Schueter, 1956) pp. 294.295.

 

251mm!» op. cit., p. 17.
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One of the first gourd]. principles of good newspaper criticism

is that over a period of time it should reflect a variety of critical

opinion. A critic should attunpt to review several different types

of mm. although he might whasize those that appeal to his

personal taste.

0m: 8 period of time tom kind at critical atamlatds should

be evident. either stated in amino criticism or iwliod. The

critic cannot malice but met deal in specifics.

Charles Siopnam has stated that “it it always easier to see

that is wrong than to know what is right.“27 tho critic should not

only point out the bad in television but should point out tho good.

318 calms shwld not reflect an overwhelmingly negative attitude

about everything that is done. a should him n balanced proportion

of mammary and adverse criticism. pointing out the room for

mach. Bo should not meet wary man in 0 series to be spectacular

and should not past Mgmnt on a whole series by citing the first or

the worst example. m. necessarily mans that the critic thould

review more than on: program in tech curios to not if the prayed: has

improved or degenerated in quality, or whether it still meets the

critic's first evaluation.

the critic, recognizing the foot that there is a place in

television for all typos of taro, should not criticize a Eta-ion or

program on the ground- thot the tint night he used for noble: ends

based on tin critic’t personal preference. I! the critic has a

4‘ _i A ——L-—A———-

”antic: A. 8139mm. Radio's QM Chance, Gaston: Littlo

32m and 00.. 1946). P. 2540
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Bubjcctive bias towards a particular type of program or performer, he

should state it. The audience mot not confuse his subjective tastes

with his objective reporting and criticism. Bias should to revealed

rather than concealed. -

In reviewing drama the critic should review it within its

television limitations and he should display a knowledge of the modim

in discussing these limitations.

In reviewing public affairs programs or controversial issues,

the critic should consider the presentation of the issue so to its

fair handling and impartiality. The techniques employed in these

kinds of programs are secondary to the main pm‘posc of truthfully

reporting or informing.

the critic should not attempt to impose his standards on the

audience or imply that their taste is inferior became they might

enjoy or accept a program which he did not. Ho should judge :1 program

by the audience it aims for and how well it succeeded.

Specifically the 001mm itself should be written in s manor

that is interesting to the reader. no critic can use humor to prove

a point even when reviewing a serious drama. As Nathan has said,

If there is a place for bum: in gander, why not a place for

hum: in the criticism of w.

more is no one formic or style for criticism according to hathan:

Criticism may take as may force as the drama criticized.

beirg at times tragic or melodramatic, comical. farcical,

burlesque, constructive, or destructive. emotional, or

cerebral, analytical or imressiouistic. with equal

—r

”George has Nathan.W(New York: Alfred A.

mopf, 1928). p. 170
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soundness, depending on the critic and the dremmz9

The language of the critic should be free from unexplained

cliches of. Judgment and description.

The critical column should do at least three things, as pre-

viously explained, in order to qualify as a good review: It should

give an evaluation of the program and some stated or implied criteria

against which it is judged; specific examples should be cited to

illustrate the criticism.

“moon, then, are come of the criteria against which we will

measure the overall quality of specific television program criticism

in the columns chosen.

I'll! CRITIC. S LL‘IITAIIOHS

It is recognized that because of television“ vast variety of

fare, certain limiting conditions affect the reviewer“ quantity of

output. These conditions originate mostly vith the fact that there

is too much going on at any one time for any one critic to cover.

lam-ins the season covered in thin study more than 35 series

and forty specials made their debut in prime time horn-s. this figure

does not include series that were held over from the previous seasons

and the programing in non-prime time hours. A critic can only view

one program at a time so that with three competing programs he can

only report on one. This does not take into account the program:

being offered on the fourth and fifth channels available in may of

 

29Constance trick, me Dramatic Criticism of George Jean Netting,

(Ithaca: Cornell Universitywfireoe, 1943) p. 125.
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the markets covered. A critic. therefore, is limited not only on the

We: progranshscanreviewinanyonsveet, but themaberol

programs he can View in any one series or on any one station. thus.

the large washer and variety of television programs in thaneclves

limit the anoint of reviewing any one critic can accomplish.

A second limiting factor is the human element. not all of a

television's working day can be spent in viewing television since a

good part of it not be spent in writing and preparing the television

column consequently, the wt of time given to television viewing

is also limited. a critic over a period of time will also naturally

tend to View those types of progrms which appeal to his personal

tastes rather than spend his limited time on those which do not. The

kinds of programs reviewed therefore, will vary according to the in-

" dividuel critic.

a third restricting factor of program review is the fact thet

the columnist not turn out a daily colon consisting of more than

just progren review. Part of his column mist he devoted to news.

pranotion and other forms of criticism. Since many of the colmiste

studied write only five days or six days a week. their critical output

is further limited.

this, a television critic can he allowed certain considerations

in his overall program criticism and colon content over a period of

three months, due to the factors cited.

1. A critic cannot be expected to View may series more than

once or twice over a three month period. Since most epociels comets

with and overlap other program, the critics met miss certain pregame

to View a complete spectacular.
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2. Because of conflicts in scheduling, viewing habits, and

other factors, a critic cannot be expected to review all of the new

pregame being offered in a three month period. he can he expected

however to review at least one offerim from more than a majority of

thm.

3. Most criticism should concern those programs being offered

during "prime time" hours. mesa progrm attract the nest viewers

and are of a nature that is subject to nore serious criticise.

lo. Since there is no specific length of a good review. the

want of colon specs devoted to it will not be considered. It is

the nether of critical columns and programs reviewed and the quality

of the reviewing that is ieportent. These will he discuss-ed further

under content analysis.

um: these limitations and considerations in nind we will now

analyse the criticism of the colmnists selected to determine whether

they are patenting their critical function.
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thirty-rive new weekly series end forty-one specials from

September through Novena)” ushered in the 1961-62 television season.

its new entries included twelve comedies, three detective series, six

hour long dramatic series, tvo public effeirs series, and several ed.

venture end western types. Amos those pregame still being seen today

are "the Defenders.“ "Dr. Rildore." "Ben Casey,” “Car 54 more Are You?"

"the Joey Bishop Show," ”The Dick Van Dylte Show,” and 'Wl." Others,

including ”Mrs. G. Goes to College," "Alcos Premiere,” "The Bob Heuhert

Show.“ and "David Brinkley“ m1." despite favorable notices from

the critics, ere no longer on the air today.

It is the purpose of this chapter to draw s profile oi both the

television season end the criticise of that new sosson during the three

month period studied. A second purpose is the selection 0! those critics

who will be studied for their adherence to the criteria of good rec

viewing which includes the use of critical standards. these critics

will be selected on the basis of the quantity end variety of their re:-

vievs end on the elements they have in some which make their writing

more compatible for overall analytical purpose.

Some of the questions to he answered in this profile concern

the munt of specific program criticism. Hos Ilich calm content is

devoted to specific program criticism as compared with other types of

column content such as news and promtion? {mo are the most prolific

42
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program critics? The least prolific? Enrich markets receive the largest

ammt of program criticism? Other questions to be answered concern the

new season itself. and its programs. Which types of programs received

the nest reviews? which types the fewest reviews? Which programs were

the nest favorably received? Is there any relation between critical

opinion and program durability? Thirdly, the chapter will deal with

the critics themselves. Phat is the amount of agreement among critics?

Do critics within markets have the same viewing patterns? be certain

critics show patterns of viewing?

Both an overall view of the new programs and their reception

will be profiled from the Wired data of more than 1500 television

columns written during the period studied.

For accurate analysis of data, howaver. it is necessary to

separate those columns dealing with program criticism from those

columns which do not. in examination of content reveals that in

general program criticism constitutes either part of a colmn. the

entire colum. or is omitted entirely. Since this study is interested

exclusively in specific program criticism. it will not consider other

forms of criticism even though they night constitute a part of the

colunn which also contains program criticism. A program criticism

calm. therefore, will be defined as any column containing at least

one specific program review regardless of its length. with this break-

down as a basis for classifying data we will now draw a profile of the

specific program criticism found in the columa of twenty-one leading

television writers over a three month period.
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am MUCH CRITICISM

How much column content is actually devoted to specific program

criticism? In order to get some idea of a critic’s preferences and

stmdards, it is necessary to read the largest possible masher of. his

reviews during any given period. Since a good critic will attempt to

review as many of the new programs as he can, we can assume that the

majority of his calms will contain same program criticism. the

average columnist writes at least five coltrsna a week. If only three

at these calms contained some specific program review, the critic

would have a 60% figure of program criticise calms. lbw many of the

columnists surveyed actually maintain this percentage? the data shows

that the majority at colmmists did not m. devote so: of their

calm space to same program review over the three month period. the

following list shows the umber of columns studied for and: critic,

followed by them a! "program criticism” calm: and the per.

centage of program criticism calms.

Van Horne 52 43 862 (have Call Bulletin)

newton 80 60 752 (San Fransisco has.)

Gould 55 40 731 (mi. Times)

William 62 44 711 (Hail. Eve. Bulletin)

Barrie 76 44 582 (Phil. Inquirer)

O'Brien 73 41 5673 (KY. Journal haerican)

Barrison 68 33 48% (Wash. Eve. Star)

Holley 63 28 442 (Chicago Sun tines)

Smith 80 34 421 (Chicago Tribune)

Halters 72 30 412 (Ian. Times)

O'Flahorty 79 30 38% (San Fransisco Chronicle)

Frankel 63 2!» 381 (Cleveland Frans)

Donn 81 30 371. 01.1. Herald Tribune)

Peterson 71 23 321 (Detroit Free Rees)

harms: 77 21 272 (Chicago News)

l’ennlng 67 18 262 (Pittsburgh Post Gasette)

Kane 6 Gondon 58 15 261 (Cleveland Plain Dealer)

Laurent 79 17 212 (Washington Post)

Ruington 71 12 17% (Pittsburgh Press)

lbll 63 7 112 (hos Aug-soles Herald)
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Except for the first six critics listed, the others devoted less than

501 of. their calm space to some progrsn review. Another obvious fact

is that the highest percentage of program criticism is concentrated in

three markets, l'hiledelphia, new York, and San Fransisco.

Another quantitative measure of adequate program review for

evaluation purposes is the umber oi progrm reviewed over the given

period. Allowing for e minim of tour prime time program reviews I

wash, the good critic will review at least fortyocight to fifty prime

tine program over the three month period. A tabulation of column con-

tent sgain reveals, however, that little more than c third of all the

critics revieued this minim masher of prawns. the following list

shows the masher of prime time programs reviewed by each critic during

the period selected tor study.

Barrie (Philadelphia Inquirer) 129

O'Brien (NJ. Journal American) 93

Williams (Phil. Eve. Bulletin) 86

Newton (San Francisco Examiner) 79

Mac (Detroit News) 58

Berrison (Wash. Eve. Star) 55

Gould (3.1. Time) 55

woltors (Chicago Tribune) 55

Van Borne (5.3. News Cal Bulletin) 51

Smith (Los Angeles Times) 44

O'Plsherty (5.8. Chronicle) 43

Turner (Chicago News) 43

been (NJ. Herald Tribune) 40

Peterson (Detroit Free Press) 39

Frankel (Cleveland Press) 37

Fanning (Pittsburgh Post Gazette) 32

Holley (Chicago Sun Times) 30

Bull (hos Angolan Herald) 26

Kane 6: Condon (Cleveland rlsin Dealer) 24

Laurent (Washington Post) 21

Remington (Pittsburgh Press) 19

Again, six of the sight leading critics are those with the highest

percentage of program criticism columns, and are located in new York,
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Philadelphia. and Sen Francisco.

How much of the program criticism was devoted to the new pro-

grams? the date show that all critics devoted from 71 to 100% of

their reviewing to the new prime time programs.

If we now rank ell meaty-one toltmiate according to the highest

percentage of program criticism columns. the number oi? prime time pro-

grams reviewed, and the amber of new prime time programs reviewed,

the order of these critics whose content is met adequate for study is

as follows. by ranking.

Barrie

Williams

Newton

O'Brien

Gould

Van Horne

Harrison

woltors

Mac:

Donn

O'Flaherty

Smith

Mae

Molloy

Frankel

Fanning

Laurent

Hull

Pctcraon

Kane and Condon

Remington

Philadelphia Inquirer

Philadelphia Evening Bulletin

San Francisco Examiner

New York Journal Amnriceu

HGW’thk Times

San Francisco New! Cal Bulletin

Whohington Evening Star

Chicago Tribune

Chicago flew!

Harald Tribune

8an.Prancinco Chronicle

Les Angelou Time-

Dctroit News

Chicago Sun Times

Cleveland Press

Pittsburgh Post Gazette

Heahington Poet

Loo Angela: Hcreld

Detroit Free Press

Cleveland Plein.Deeler

Eittabursh Freda

Using the same basis of evaluation, the market. studied are teased as

follows, according to the beat cmunt of overall criticism.

l‘hiladelphie

New York

San Francisco

Chicago

Loo Angelou

Washington

batten:

Cleveland

Pittsburgh
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The highest ranking columiste and critics are concentrated in three

markets. It is interesting to note that Los Angeles, which is the

largest center of. television talent and production is recited in the

middle of the scale.

WEI!!! DID THE CRITICS VIM?

with a choice of more then thirty-five weekly series and more

than forty-one specials it is obvious that no one critic could pos-

sibly view all the programs being offered in c three month period. We

can, however, determine which pro-grams were reviewed by more critics.

which programs were hardly reviewed, and how the new programs were

received.

‘ New factors determine whether a critic will view a specific

program or series. Mvenco rmoontion, stars involved, personal taste,

time availability, all have a bearing on what the critic will watch

when confronted with several simltaneoue programs. We will seem.

however, that it a program is viewed by a majority of the tventy-one

critics studied whatever the reason, it can be considered to com

extent as being an important program.

Using this criterion of myortence, here are the met important

new program series of the 1961-62 television season, ranked by the

nurnber of critics that reviewed than at least once in the period

amiado

1. "Car 54 “Item Are You" (cmdy) 19 critics

2. ”Steve Allen Show" (comedy) 18 critics

3. "Bus Stop" (drama) 18 critics

4. "Bob Newhart Show" (comedy) 18 critics

S. "The Defenders" (draw) 17 critics

6. "Devid Brinkley's qurnel" (P.A.) 17 critics
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7. "Dr. Kildarc" (drama) 17 critics

8. "Joey Bishop Show!" (comely) lG critics

9. ' “eel” (camdy) 16 critics

10. Wire. 6. Goes to College" (comedy) 16 critics

11. ”Follow the Sun" (23va 15 critics

12. "Ben Casey" (drama) 15 critics

13. "87th hecinct" (det.) lS critics

14. "Dick Powell mantra" (drama) 15 critics

15. "Disney" (child.) 13 critics

16. "Bullwinkle" (cartoon) 15 critics

17. "Top Cat” (cartoon) 15 critics

18. "Window on Main Street" (comedy) lb critics

19. "Alcoa Premiere" (drama) l3 critics

20. "Dick Van Dyke Show“ (coszody) 12 critics

21. "The New Breed” (det.) 12 critics

22. "Cein's lhmdrcd" (det.) 12 critics

23. "Calvin and the Colonel" (cartoon) ll critics

Using the 8am criterion hora is the rank order of important one-time

specials of that period.

1. "laughter 0.5.A." (comedy) 17 critics

2. "The Power and the Glory" (dress) 17 critics

3. "The Denny Rays 1km" (comedy) 15 critics

a. "the Victor Barge Show" (comely) l3 critics

5. 'Wolk in my Shoes" (P.A.) l3 critics

6. "Angola Journey to a War" (P.A.) l3 critics

7. ”Carnegie Hall Salutes

Jack Benny" (comedy) 11 critics

From the preceding information several factors can be determined con-

cerning the critics’ viewing trends for that period.

It would seem that drama is considered the most important

category of program by the majority of the critics. All six of the

new hair-long dramatic series were reviewed by at least thirteen out

of the treaty-one critics. Furthermore, of forty-one specials offered

during the period studied, the dram, "the Poser and the Glory,“ was

one of the seven most important, attracting seventeen critics. It can

also be mted that the three other dramatic specials of that period,

"he Spiral staircase," "Intermezzo,” and ”me Disposscssed," were re-

viewed by ten, nine, and eight critics respectively. a larger more:
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of or tics than any of the remaining specials had attracted.

This concern with drama is also demnstrated when we look at

the ten series which received the most reviews during the period

BtMino

1. "David Brinkley” Jamaal." 27 reviews

2. "The Defenders" 25 reviews

3. "Dick Powell Presents" 25 reviews

4. "Steve All-on Show" M reviews

5. "Car 54 Where Are You?" 23 reviews

6. "Bob Net-mart Show" 21 rovime's

7. "Bus Stop" 20 reviews

8. "Alcoa Premiere" 20 reviews

9. "me Steel Hour" 17 reviews

10. "Jack Benny Program" 18 reviews

Five of the top ten programs are dramatic. programs. Considering the

proportion of dramatic programs on the air to comedy, detective, and

adventure, this figure is even more impressive. It is also worth

noting that an older program, "The United States Steel m," garnered

more reviews than most of the new series.

When we look at the detective series they also seem to be

important since all three am: entries were viewed by a majority of

the critics. However, after the initial program review, only one

series, "87th Precinct," was rwiwad more than once, but not enough

times to nuke the above list. Us can conclude, thorofors, that only

the first gmogrsm of a new detective series will attract a majority

of critics, but that interest languishes after the premium. The

same can be stated for adventure series. Only one of three new

entries, "Follow the Sun," was views-:1 on its debut by a m::.jority of

critics, and than wasn't reviewed again.

Cmndy rates high on the list as being important, with eight

of thirteen new series bong viewed by at least twelve of the critics.
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Eonnver, after the initial program;on1y one series, "Car 54 Where Are

You," received five morn reviews during the three months. Bob Newhart's

thaw receivsd only three reviews after his first program. It in in-

teresting to note that veteran Jack Benny received more reviews than

e1evcn.o£ tbs new shows that aenson. this popularity of a personality

can also be detected in the list of top specials. the "Carnegie Hall

Salutes Jhck.nenay Special" amt viawnd by a.naJority of critics. A

mnjarity of critics also Vienna "Ina Victor 86:30 Show." “Th3 Danny

Raye Hour." and "Laughter U.S.A.,” which featured Gnorgn Burns as

narrator. new comedy series-which attracted at least nixtecn critics

to the premiere program included such familiar names at Stave Allen,

Gertrude Berg. and Shirley Booth. Aside framxtbo initial drawing

power of comedy. bovevar. no. caries is reviewed mre than once or

twice by a majority of the critics.

Pablic Affairs programs also aeau.to depend initially on the

personality involved. Whereas "David Brinkley'a Journal" was viewed

by seventeen critics and received the most mien of the period,

Frank rhcan'a "Hero and W' was viewed by only six critics and not

more than one time by each. Out of ten public. affairs specials only

two were reviewed by thirteen critica. The others were nut reviewed

by more than nine. and one1una reviewed by only two critics. 10! those

remaining specials the two which received the ans: reviews were "CBS

Reports" featuring an interviaw'with President Eisenhower. and "the

Many Faces of Spain," which was'written and narrated by NBC News per-

sonality, Chet Huntley.

The! type of program which received the least amunt of viewing

by the. critics judging by the review, is the one-tiara mil-3.081 or
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variety special. Only seven critics viewed at least c third of twenty-

thmc such programs offered during tho period studied. 0f the“ seven,

only four critics viewed at least half of the specials offa'roch. rho

following list shows the number of special. viewer! by each critic

during the three month period.

Harris 21

O'Brian 15

Van liornc 13

William 12

Newton

Judge

Donn

O'Flaherty

hankel

Peterson

Walton

Smith

Gould

M063!

Harrison

Fanning

Hull

Holley

Remington

Laurent

tam 6 Comics: N
N
N
U
U
D
G
O
§
U
I
O
|
0
0
0
0
N
Q
O
U

Again, five of tho sir loading critic. in this category are Harris,

O'Brian, Van Horne. William, and Barton. mac fivc and critic Jack

Gould have been tho six most prolific critics in all catcgoriu cur-

vcycd up to thin point. Evidently Gould. like a mjority of critics,

does not find the one-time mical or variety special as app-cling

cc other types of programs. It will be (cum! in this thacic that most

critics havc c tendency to ovcrlook certain categories or program in

their reviewing.

Aside from tho general tendency for an critics to overlook

the one-time cpecicl. an mnination of column revcalc a fairly

proportionate mat of criticiu of all types of prayers. than in
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a general emphasis on drama and comedy, with ouch less of an emphasis

on detective, adventure and western series.

Since so many new programs made their debut during the period

studied it can he expected that the critics attempted to review at

least one program tron two thirds of the new caries, if not all of

then. Main; by the number of prom-an reviews in each column over

the three month period as previously cited it is evident that most

critics reviewed at least thirty five programs. It is possible, there-

ioro, for c critic to have reviewed at least one program from every

new series. A study of the reviews. however, indicates that met

critic: did not bother to review at least 502 of the new series even

once in the three month period. The following list shows the number

of programs which vero overlooked completely by each critic.

Harrie (Phil. Inquirer) 2

newton (5.2. Examiner) 7

311118” (3111. Eve. 8.) 7

O'Briln (1.3!. W A.) 9

Turner (Chicago News) 12

Gould (NJ. Times) 1‘.

buoy (Chicago Sun I.) 14

Dean (LY. Herald T.) 15

Harrison (Wash. the. Star) 16

8:11 (LA. Herald) 16

Woltoro (Chicago Tribune) 17

O'tlahcrty (5.3. Chronicle) 17

Kane 6 Gordon (Cleveland P.D.) 18

Smith (LA. Times) 18

Remington (Pitt. Press) 19

M36 (Detroit News) 20

Frankel (Cleveland Press) 21

Van Hornc (5.3. News Cal 3.) 22

Panning (Pittctmrgh Post-Gazette) 23

Laurent (Washington Post) 24

Peterson (Detroit Free Press) 29

the figures reveal that most critics mice a fair umber of nor

proacmo. Do certain critics. havevcr. exhibit a marked tendency to

overlook specific types of program? we have already seen a general
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tendency not to review the one-time special. An examination of reviews

brings out some other tendencies as well.

For at least eight .of the critics, comedy and cartoons are the

most comes type of series which srs not reviewed at all. Out of a

total of seventeen new'coeedy and cartoon series, the following critics

missed at least ten of these completely in three months.

Peterson 14

Van Horse 13

Laurent 13

Frankel 13

Fanning 11

Smith 11

Judge 10

lens 5 Condon 10

For five of the critics studied drama is s category which was

not given complete coverage. Out of six new weekly dramatic programs,

the following critics did not review st least half of them during the

period studied.

Fanning

Laurent

Esterson

Judge

Remington

Some critics are also negligent in reviwing public affairs

program. with tw public affairs programs offered weekly, the

following critics did not review either of them at least once in the

period studied, including "David Brinkley's Journal" which was reviewed

more than once by s majority of the critics.

Peterson

Smith

null

Holley

It is evident from the data that certain critics not only neglect re-

viewing a large proportion of new programs , but a majority of new
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prepares in several categories. Peterson, Fanning. Smith, and Judge

would seem to be the most consistent in neglecting to review most new

programs in the most categories.

no critics in the same market have the same viewing tastes? Do

they review the same types of program or the new program? A listing

of the types of. series that were not reviewed at all shows that in

four markets the critics evidently did not review the same program in

several categories. AI a result, the markets were completely deprived

of any reviews of from 50-100! of the public affairs series, 33-501. of

the comedy series, 30-602 of the adventure series. and 25-100: of the

new detective and western series. m following listing shows the

nutter of series not reviewed in each market in drama, public affairs,

comedy, and detective-uestern and adventure.

thiladelphia 0 O 0 0

New York 0 0 l 1

San Francieco 0 0 2 1

Chicago 0 l 3 2

washington l O 8 2

Cleveland 1 0 8 2

Los Angeles 0 2 6 3

Detroit 0 l 6 6

Pittsburgh 3 0 7 4

It is evident that the markets of Washington. Cleveland, Lon

Males. Detroit, and Pittsburgh receive the minimal variety of pro-

gram criticism.

Several other facts are evident from the data thus far sun-

usrized with regard to specific critics and the markets they servo.

Six critics stand out as being the most prolific program reviewers

and offering the widest range of criticism. The six critics are:

harry Harris. Robert J. Williams, Jack Gould. Jack O'Brien, Dwight

Newton, and Harriet Van Horne. Their nerkets are Philadelphia, New



53

York and San Francisco. mess six viewed s majority of the new pro-

grams and viewed the: more times, thus offering the largest sampling

of reviews for further study. It is also evident that certain critics

within the some market offer the least amount and least variety of

criticism, consequently not offering an adequate sampling of reviews

for an in-depth study. The four markets whose critics reflect ths

poorest cannot and variety of rcviewim are Cleveland, hos Anseles.

Detroit, and Pittsburgh. One more aspect of this profile will be

drawn before studying the writing of the six selected critics.

DO 1113 CRITICS AGREE?

A profile of the 1961-62 television season mat ask the ques-

tion, "Bet-v were the series received by the critical" Is there agree-

mnt among critics? Were any programs or series given unanimous or

overwhelmingly favorable or unfavorable reviews? If there are any

cannon standards by which critics Judge programs. they would snore

easily be found in the reviews of those programs which were received

with the largest snow: of critical agreement. It is necessary,

therefore, to look at those programs which were reviewed by s majority

of the critics studied and determine which once received the can. kind

of reception from these critics.

As a basis of comparison we will use the first program of the

new series of that season. In all cases it was the first program

which received a majority and somtines all the reviews the series

was to receive during the period studied. Only those program which

attracted a majority of the critics will be considered, and agreement

by two thirds will he accepted as an overall judgement.
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Seventeen new series and four specials were reviewed by a

majority of the critics. There was overall agreement on seventeen of

these programs for a percentage of 681. The following is a breakdown

on the seventeen pregame and the nutter of favorable and unfavorable

reviews received by each.

Dick Powell Presents 8 good 3 bad 1 fair

Dr. Kildars 12 good 3 bad

David Brinkley's Journal 12 good 3 fair

the Power and the Glory ll good 1 had 1 fair

l‘h's. c. Goes to College ll good

Alcoa Premiers 10 good 1 bad 1 fair

Carnegie Hall Salutes Jhck Benny 10 good 1 fair

the Danny Keys Hour 10 good 3 bad 2 fair

Angola Journey to a we: 10 good 1 bed

The Bob Nowhart Show 9 good 2 bed 3 fair

the Steve Allen Show 3 good li bed

Hazel . 8 good 5 bed

Disney 8 good 1 bad 2 fair

Ben Casey 8 good 2 bed 1 fair

Follow the Sun ll bed

87th Precinct 2 good 13 bed

the Joey Bishop Show 2 good 14 had

my sttempt to predict a program's success by its critical

reception is obviously difficult. "The Joey Bishop Show” is still on

the sir today after a most unfavorable reception. 0n.the other band,

"Mrs. G. Goes to College." "Alcoa Premiere," "David Bridtley's Meal.”

and "The Bob Earhart Show" have ell expired after receiving favorable

reviews. Go the positive side. "follow the Sm.” "87th Precinct," and

"The Steve Allen show." have all expired after having been received

untavorably. "Easel." ”Dr. Kildsre.” and "ban Casey,” on still on

the air after being favorably received. Ths relation betwaen critical

reception end program success is speculative at the host.

The percentage of agreement in sons markets exceeds the overall

average of 682.. and the We: of programs viewed simultaneously by

the critics in these markets also ohms a similar specific program



$7

preference. be following list than the percentage of agreement by

the critics in each market based on the programs viewed by all critics.

the tint figure than the amber of program vimd, the second figure

shows the number agreed on in reviews, end the third figm-e, the per-

centage of egrecmnt.

new York 41 33 802.

Washington 10 8 801

San Francisco 33 26 751

L08 Angolan 13 9 701

Detroit 6 6 662

Chimgo 24 15 621

Philadelphia 66 41 622

Pittsburgh 4 2 501

Cleveland 6 3 502

It in obvious that the percentage of agreement in How York and

San Francisco is exceedingly higher than the percentage of overall

agreemnt. Furthermore, the critics in Philadelphia. new York and

San Francisco share the mat cannon viewing tastes.

Raving determined that there it a good percentage of agree-

ment bemoan critics on certain programs, we can ask the question

"what do these critics write in their review which would indicate

certain comon standards of ovulation?" Do the critics adhere to

the principle. of good criticism. or is the majority of their re.

viewing of c Journalistic nature? to answer these questions the study

rill now icons on the columns of six selected criticl whose columns

reflect a variety and quantity of reviews most adequate for further

study. It can he noted that although the tin represent less than one

third of the critic. surveyed they contributed 432 o! the total number

of reviews written by the twenty-one columnists over a three nonth

period. The critics to be studied are as follows.
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Robert J. Hilliams

Jock Gould

Jack O'Brinn

Dwight Newton

Harriet Van Home

58

Mindelphin Inquirer

Philadelphia Evening Bulletin

Bee York Times

lieu York Journal American

San hancisco Examiner

San Francisco love Call Bulletin
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no the tin eelected critics adhere to the principles of

"critical" reviewing! Do they use etenderde in evaluating the tele-

vision program! Or. done the majority of their writing tall under the

"Journalistic" review category? Thie chapter will ettempt to answer

these motion by analysis and illustration of calm content.

Wloyins the definition cot torth in chepter two. e "critical"

review should contain at least the three elenante oi evaluation.

description or illustration. and the reasone tor the evaluation.

Using this definition. the content etudied reveale thet e majority of

the review by our six critics do fell into the "critical" review

category, an opposed to the "journalietie" review. fin following list

shove the percentage of colleen content devoted by eech critic to

critical review

Jack Gould 85!

Harriet Van horns 841

Jack O'Brien , 722

Dwight Newton 70%

Robert J. Williams 64%

harry Harrie 577.

Considerim the “ensure oi! e daily deadline, the large We! of pro-

gram reviewed and the amount of work involved in writing e ”critical"

review rather than e more memory, the figure in each case in highly

impressive. It ie also interesting to note that the percentage of

agreement in higher among the air selected critice than it was for a

majority of the twenty-one critics originally surveyed. Out of e

59
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total of tort'y-six programs viewed by at least a majority of the six

critics, there use majority esremnt on thirty-tour programs, for a

percentage of seventy-five. it would seem. therefore, that there

might be some cannon criteria or standards of Mment which appear

with some consistency in the reviews of the air selected columnists.

Before discussing these standards several points met be noted.

Sines the amber oi critical reviews is limited, these standards, if

they do exist. night not appear in every comm. but can be expected to

appear at one tine or another in the column of all six critics.

Mthermore. these standards night he stated directly or implied. It

is also possible that these same standards are used by the other

fifteen critics surveyed. mess six were selected for study, however,

bums they offer more wound in which to search for standards and a

larger variety of reviews in which to apply these standards. nether

than study each individual critic. the chapter will take particular

standards and illustrate their application by the critics. this will

allow for a clearer overall picture oi cannon standards and will

illustrate any agreement or disagreement of critical opinion on the

specific programs cited. the various writing styles of the critics

will also be evident for comparison.

In studying the many reviews it becomes evident that certain

critical criteria do emerge. Mthernore, the main campy under

which all criteria seem to gather is the question. "Does the program

successfully fulfill its intent?" To answer this question the critics

judge different types of programs by different intents, and consequently

ask for different values in each. All these values, banner, are based
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standard of emotional involvement in her review:

Hr. Greenberg’s drama was tenderly end soundly trotted. as

took us on n heartbreaking journey through the mind of the

sergeant whose psycho bore mule almost too terrible to con-

template. That we did share for s little while the anguish

of the mntelly ill. that we did contmlete. to proof that

the writing. acting. and directing were of s very high order.3

idles Van Home again utilizes this standard of progrcn latent in her

review of "The Power end the Glory," in which she states:

The execution none was twining. this I derceey proves :he

excellence of the drama. we discovered how much we cared.

matinee! imolvmnt is only one intent of drama. the intent

of linking the audience think is implied by Night Men in his review

of ”The Quality of lbrcy." the first program inWseries.

the story concerned the enter killing of an infant born retarded.

. . . superior drama in every way. . . . breaded through the

play were provocative views on wthaneeis. . . . To the viever

in left A conclusion todgbste. dcnomce. or applaud. as all

good drama should. [$5.55,]

M expressed in the orecedina reviews. emtionnl or mental involvement

by the viewer would soon to be the min intent of dram. the most

important standard the critics on in censoring the drenn's success

in fulfilling this intent is that at credibility.

the concern tor credibility in all its form is expressed

throughout the reviews of the relented critics at one time or another.

At times the critics disagree no to ,Hhether the drama achieved

credibility, but they do use the standard itself as a measure of the

progren' s success.

Ah.

35m. Francisco gm Cell Bulletin. October 11, 1961, p. 35.

‘Sen frencieco the Cell Belleti. October 30. 1961. p. 30.

 

53m Francisco Examiner, September 19, 1961, p. 26.
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Credibility involves not only credibility of the plot. but

also credibility of characterization. {Might Newton revict-zing the

play, " tenant of Decision," depletes the incredibility of the story

line, stating in his review: ". . . it was s preposterously un-

"6
believable ysrn. . . . Robert J. Ilillisms, utilizing the some.

standard in reviouirq the progrsn stated:

. . . at its worst it was s preposterous parody that

mmntarily was in danger of drowning in its own

absurdity. . . .

etcdibility of plot was one of the min criteria used by all

of the critics in the play, ”Somebody's Waiting," the story of s

lonely seller and lonely girl who find some small unsure of comfort

together. Although all applauded Mickey Rooney's realistic charac-

terization, they rejected the incredible plot. Critic Harry Harris

perhaps strained up the majority reaction in this excerpt from his

review:

The trouble in ”Somebody‘s Waiting" use that Rooney succeeded

all too well in imparting realism to the central character.

Seaman Angie Hiller was en inane long winded bore. As he

chatted sway relentlessly pouring benelities into the ears of

both sides of the television screen it use easy to see and

mieretend why shipmtcs and cousins preferred to remain out

of cor shot. Less readily understandable despite their mutual

loneliness was why a lovely yotmg girl who had recently suffered

a romantic crisis should be drawn to his: . . . As the comes-

sionate Carla, Susan Oliver is too pretty and appealing for

the jabber Jeanne! fate apparently in store for her.

Incredibility in the continuity of the play end in some of the scenes

is also found by critic Robert J. Williams, although he applauds the

_g _. .__._ _ -._

68ers Francisco mariner, November 9. 1961. p. 30.

’mmelpbn em; Bulletin. Mower a, 1951. p. 62.

“museum. lnwireg, mm: s. 1951. p. 16.
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more believable. . . .11

. . . the series looms as solid antiseptic scented fl Ears . . .

the opening episode was neatly packaged. It had conflict. Manor,

the breath of romance, also a scoop or two of soap suds. . . .

The main business of the premiere was to establish character and

atmsphers which was impressively achieved. Richard Chamberlain.

a bony faced handsome young actor seemed to be a handaom choics

for Kildarc. . . . 01:! pro Raymond Massey provided the necessary

counterpoint to Chamberlain's brash dedicated but often foolish

Kildare. ,

A different reaction, hovever. was voiced to the gen Case:

series which also featured the realism in dialogue of a hospital

setting. Critics, however, questioned the credibility of tbs character,

Ben Casey. and the credibility of the first story which had an obvious

ending. Casey himself was a victim of a potentially fatal rabies in-

fection. Critic Robert J. Willim finds fault with the maliatic

plot while praising the program's realistic setting:

Ben Casey got of! to a super heated start . . . boiled with the

sledge banner medical realism of “Media." Consider-ably lass

realistic, however, was its plot . . . since series heroes never

die in the first episode, Casey's plight produced a dramatic

vaccines.”

Thus. by providing an obvious ending the play did not allow ths viewer

to empathize with Casey in his predicament. Consequently, the story

did not successfully achieve its intent as good dram should.

Barry Harris in discussing ths credibility of Casey's character

compares Casey with lildara and also questions the dramatic value of

the plot:

uMurrow San hancisco Miner, October 2, 1961, p. 28.

lzwilliano. lhiladolphia agenigg Bulletin, September 29. 1961,

P. 20s

laPhiladclphia ggenxgg Bulletin. October 3, 1961, p. 70.
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we'd say that essay is to lildsrs as Captain Bligh is to a sea

scout. He’s a rough tough customer this no nonsense neurosurgeon,

bull headed, brusque, unnannerly, unsmiling, and in the first

segment, "to be pure" be repeatedly demonstrated his abundant

ability to lose friends and alienate people. But more ingra-

tiating Casey characteristics were displayed too as he conducted

three intricate operations over hospital staff objections to save

the life of a nine year old boy and wasted out the thirty day

incubation period of rabies after an accident. (He didn't share

the general concern about the latter situation since the stat of

a series isn’t abut to be killed at! in the first chapter.) 1'

Possibly the most unfavorable revise or the prom-m came from

critic Jack O'hrian. he considered both the character of Casey and

the premise of the series hardly credible:

. . . played by Vincent Edwards on a one note of husorless

agency as it he had only to finish the shoe to perform one

great operation and die. He almost did die from drowning in

the plot as two counterplots shirlpooled their talents last

night. . . . Because the show was sold for the whole season it

some! unlikely they'd hill of! the young genius last night so

the tension didn't quite mount.

me shov's appeal apparently will have to stand on its loud

clear insistence on the grimst overstated reality. You won't

find a hospital like this one anyshere short or a liar: Brothers'

movie. with the sense of honor extracted. . . . For it seems the

villain of this weekly piece is Dr. Ben's own personality. abra-

sive, even a bit ugly, not so reach a bedside namzer as jailside.

he's rough and uncouth but simply swash vith genius, inpatient of.

the shortcomings of ordinary doctors. ragged edgim we nerve

ends of the hospital boards, frustratingly bothersom to his old

doctor patron, played by Ben Jails lore like a crusty shopkeeper

than 8 doctor. e e e

It's a "Dr. Kildare" series without the sugar and spice and

everything nice. except for a few fleeting scenes behind closed

doors when Dr. Ben does break down and speak softly and sympa-

thetically gently to the little boy. llo witnesses though except

the camera. Heanwhile the rough tough Ila-hysteria does hold

interest, not too such credibility, but soee interest. 5

The critics' concern with credibility of characterization was

perhaps most vividly brought out in their reviews of the television

adaption of Graham Greene‘s powerful and controversial novel, £13

14
Philadelphia lgggirer, October 3, 1961, p. 24.

”New York Journal onstage, October 3, 1961. p. 16.
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mined the Glory. It starred Sir Laurence Olivier es the alcoholic

priest fleeing from anti-clerical (arses. Involved in the reviews was

not only concern for the truthful translation of the story itself, but

also for e truthful portrayal of the priest's character if the play

was to truly involve the audience emotionally and mentally with the

priest's dilema. Olivier's acting inspired the min coummtary of

all the selected reviews. Dwight Newton wrote:

0 e . e drmtic masterpiece . . . wavering dedication to

Graham Greene's story as interpreted by adapter Dale Wessereen

. . . Sir Lunatics Olivier delivered e superbly sensitive

performance. . . . lions [of the cast] in their emotional moments

detracted one whit from the story. Sir Laurence did not lapse

into Olivier for e second. lie was the priest always. no

result use e superior flooding of spiritual, emotional, and

intellectual conflict. 5

Also in egreenent with newton. critic Harry Barrie (and Olivier'e

performance the difference between making the role seen anti-clerical

and sivirw it the feeling of religious affirmation that the novel

conveyed.

In The Poster and the Clog he [Olivier] was cost as e seeming

travesty of e Latin American priest, a brandy guzzler with e

bastard daughter, e weak men whose palpable vices exceeded his

virtues. But he possessed virtues too, including compassion

end 8 sense of. mission and dedication. e compulsion to perform

his religious office so intense, that hmvevcr reluctantly. he

elected to eventually leave herd bought safety and comfort for

certain death. . . . The dominant mood was tragic. . . . Much

of the telepley'e content could be construed as anti-clerical.

but the ultimate effect thanks to Olivier'e brilliantly varied

three dimensional portraiture was powerfully one of religious

affirmation."

Similar reaction to the production was expressed by Harriet Van Horne

who called Olivier'e interpretation of the whiskey priest a ”towering,

l63st: Francisco Erminer, October 31, 1961, p. 25.

”Philadelphia lnouirer, October 30, 1961, p. 30.
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18 and Dale fleesernen'e script as "faithful

I?

heart tending performance."

to all the complexities of Graham Greene'e novel." Perhaps the

fineet overall evaluation of the plsy'e truthful transformation and

credible characterization use written by Jack O'Brien.

In Laurence Olivier-'0 role as the tragic priest it [the production]

certainly had e fine richly modulated powerful performance of e

beautifully drawn role.

OOOOOOOOOOOOOOO...00.000.00.00...-

Olivier extracted from the character the depth end the tortured

fears of e nan oi God ripped violently toward both heaven and hell .

and managed it brilliantly. Not in manner, speech, mood, and

glance, nor even in the slightest reaction did he waver from c

sustained performance, which ranged far beyond the merely proton.

clonal. He caught all the nuances. understood even the transient

Latin meanings of e hurried absolution, and caught all the large

ritual power of Greene's allegory so brilliantly and deftly

derived from the passion of Josue mriet. '

OOODOOOOIOQOOOIO0.0.00.00.00.00...

Olivier was report. You believed the goodness of the men of God

and understood hie shortcomings of flesh and bottle as totally

hunan weakneseee.

0.0.00.0......OOIOOOQOOOOOOOOIOOOO

Olivier'e barely faint Latin inflectione were splendid, elimi-

nating all British effects while eccenting without destroying the

character he played. the theme. trying to obliterate the spiritual

by material right, was clear. The power of the title mane

spiritual power. able to accomplish what all the night of nan

set against it cennot.

Thus, not only Dale Nasserman'e faithful adaption of the novel's true

spirit. but Olivier'e credible interpretation of the role of the

priest are agreed upon by the critics quoted. One other critic, how-

ever, Jack Gould, demonstrated that it is possible to use the same

standard of evaluation and come up with an entirely different reaction.

Gould in hie review also cemented on Olivier'e execution at hie role ,

and on the fact that the production as e whole did not allow the

__#.‘ _.__ A _____A A A

“San Francine £91.38 931; Bulletin. October 30. 1961. p. 30.
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69

viewer to become emotionally involved. Here are two excerpts from

the reviews he devoted to the program

In pursuit of epic dimensions it [the production] misleid the

tirw and elusive kernel of inspiration and humancnesa that would

have touched and mved the individual viewer to share in the

priest's agonizing torment and final redeeming sacrifice. file

viewer too often was only invited to be a spectator and rarely a

participant who“ motions were to he put mater compelling

”imam

cocci6.06000000.060600000000060...

Dole Wessex-menu ocript reflected an episodic preoccupation with

a more superficial aspect of the alcoholic priest's flight from

anti-clerical forces. A deeper psychological insight to the man

was never developed. Sir Laurence Olivier'o performance attained

a stature and illumination in the concluding scene when the priest

beecechea God's compassion. But for the main part it was d s-

conccrtingly strident end wanting in emotional electricity. 1

It can be seen that in all reviews the mo of the plw'o success

depended on tho truthful‘ecript and the truthful portrayal of the

priest's character by Olivier. Moat critics applauded the ploy'o auc-

cese. Gould did not. although he used the some otandnrds of evaluation.

Several other review: also illustrate the critics' concern with credible

acting as a standard.

In the drama Mismsecsseg dealing with the rights of the

American Indian. critic Harriet Van Horne. although praising the theme.

had this to say about the casting and acting of one of the principal

characters:

Its [the program's] aims were hiw. its heart conspicuously in

the right place. But a clue to its overall excellence may be

seen in one incredible piece of casting. Dina Merrill, that

pole, languid, lily blond, who carries a certain drawing rem

elegance into every role the essays, played an Indian maid on

the old frontier. A coarse black wig and Grmscho Marx eyebrow

merely accentuated her dainty Caucasian features. Mien Merrill

was at pain to explain, "I'm one quarter white from the waters

of the Gitchee-Chmee." I thought I heard Minnie Ha Ha. laugh.

A“ A...___.._ _‘

2"next: York Times, October 30, 1961. p. 59.
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A: if m“ lbrrill'o position weren't sufficimtly shard she

had to play a seem as Standing Beer's interpreter that can.

perilously close to one of those wild wig waging sketches we

all tamer from one of the old Caesar-Coca shows. I‘ve no

transcript of Kiss Merrill‘s lines and I won't attempt to repro-

duce the sounds of Poms Indian talk. Mostly it was grunts

interspersed with a few syllables of what night have been

Howard“22

some thoughts on this were expressed by Jack O'Brien:

Bins Horrill'o cum high society personality made her role

as three-quarter Indian neiden a bit incredible.‘23

hiss Van Home again displays her concern with credible acting in her

review of tho play. "Street oi love.” involving the story oi an

Mmicen boy who falls in love behind tho iron curtain:

The girl Tony: has miraculously learned to speak flat unscented

nidwostern English at the University of lbscow. In general. the

production could be described as a poor dress rehearsal. M

of the dialogue skidded into hilaritywhen it was meant to be

terribly saloon. o . . Mr. Mohtra,the boy detective of

"mutants" it good at rapturous embraces am grim jaw settings.“

Here is an met-pt from her review of ”Ben Casey” in which she also

stresses the acting!

Ban Casey is terribly earnest and anomaly professional. The

dialogue is so choked with medical terms that a lay viewer can

be totally lost for five minutes. Al that holds the attention

is the fine acting of the principals.

Sprinklod throughout the reviews o2 all six critics in the

standard of crediblo acting in judging the program's mucosa. Bid

Caesar's overactioa in a Chocégnata drama brought these cements from

Barry Barrio:

“San Francisco Bet-rs (loll yellowing. October 25, 1961, p. 30.

{
3
'
3

New York guns}. Marleen. October 25, 1951, p. 30.

'
3

San Francisco 3352112; Cellw, septsnber 21. 1361. p. 26.

a

raid" October 17. 1961. p. 32.
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. . . a piece of confused claptrap that would have overwhelmed

even an Olivier. Whatever he may be, Caesar is no Olivier, as

he demonstrated by enthusiastically overeating the role of a

paranoid, hypochondriac all night deejay. At times Sid'a wild

wild Johnny wilder was cebarrassingly reminiscent of some of the

way out: jazz characters he's played on former telecasts strictly

for laughs. The script was ludicrous. ' It would have you believe

for instance that a radio station would permit hour agter hour of

rock 'n roll irrational words, not even rock 'n roll.“

Harris is also questioning the credibility of the plot in the second

part of the morpt. Robert J. Williams reviewing the special play

"Assassination flat at lobar-an" criticises its cliche-filled acting and

production as destroying what could have been an intriguing story:

use premise war a provocative one. Had Hitler known in advance

that President Roosevelt, Clauchill and Stalin were to meet at

'i‘eheran, he would have attempted to kill off all of then. m

rooted in coupletely valid fictional ground. . . [the production]

proceeded to reduce the fascinating make believe into eye rolling.

scenery chewing. cloak and dagger blubbor. . . . John Larch.

Oscar Homolka and Abraham Soi‘er mugged and glanced their way

through the hour.27

Wight llowton'l comments on the excessively overacted version of "The

Spiral Staircase” were as follows:

a: what a good and gory throat choking time was enjoyed by the

performers in "The Spiral Staircase". . . . The whole thing was

a and ball for the actors and a rare fun nidzg for viewers who

get lamina kicks from hysterical melodrama. 8

A program which received unfavorable reviews not only because of its

bad acting, but also because of its untruthfnl departme from the

original prendse upon which it was based, was the television version

of "Bus Stop." The series was to follow the setting and characters of

the play by William lrge. Unlike gee Rover and the Clot; which was

zfimfladelphia Ingeirgg, November 2, 1961. p. 10.

zyPhiledelphia 3333133 Bulletin, September 25. 1961, p. 22.

288st: Francisco fiemincvr, October 6, 1961, p. 31.
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hailed by snot critic: for its faithful adherence to the spirit of

Greene‘s novel. “Bus Stop" was rejected for its unfaithful utilization

of the title only. ignoring the original premise and characters. Here

is an excerpt from the review by Jack O'Brien:

0 c c an hour 0: pretentious gooey rubbish. o c a (3'3th soap

opera shifted into the evening; home with a couple of bells and

dams thrown in to who it seem adult. A bit of heavy "you're

mine, I want you" type breathing during a scene between husband

and wife didn't mature its age to the use of dramattrrgical reason

either. It stars Marilyn Harwell whose role last night consisted

of a "dey sir.”29

Critic Jack Gould voiced the same reaction in almost identical terns:

. . . only discernible similarity between it and the play is the

title. . . . a pedestrian mixture of soap opera and whmlunit

characterization of the shallowest sort and minimal acting require-

meats. Marilyn Email, billed as one of the stars, had only a

bit part. In support of advertising that the program is adult

. . . hissing scenes that were meant to lock torrid seemed terribly

classy. The program also included superfluous bells and dams. 0

One more illustration from the review of Robert J. Williams, captures

the overall reaction to the poor premise, dialogue. and acting:

. . . a rattle trap dram called "Afternoon of a Cowboy.” than

were many things wrong with the episode, a few of them trivial.

Moot offensive, hammer, Was a bogus attempt to achieve earthinese

by sprinkling the dialogue with deans and hello to cover up the

deficiemies of a poor; script. star Marilyn unwell was barely

scan in the r,w1.'emi.tzrc?a."1

the some type of criticism was mam-eased on the television version of

the screen classic "lntemzao" which or "inally starred mid Barman

and Leslie Reward. As with all adaptations. the critics used the

original as a basis of comparison. They found the television play

unfaithful to the original spirit and beauty of the story and also

29:39.: York gggrnal :mricog. October 2. 1951, p. 28.

”New York “times, October 2, 1961. p. 63.

3
lPailadelphin @3533: Byllctin. October 2, 1961, p. 26.
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the viewer from emathiziog with the principals: involved in tho dram.

Another clement‘uhioh ocouo to destroy dramatic credibility

according to tho critics io the contrived or the obvious. Thio woo

illuatrated in tho first prog'am of thomoedema It in also

illustrated in this oazcorpt from o review by Harry Harris of tho play

"(hit of the Right,” in which be common on the incredible plot and

obvious climax:

. . . o far fetched melodrama about o Horld 8hr Too pilot who

deliberately bombs on Italian town to even o score with a single

man. . . . Seventeen years later he returns to finish the job,

only to find to his (if not anybody eleo'a) gurprioo that the

guy had nothing to do with a Nazi atrocity.3

In o Boo Casey episodo Harris criticiroo tho use of contrived symbolism

and oontimont, which destroys any realism or credibility:

. . . trying to soothe its depressed audience with on.upboat

ending. gratuitously linked death and birth, complete with

closeups of! a minute old arrival. Also detracting from real

people in a real situation atmosphere was the use 0;; schooltzy

background mic to italicize the dramatic mounts.”

these, then, are the main standards of credibility by which the

critics seem to judge drama. Believoble coating and characterization,

believable situations, realistic natural dialogue and endings, all

allow the viewer to become emtiooolly involved with the principals

in the story. By to doing, the drama successfully fulfills its

intent.

with regard to the production elements of the story, such as

directing, camera work, setting. etc. the critics rarely comment

34566 above page 65.

35m11ade1ph1a taming, Hovember 2. 1961, p. 10.
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other than oaying that directing was good or polished, or the camera

work was fluid. 11on ooen to be concerned costly with the substance

of the play. heir reviews imply that if the acting. the pacing, and

the adapting were credible, then the dirocting was good. ‘lVo critics,

however, in ooveral of their rcviewo enemas. the use of simplicity

and subtlety in all ospccto of production. then two excerpts iron

two reviews by Jack Gould of the television production of "Antigone"

illustrate bio concern for oimplo setting and oimplo production oo

being the essence of television at ito moot intimate:

. . . affirmed tho uncanny ouitobility of Greek classical drama

to the wants of video. been and otark staging invites a cleerneso

of pictorial design that leaps out at the eye. No mounds of

plaster of paris, no stacks of two by four lumber, no turntableo

grindia out harsh background main. . . . tho simplest of frames

for all that really counto, the playwright and the play.37

Tho playoro were not against o striking oet. No camera restless.-

ness, or trickery intruded on tho performance of the script. . . .

Hichscl Elliot io a director with o gift for remaining unobtrusive.

the use oi tomato for accent or ompbaaio coo delicoto and knowing,

obove all, content to lot the author dominate.

Jack O'Brien in bio review of. "rho lover and the Glory" also expresses

an appreciation of the use of the intimate and the simple in achieving

drmatic effect in drama

much of tho play adapted by Dale Waoocrmsn, despite its effect

of being seen thrugh cheesecloth, bad on intensely intiuto

effect. Many of the scenes were held in small focus. The reoult,

oven in unfortunate lighting, and despito clumsy mical scoring,

was intensely personal and inroanoely strong drmnatic explanation

of the inner priest who closed but never loot his faith nor charmed

the call to 31017.39

Now that I. have defined and illustrated the standards which

A __._._ M

”new york gum. Member 13. 1961, p. 87.
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our six selected critics employ in their evaluation of drama, we will

study the detoctive-adventuo-wostern program. All three of these

types are judged by sowshat the same standards as the pure drama since

they contain the dramatic elements. there are certain aspects of this

type of progran which the critics seen to be more concerned with than

they are in pure or regular drains. As a result, standards are were

clearly stated and are found more consistently.

Dm‘m‘l'IVE, memes, AND WESTERH sum

Although this category of program represents a lesser propor-

tion of the total reviews written, there is a higher percentage of

agreement among the critics than on smother program type. there

also emrgas a specific pattern of standards shich the critics use in

their evaluation. ‘

As with regular drama, the question of credibility in plot and

character is still the main standard of evaluation. Another important

standard, however, which seems to be applied to these types of pro-

grams. is that of originality in story and characterisation. the

stereotyped story in this category will not only contain excessive and

unnecessary violence. but also stereotyped characters and "obligatory"

«ones. It is these elements which the critics feel destroy the

credibility of the story.

One of the first new entries of that season was Qcin's Mod.

a detective series rejected unanimously by the critics because of its

lack of originality, its violence, and its clich‘Sridden characterize-

tions and plot. Barry Harris stated in his review:
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. . . should prove far from a delicate delicacy, with Philadelphia:

Marc Richmen no ito staunch, stern, hero. . . . this new entry

promises to furnish some exciting hours of video violence. . . o

It shapes up on something of a present day "Untouchables." It'e

no wonder, concocter of the series Paul mnaeh wrote the original

"Untouchables" script. An in the one. of that shoot 'em up

episode. "Cain's Earner-ed" gets underway with e two porter, and

there are other reserdalencee too. like the use of on of! screen

cosmontetor to give the proceedings documentary quality. . . . If

there’s really a Hollywood campaign to soft pedal the rough stuff.

you'd never know it from the first episode which started off with

sun shots, zokick in the head, c solar plexus ylunkins. winging

dOOts. .cce .

The progen'e resemblance to me Untouchables and tom of the stereo-

typos characterization were both cemented upon in the review by

Jack O'Brien:

Part “Ikztouchablee,” part vintage Werner Brothers early Cagney

violence. . . . Only Cain (it says here) can do definitive battle

with these evil men or actors. It nukes hill e constant target

for their blunderbuoeoe of course, even u was Elliot Bees tron

whom no mob of thin erudity stems. . . . A: e TV drama it was

awash with cliches, loaded to the gunnele with overstated criminal

types. 2mm Gabel es the top hood, e sort of roly poly Cortello

moieno type (eh. but never with any nominal ethnic trait) who a

horridly overstated villain, varying hie cut rate Ward 6.

Robinson gaunt from staring to glaring. not too artistically

tearing, even if it reduced the role almost to comedy it not to

combat-resonant.

flue reviews of Dwight newton end Harriet Von Horne also agree with

those of Barrie end O'Brien on the program“ lock of originality!

. . . «one to be riding on the coat tail! 0! "m Untouchables"

three years too late. Mt like Robert Stack, newcomer Here

Richmen chaser around . . . slugging crooks and shooting mobsters.

'flle thins runneth over with fights in dark alleys, the retetet of

machine guns, screeching tires, gun mile, and all that commune.“2

“Cain's heated" in en updated "Untouchehlen," the chief dif-

ference being that the hoods wear this year's dinner jackets and

ekitter around heck alloys in low slung core. Cain . . . will

M_._ L__4_ “A... . A
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take e little time getting into proper focus as e hero. Firstly,

actor More Bichmn has one of those gaunt cold-eyed feces which

inflexible TV type casting long ago stamped "villain." In par-

ticular, the sensitive borderline psychotic villain who gets a

big coloretnra case of hysteria in the final scene. Another

obstacle to Cain's acceptance is that we first meet him as e

shyster lawyer and amiable timer for the mob. His decision to

cross the street. ethically speaking, doesn't change his spots.

'mrncoets no nutter which way they unrn, are rarely endearing

f311M045 '

Thin standard of natural metereotyoed casting is expressed in the re-

views of revere). other shows, notably the adventure series follow the

£393 thick evidently used a "typical" adventure type hero for that kind

of program. Jack O'Erien in referring to the hero states:

the premierzaeterred Brett Helsey'e dimples end darkly pouty

prettinou.

Harry Kerrie referring to the first program called it a "carbon copy

of mpteen adventure yarns already on the airflés leisrrim to Brett

Halsey he connected: "soulful looking Brett Halsey plays Templin

66
mostly with his forehead and eyelashes." the em thoughts on

Helsey'c role were expressed by Dwight newton:

. . . followed the threadbare doings of most ohintty action

adventure shows. . . . trite old hat situations in Honolulu.

. . . A girl is killed before Brett, the hero with bedroom eyes

concedes that "the police have been kept out of! this long

emgh.”47

The lack of originality by the use of cliches and obligatory

scones seem to be the main concern of critic Eerriet Van Horne in

.— w v *7
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her reviews of detective and adventure stories. Here is an excerpt

from her review of 8?th Ermine-1::
 

The glossy high priced crime series has this in common with all

the other crinm shows that have preceded it this season. Once

soon it quickly mptios itself out of the mind, and while being

seen it ploughs through the ruts of conformity with such precision

we at home could almost one the actors. . . . What disappoints in

this series is its insistence on the cliches. As in the western.

the TV detective drama mat give us not one but a dozen obligatory

Seems.

OCO...IOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO0....

We started off the parade of [mailiars last night with the weary

case hardened coroner giving our mug detective his grisly report

on a female corpse recently recovered from the river. liar dental

work is intact and she has an odd tattoo on her hand. "was she

pretty?" asks the detective. more follows the obligatory pause,

than, "Hobody is pretty after three weeks in the water."

O...COOIOOOOOOOICOOCOCOOOC0.00....

men follows the scam that so quickly is runs up on 'N's little

play writing nachim. It's what pot holders are to a sewing

machine lesson. The innocent less puts her head on the killer's

shoulder. urn-ms in e dazed way, "how com e handsome man like

you, a man who could have anybody, chose e dull ordinary girl like

me?" "Because." he tells her. ”I wanted e woman, e warn passionate

woman." Suddenly she feels better about not being queen of the

May. 12 the villain had e moustache here is where he'd tweak it.

We also had the obligatory fight scene . . . e nosey hard hitting

brawl ensues. It fails to advance the plot; it fails spectacularly

to add anything to the hero's charm. Wat is the purpose? Well

we have underscored for us the nice normal conforming ways of our

hero. All TV detectives engage in fist fights, scoring fine

bloody victories. therefore Detective Corolla mat.

Critic Jack O'Brien also reviewed the progress unfavorably, but his

concern was not so such with the clichi treatment as with the incred-

ibility of the plot:

"67th Precinct” isn't Just another cops and robbers series but

probably is ‘i'V'e most incredible improbable vehicle this side of

”Ta-Zone,” but with none of tho letter's forthright diversion into

the eerie. This hash of almost haheesh imagination is about e cop

with a deaf cute wife who sticks her soundless two cents into

hubby’s ugliest eesigments, in this case e literal lady killing

nut who has his foals victims tattooed before assigning these to

eternity.

_ , .- ._- _.-.. #A g..—
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This script goofed of! into the impossible and hsd en obviously

genteel deaf unto yearn to have her sexiest shoulder expense

tattooed just so the show's writers night place her conveniently

on the premises when the mrderer turned up with his latest to

be marked woman. It also supposed that the audience might accept

as fact that s cop's wife may go buzzing off into deserted water-

front piers in dark dangerous hours on the trail of this sordid

nut. In all, it's so thoroughly beyond sensible drama as to be

even too for out for the pliable comprehension of on ectoplssnic

Berry Harris, like O'Brien. finds the story implausible:

met supposedly distinguishes the "87th Precinct" detective yarns

is that they're ultra realistic, but the NBC series based on the

novel seemed anything but. The cops are nmdene enough . . . but

one of them is married to s bountiful deer nuts with odd notions

sla pantomiming Herpo liars, and adder notions like getting s black

butterfly tattooed on her shoulder blade. . . . [she] decides to

trail the villain which is quite a problem since she cannot phone

nor yell for help. She's saved in the nick of time but only after

several mishaps, optimistically intended to generate suspense.

At intervals there are squad vignettes which at best seemed lifted

from Side-ea Kingslsy's "Detective Story.” and st worst iron

"Car 54:"

A final excerpt from the review of Jack Gould illustrates the critics'

concern for natursl realistic characterization, as opposed to con-

trived end coincidental plot:

An individual and incidental benefit of "87th Prooinct” is to

illustrate s dost mto's ability to lead s normal life and converse

fluently through lip reading and gestures. . . . However, instead

of making the point quietly and keeping it in everyday perspective,

which so easily could have been a delightful innovation in cher-

ecterizstion, the program went the usual Hollywood way of using

the absence of speech and hearing es s primary melodramatic end

in itself. the wife's inability to communicate vocally placed her

in peril when she set out to assist her husband in the pursuit o!

a mlern bluebeard.

Apart from the role of the detective's wife "87th Precinct" use

a standard mdertsking in Wary way. Even though it had an hour

at its disposal the program virtually exhausted the possibilities

inherent in unlikely coincidence.51

M A A M
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Another standard by which the critics seen to Judge the quality

of the program in this category is its use of violence only when neces-

sary to further the plot. We have seen references to violence and

sadism in some of the reviews previously quoted. there were some pro-

grams. however, rhich received unanimusly unfavorable reaction mainly

because of their excessive sadism and violence. One such program was

131-509 the Corruptorg. which drew the some najor criticism from all

three critics who reviewed it. here are excerpts from the reviews of

Dwight Rattan. Harry Harris. and Robert J. Williams:

. . . it premiered es hoodlum: shot a nice little Italian in

the belly and dumped e truckload of garbage over him. . . .

Dir. Big use shot shot shot and reshot until he use deed dead

dead.

A more appropriate m would be million dollar dim. . . .

action elements that node "Untouchables” popular and e lot of

viewers may eat it up garbage and all.52

ABC added another gntoxhnblgg type gangster series to its

list of mayhem stretching program. this one“ violent enough

to suit any sitting room sadist. but tricked up with public

service overtones. thus, the pruniere betveen especially un-

savory killings and assorted sluggings made documntsry style

comets about the garbage collection racket's cost to the average

citizen. . . . the show was stolen as it usually is in these

shootenupe by the guest hoodluns.53

This can he said about the "bullion Dollar temp" premiere

episode of "Target the Corruptors" . . . the program rocked

with hideous violence, reviling characters, and all around

ssvegery. In the guise of exploring business racketeering which

exists in some places, perhaps, it left e stench in my parlour

more foul than the garbage (limped on a victim of the hoodlm.

this dainty touch one in the opening scene. the one that drew

blistering criticism last June from the senate sub-committee

investigating violence on ".54

s“"Hcmmn, San Francisco My, October 2. 1961. p. 28.

saflerria, lhiledelphis gaggirer. October 2, 1961, p. 22.

5‘sxxiisma. Philadelphia svenigg Dulletin. September 30. 1961.

p. 20.
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Another such program was the western. {tastier Circus) me reviews

by Robert J. Hillim and Jack O'Brisn reflect the general opinion

of the sham -

CBS issued s statement . . . pointing with pride to its programs

aired for the enlightement of children. Last night it added

another such show to the prime 7-8 PM kiddie slot. It's called

‘Trontier Circus." 'l‘he little ones who watched the first episode

heard and new such edifying features as s vivid word picture of

how a beautiful woman was torn to shreds by lions, a visual

demonstration of how to horsevhip s men and s bloody fist fight.

Only slightly less impressive cherscter building attractions were

s sadistic anneal trainer and s booze guzzling eat-animal trainer

who reformed.”

flora of Miner's wasteland was "Frontier Circus". . . . [It]

edificd the nation's living rooms with the sight oi a sadistic

villain holding s man in front of s famished bear . . . s

sadistic lion tamer holds s man whose fear of lions drove hits to

drink within Jew and claws length of the caged jungle king . . .

said lion tamer savagely whips the sodden subject of terror,

later unloashcs the lion into a cage containing his wife snd

Aldo Ray. Romantic? The lion tamer's wife whips husband

righteouely if not savagely and of course s couple of bang up

bully boy fist fights . . . could g: useful for throwing sensi-

tive souls clear into convulsions.

It is not only the excessive use of violence which the critics deplore.

but the assumption that violence is justified when it is emitted

by the supposed "heroes” of the play. Dwight Revton's reviev of the

progrmn, {rentier Circus. contained these words:

. . . shapes up as a "wagon train" with lions, tigers, sud

elephants, and the good guy always wins, even if he is s drinking

stmnblebun lion tamer es Aldo Ray was. . . . If you're content

with "Vegan Train" you'll probably develop an appetite for

"Frontier Circus" ones you get used to it.

his review at Straightwgl exhibits the some thought:

It ended happily, however, when Kelley [ens of the heroes]

“A #4 A A _—L_
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oprayed gasoline in the sheriff's eye and nude him confess

he was wrong.-’3

the characterization of Billy tho Kid in the 2311 Han brought these

remarks from Newton in another of his review:

Pat Garret still pal: around vitb'Billy tho Kid. 3 despicable

and moronic killer. In real life Garret shot him dead but on

IV‘vicioul Billy remain: an idol with foot of and and blood.59

If we review the standards by which the six critics judge the

quality of detective. adventure. and western drama, the min on»

would seem to be those of originality and credibility. flu critics

admire the otory that can maintain interact and suspense without

resorting to excessive violence and cliche dialogue, characters,

acting, and plots. the mot unfavorable reactions are expressed to-

ward "type casting" of heroes an! the "obligatory" ecenee of violence

and sadism which seem to stereotype most of the programs in this

category.

PUBLIC AFFAIRS AND WES

melt is the intent of the public affairs or documentary pro-

gram? the limited number of reviews in this category seem to

indicate that the min intent is to inform or to educate. An ermine-

tion of what reviews there are does reveal some critical standards

used in «auction by the critics.

1110 first of these standards is c truthful balanced presenta-

tion of subject matter. “rather the subject be a controversial issue

or a personality. The program "Walk In W Shoes ," dealing with the

W

58!bi§.. October 16. 1961, p. 29.

591516.. sepcamber 12, 1961. p. 27.
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Amricsn Bears as seen through the Marc's eyes was lauded by all

critics for its balanced truthful presentation of the issue. These

following words are from the review by Harry Harris!

. . . the camera counting tron place to place and person to

person proved most effective. undulatively established by the

unorthodox technique was the fact that whatever their geographic

location. their economic status, their degree of education.

American Negroes are rarely ever to forget the pigmentation of

their skin and the conviction that it automatically deprives

then of the rights automatically accorded nonqllegro fellow

citizens. 'l'his consciousness of being 24 hour Negroes provided

a recurring theme as mobile secretes recorded spokesmen for

varying viewpoints on how to achieve equality in Earlene slums

and los Angeles patios, in cabs. conventions. night clubs. 33d

living rooms. Yum Negroes disagreed with old ones. . . .

Jack Gould's cements almost reiterate those of Harris:

It was told purposely from the standpoint of the new. It ,

was a perspective further enhanced by inspired use of a nobile

candid camera. . . . m misery and squalor of the Negro ghetto

in Harlem were shown in agonizing detail and then contrasted

with some comfortable patio life enjoyed by some liegroes on the

West coast. But whatever the environment or personal, economic,

end educational stewards, theirs was a burden com to all.

the unremitting reminder that one is a negro.“

One more excerpt from the review of Dwight hewton will illustrate the

program adherence to unbiased truthful presentations

You saw and heard negroea agree and disagree with Degrees on

everything from integration and social status to Black Muslims

and Freedom Riders. You saw poor repressed Rep-oes in the slant

of Harlem. wealthy sophisticated Home“ in the suburbs of Chicago

and ice insoles. 312w cob driver. the lawyer. the night club comic.

m m agitator.

Thus. there is approval of a program which showed all sides of the

negro question from all types of Negroes. the ”best" as well as the

"vast.” Another program which sttemted balanced presentation use

‘
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"£333,015 Journey to A War" smith dealt with the native uprisings against

the Portuguese govermsent. BBC News assigned separate crews to Join

the natives and the goverrreent and thus hoped to present both sides of

the dispute objectively. Wight howton referred to the attempt as

"alert mbiased jomnalisn."53 Harriet Van horns, however. claimed

that the documentary did not do a thoroughly balanced job:

we were taken to the bloody battleground of Angela on little cat

feet all the way. . . . Simply cowering last night's film to the

stories that have appeared in newspapers here and in Ionian, makes

it clear that this white paper contained quite a bit of white wash

and a slight overcoat of rosy pink. Robert Yams deserves credit

for bravery. but his film for the met part was travelogue stuff.

"fixings are just terrible here" it said in effect. but never mind

uh . @1137 one scene stood out as vivid exciting TV. This was

the rendezvous by the me crew and the native guides. For once.

the tretnlous young voice was exactly right saying, "We put our

lives into the hands of these seven strangers and walled of!

into the night."65

Thus, Mice Van Prams. using the some standard, of truthful balanced

presentation finds the program mlsuccessful, although she praises the

effort made. She uses this same criterion in appraising the docu-

mentary, "The Many Faces of Spain." here is an excerpt tron her

review:

It wmld appear that Clnt {hintley and his REC ems-eras met with

the cold hand of censorship while in sunny Spain. Last evening's

film . . . was essentially a travelogue. albeit a haunting and

beautiful one, rather than a docmaentary. The 6383238338 concen-

trated on scenery, festivals, faces, andg-to the point of en-

haustionnflamenco dancing and bull fights.

eeeeseaseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeebeeo

In contrast to conventional documentaries, only one Spaniard sat

for an interview. min was Julian. a writer and philosopher whose

prestige is such that he is allowed to criticize the regime. . . .

was neither specific nor severe . . . "ms trouble for 23 years

no present issues have been discussed here," said Senor Marisa.

M ‘_ A A
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“I an plitiul potion. . . . Iolitiu won't rally Clint.“

larhapanot.butthocmonhwaduthodroodod 313:“th

him may Emilia to on satisfied 6.000 volition

prisoners, to quote narrator Inth.

no.“ atadud of WWrmx-tiuiobmphiul trou-

miomiamliudbymanuuinhutwicvotth-Wld

ozsillyonhn":

. . . thou-not lent M'l motiuoouudtonm

all wt to tho point oi nudity. lot all viewers at. par-

madod that '0 m a nation of nine". and that salvation in to

to fund 1. a «at with a ohoi: atW crooning twiuliot

tyne. Only one. did the script out why do people flock to but

Dilly til-aha. 'flu aomr m cursory. "8o. maple can to

findaouthins.mmmtbyuomiws. . . moon

to m o M." Others, one wants on. "that to be part at

a show. the Wood lilly booming aims to step formal

and be saved rounded o Iritish critic of a usiciau who uh

for volt-stun to «out in a bit of confining. It would to

interesting to learn how long thou coma-aim carried out with

a meanwhile.” actually stint. Io out on thou in

th- script.

“mmmmmwwamm

Mt slanted precaution. “that thanOW ulna-d

downturn

A personality profile of amid-table inure“: if not too not

diam-ion. . . . Ammooibaioaonowalodtoo

certain stillness and formality to his run-rte . . . tho dam

tom talking to: aabliontion and valued mention. . . .

[the plot] fell down by touching very briefly on contwnuy out

hi- utbdo and uncommon. . . . mid hm boon vastly an

valuablo it nodal-n day «angelica had boon discussed with not

mwnmttmwmmmmom

byworld religiou- figma on tho mo of arm’s contribution

d on lasting vaults of bio visits. but night's hour“was“

from tho mutation: of rumbling an outbound biography

W. balm“ Wtionoi ism and personalities in than
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illustrated as being one standard by which the critics neasurs the

success of public affairs programs.

A second standard showing up in ths reviews imlies that the

critic prefers visual or factual editorielirina to personal serraonising.

The critics loch for the visual treatment of the facts and issues to

speak for themselves with a minim of subjective comntery by the

narrator or cousntstor of the program. Jest Gould expresses this

thought in his review oi "Coniersncs oi Unslianod nations":

Accompanying the study, however, was an editorial that was not

only redundant in the face of facts previously cited, but also

had overtones of sermonisin; to a third of the world. It was

considerably less companies.“

His review of "David Brinkley's Journal" also reveals a concern for

the low pressure editorial:

. . . a half hour of wry end smsins sequences. . . . amazingly

low pressuzg and sardonic tone . . . and a delightfully wry

editorial.

The crawls of visual editorielizinz which nest caught the critics'

attention in this progress was the sequence which played a recording of

the sons "Inherits the bemtiful" to a film of Insrica's junk yards.

city dunps. slum. tenmnt clothsalinss, highway billboards, and other

such unsightly objects. All critics selected this one particular segment

as being superb irony and an outstanding visual editorial. Harriet

Van Borne. in another hrinkley program, again expressed her admiration

for brittley‘s ability to editorisliss visually by using an exsquls

from "The Respecteble Side of Crime":

6 .. September 13. 1961. p. 91.

691131.. October 12, 1961, p. 59.
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the smashing or s IV ems that mined valiantly in operation

recording every ahm‘sdcr of its traumatic experience gave us an

interlude of stunning N. s . . mac's mobile camera lingered

thoughtfully before the stately homes of Amrice's hoodlum.

Guide Brinkley read of! oases. addresses. and :oocupetions.70

the desire to let the picture or the facts speak for themselres vith

aminimoi comenteryvas thermoniorharryhar‘ris‘ lukewarm

review of "The More Faces of Spain":

motogrnphically it was a gen, filled with vivid vignettes.

the accompanying pelaver. hovever. was less than inopired,

pedestrian, needlessly polysyllabic, secretions dietractingly

at variance with the pictures, and creased to the point of

indigestibility.71

A third standard which emerges in sow of the reviews is that

of the newness or importance of the information. Harriet Van Borns's

criticism 0! ”the mono Servant" which dealt with automtion was

that it spent too such tim talking to people who had nothing new to

say. rather than with some experts who could give no new and inportant

facts. her review at the program "Heresy in led" concerning counts:

measlsvia mpressed this some thought about new information:

fliers was nothing in this halt hour pssh'st Moslevia that the

intelligent viewer hadn’t read, or aboard, or seen on other TV

mama-73

Robert J. William‘ review of ”In Case of War" voiced the ease

critical concern shalt old material:

. . . covered ground thathes besnthoroughlyrehed averse

the air and in print}3

Jock O'Brien criticised "The lien)? races of Spain“ at being "an extended

7oten treatises EEK! Cell glletig. October 19, 1961. p. 25.

712hiladelphia ngggggg, hbvember 15. 1961, p. 70.

72$4111 Francisco you; Call Bulletin. Member 29, 1961, p. 20.

73rh11aea1pe1a Evenigg Bulletin.‘fiavember 19. 1951. p. 40.
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detailing of some rather well knwn Spanish facts."7&

Booed on the limited mmt of reviews in this cote-gory, those

three cteniards are the ones which seem to concern the critics in

judging the public affairs program. 1) truthful, balanced presentation

of the issue. 2) Visual editorializinz with a minimum of commentary.

3) New and important information. If a program adheres to these three

criteria it is evidently fulfilling its intent of informing and edu-

caztzinwg,‘r the viewer.

THE cox-2:23? macaw

One of the mat difficult programs in which to find some cannon

stewards by which most critics judge it is the comedy program. Per-

haps this is because the intent of comedy is to provide laughter to

the viewer. Consequently, the tumor of the material ocean to be the

only standard which the critic uses. Since sense of humor depends on

many factors, what is fut-my to one critic is in many cases not funny

to the other critic. The percentage of agreanent among critics on

the comedy program is less than fifty percent as compared to percen-

tages between 73-1002 for all other types of program.

Not only do critics differ among themselves, but each individml

critic is inconsistent with his mm standards. While rejecting the

exaggerated characters or absurd plots of one coocdy program the critic

will accept them in another program perhaps because of his personal

bias toward the personality involved. mean two factors of disagree-

mnt and inconsistency moons critics will now be illustrated, with

“New York £31315]. mriceg. Member 15, 1961, p. 32.
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special enqimsis on the imaortant role of personality appeal.

Ernie Rovscs' brand of humor on his first special of that

season drew mixed reviews, depending on whether the critic liked

Wacs' visual style. Critic Dwight mites implied that the Kovscs'

brand of humor was an esoteric kind which did appeal to Newton:

A televised tour with Ernie is like a tour through a meow of

modern art. 12 your imagination is clicking you're spellbound;

if not, you're bored stiff. Ernie's goal seems to be to men

himelf with camera tricks and wacky vignettes created for fun

not for any logical reason. . . . me last shot was a huge

oloswp of knie‘s eye. I want to be there when he opens it for

his second show next month.75

Richard J. William also favored the Emacs brand of laughs:

. e . [The program) was a choice special from his bottomless

loony bin. . . . He is 'l'V'e only 1001 visual comedian. this

is not an unmixed blessing in s nsdium primarily visual by

definition. You have to strain take in all the action and

love that man's antics so I do.

Critic Harriet Van Horne, Mover. expresses an entirely different

reaction:

Madness without. method can you terribly tiresome, particularly

if it's a labored end not very fastidious madness as was oer-

tninly the case in Ernie Kovacs' first special. Clever and

gifted as he is . . . artistically speaking he permits cruditios

that are in no sense Emmy. And he has a heart too soon made

glad by surrealistic bits of imagery that convey nothing. To

sustain a half hour siww based on camera tricks . low physical

jokes. and the art form called "decision” requires a soaring

imagination and a firm discipline. . . .

The moves- quest for the grotesque may be his unioiug. more can

be as art without style, proportion and a sense of delight. The

shock effect in some of Ernie's devices is at times stamina.

But the sense of delight like everything else on the show is

achieved through s distorting prism.”

ms. the illogical trickery of Kovecs' show, which appeals to Newton

.4... ‘ .A

75
Sun Framinco 9..ij September 25, 1961. p. 59.

waxiladelphia E‘seniImWBUU-Otinn September 22- 1961: Po 32-

77932: Francisco fizzle Call Mletig. September 22, 1951. p. 24.



91

and Hillier-as, does not appeal to Kiss Van Horne.

Amrthc-zr anemia of a caaeziian shoes style appealed to mat

critics, but not all, was Dermy Kaye. His show was on the whole

favorably received by cost critical-”because of his persomlity. how.

ever, not his material. The following excerpts from reviews illustrate

critical agreement and disagrement. Critic Robert J. Billions lauded

Kaye's porforunnce:

It does great injustice to Denny Rays to think of him es a

comedian. lie is of course a great one. but clowning is only one

of the many brilliant facets of this one of a kind entertainer.

In his second enmal TV special Raye gave a dazzling display of

his gifts. within the hmr he was storyteller, dancer, singer,

mimic. and standup conic. his moods embrace whimsy. coolness and

sentimentality. No matter What. he was doing on this taped show

. . . Danny Kaye's wquisite shmmanship gave it luster. Many

of the program's antics were linked to the general theme, seeing

ourselves as others do. This device gave Denny wide latitude for

projecting en elm full of characterizations. . . . 12 over

there was demolishing argument in behalf of Taped vs. Live TV.

Danny gave it last night. It would have been impossible to present

his rapid fire series of caricatures in costume without using

tape. It was these which gave the show some of its sparkle and

individuality. The only manner in which Kaye did not appear was

a marvelously imaginative dance routine . . . in which the chorus

translated into move-amps! the sonmds of trains. altos. rocket blast

Off. and the catwalo

Critic Harry Burris likavise salutes Laye's paformencea

in what was a one star, if not a one man show, Kaye had himself

a ball singing, dancing. clowning. and displaying his skill as

a pentcmimist dialectician and informal chatterer. . . . A fast

moving hour, sane dull spots and some perilously co was. but

most of the hour rated a resounding hoorah for Kaye. 9

liarrist Van Horne, although landing layo's performance, found fall:

with the material and also disagreed with Willie-as on both the taped

sequences and the dancing:

A... A _ A
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nmmimocwmhs-ummuym

constitutes s stand kiss. as also II sous Irish and sandals!

mounts. Mitosnbsseidtllst. . . [hismtmo] is:

halos substation . . . considsssbly ears dross this gold . . .

toomhthstvssnewsnd-sdiocrsuhsnmhsartsmre begin

for something old. tannins, and inseam, first class as befits

snortist of It. lsye's stadim. . . . Mulch” stss

were a chorus of singers and a bards of extras dressed to the

nines. tbs lsttsr were at no help. . . . An sight minute

pantomimthstdependedssufloutbmistryoithem

amwmmmmdmmuitdidum's

Critislsshwsslsssssslsvssmdmt

...innssdo££srbsttsrutsrisltodmlopmstmt

uponwhichsnsssssdependsrsthsshssvily. Ilsspohsofths

spomor'smtinwthsmtmuhsnflssudtos

lobsrtlnrns'posn. motsstslsssssqssnsshsdhysmtissd.

portraying l six year old child st s Hashingtou diplomatic

reception.“ .

it thoumssitios utticissd mu aural... on also

ambi- ”memnm.mumuvm

reject“ two's your- is «my Is: insidi- lqs's tslssu

IssuismmtsisthnnauVl-nthsthmlsnism.

and nothing is more artistically fey then s fiftyish cossdisn in

loans .1 full sixty admits show on tbs thick syrupy goo of cuts-

ness. Ii. cuss physically glib (lamina has sons the way of sll

aging tendons . . . sothsthshsd to fallbackonhis pusonslity.

MyquhhoseohsdonsthstussmlopmlysfloetiVs.ht

than it did not root so hopelsssla heavy on tbs giggling sutsnsss

11th which is halshored his ml clS-fi how last night. IBM

fifmtmofusmtsmwtoflotmmm-

menu-ed lavis “it.

As he .sts older his johns sss s-sllss and his effort to p.

then up with the childishly absurd into larger laughter than they

insomnupssttymsrym. hoshisnstodtonsdtooolssel

missions“ suitor the torus-cs of wtmss. "I In on Is" vss

an titls at s ts: fetched canals of psotsntious mists.

siqlicity full of arch little simian and tears that "I In so

Isn't" but tinslly tum his ssswsd that "I in so is." s11 in s

style losdsd to ths diapers with goo zoo and as as and slug.

lays cspuod throughthenowmsmpisos inshichhe sinus.

"logic the Issuim." rslutlsuly at! ha. its shtch ism

A A A
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he was hypnotiscd by mistake . . . flung him into giggly baby

talk and was somewhat mptiod anyway by the fact that it served

as the basis for a "Rate and Gladys" episode com week ago.

There vac very littlc in the show able to escape myo's cavalcndc

of cutaneous

O'Brian'a rejection of a personality is also reflected in his review

of 21a Bob Wings m:

. . . one of the sillioot extrao- of gram up giddinooa IV has

suffered in a generation of scan pretty offensively charming

people. . . . {Mar no circumstances could such a ridiculous

array of syrupy sitmtlono, dialogue, and dimplod coynosa be

palatable. But in light of (tamings' endlessly publicized ago

. -. . gallayanting thus about tho TV screen in such on adolescent

confection scams hopelessly unexplainable. . .v . Be disburaoe his

romntic favors willingly, mxgly, sweetly, but never for pay.

only for the benefit of the sugar plum dancing in his checkafi:3

Other critics gave the show am! amings' personality comet-mat

fmorablo reviews. Robert J. Hillim wrote: ‘

Rosco! Bob, tin poremicl juvenile has pressed tho button

marked girls again . . . with every indication that caconova

timings will make (mother merry smears of his wow the ma

formula. . . . um script was breezy. spotted with some very

tmmy lines,82nd one hilarious switch on that old follow tho

cob routine.

Jock Gould comnteda

Style am as past. Post talk, pretty girls, am! brccw comedy.

Bright, quick, imamoquontial and inoffensiva.35

Another era-male of critics disagreeing not only on the personality

but on the material is illustratcd in the reviews of 131:: 5tm¢hllefig

M- 813 attempts at satire. and other clcmnts of the chow word

received differently by the critics. Dwight Roman mfavorably rc-

vlcwod the whole program with specific connect on two Bog-mots:

r. A‘._ A
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. . . a limp hour. . . . Atton'pta to sstirize a TV investigating

committee became foolish force. 1113 only sure fire hit’vas

stove's question man routine, done to win this dams"

Harry Harris in s jmlistic type of room soon a favorable reaction

to the program in general terms.

. . . Allen indicated that he's planning to serve up pretty such

the some mirthful menu as before. not all the show's gags worked.

use Allen wit seemed to need abetting. But then Stove accom-

panied a phony preview of next week's show with the observation,

"You' 11 tactically be pleased to hear we've beast renewed for

sooth-3t week." we were indeed pleased.87

Robert J. willlmss expressing his opinion, cites specific sketches

for criticism in disagreeing with Harris:

more was s time when I thmght Steve Allen's lax-nor was the

freshest and most ptwocotive on 1'7. Either my taste has changed

or Steve has lost his bite and sting. I found very little to

loud: at. In fairness though, the Jose Jimenez astronaut routine

by Bill Demo was quite hilarious the first couple of times around,

so let's chalk that up as a plus even though it was 3.5110 for use.

use trouble was not that Allen lacked ideas but Allen's efforts to

satirlze these situations, however, were chaotic and dull. Only

once was there a flash of his former brilliance. in the previews

of next week's show. not these was at the and and by then the

show was a lost cause.“

Jack O'Brien also rejecting the overall show liked Allen's w in-

vestigator routine but not his Question mu routine, thus disagreeing

with Dwight newton on these two sketches.

. . . he has been fuxmiot before and certainly (gloom-zero. His

comedy sketches this tim were far too long where they contained

good essential ldeas, and limp in Allen's own blackout quickies,

such as the Question Mm routine. The better elmnts included

a spoof needling TV investigators. . . . Bill Dona did his

familiar Astronaut routine which could have been a tape of so old

Allen Shw for all its durable staleness.39

A A

8684323 nominee gtmxiner, September 29, 1961, p. 31.

”mummies gmzmr, Septeober 23, 1951. p. 23.
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A different rooction to the program use empreeoed by critic nerriet

Yen home, who on the uhole enjoyed the program. end more speciticolly

tho Astronaut routine. end the Queetion lien routine which O'Brien round

unfumy:

o . . not or elegantly nountod no hit loot effort . . . nor do

guest stars shine so brightly. But the endearing quality is

still there. 1 none that sharp irreverent point of view, tho

rowdy but very wise sense of fun. ‘

hot every routine kindled e blooo. . . . Dill bone was hilarious

so an astronaut. The Question lien use on fiendishly litoroto

os usual.

A final illuotretion o: critic discernment io the review or Jock

Gould who found the entire show unfunw and specifically the otor'o

ottitude:

Steve Allen is o mu uho hoe written oeverol very creditable

hooks, plays good fraternity house piano, feels genuine cler-

mrer the nuclear arms race and can be e bright and perceptivo

lumrist. With ouch credentials at his disposal one wishes he

would ovorcom hie compulsion to be e olepetich clown. especially

after loot night.

He appeared in on hour bereft of precticelly everything but 60

minutes. the comedy was so breed of outline and so small of

point that the program's inclusion of o reference to ted floch'o

"Amateur flour" hod the nature of relevance. '

It began with o satire on o governmnt investigation of TV

programing. 0n o subject so rich in poosibilitiee at the cement.

the sketch succeeded only in becoming exhibit A for the prosecu-

tion. the coarse burlesque of Captain longer-co was especially

ill considered. . a . The evening's only rewarding moments were

those not concerned with comedy.

Iut the deteilo of Hr. Allen'o first show were less imortent

than ito dominant attitude. The approach of the whole show was

so rudimentary in ito concept of what makes laughter, so incredibly

heavy harried and obvious that only e true artist of slapstick

might have minimized the difficulty. But mngst the things Mr.

Allen can do on TV the art of performing is not one of them. . . .

One wonders why Mr. Allen could not become the host, leisurely

talking to others no he once did on ”Tonight." introducing the not

end engaging in some random conversation of some spice and pith.

In such o setting he might feel Inch more at home in the field 01

comdy. lie would have to take recourse in pedestrian sight gags

which ore to perishable in inexperienced hands. end he could echo

#- A A a w; __ .— M

903m honcisco Rest-79 8311 Emma. Septenher 28, 1951. p. as.
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mach better use of his mind where his sense of humor lies.91

It is evident that the critics disagree not only on o consdian's

personality and approach, but on the mteriel itself. the standards

of what is funny to one critic do not hold for the other critics.

Since we cannot find standards in those programs upon which the critics

do not agree, perhaps we can find standards in thoso programs which

bring unanimous or overwhelming agreement by the critics.

the programs 9g: 5!: Were A50 203. and E3 Joe: §16§92§hov were

both received unfevorably heccuee of their bed material and bad chore

 

ecteritetions. Review of both programs by the some critics express

the some objections to the unoriginel ideas, the stereotyped characters

and dialogue, end the tamed laughter. Here are excerpts from Jack

O'Brion's reviews of 111a Joey Bishop Show end gar 34 morewArm1

. . . a vast disappointment full of faded torxmle cmdy char-v

octets and not very good jokes or situations at that. . s . file

poverty of comedy ideas even moved the show to use a good young

secondary conic named Joey For-man. heretore it wasn't too odd

that the central comic gimick of the show was a candid camera

takeoff, it hit too reminiscent of a similar sketch I'm Id

Mickey Rooney did on rv baton.”

High hopes were voiced that it might be a nodern leystone Cops.

It wasn't. It isn't even close to the shrewd diversion . . .

(brought on] by tho deservedly long running Phil Silvers' series,

"Dino.” In its premiere . . . [it] use a clmily written,

acted, directed, and conceived formla affair, its situation

powerfully end awlowerdly fabricated to the brass buttons with

the obvious and «Murray.93

Jack Gould's reviews of the sons two shows voice almost the same

A M A._ .a. A M A AA—
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sentimcnts :

the plot was simply assesnly line, a ho bun yarn. . . . 'ihers

was little in the proceedings to justify the occasional burst

of leuahtrsck hilarit . Bishop, whose forte is the devastatingly

apt ad lib, contributed little more than pained looks like a

bush league Jack Benny. the charm of which he is capable was

manifested only in a cigarette cocmercial. Lass imitative

writers would help even more.

. . . a ssriss with an absurd premise insanely executed. The

principle figures are two cardboard radio patrolman straight out

o! a Hollywood situation comedy. their assigzment apparently is

to turn s precinct house into a typical video zoo . . . the soft

heeded buffoons pmeued an assortment of overdrawn adventures

that were bereft of credibility. the strains of plausibility

were too great to be relieved by the canned applause that began

before the show did.95

The reviews of Harriet Van Horne also express her dissatisfaction with

the situation formula and the bad material:

. . . it's the familiar situation comedy Hollywood style. The

jokes follow a ritual pattern. . . . hen the sets look familiar,

the office where Bishop works being the sort all private in-

vestigators maintain. You brow, lots of tall potted plants and

swiftly closing elevator doors. . . .

the format because it is so cannon place . . . bodes ill. But

none of this is of great consequence because Joey Bishop is

wonderful. He's wonderful when he has a funny line and oddly

entertaining when he has a bad one. When silent he unnagcs to

look as if he were thinking something funny. His writers ought

to be more appreciative of this talent.96

"Car 54" was described as an hilarious show about cops without

robbers. Also cops without wits, charm, or the slightest degree

of credibility. flat when of Bilko fame created this new series

and I daresay it will find many warm admirers. But it seem to

me that Mr. Hilton let himself be beguiled by the mechanics of

comedy, forgetting all about his characters. Toody and Hudson

are mechanical nan, wound up for fumy business that is just too

pet and predictable to be tum.”

948in Review, lieu York Times, September 21, 1961, p. 71.

95(:ar 54 Review, with, September 18, 1961, p. 59.

96Bishop Review, San Francisco glows Call Bulletin, September 21,

1961, p. 26.

97Car 54 Review, Ibid., September 18, 1961, p. 30.
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It would seen from these reviews that there are acme standards

the critics use in determining what they do and do not think is funny.

Cliche situations, absurd situations, abeurd characters, and canned

lmghtcr wuld seen to top the list. no these standards hold up?

The prmniere of Hazel starring Shirley Booth, was admitted to

be pure situation comedy by most critics, with an absurd prom”,

absurd situations, and a smhat incredible kind of character. Yet

the program was rarely received because of mu Booth's personality.

Harry hart-is was the only critic who rejected the propels basing his

rejection on his standards of situation formula. Here is an excerpt

from his review

Inpenandin‘stharough toughtahechsrgonaid is funny. As

portrayed in a considerably softer version, more heart than brawl

by Shirley Booth, despite loud laugh track cackling, she's not.

. . . Hazel, a whiz at place kicking, bowling, and ear flipping,

and not above an occasional stab at hop scotch, decides the kids

needed a playground more than a botanical garden and sets about

getting it most improbably. Enroute ehe kicked a football into

a Chhmcy, climbed a ladder, and otherwise behaved in a way that

promoted the question, ”Is she some kind of out or committal"

Don Before and Whitney Blake are also trapped in this trivia.

[Sic19a

All other critics, also admitting the formic style and the abaudity

of the situation, still weepted the program because of their par-

tielity for Shirley Booth's personal warmth and her interpretation of

an incredible character. They did not even mention the phony laugh

track which was given quite a bit of attention in their critical re-

Jectiona of the Bishop chow and "Car 54." “me following excerpts

from the reviews of Jack Gould, Dwight Kenton, Richard J. Williams,

and Jack O'Brien illustrate.

9
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. . . a vidipia all the way, but hard as they tried the Californians

minions couldn't quite extinguish hiss Booth's «sheath.99

lncongruity is its biggest selling point. here never has been s

TV character like squat, dmpy Hazel, self-centered and absolutely

myopic to the worse and norms of society if they run contrary to

her wishes . . . waddles like a duck, quacks her opinion in a

whining trembling voice, yet has fantastic physical coordination.

. . . Don before is devoid oi authority as the father.100

an Shirley Booth's band now rests the crown of Queen of TV Comedy

which Lucille Ball put aside several years ago. Miss Booth in the

title role of "Basel" . . . is great, greater, greatest. She is

irresistably, iniectiously, deliriously funny and so is the show.

Here we have class 100% proof situation comedy. The situations in

the premiere were outrageously improbable and the comedy out-

landiahly but delightfully cornball . . . And Hazel, I'm wagering,

is going to be the biggest comedy hit of its species since Lucy.

So hail to "haul," a twenty-six trosbona sanctum1

"Hazel" was a warn and tinny show. It proved an old conviction of

mine that "format" is not nearly so important on a rv show as

character. a show needs a point of view, a basis for reference, a

continuing knowledge and appreciation of the person around when the

fun whirls . . . Basel is maid of all work whose imprudence never

approaches importinence, those good nature sails clear over all

criticism and all problems. ‘the show frankly filings nasal into

many broad comedy situations, but that' s where the solid anchor

of a recognisebly amusing basic personality transcends clichds.

Shirley Booth identified the fun and homey niceness in "Basel"

within niwtes of the shov's start. She played the role as it the

lines belonged to her and not to the gag writers, a certain sign

always of the polished professional comic actress. Lots of it is

fierce as broad as burlesque and Shirley knows how to play farce for

the finest results as if it were absolutely normal. The situations

spray off into incredible detail. . . . She lives the role rather

than walks through it with a patronizing air. ‘ihe aim was pro-

duced well, directed brightly, written with shrewd comic compro-

hension. The plot of the premiere is expendable, but Shirley

Booth's performance and the shou's diverting point of view are not.

.this time, the player‘s the thing, with the play taking but second

place.

99Gould, lieu York Zines, Septmer 29, 1961, p. 71.

mollewton, San Francisco Remnant, October 4, 1961, p. 27.

lolwuum. miladslphia menim Mlletin, September 29, 1961,

p. 20.

1020’31‘1811, New York moi Arsoricag, September 29, l96l, p. 26.
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Again, it would seem that the popularity of a personality is

a big factor in s critic's reception of even a situation candy program.

Perhaps 1!. Joey Bishop had been allowed to project his unique type of

hmuor in his series he would have been more favorably received, as

was implied in the reviews selected for study. ‘lhis concern for a

comic doing what he can best do is reflected in the reviews of "The

Alan King Show" which also encompassed a situation comedy format.

ling, however, during the show was allowed the liberty of delivering

stand up monologues which are his forte. The result was that the

critics overlooked the trite situation of the premise and praised

film's monologues which contained original fresh material. Here is

an excerpt from the review by harry Harris:

The ingredients of "The Alan King Show" are more than a little

familiar. the situation comedy development between standup

unnologuee format was used on ‘1‘? years ago by George Burns. 11in

exasperated husband bit smacks of "The Honeymooners" and even

earlier, "the sicker-sons." Yet, the overall effect is quite

sensing. that's because of the irescible yet intelligent image

projected by King, the often superior quality of his gags and the

fact that his comnts on the perils of suburbia, however an-

aggcrated, often strike close to homs.1°3

The terns appreciation of fresh Emmy material in an old comedy situa-

tion delivered by a comedian who is doing that he can do best, is

evidenced in reviews of Robert J. Williams, Dwight Heston, and Jack

O’h'isn:

It didn't matter that the story line was the hackneyod bit chart

the messed up vocation. The dialogue use treshJo“

The story line use as old as "Oasis and Ear-riot", parents and

two kids, but the rendition was a bowl, fast and funny. the

AuL w # _.._.A_-_‘ A._
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meet was in the lines, the tewo and the test. . . . The first

show to maintain start to stop mllop since the early days of

Gleason, Silvers, and Joan M13305

. . . had far fresher brighter Jokes and imagination than the.

all out hollering of Alan Kins might let you suspect. . . . 0n

‘1‘? the undiluted shouts of resentfulness all but werwhelmed

the jokefo Good show. but would have been twice as good half

as load. 6

One more illustration of the critics' acceptance of a comedian

doing mat he can do best is revealed in the reviews of gig Bob Newhnrt

m. Bennett was at his best in his satirical monologues for which he

is noted. His other material was unfavorably reviewed by ell the

critics. Here is an excerpt from Harry Barris' review:

High point of the show was n very typical Heuhart monologue

envisioning the horrendous possibilit; it fire fighting were

controlled like any other busineeim.m

Dwight flatten praises Nowhert for his own type of material but un-

favorably reviews the root:

. . . openedwithnfeigned phone call to PerryComthetvas

no witty as his album or his niat club material. . . . another

wing phone mnologue [the fire fighting mnologue] and than

hex-plank, Reuben ran out of gags. The reason was obvious.

He was using material of other writers. . . . I don’t think

Robert will make it with. this format. as in c monologiet. not

a shit man. nobody. not even Hark Wain, could turn out

effective thirty minute monologues one a week.

Jack Gasld and Harriet Van Home in referring to Matt's last three

akatchee also expressed their disfavor:

. . . a problem of material, neglecting one of Reshart'c basic

secrets. to let the undience use its imagination in contributing

msflevton. sen Franciscow September 20. 1961, p. 19.

10500314.“. Kev MWSeptanber 19. 1961. p. 18.
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to the fummg

maths: Newhart's homely. irreverent and sometimes scathing lunar

will tickle the mltitudes rmins to be seen. I rather imagine

it will so long as he can keep the Hollywood gas writers from

muddy-ins up his scripts. 0m 02 the three sketches last night.

the opening one. was hilarious, the second full of promise that

went pfft, and the third disfiforcd by s payoff that involved a

monstrous greeting card prop.1 0

In canary. it can be seen that standards for comedy vary from

prom-am to program depending on sassy factors. Ihs personality's

popularity or sbility to project s likcsbls inns. tempers new reviews

even though the comedy situation itself is old or formic. 'ihs most

unpopular program would soon to be the situation comedy with no out-

standing personality to add luster or prouiss. l'inslly. the critics

seen to approve ths conic whose rols in soy type of program allows him

to perform his specialty. this was implied in the reviews of "Tho

Joey Bishop Show.” and tbs Alan Kins snd lob Mart progrm. ms

nest that can be said is that tho only stsndard ths critic goes by is

the ability of the material to asks him law. which in the sod result

is the pure intent of comedy.

MUSIC SPECIALS

It has been pointed out that the ans-tins special is the tern

of propane nest neglected by tho critics. is s result, thorn is not

enough date upon which to has any conclusions ss to whether or not

the critics adhere to m critical standards. A large period of

study which would take in nors rsvim would bsvs to be used.

”gonna. New York pm, October 12. 1961, p. 59.

110““ Horns, San Francisco News Call Bulletin. October 12, 1961,

p. 10.
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The informtion analysed and studied in this thesis permits

certain conclusions to be drawn vith regard to the nature of television

pro-gran criticism in the daily newspapers selected.

The three month period was found to be most adequate for deter-

mining both the amount and quality of criticism to be found. Since

the first program of all new series was reviewed by a majority of the

critics it was also possible to determine critical reception of that

new season of programing.

Judging by the quality of the reviews of the six selected

colunmists it must be concluded that the daily television writer can

not only be e prolific program reviewer but s ”critical" reviewer ss

veil. its good newspaper critic can be srpscted not only to devote

a majority or his calm to "critical" reviews rather than other

types of column content. but also to review a majority of the new

programs and series.

he findings of this study show, however. that certain markets

do not receive even a minim want of specific program criticism.

ms critics selected in these nsrkets not only focus their calms on

news. promotion, end general omentery, but also share the same

viewing preferences vithin each one of these markets. As a result.

the variety of reviewing received in each one of these markets is also

limited. the markets of Cleveland, Pittsburgh, Detroit, Chicago, and

103
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boa Angclca have the least prolific tclcvision critics. Philadelphia,

New York and San Francisco stand out as having the mat prolific pro-

gram criticl of the twenty-one amend.

Critic! on tho whola agree on 68-751 of the programs being rc-

vimd. 'iha lomat percentage of moment ia on the comedy prop-ca.

The highest percentage of agreement it found on the detective-adventure

type or program, with para draw and public affairs mt. more in no

relation. hovwor. between critical agreement and program success or

failure. than are programs which warn unfavorably received by the

critics which are still on tho air and program which were favorably

received that hava long sinca expired. Conversely, many programs

which were rejected have also expired. and some program that were

praised are atill bolus coon today. 1'0 draw any imlicationa from

those facts would be more speculation since program durability depends

on many factor-a.

he typo of program most frequently reviewed in the arm. with

comedy next. and detective. adventm. and western programs being

reviewed the lust. no public ntfaira program is likewise infra-

quantly reviewed but tartaric; in also limited by the few such programs

presented. Tho typo of prop-m mat overlooked by all critics in the

one-time mcical or variety special.

the reviews alao show that critic‘a tend to View those programs

which are personally appealing. As a molt, any new series were not

reviewed at all by some critics because the» action conflicted in

time with othar ahova of greater appeal to the individual critic.

An evaluation of the six critic: selected for study mat take

in to consideration tho quality of their reviewing. the language or
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style of their writing, am the standards they use in posting Judgment.

the air critic: certainly adhere to the principles of good

criticism ea defined by this author in chapter two. their writing on

the whole shove en adherence to the criteria of "critical reviewing"

an opposed to more "Journalistic reviewing." A majority of their rec-

viewa contain the three elmnta of description. evaluation. and

illustration or reason for evaluation. horrict Van Horne and Jack

Gould are the most prolific "critical" reviowora. having devoted 901

and 85% of their total reviews to "criticism," rather than ”Journalistic

reviews."

Van Erna and Guild are also as often complimentary to tele-

vision on they are critical. their reviews reflect an equal amount or

good television drone and bad television drama, good public affairs

program and bed public affaira progrm. In corked contract. critic

Barry Barrie gave unfavorable reviews to 7.51 of the television programs

he viewed and critic Jack O'Brien unfavorably reviewed 731 of the pro-n

grams he viewed. Moreover, both Barrie and O'Brien gave bad revim

to most television drama. Critic: Dwight newton and Robert J. Willim

like Gould and Van Borne, were as often cowlimntary to television as

they were critical.

on style and language owloyod by all six critics are neat

suitable for the audience which they reach. M not illustrated. humor

is frequently owloyed even in the discussion of serious drama to

clearly illnatute the point. than there is subjective bias involved

on the part of the critic toward a particular type of program or per.

sonality it is revealed mat of the time in the review. Consequently,

the reader can‘mderatand that he eight very well enjoy the program
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although the critic rejects it. It is difficult to find mob sub-

jectivs bias towering the objectivity of most of the reviewing.

the reviews or critic Jack O'Brisn however do at times suffer

from an undercurrent of subjective bias. 'ihis subjectivity is most

evident in comedy and drama. His dislike of certain types of plots

cm personalitisc, and his favoritism toward certain pcrsonelitiss,

mhcs it difficult to determine how such of his reviewing is based on

objective judgment and hot: catch on subjective attitude. Moreover this

biss is not admitted in his reviews so that ths reader is not fully

ms of it.

more are definite standards of evaluation to be fomd in the

reviews of all six critics selected. Thus stsndnrds were most svident

in drama, including the detective-adventure dram“ and least evident

in the comedy program. standards in consdy users hifixly flexibls.

dcoendica in lacy cases on ths critic's bias toward 4: specific peru-

sonslity and his styls of candy. Since each critic has his on

standard of what is funny there is no coma looting grams! of critical

ant.

Standards in firm wound to I). based on tho success of the

drama in involving tho vim mtimlly and mentally. 111i. involve-

ment is censured by credibility of plot and characterization. It is

destroyed by obligatory and contrived scenes and contrived sentime-

tality. In dotsctivsoedvcnturs drama credibility is destroyed by

clichd plots, clichd acting and clichd violence and sadism which are

not necessary to tbs plot. no «access of the :mblic affairs program

is measured by its balanced truthful presentation of issues and its

ability to visually editorializc, with a minimum of spoken editorial
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common. tho public affairs program's primary intent is named to

be to inform and educato.

Although tho utilization of. those standards is valid in mining

jucigmnts, one night question the validity at tho interpretation of

those standards. Sinco crediblo charactoriutiou to a viewer in may

cases depends on his own background. knowledge of character and on»

posuro to many different charactoro, what in clicho to tho critic

might he truthful to tho viewer. Conversely, me in o believable

character to the critic might ho o totally otrongo and introdiblo

character to tho vim. Tho foot of tho motto: is that now grout

roles on stage havo hod voriod intorprototiouo by the «atom who por-

trayed than. Thio point of subjective interpretation oi o tolo woo

illustrated in tho reviews ofW. If Olivior'o

interpretation bod been truly credible. night not there hm boon

unanimous agreement! 0! tho oi: critics studied. Jock Gould did not

find Olivia-H character o truthful interpretation. than mo other

disagrcomnto was tho critics relating to crodihlo characterisation.

Actually. of on tho dramas reviewed by in six critico or o oojority

of them. not ouo rocoived unanimouo Judgment on tho part of tho critics.

All of tho rovim contain illustrotiouo of what destroys truthful

characterization rather than what mkoo truthful characterization.

no critics soon to he more positive in What they do not like than in

Wot they do iiko. I! the node: io to loom how to utilize tho

otondard of. credihlo characterisation ho mat certainly be exposed to

mo illustrationo of why certain roieo mo credible as well on why

they were not.
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'flie one standard which seems to be the most comely valid in

that of credibility of plot. lot only do all critics utilize this

standard but they similarly interpret it. Perhaps it is in this area

that the viewer can learn the crest iron the critic. mo "contrived"

happy mding, tho ”contrived" obligatory clichi scene can be pointed

out as it one done in o majority oi the reviews. m critics were

met consistent in utilizing this standard. In many reviews they

applauded the octing but criticized tho incrediblo plot.

Although lack of originality was used in many reviews as a

standard, ono con question the originality of any plot, dram, or

comedy. In nony coseo it was difficult to determine whether the

critics veto rojoctins the program on the basis of! unoriginelity of

promise or unoriginslity in the troatment of the premise. this could

have been brought out uoro clearly in tho roviowo.

On tho lhole, however. otendards used veto rather consistent.

Since interpretation in many cases is o subjectivo matter. the foot

that there was so ouch ogreemnt dose m that u o rule a. critics

in question recognize some type of credibility. Whether the viewer

agrees with then or not he is at least forced to make a judgment. and

this is the min and of good program criticism.

Certain queetiono arise from this otudy which can form the basis

of future research in this area. Do the otha fifteen critics our-

veyod adhere to the some critical standards? Are there other standards

which they employ! llsvo critical standards changed over the years?

Are the individual critics consistent in their standards over a period

of time? Do the limited We: of reviews by the other fifteen
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critics reflect true "criticism" or mere journalistic reviewing?

It is hoped that the results of this thesis can prove useful

to those who consider program criticism e healthy objective way to

gauge the artistic output of television. and also so a means of edu-

cating the public toward utilization of their own standards in Judging

and enjoying programs. It has been shown that prolific and yrofaso

sional criticism is possible in a five-day-e-woek television colusn.

The fifteen critics who were not studied were certainly not prolific

emugh. may must be studied further to determine whether or not they

are truly per£Ormdng the function of "critics" rather then.mere

jotn'nalietic reviewers.

The publishers and editors of our daily nouspapere have a

responsibility of. filling theirltolsvision calms with writers who

can intellectualize and emotionaliza as well as promote the medium.

Until this is done, the television colmist as a critic will be held

in low esteem by the public whom he can educate, and will be ignored

by the people responsible for making the medium.o£ television the

art of television.
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