ABSTRACT

TiE FROGRAM CRITICISM OF TWENTY-ONE LZADING
TELEVISION COLU/NISTS, SEPTEMBER TO NOVEBLR, 19061

by Julaes Rossman

Thie thesis 1s intsended to determins the amount and the nature
of tha program criticism found {an the daily colummns of our lecading newse
papers., To obtain an asdequate sampling of reviews, the study analyzed
the dafly colums from September through Rovember, 1961, which were
written by twenty-one television columnists representing ths largest
circulated nowspapers ia nine top television markets.

Questions to be answered include the number of reviews, the
variety of reviewing, smount of critical agreement, and the adherance
of the reviewing itself to the principles of good criticism,

Before analyzing content the study briefly traces the history of
broadcast criticism with smphasis on the newspaper column. The fntro-
ductory chapters also explore the meaning ard purpose of criticism as
they raelate to the arts of drama, literaturs, and telavision. Criteria
of good eriticism are formulated to be used {n evaluating the reviews
of those columnists salacted for special study.

The first part of the analysis surveys the overall amount and
variety of program reviewing by all twenty-one colummists, It was
found that a majority of the colummists devoted less than 50X of their
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columns to specific progranm reviev of any length and reviewsed less than
five programs a week., The markets receiving the least amcunt of re-
viewing were Detroit, Cleveland, and Pittsburgh, Most critics did not
review a majority of the new series, and some critics almost completaly
overlooked certain program categories. As s result, in some markets,
notably Detrofit, and Pittsburgh, from 25-100% of the programs in certain
categories did not receive a single review in threes months. The type of
program wmost frequently reviewed by all critice was the drams, with the
one~time musical or variety special being the most cverlooked,

Critical agreemant on programs viewed dy at least a majority of
the twenty-one critics was 68%. The relation between critical agreement
and program success, bBowever, fs dubious., Many shows still being seen
were reviewed unfavoradly, while many programs which were favorably re-
viewed have since expired,

The six critics vhose columns showed the greatest mmber and
variety of program reviews are Harry Harris, Robert J., Williams, Dwight
Rewton, Harriet Van Horne, Jack Gould, and Jack O'Brian. The second
part of the analysis studies their writing for adherence to the prine
ciples of good criticism,

It was found that a majority of their reviews are truly critical
and contain definite standards which all six critics utilize in judging
programs. These standards were moat evident and consistent in reviewing
drama, detective-western-adventure, and public affairs programs. Stand=
ards for comedy were difficult to find and inconsistent. Some of the
rveviewing reflected the critic's personal bias toward or against the

counic {nvolved 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 pubdlic affairs proe
grams was credibility ia plot and characterization. Thae elcments that
destroy credibility were ifllustrated throughout the revicws., In public
affairs and documentary the limited number of reviews indicated stande
ards of truthful balanced presentaticn of {ssues or personalities and
visual editorializing rather than personal commentary,

In sumary, 8 study of the six selected critics showed that it is
possible for a daily television critic to be doth prolific and profese
sionally critical ia his roviewing. The fifteen other colummists eure
veyed were certainly not prolific eaocugh and must be studied further to

determing whether they ars critics at all or mere journalistic veviewers.,
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PREFACE

This study developad from an earlier paper which noted the
large amount of subjective, sociological, and general criticisa of
televisfon found {n many publications end the notable lack of specific
program criticism., An examination of graduate theses in broadcasting
up through 1962 also revealed that no study had yet been mada on the
nature and extent of specific program criticism in the daily pews-
paper.

It 4s bhoped that this thesis contributes to our knowledga of
the kind of program criticism being written by our leading television
columnists, what they review, and how well they are performing the
function of eritics. I wish to thank Dr, Walter Emery for the
initial impetus in promoting this thesis from the ides of tha first
paper, and Professor Arthur Weld Jr. for his editorial comments and
suggestions, I also wish to acknowledge the cooperation of the
Reference Department at the Michigan State University Library ia
obtaining sll nccessary microfilms as quickly as possible,

£ 88
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1. INTRODUCTION

No medium of mass communication has had to grow up with the ex-
citement, the rapidity, and the pervasive quality that bave characterized
the growth of television., Consequently, no other mcdern commmmications
“baby" has baen sudject to more commentary and criticisa even defore it
bad a chance to lesve its credle and take its first fow steps toward
oaturity.

The history of television's growth compared with cther sedia and
other industries is indeed an impressive one. In 1546 television proe
grams were being transmitted in this country by sevem commercial stae-
u.om1 end were being received ia only 8,000 American homes, a mere .02%
of all homes i{n the United States. Yoday, the medium reaches 51.3
million homes for a saturation of 92% ef the total homes in the United
statas.? Commercial stations on the air now total 532 with hundreds of
applications still to be ptoceuod.s

A coumparison of television's growth with that of other media and
industriece can be seen from the results of a study which was conducted
by the Columbia Broadcasting System, The study detarmined how long it
took certain industries to put their products {a 34 million homes in the

United States. 7The figurcs dramaticelly illustrate both television's

"Egevision Factbook, 1962-63 Edition, p. 32-A.
zggoadcaacing Yearbook, 1964, p. 14.

38roadcasting, Septomber 14, 1964, p. 107.
1
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growth and itz importunce to the American huwe as com;:ared with those
of other products,

It took the telephcne 80 years, the automobile 49 year:, the

washing machine 47 yeuirs, the tefrtgerator 37 years, radio 235

years and telaevision 10 years . . .
Although both radio and television spread more rapidly than the tele-
phone, television surpassed even radic as an important i{tem in the home
according to the figures. Considering the fact that television was an
extension of radio, and considering the price differential betwaecn a
radio and a talevision set, this figure ie even more imyressive as a
testimony to television's popularity.

The new medium's popularity 4s also euphasized by a Roper Poll
which assked the question, "Suppose you could contimue to have ounly cne
of the following- radio-television-newspapers-or magazines, vhich one
would you prefer?" Forty-two percant preferred television, 327 pre~
ferred newspapers, 19% preferred radio, end only 4% preferred mngnatna-.s

Television's powsrful ecmbination of sight and sound certainly
made it the mwet dynamic disseminator yet of news, informaticm, educa-
tion, and entertaimment. But television also had something else., Its
fatimate closewp quality made it & natursl medium for persocnal salesmane-
ship on a mass appeal level. Advertisers were soon to realize its
potentialities for selling their products with new imaginctive sod ex-
citing techniques. From the begimming those who jumped on the TV

saleswegon reaped profitable rewards,

‘wilbur Schreum, Racponsibility in Mass Commmications (New Yorks

Harper Bros., 1957) p. 23,

’tduard Fischer, Tha Screen Arts (MNew York: Sheed and Ward,
1960) p. 126, (Mo date of poll given.)
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Through an intensive advertising campaign, the Dow Chemical
Company was able to raise its sale of Saras Wrap from 20,000 to 600,000

cases a u\cmt:h.6

The manufacturers of Marlboro Cigarsttes, switching to
8 masculine appeal campaign, charscterized by the famous '"television
tattoo,” had trouble meeting the demand.’ The Revlon Company, through
sponsorship of a television quiz program, dbecame the largest preducer
of ec»mmtics.o These are just several of the many ocutstanding sponsor
success stories that are an impressive part of television's hietory and
development. In 1962, television time sales totaled $1,303,500,000,
with the figure increasing every yecr.9
As & medium of entartainment television has become the nmatiom's
number one producer of shows, new talent, and new names in every field
of show business, Television stars sre in demand for motion pictures
and the legitimate theatre. The bigzest names im Hollywood and Broadway
gracea the talevision screan every night of the week, providing hour upon
hour of free entertaioment for the world's largest sudience. Program
trends and audience taste have changsd from the wrestling matches and
old f1lms of television's earliest days, through the golden age of
"1ive" drama and comedy specials cf the mid-fifties, to the situation
comedy, Westerns and detective stories of today. The amount of television

vieving time, however, keeps steadily increasing. Today, the average

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

Sgobert €. O'Hara, Media for the Millions (New Yorks Random

House, 1961) Pe 58.

14,

8Ibi.d .

920&%3“13 Yearbook, 1964, p. 8.
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television set, regardless cf the fare being offered.m
As television bas pervaded the howme, disseminating information,

culture, entertaimment, and education, and es {t has groum into a

profitable fndustry, thero has been an increasing concern with its

function in our society &3 & communicator of ideas, as a ncw devaeloping

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

its very beginning television has been subjected to varied and severe

criticism and commentary,
EVOLUTION OF CRITICISM

As early as 1949 telovision programing wae already being ree
ferred to a8 & "Tims Trap for Children,"!! by Horman Cousins of the
Saturday Roview. Jack Gould, TV critic of the Naow York T!wes called
television "A Cut Rate Rickelodeon." In an article titled, "The Low
State of TV,” Gould stateds

IV must take heed. It's blindly and shortsightodly selling its
ultimete greatness for a batch of synthetic popularity ratings
that are boring into TV's foundations like termites. It's caught
on the old radio treadmill of vepetition and imitation in the wan
and futile gope that it need mot face up to the realities that
l1ie ehead,!}

Equally critical of television in 1950 was Joha Crosby, the

noted columnict of the Fow York Herald Tribune. In an article titled,

"Seven Deadly Sins of the Air," Crosby put his finger on the pulss of

telavision's potential, its function, and its development as a new form

104114,

uNorman Cousins, "The Time Trap,"” £:turday Revicy, XIXIX
(Dececher 24, 1949) p. S2.

12 j.ck Gould, "The Low State of TV," Few Yorlk Tims (October 19,
1952) 8Segs, 2. Pe 13,




of art,
Bvery TV program will inform or educate, or morally elevate or
emotionally stimulate a lot of people, or it will deceive or degrade
or hypnotize them, It won't leave them unscathed , . o it will do
a great many people some geod or it will do & great many people
soma harm , + « In order to do this TV must develop soms standards
of personal excellence. If TV is ever to amount to anything cf
cultural fmportance it should rid {tself of the fdea that it's the
sotion picture industry, the book business, or the stage. 1It's s
big new art form of 1its own, 13

Thus, early 4in its infancy, while still struggling to find an
identity of its own, television was already being criticized on its
programing, its policies, its program content and fts political
soclio=cultural effects,

Rot even radio i{n all the years of its development was sudjected
to the amount of eriticisam that was to face the television industry,

A short review of ths evolutiom of broadcast criticism {n general re-
veals that serious radio 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’s golden days of the late twenties and early
thirties, Earliest accounts of broadcast commentary show a consern
with the technical aspects of the medium with no program comsentary at
all. The only broadcast commentary found in 1924 was that which was
published 1o some 20 radio perfodicals, all of a technicel neture.}*

By the end of 1924, however, an incressing publie interest in

radio programaing caused the developmant of two ipnovations im broadcast

B jotn Crosby, "Seven Deadly Sins of the Air,* Lifo, XXXI
(November 6, 1550) pp. 147148+,

l"f'aal.ph levis Smith, A Study of tha Profescional Criticism of
Broadcasting in the United States 192021955 (Unpublished University of

Wisconsin Doctoral Dissertation, 1959) p. 4.
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cormentary, 6tation program logs began to appear in £ifiy newspapers
across the country.u Tha mid-twcnties also saw the emergence of a
regular radio column printed alongside the station log. Public curi-
osity begzn to demand news about the many radio personalities who were
beginning to make their marks inm broadcastingj thus, a "chitechat™ type
of promotionel cclumn was born. The public's appetite fur gossip was
filled with personality pilecas, interviews, and press-agent-planted
ftems vhich made for popular reading and good circulation. This breezy
nonecritical style of writing s used by many columniats tocday, either
as & complete format or in combinatiom with review and commentary. Reus
and promotion are still an futegral part of the modern broadcast page.

Vith the emergence of worthwhile programs, publishers degam to

ba convinced that a department of sericus review and criticism was

gocessary. Rewspapers, like the Berald Tribune, Daily Nows, and the
ghristisn Scicnce Monitor, were among the first to pionear in serious
broadcast criticism,

The firet real radio critic was Raymond Francis Yates of the
HBerald Tribune. In 1924 he began to evaluate programs in his colum,
16 The

"Last Night on tha Alr," undex the byline, "The Ploneer."
column was continued by Stuart Hawkins f{n 1926, but was dropped after
a8 short tine and mot resumed until John Crosby began writing im 1946,
Thase first beginnings of profesaional program criticism wers
temporarily ended beginning in the early thirties and lasting until

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

ISM-. Pe 6.
1 id., p. 14,
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this stoppage was tha growth of commercial sponsorship of radfo, Newse
papars, fearful of vadio’s competition for the advertising dollar, undere
played radio's impcrtancs to the point of elmust completely ignoring its
existence. A fear by the newspaper owner of losing an advertiser®s
dollar throuch bad review of his eponsored radio program further weakened
the cricic's positicam,

Another contributory factor was radio's immcdiacy of news covere
age, a competitive sore spot with ths newspaper., Thus, what there was
of broadcast criticism 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 the nmetworks.

As radfo matured during the pre-War days of the mid-thirti{es, the
need for professfional criticism wae expressed in many quarters. In
1938 Heywood Broun stateds

e « « the development cf the medium lags. Radio necds critics.
Fan letters do not suffice.l?

Thae same thoughts were expressed in 1940 by Robert J. lLandry, radio
editor of Variety.
1 urge the point that radio channcls are so important to
democracy that &s & natfion we would be much botter off to have,
rather than not have, a wideespread corps of professional
radio watchers, :

The dearth of lay criticism of the thirties and early forties
was attacked by Max Wylie in his forward to Best Broadcasts of 1939«

1350:

1 oywood Broun, "Radio," Hation, (May 27, 1936) p. 636.

18p bert J. Landry, "Wanted Radto Critics,” Rublic Opinton

Quarterly, IV (December, 1940) p. 620.
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Radio hears much skwawking + « « but thus far its millions of
14stoners have not yiclded a true critic of the industry . + &
[broadcasting] can never reach its peak of self realization
without the assistance of fntelligent and sympathetic publie
review, . o .19

Thus by the end of the Second World War, television appeared on
thes scena just in time to moet the growing demand for the type of proe
fessional broadcast eriticiem that had died twenty years before and was
dus for a rebirth. This rebirth arrived whea Joha Crosby, ushered in
a8 new modern era of seriocus criticiem of all aspects of tha broadcasting
industry.

By the time Crosby began his column, however, several factors
had contributed towards this new potentiaslity for criticism, specifi.
cally in the newspaper, which previously had sounded criticiea’s death
knell by its fear of radio competition.

The mumber of newspaper owners had decreased, rvemaining owners
vere more prosperous, more liberal toward broadcasting, and less cone
cerned about broadcasting's competition for the adverticing dollar.
Many newspapers ware actively engaged im droadcasting itself, having
acquired television, radio and ¥¥ licenses,

Furthermore, the concern sbout broadcast news was alleviated
whoa surveys showed that most peopls looked to broadcasting for the
beadlines, but still reliod on the daily newspaper for the details
bechind the etory,

the issuance of the 1946 Blue Book and the post-War rush for TV
and FM stations made tha FCC and tha public more ecncerned about broade

casting's performence, and ite fulfillment of its functions fn meeting

19y Wylte, Best Proadcasts of 1939-1940, Qw York: 1940)

pp. viwii,




the public {nterest,

An interest i{n station's programming was vitally renewed and the
professional eritic assumed a more important role.

Mogazines began taking broadcasting more seriously as a subject

for commentary and review, Such publications as the S;turdsy Revicu,

the Ecw Republie, and The Bation, began to feature regular broadcast

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

Rew York Times,

Public demand for ncws about TV personalities also made the TV
columnists & must for major newspapers. From 1946-19535 almost twice
&8s many regular columns of professfonal broadcast criticism appeared
in nonetrade publications than had appeared in the previous 22 years.zo
Readership studies had also indicated that the TV eolumn had three to
five times more readers than efither the drama or movie column. 2

The davm of seriocus proufessional criticism of broadcasting on
@ regular basis had arrived. As Nowsweol magazine stated in a 1947
articlas titled, "Crosby's First Birthday"t

Crosby's followere were lesrning fast that radio deserved the
same adult eriticism as music or the theatre.22

It was not loung bafora television and criticism of television
dominated discussion about broadcasting. The eritical climate carrxied
over from the professionel to tha laymen. The television image found
itself & ready target to ba praised, condemmed, deplcred and discussed

by critics from every walk of life.

Osaten, op. eft,, p. 49.

2l1v14., p. S2.

2':l”()rosl.'oy'l Pirst Birthday," Fcwsueck, XXIX Qiay 19, 1947) p. 65.
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Educators, parents, ministers, sociologists, govermment officials,
and meubers of the {ndustry have all expressed cpiniocns about the medium
48 & busincss, a means of mass commmication, an art, and a socioe
cultural force. Psrenteteacher groups snd church organizations publish
regular lists of television programs cnd condemn or recommend them on
the basis of critical judgments,

Amateur or lay criticism is & representation of good will and {s
healthy in the sense that it reflects a certain amount of judgment end
value making on the part of the public. However, as Williom Lynch wrote
in his book, The Image Industries,

Amateurs of good will are never the answer to the problems of
mediocre workmanship in any f£ield, most especfally they will not
provide solutions to our present problems in the sphere of the
aucs media, where mediocre workmanship often combines with an
almost contemptuous regard for the intelligence of the consumar, &3

Amateur eriticism £s not the kind of criticism that will further
the progress of the medium or develop standards against which we can
truly Judge television as en art form as well as a socioecultural
force, The kind of critic television needs is the one whom Bubbell
Robinson, an exscutive vice-presideat of CBS, described,

TV desperately meeds critics o . . the public deserves eritical

writing that sheds light and has balance based on adequate

knowledze of the preblems and capacities of the men engaged {in
grying o move the weiiun's imaginstive fronticrs cuward.

Tha critic to whom Robinson refers s the professional critic
of the ncwspaper and the magazine} the critic who bas an adequate
Judgment of the techniques and problems of the medium and related erts

Byt11tan ¥, Lynch, 8.J., The Image Industrics, (New York:
Sheed and Ward, 1959) p. 16,

zl‘.ﬂnbbell Robinson Jr., "The Hatchet Men," Saturday Review, XLII
Gdaxch 14, 1959) p. 56.
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upon which to pass a judgment. It is this professional criticism, 1f
properly delivered, which will both educate the public and the industry

to safeguard quality and purify taste.
TYPLS OF CRITICISH

Because of television's many facets, professional criticism
divides 1tself into several categories,

1. There 1s the criticism that concerns itself with television
as a federally regulated private enterprise competing for the advere
tiser's dollar, yet committed to serve “the public interest, couvenience
and necessity" by obligation of its license, Under this category come
mentary is usually concerned with such matters ae dalanced programming,
eponsorship control, cemsorship, freedom of speech sand frecedom of press,
government regulation, and comamercial time sand content. It questions
the objectives of a medium that must program to the highest possidle
audience rating to make a profit, yet is obligated to serve many
ainority publics,

2. A second category of criticism concerns teclevision as a
mass commmnicator of ideas. The critiec here is concerned with tele-
vision's reflection of our culture and society es well as its possible
effocts on our culture and soclety., If it is true thet 903% of our
knowledge comes through the eyes, then television can be one of the
greatast tcachers and developers of language, education and art,
Talevision can bring the world to man and man to the world.

One of the primary functions of mass commnications fs to fntere
pret 1ifo and events in terms meaningful to the society n which {t

operates, Bchavicr and attitudes that are socially accepted ere
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presented {n an approving manner, and those that are rejocted sre not
so presented, Therefore, through repetition television can reinforce
existing social attitudes,

With international television now a reality, television can
reflect the best and the worst of our culture, both here and abroad.
The {mportance of mass cormunications in our society was stated dy
Klapper,

¢ o o Our knowledge of primitive cultures and of pre-medis
yoars suggests that the present social system and the present
culture are at least in part s product of the existence of
mass commnications,d3
1f we accept Klapper's use of the word, culture, in its broadest pose
sible sense 4t includes |
. « o the concepts, habits, ekills, arts, lastruments, and
fastitutions of a given period in a given period, and the
training and refining of the mind, emotions, manners and
tastes of that people,<0
Thus, television, as the most potent of the mass media caa, to some
degree, affect ideas, habits, values, tasteﬁ, wmorals, and other facets
of our national personality.

It is this relationchip between television and the socioe
cultural milieu that constitutes the main body of criticism in this
second category. The critic here is concerned with such vital questions
as telcvision violence end its effect on children, its relation to

crime and juvenile delinquency, television and our morals, television

end our political bchavior, our buying habits, ocur sense of values and

25Jbaeph T. Klapper, The Effccts of Mass Media (New York:
Bureau of Applied Sociel Research, Columbia Universicy, 1949) p. 25.

2GWebater'a Rew World Dictionary of Modern Language.
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our cultural and intellectual growth., It is criticism 1llustrated
by this statement of Gilbext Seldes.

The offerings of the medis are mass produced and we raceive them
in apathy. We are not required to think. We are not required to
select., The thing 1a poured out on us, and the result 4s that if
we let all those instruments of conditioning the mass go cn, we
are going to create a pation which, I think, will be half a
nation of teen-agers, and half a nation of robots, because the
necessity of thinking becomes progreseively less all the time,27

Occasionally this type of criticism s found ia the newspaper
columns of our more serious writers and critics. The following two
excerpts of criticism are taken from the columns of Walter Lippmann

fn 1954 and Ncw York Times television eritie Jack Gould in 1962,

There can be no doubt it seems to me that the movies and telee
vision and the comic books are purveying violence and lust to a
vicious and i{ntolaerable decgrea. . . + A continued exposure of @
generation to the commercial exploitatiom of the enjoyment of
violence ﬁa one way to corrode the foundations of a civilized
‘octety.z

Fundamentally TV san dbe considered & lovwbrow medfum., Problems
are never left unsolved beyond ths elosing commercial., Appeal
48 in its simplicity . . « video 18 a cultural barbiturate, 4in
8 soclety beset by lefsure and anxiety. Video kills time
officiontly and ecomomically. Lowbrow does have its place on
IV « « « Tecognition ¢f the importance of escapism must be
accompanied by an awarcness that & mass audicnce can also be
childlike. To surrender to this tendency on the ground that se
doing epitomizes cultural democracy 48 hocgwash . « ., much of the
violence has been injocted as an end in ftself, not as a factor
in 1{llundnsating character or developing interesting poychological
dilemma o o« o [violence] grow im point vhore 4t becomos a social
sore more than & matter of theatre,4?

Mostly, however, this type of eriticisa £s found {n the sociologiecal,
paychological, and commmnications research journals, and publishad

27Joseph T. Klapper, The Effocts of Mass Communication,
(Glencoe, Xllinois: The Free Press, 1961) p. 235.

28yalter Lippmann, Now York Herald Tripune, Septezber 7, 1954,

29 Jack Could, Mow York Times Magazina, (January 14, 1962)
pp. 14-13,
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bocks and studies vhich are mot readily available for or sought by the
mass audicnce of television. It {8 synonymous with names like Schramm,
Lazarsfeld, Beralson, Klapper, and Katz,

3., There is @ third type of criticism, perhapa the most impore
tant type from ths point of view of the mass public. It 1s ths typs
of criticism that deals with television as an art, and since it deals
with television as an art, it alsoc by necessity must deal with the
tastes and values of television's audience, It £s the type of criticism
called for by Beywood Broun in 1936; by Max Wylie i{a 1940; by Charles
Siepmann in 1941; and by Hubbell Robinson fn 1939. It 48 the type of
criticism described by Professor Arthur Weld, Jr, in an article titled,
More TV Criticism Please,."

e ¢ o formal criticism of individusl programs prepared and
published in the same wey as {s criticism of the other arts

e ¢« ¢ a8 social phenomenon TV programs get all the criticism
they can use, as works of art almost none o « « esthetig Jud t
is the ong that matters under the aspect of eternity, o « »

It 48 knowlodgeable, unblased, specific criticism that will
bridge the gap between the mass taste and the cultivated taste by
attoempting to raise the quality of program standards demanded by the
mnass audicnce, It 18 esthetic criticism that educates and further
recognicces the potential art of television 41f given en opportunity,
as statod by Lyman Bryson of CBS:

+ » o the challenga to the members of the cultivated minority
ie to eriticize programs, not mercifully, but fntelligently
and with the slowly acquired expertness that makes criticisa
valuabla, Vigorous, severe, and systematic criticicms are
noeded, Potential great audience and potential grest art come

30 r et Weld, Jr., "More TV Criticism Flease,” K.I3 Journal,
xx3, (June, 1962) pp. 4-7.
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into roality to§ethar Ly interaction and by mutual stirmletion
in good faith,d

Yoreover, one of the moet prolific and attainable sources of
program criticisa for tclcvision viewers should ba the daily newspaper,
Just as thoetre audiences and movie audiences read the theoatre and
wovie columns, 80 does tha television viewer read the television
columnist’s program criticism.

There s serious television criticism in eclectic magazines

1ike tha Saturday Review, the Reporter, the New Republic, and

Comomeal, Critical articles appear occasicnally fn Harpers and
the Atlantic. The magazina critic, however, is writing for & reader
wvhose tastes are already selective, and who already has some standards
against wviich to measure his evaluation and enjoyment of a television
progiam. Critici{sm directed to the magazine audicnce, therefore, 1s
not diteéted at a true sapling of television's mass vicwing public.
Purthermore, the limited circulation of these magazines camot come
pcte with the mass circulation and readership of the daily newspaper.
Bewspaper columnists on the other hand sve sought out and yvead
by the sama people that scek out television's variety of program fare,
The nowspaper television eolumnist reaches an fmpressive mmbew of
readers that might rival in mmber ths legion of comic strip fans,.
As we have noted previously, readership studies {ndicated that the TV
eolum has three to five times more readers than the theatre or movie

colm32 John Crosby was syndicated in wmore than ninety papers, and

31m Bryson, "Broadcasting and the Cultivated Minority,"
Accrican Ccholar, XX (autumn, 1951) pp. 171172,

32504¢eh, op,_elt,, p. 52.
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Hal Bumphrey is syndicated in eighty-seven; Harriet Van Horne writes
for the Scripps-Howard chain; Jack Gould and Jack O'Brian reach a
readership of bundreds of thousands f{n just one city. This exposure
in ftself guarantees a maximum potent{al readership of criticism by
a television hungry public.

Exposure alons, howaver, 1s not the only reasoan for the newse~
paper columist's {mportance a8 a source or program criticism. There
is some evidence to indicate that the key television eritice are read
by network executives, and are at tha same time somewhat influential
in executive thinking. During the 1956 Sues crisis several dlistering
columms by Jack Gould of the New York Tinpes shawed all three networks
iato covering the United Security Council debate om the md-mt.”

@Mll Rodinson, former executive viceepresident of CBS, bhas
repeatedly referred to Jack Gould's critical columns. In an article
written in 1959 for the Scti:wrdoy Review Robinson stated:

The kind of criticien TV needs is Jack Could’s accounting of
TV woas in 1952. It nceds the thoughtfulness contained in
his Sunday pieca of June 22, 1958, profiling the perplexing
pattern of advertising thinking which ressarches and blazas
trails with all {ts gzoducts except the IV shows it buys to
sell those products.

More specific intercst in program criticism by network officials
i3 cited by a lead story which appeared on September 25, 1963, in
Vgricty. The headline read "Critics as IV Image Makers.” The story

went on to say,

¢« o o Yole of newspaper critics in "image" programming has
reached & new height of importance. A nix by key TV critics

3

3"l':;olaimou. Jr., loc. cit,

"Measuring the Giunt," Time, LXXIV (Noveumber 9, 1959) p. 77.
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eround the sountry ia this ares of setwork programming can spell
the death of a particular "image" product, the notices playing
such a consequential role . . . when it comes to image programming
e o o Lf tha critics pan a CBS-IV "Roots of Freedou" and EIC-TIV
expensive cultural thrust, en wnusual effort in public affairs

by ABC-IV there's & groan heard up and down network halls and
along Madison Avenme and its environs. Raps count in this ares
nsarly as much as the raps of legit eritics reviewing the Broed-
vay scens . . . vhen key c¢ritics knock such entrise as badly ae
they do some of the series vhich pass for light entertaimment

e s o the web can't point with pride ia Washingtom circles, members
of which may be swayed dy key critics, mor does ths spensor dertive
prestige from the eritical pamning. . . «

® & ¢ ¢ 8 ¢ o 0 4 0 & S 0 & 0 9 O O O O P O e 0 0 & &t P B 6 0 0
There is a school of thought among network programmers that whea
it comes to a prestiges show the critic has an obligation to tag
the entry as wortlnwhile even if in his judgenent it falle. Some
execs even fesl that the critic should even lower his critical
standards to support such programs . . . Others feel that the
f{mage shows should be judged on the dasis of their performance
oot their intention, end that the critical standards should not
be rvelaxed simply because the goals msy de wortiwhile. 1Ia fact,
ft’s argued that the prestigs shows, 1if they are to win & broader
publie should be judged on higher standarde than those used for
rwn-of-the-nill entertaioment shows . . . The prestigers tabbed
the "consciense of ths industry” on the sonsciense and
m. of m"“‘:u.o » 0o 0

This relation of the critic to the emecutive is pezhaps not nearly
as iaportant as the oritic's relationship with the viewing pubdlis.
To fully understand this relationship, however, ve must defime the
zole of progrem eriticiem and the fumction of the televisiom eritie
wvithia his limitations. What is oriticien? Whst eonstitutes good
sriticion? What kind of eriticisn ¢o we find {a owr leading news-
paper television columas?

Jack Gould has stated that "the weaksess of the eritics is
their ova wnsertaisty es to what sheuld be their eviteris.”>® whe

3 lovovits, "Crities as TV lwage Makers,” Yeriety
w as, 1943) PP ”' 46,

Yommasuring the Glant”, Tims, Clovember 9, 1939) p. 77.
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following statements about critics were made respectively by an
educator, a researcher, and two network executives,

s o o the press spends too much time generalising % v
and not enough time dealing with individual programs,

e o o by and large TV criticism i3 the fitful labor of tired
writers of momumental good will, a degree of talent, and a
Jaded perspective. . . o 8

e o o & great majority of the bashes aimed at 1t (IV) are |
superficial, aimless, uninf e o » and distinguished by
fury rather than fact. . . .57

e » o either misinformed or intolerant intellectuals who decpise
the mass taste and want tzotnpou their archaic standards on a
reluctant sudience, « « o«

Do the key newspaper critics in the country £it these descrip-
tions of their writing? Or are they on the whole making an honest
attempt to do their job by using standards and judging program per-
formance at all levels based on industrious and impartial examination?
The remainder of this study will deal with these questions, After
satting up criteria of criticism and discussing the functions of the
TV critic within these criteria, the study will then analyszae the

program criticism of tha key critics selected.
SELECTION CF THE SUBJECT MATTER

The columnists analyrzed in this study were selected from a
primary survey of 21 TV columnists in 9 mejor merkets. An attempt

was made to select columnists writing in television's top ten markets

Merd, X., loc, cit.

Bpat McGrady, Rewsweok, (Pabruary 9, 1959) p. 80.

”noblmon. Je., Joc, cit,
40

Robert Sarnoff, Harpers, (July, 1959) p. 27.



19

a8 listed in the Talevision Pac:book.“

However, since all research
wvas limited to what waa available on microfilm, the wmarket of Bosaton
£s not included, It 48 fclt that the other nine markets included
offer a good cross section of the key critics in the country.

. The primary markets surveyed were Philadelphia, Now York,
Chicago, los Angeles, Washington, D,C., Detroit, Cleveland, Pittsburgh,
end San Francisco. Selection of thesa epecific cities as a focus of
study was duc to several considerations.

l. They represent the widest possible hsterogencous television
sudience and newspaper recadership because of their extensive populae
tion and motropolitan mature. These cities also represent a good part
of the more sclective, sophisticated television audience. Serious
criticism 1ie more likely to be wanted, sought, and read.

2, Thay are centers for television production, advertising
agencies, talent, and metwork executives. The eritics ara more likaly
to ba read by the importent people in television: the people that
make the decisions, do the creating, and buy the time, Critice in
these cities ars, a3 a vhole, more highly respected and more widely
read by television executives and the interested public. Eince more
19 expectod of their writing, one gould axpect & greater degroe of
serious prograa criticiem,

3. Critice in these markets have the widest possible exposure
to television because of the number end diversity of channels avatlable.

4. Since these cities include key newspapers and ncwspaper
chaina, soms of tha critics are syndicated, thus aseuring evea wider

Moy poctbook, # 33, 1962-63 Ed., p. 24-A.



readership.

Selection of newspapers was based om circulation figures, the
general quality and consistcncy of the television column, and availe
ability on microfilm, At least two newspapers are included in each
market for the purpose of incidental data on eriticism within cities.
In three markets (New York, San Franciseo, and Chicago) three newse
papers were used since all three were high in quality, and close in
eirculation figures.

Columniste are selected as leading television columnists by
several factors,

1. They are designated by title as "Radio~TV Editor" or
"Redio=TV Critic;"

2, Their columm appears consistently on a daily basis in the
same 1 don on the broad page.

The primary columists surveyed were as follows:
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SELECTION CF PERICD STUDLED

Tha year 1961 was seclected since 4t was the year prior to the
ncwspaper strikes which {nactivated Hew York and Cleveland newspapers
during the months selected for the study. Since the study was begun
in 1963, 1961 was therefora tha most rocent year from which to accue
mulate data, 1962 being the yoear of the strika,

The period selected includes Septomber to November; this
period represents the month prior to the new season, the begimming of
the now scason and a month after the new season has degun, This would
allow for & comparison of criticism om all new entries for the season,
and 8 rcpresentative samplin}; of threa months or potentially 100
coluuns from each ncwepaper,

It was the season immediatcly following Newton Minow's famous
"Wasteland" speech. It was the secason that saw the dcbut of mors than
35 new programe fucluding such current ones as: "The Defonders,”

"Dr. Kildare," "Bem Casey," "Dick Ven Dyke,” “Joey Bishop Show,"
“Hazel," and "Car 54 Where Are You?" It was the season of Lawrence
Olivier's "The Power and the Glory." It was an intoresting season
and had tha potential of much serious program criticism. Ths amount
of that ecriticisa and its quality will constitute the mein portiom
of the following study,



11, CRITICICN: TITS DITINITION AMD FYTion

"TY¥ eritics ere men who report traffic
accidents to cye witnesses,"eeJackie Cleason!

What is the definition of program criticism? What is the
fuaction of criticiem Lteclf? Certainly televisfon program criticism
must transcend the elementary and meive description attributed to it
by comic, Jackie Cleason. Even in Gleason's statemont, however, thore
is an element of truth regarding the nature of oriticism.

Just ae eye witnoceses can view the same event from different
perspectives, as dspicted fin the Japansse work, "Rashomon,” so can the
same TV program be {nterpreted differently by differeant critics. This
18 so because eriiicisn {ovolves mora than a mere rocounting of dee
tails. Criticisam involves some subjective iaterpratation or judgment
ae stated in almost eny formel dofinition of the word,

One dictionary states that criticiem is

e » » & critical obscrvation, judgment or reviow . . . the art
of judging with knowlecge and propriety the beautics and faults

of works of art and litcrature, ca eimilar concidcrations
of moral and ethical values. « « «

webster's 1961 Now Collegiate Dictionary defines a cricic as

. « ¢ Ond Who expressea a reasoned opinion on any matter,
involving @& judgment of fts value truth or righteousnsss,
or an appreciation of its beauty and technique. + « «

lmrence Laureat, "Wanted, the Complete IV Critic,” in The
Eighth Art, (New Yorks Holt, Rinchart and Winston, 1962) p. 155,

ZWebater'- New World Dictionary of Modern language.
22
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A professor of broadcasting has called eriticism: "making
statements in which an event 18 compared with a standard of an
evant."3

Taus by &ef:lrd.tton, true criticism as applied to any work of
art including a television program, must achere to certain criteria
and characteristics,

FPirst, the profescional eritic must make a judgnent or express
an opinion or appreclation based on knowledge and propriety. This
distinguishes him from the lay critic whose judgment or opinion fs
mostly based on subjective biasas. The professional critic is expected
to offer an opinion qualified by eccepted standards,

This obligation to make @ judgment by necessity involves more
than a mcre repatition of facts as stated by Gleason. The critic
mist coument on the facts from one of several points of viecw., The
points of view relating to moral and ethical values concern the
sociological and cultural criticicm which was discussced in the introe
duction. The concern of this paper {s with the critical function of
Judging the beauty, the fauits and the techniques of works of art,
being spocific program criticism or review.

There 4s some argument rcgarding the differcnce betwcen a
"reviev" and & plece of criticisa. I cubmit, however, that the dife
ference between a true critical review and a piece of criticism 1is
purecly academic eince both to some degree express quality or depth of
evcluation, To ses why this 43 so, we must look at sooe of the

writings on dramatic and literary criticiem. The diffcrcnce between

’Lmrence W, Lichty, "What Does a TV Critic Write About?"
Journal of Broadcasting, XVIXI (Fall, 1963) p. 353.
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dramatic criticism and literary criticism is negligible, in principle
at least, according to George Jean Nathan, moted drama critic.

e o o there is at bottom very little difference between dramatie

criticism and literary eriticisa. Vvhat after all s a play but

an underwritten novel, and &8 novel but an overwritten play. . . A
Although Nathan states the case too simply, there are certain principles
of literary criticiewm which are applicable to dramatfc criticism, and
by the sama veasoning to criticism of television which contains the
dramatic element.

Henry Seidel Canby divided literary eriticism fnto two types:
one type he calls pure criticism; the other typa he terwus applied
criticiem or "reviewing." In speaking about the difference, he
statedt

Good criticiem is gencrally applicable to all types of

iiterature , . « Good reviewing is good eriticisa applied to

a new book o o . It 18 in fact impossible to set & line where

criticisn ceases and reviewing begins.>
1f we can substitute the function of the television critic for that of
the literary critic, we might say that good televisicn criticiss is
generally applicable to all types of television programe. BEvidently,
however, this criticisw must contain certain standards which whea
applied to & specific program makes good ‘reviewing.” The critical
Judgment dased on some standards i{s present ia both cases so that the
terms ""review' or "critique" ia themselves do not offer any difference
ia quality. This similarity in principle between good reviewing and

good criticism was further stated by F. 0. Mathiessen in his book,

‘Georgo Jean Bathan, Art of the Right, (New Yorks Alfred A,

bopf, 1928) Pe 11.

SHenry Seidel Canby, Definitions, Esseys in American Criticiom,
(Rew Yorks Barcourt, Brace and Co., 1922) p. 185.
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The Responsibilitias of the Critic.

e o « & review 19 simply a short piece of criticism and it
should be as good criticism as {ts writer can make ft. o o 6

‘tbe difference betwean criticism and review would, therefore,
seam to be one of application rather than quality, Criticisa would
seem to cover & broader application than lpocificany evaluating one
program. It might de evaluation of & complete serfes of progrm',
or programming in general from an esthetic or cultural point of view,
The critique might deal with no specifiec prograam, but would carry the
commentary on to & broader discussion outside the realm of that
spectfic program. Reviewing, for cur purpose would be the applicae
tion of criteria or standards to one specifie program. Through usage,
however, the tern "revicw" has becoms associated with the ephemeral
reviev of the daily newspaper as compared with the more lengthy
sophisticated critical pieces of selective literary magazines,

There is soms form of ephcmeral review, however, which gives
no opinion at all, or gives an opinton which {s purely subjective and
not qualftative. This type of review, which merely summarizes, would
Justly be termed "journalistic reviewing" and originates with the old
style newspaper book reviewer, In its simplicity it does not meet
even the minimal requirements of trus reviewing or criticism. A good
review, according to F, O. Matthiessen, should do three things at a
ninimun,

1. Furnish exposition and description}
2. Give an evaluation;

Crrancts O. Matthiessen, The Responsibilities of tha Critie,
(New Yorks Oxford University Press, 1952) p. 19.
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J. Buggest rathar briefly how it measures up to tha euxrent
state of the art., (Does it wake a fresh contribution, or
simply more of the same?l)

By these qualifications it {is evident that a roview which offers nothing
more to its readers than "it was an entertafning half bhour," or, "it
wvas a vaste of telavision time,” 13 nothing more than journalistic
reviewing, even though {t dces offer sn evaluation. To be worthy of
the name criticism a piece must express itself beyond the criteria of
“it was good,” or "I liked 1t."
What are the usual characteristics of a journalistic revieuw?

Again, referring to literary criticism, Canby states:

The journalistic revicwer wrote not to eriticize tha book dut

to interest a veader. Yat by the very mature of the case he

labored under s disadvantage which forever barrcd him from

calling himself critic as well as reviewer. He was a cpecialist

in reporting, in making & story from the most unpromising

matorial, and also in the use of his mother tongue, but a

specialist usually {n no other field whatsoever . . . wholesale
and emphatic praise became & trademark of journalistic

revicuing.’

Here are two excerpts from reviews of the same program, The
one 10 an example of tha kind of “journalistic reviewing" which per-
vades many of our televisfon columns across the country. It s high
on adjectives, but low on qualitative evaluation based on some kinde
of standards,

e o « 1 think "Car 54" could becoms the liveliest and funniest
vehicle since the days of Phil Silver's "Bilko" and Jackie
Gleason's, "The Eoneymocners.” 1 admit I base my judgment on
seaing but one show, It was an outrageously warmly buman
hilarious gem . « « tha show is populated with & platoon of
fnfectious police . . « their antics may tax the imagination
but didn't Bilko, lucy, and The Honeymooners?"8

Tcanby, op. eit., p. 187,
8 ta Frankel, The Cloveland Press, (September 15, 1961) p. B-22.
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The second review of the same program domonstrates not only how two
"eye witnesses" can diffcrently viow the same "accident,” but the
difference between a journalistic review and a critical review, This
gives us a qualified evaluaticn based on soms standards.
e » o high hopes were voiced that it might be & wodern
Keystone Cope. It wacn't., It 4sn't even close to tha shrewd
diversion ., » . {brousht on] by the deservedly long rumning
Pil Silvers series [Bilko]. In its premiere . , . Was &
cluncily written, acted, directed, and conceived formula affair,
ite situation painfully and avkwardly fabricated, loaded to the
brass buttons with the obvious and unfumny. It has a laudably
low aim, & comedy about cops without robbers, and perhaps {t
may improve. We'd eay it could do just that without much
trouble. « .9
The critic {n this piece not only says he doas not like it, he gives
us reasons why, dbased on his standards of what constitutes unfunny
comedy., His edjectives are qualified by explanation.

It i{s evident that the short ephemeral review in the news-
paper can be as professionally critical as a pioce ia some selective
magasine, provided it adhcres to the criteris of criticism and not
“journalistic revicwing." Wwhen the two sources of criticism provide
the same kind of quality writing, regardless of the length of the
piece, the difference in terminology is negligidble, as stated dy
Canbys

s o o @ critic s a reviewcr with leisure to perform rcal

criticism . . . & good hack reviewer 1{s more useful than a
poor critic, and both balong to the same profession. . . 10

TUE CRITICAL FUNCTICU

Wa have 8o far discussed the definition of criticism as {t

9Jack 0'Brian, New York Journal American, (September 18, 1961)
Pe 18,

mCanby. op, cit., p. 203,
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applics to the ephemcral rcviewer as well as the magazine critic. To
paraphrase a description of the business of professional television
program criticism we might say
It 15 an informed evaluation of a television program accompanied
by description and esamples of why Lt does or does not adhere
to cartain stated or implied standards of quality.

We must now define the function of this criticism as it relates
to both the television art and its audience, Moses Hadas in speaking
of the critical functioan has stated:

s o o When we call the exercise of informed judgment by its
Creek name "criticiom," we recognize its claim to be an indeew

pendent and specialized activity with a piittculat functionee
to scfeguard quality and to purify taste,

If we consider taste in fts broadest sense, meaning an ability
to notice, appreciate, or judge what is beautiful, fine or excellent
in any art, then we evidently cannot separate the two functions of
safeguarding quality and purifying taste; for without the reccgaition
of quality as embodied in tasta, there can be no demand for production
of quality, Consequently, as Hadas states furthert

o o o the larger and more indiscriminate the awiience, the
greater ths nead to safezuard and purify standards of gquality
and taste,l2
This {8 especially important in television which has the largest and
coertainly the smost indiscriminste audience of any of the arts, Sure
veys show thaﬁ 33% of TV set owners flip 8 knob and accept whatever

13

comes in view, Furthermore, tolevision also has the characteristics

11, 609 Hadas, "Climates of Criticiom,” {n The Eizhth Are,
(Ncw York: Holt, Rinchart, and Winstom, 1962) p. 15.

1zlb§d. o Po 16.
l3?ucher, ops cit,, p. 125,
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of & "popular art." The relationship in a "popular art" detween an
artist and his audience is different from this relatiomship in the so
called "glite arts.” This differcnce was explained by Leo Bogart in
his book, The Art of Telavision.

Elite judgments are supported by critical canons and are ex-

presced through its spokesmecn the critics. Thus the elite artist

{3 stimulated through reproach or praise, cxpressed in rational

esthotic terwms and addressed to him directly ia his creative

role , « .8uccass or failure of a popular artist is more often

directly indicated by hie changing record on the cash register

« » o the popular artist 1s one who sets forth deliberately to

conform to the tastes and wishes of the publtc, interpreted by

the cperators of the mass media, o « 14
Thus fn popular art, if the taste of the audience is indiscriminate,
the quality of the product will likewise be indiscriminatej and, since
the artist cammot imnovate, since he must catar to public demand, the
audience {tself is its own biggest deterrent to vieving the kinds of
quality programs that help to understand and forwm critical standards,
Theraefors, by reading the standarda of the critics, the public will
gain a truer understanding of quality thereby elevating ite taste,

By expressing eritical standards, therefore, the critie funce

tions in both an educational and & salutary way, When he judges a
program to ba high in quslity, the artfat is encouraged to create
woras of the ocame, and the sudience by reading the evaluation learns
to discriminate, Thus, even in the limited framework of popular fore
mats, a4 quality work can be recognized and encouraged., The artist,
the critic, and the eudience are part of a three-way relation, the

function of which is to determine the quality of television fare. Tha

14400 Bogart, The Ape of Tclevicion, (New York: Frederick Ungar
Publiching Co., 1956) p. 22.
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result of this determination will in turm have to be interpreted by
the operators of television in providing the kind of programs desired.
Edward Pischer in his book, The Screem Arts, writes of the rela-

tion between the artiet, the eritic and the audience taste,

« « o the artist and the critic both work frem sensitized

feelings and highly developed intuitions. Reading about

standavds helps somewhat in semsitizing the feeling and in

developing intuitions. But it's also possible to memorize all

the standards ever printed and still have vulgar taste, The
capacity to enjoy nnd npptechta is dov-lopod by studyin

0 ’e des d
lllnd that are more satisfying to a vtuu- a colhetlan

! his uncultivated likes and dislikes, . . .
Fischer puts his finger on the aim of the program critic in leading
the public to acquiring a sense of discriminate taste which will ine
crease the pleasure of television viewing., To develop this taste,
however, the reading of standarde must alse be accompanied by an
exposure to the finer forms of art and an opportunity to use these
standards., As Northrop Frye has said:

The critic is exposed to a series of impressions . . . and

by responding to these as carefully as possible he davelops

zmw:u.::i ‘::L:: :: g:fg“““, for which the traditional

As audience taste is elevated, the desire for more quality
elevates the stature of the artist and his output so that the audience
contimes to receive more of tha kinds of {mpressions from which ft
ecan form standards of evaluation. Thus, by a combination of reading

good program criticism and exposing himself to a wider range of program

uﬂlehn-, QR cits, pe 7.

Ygorchrop Prye, s, The el Temered Goitic, Gloouingtons
Indiana University Press, 1963) p.
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fare, the viewer learns to critically evaluate programs based on
critical standards rather then subjective appeals. Be lecrns to
question and to think why he did or did mot enjoy a program., He also
lcarns to be able to say it was a bad prograam but I 1liked it, or, it
was 8 good prograam by critical standards but I did not like ft, He
discriminstes between his critical opinion and his personal opinionm,
vhich 13 based on personal taste, It i{s this thinking or questioning
attitude thst {s wost fmportant in increasing tha viewer®s pleasure,
as has been stated by Weld:
e « o the {nterested viewer of:aerving the kinds of questions
criticiom asks, learms to ask these kinds for himsclf . + «
the mein thing 18 the questioning attitude. o » RY
Seldes has commented on the nonediscerning effect of television
in these wordss
The offerings of the macs media are mass produced and we recefve
them in apathy. We are not required to sslect, we are not
required to think, The thing is poured ocut on us, and the result
is 4£ we let all thoss instruments of conditioning the mass go
on, we are going to create a nation which I think will be @ half
@ nation of teen-agers, half a nution of robots, decauce the
necessity of thinking becomas progressively less all the time,18
We can summarize tho critic's function therafore, specifically
in television, as educating the sudience to increase viewing pleasure
by learning how to discriminate between programs, and thus gradually
elevate the quality of the artistic product by their domands,
Wo must now ask how does the critic express this function in
his writing? Bow does he recognize and judge quality?

Firet, the critic must look for certain basic truths in the

Y4014, ., loc. cit.

mmappsr, op. cit,, p. 235,
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interpretation of any work of art. In the minds c¢f the Greeks a work
was gcod when it measured up to the pattern or purpose for which it
was intended, More specifically, in recognizing quality in art the
critic must answer the fundamental questions posed by Goethe.

¢« o o What has the writer proposed to himself to do? « . . and
how far has he succeeded 4n carrying it out? , . A9

Goorge Jean Nathan speaking of dramatic criticism voiced the
sane criteria.

A play should be appraised in terms of the suthor's succecs
or feilure in the achievement of his plan and intention, 2V

The samo principle applied to television reviewing was expressed by
Bew York Timea' critic Jack Gould who in 1961 wrote:

A work of art §s entitled to the respect of being judged in

terms of what {t sets out to do and how well it succeeds o . »

all other criteria are secondary,?l
Quality in this sense would therefore scem to mean the success of a
program and fts elements fin translating or interpreting the original
fatent of the artist or creator, This form of esthetic criticism
can also take in sociologicsal or cultural concern 4f the fntent was of
a sociological nature by its meaning or message. It is the successful
fnterpretation of that message, however, which should primarily eone
cern the program ecritiec,

In television this particular aspect of quality extends to all

the mediua's characteristics. The camera work, the settings, the

“J. E. Springarn, "The How Criticfsm,” in Criticism in Americ
its Punctions and Statys, (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1924)

Pe 23,
mGeorze Jean Rathan, The Intimate Rotebook of Gcorge Jcan Rathan,
(Rew York: Alfred A. Koopf, 1932) p. 136.

21

Jack Could, Few York Times, (Noveaber 5, 1961) scc. 2, p. 19.
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dialogue, the special effacts, must all be weighed to sce 1f in the
overall production they complimented the orfiginal intention or idea,.
If they sorved 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 mot punctuate the dialogue, follow
the action or emphasize the character, but proves obtrusive fm its
movement} 1f the set 18 too lavish for the mood of the scng} £f the
acting 1o too ewaggerated for the essence of the story, as artistically
boautiful as these threa elements might sceam on the ecreen, they do
not help to achieve the ultimate intent of the artist and therefore
cannot be judged as being truthful £n their quality.

Truth must also be sought in the weaning of the work itself.
The critic must ask the question is this a true character in his
actions, in his speech, in bis mauner? Is the work & true representa~
tion of the story it is telling, or {3 it based on suppositicns end
untruths?

The critic, thereiore, discriminates between the beauty of a
program and the truth about its {nterpretation when ths two ere not
synonymous, This kind of discrimination requires an cbility to ine
tellectualize as well as to emotionalize, so as to be able to report
the facte as objectively as possible. As George Jean Nathun wrotes

The concern of art is wich dbeauty, the ccncern of criticism
18 with truth, and truth and beauty despite the Sunday School
are often ltrangm's.22

The critic can applaud the ingenious tcchniques, the unusual

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

zzceorge Joan Nathan, The Critfe and The Prama, (.1fred A, Foopf,

1922), p. 7.
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this applause with an appraisal of the overall euccess ian fulfilling
the creative intent., If tha program does contain both esthetie baauty
and truthful interpretation in its final form, then the critic must
Justly evaluate it and point out why it contains quality., In telee
vision criticism the critic will use examples to fllustrate his pointe,
If the prime purpose was eanterteinment or comedy, clear examples of
the entcrtaining end comedy elements will be cited. If the purpose
vas dramatic realism, & vivid character, & slice of dialcgue, the
starkness of the set, it should de called forth fn the review to
11lustrate tha quality of successful interpretation.

Another measure of quality is a8 fresh nev imaginative approach
to an already established idea., The critic judges a work against the
aceepted oxample or standard cf a similar or related work, The tele-
vision critic can compare a program with similar programs and point
cut why one is a better or more imaginative interpretation, Thus, a
situation comedy can be a better situation comedy 4f it uces a new
approach, better casting, fresher dialogue, unique staging, or any of
the elemcnts that serve to embellish {t, A comparison of the work
with previous work by the same author, director, or talent can also
be used for comparison with a standard of quality.

By using these mcasures of quality a critic sets up standards
egainst vhich he evaluates a program and gives the audience food for
thought.,

It 1s fmportant for the critic to realize, howecver, that
standardas of quality are applicable to all types of television fare
regardless of his personal preferemces, There is room in television

for seriocus drama and light fantasy, for classical ballet cnd for
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modern jazz, fcr simple comedy and for sophisticated Shakacpcare. One
of television's responsibilitics aside from education is to keep man
laughing and relaxed threugh entertaining and vholesome programs,
This need for varioty in tclevision fare was erpressod by Seldss,
I think that in coping with the spirit of our life, a true
varicty of chuice should be made aevailable, not merely a varicty
of packages for {dentical goods . . . they [the popular arts]
can juctify themselves only if they offer & balanced entertaine
ment in their average product, 1f they interest the individual
in as wany ways as he 13 capable of being interested, and serve
all eignificant groups.
The critic, therefore, thould be able to report on a varicty of proe
grams and judge them all objectively, According to Geoxge Jean Nathan,
a critic should actually be capable of enjoying many types of entere
tainmcent, if they are of good quality,

o ¢ » @ critic vho ccmot enjoy Bomlet one night and Follies.

the next . o o 8eems to have something wrong vith him o o <%
Thus by writing about and evaluating all types of progran fare, tha
critic not only gives the better program a& chance for highcr exposure,
but gives the sudience an opportunity to learm, recognice and emnjoy
quality in any type of format. In this manner tha television eritic
functions somewhat like the nowspaper drama eritic aceording to
Seld~a,

It 18 part of the duty of a critic to guide the public taste

e« s o the eritic should underetand his place betwren tha producer

snd the consumer, He has a vital function. In the theatre it

can be expressed in terms of dollare and cenis . o o 4t i8 his

Job to help them not to waste their money on trash . . « by his
destruction of trash he helps (in theory) to give tha bast shows

zzcilbert Seldes, The Great Audience, (New York: The Viking

Press, 19%0) p. 214,

2accorge Jean Kathan, Motoria Critice, (Hew Yorks Alfred A,

Enopf, 1924) p. 30.
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a chance to survive . . « his standards may ba low but they are
his instruments of Judgeat and bhe dees not throw thom away if
he pans a play and it becores a success. The situation of the
critic in broadcasting 1s diffcrent only because the asudience
does not pay fn cash for each program. It pays in tine given
to the program, and it pays also 4f the program has an adverse
alfect on the emotional integrity or the clearness of mind of
those who witnoss it. The critic has no busincess impocing his
standards as the only onos appropriate for broadcasting, but he
has to use his standords and make surg the audience gets a true

report, For the critic to do lesa {s the resl treeson of the
intellectusl.

Thcrefore, the final result of good criti{cism shculd be to
creata an audience of individual critics, each using a sct of standards
to Judge tha quality of programs and thus increase his vicwing please
ure. By learning to recognize quality and by eeclectively viewing,
the audience can force the elevation of the ert sad the artist, To
proxote the critical attitude in the television awlicuce is the prime
goal of guod televicsion program criticlsm,

The first wish of any critic i{s that he ehculd bring more

criticg into being, ail iowardly judging, inwardly opure
ating, 6

Til TULEVISION COLIEM

To this point we huave dafined the program critic’s function
and sowe guneral principles upon which we can base the natura of his
criticisa, If he adhcres to the eriteria of good criticism as
described, his writings cver a period of tima should reflect certain
conslstencieas, These are of a general and a specific ncture dealing

with the content of his coluums,

zscilbert Scldes, The Pihlic Arte, (New York: Simon and

Schuster, 1956) pp. 294-253,
25

Lyach, op. cit., p. 17,
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Cna of the first goncral principles of good mewspaper eriticism
18 that over a period of time it should reflect a varicty of critical
opinfion. A critic should attempt to review several different types
of programs, althouzh he micht emphasizae those that appeal to his
personal taste,

Ovaor a period of time some kind of critical standards should
be evident, either stated in specifiec criticism or implicd, The
critic cannot generalize but must deal im specifics,

Charles Sicpmann has stated that “it is always eacier to sece
vhat 1 wrong than to kaow what 18 right.">! The eritie ehould not
only point ocut the bad in televiasion but should point out the good.
His columns should not reflect an overwhslmingly negative attitude
about evarything that £s done. Hs should have a balanced proportion
of complimentary and adverce criticism, pointing out the reasons for
each. He should not expect every program in a series to be spectacular
and should pot pass judgment on & whole series by citing the first or
the worst example. This nccessarily means that the eritic should
roview wora than ons program in each series to ses if the progrem has
improved or degenerated in quality, or whether it still meets the
critic's firet evaluation.

The critic, recognizing the fact that there is a place in
television for all types of fare, should not criticize a saries or
program on tha grounds that the time might be used for nobler ends

based on the critic'i personal preference. If the critic has a

27013:1” A. Siepmann, Radio's Becond Chance, (Boston: Little
Browm and CO-. 1946’. Pe 254,
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subjcctive bias towards a particular type of program or pcrformer, he
should state ft. The awdiicnce must not confusce his subjoctive tastes
with his objective reporting and critieism, Bias should be ravealed
rather than concealed. |

In reviewing drema the critic should review 4t within 1its
television limitations and ha should display a knowledge of the medium
in discussing thess limfitatilcas,

In reviewing public aifairs programs or controvercial issues,
the critic should consider the presentation of the issue as to its
fair hancling and imparticlity. The techniques employed in these
kinds of programs are seccndary to tha main purpose of truthfully
reporting or informing.

The critic should not attempt to impose his standards on the
audience or imply that thceir taste §8 infuorior because they might
enjcy or accept a program which he did not, He should julze & program
by the aucience it aims for and how well it succeeded,

Specifically the cclumn itself should be written in & manner
that is iantceresting to the reader. The critic can use bumor to prove
a4 point cven when reviewing & sericus drama, As Nsthaa has said,

If thore {8 & place fur humur {n ]zl'm‘!r:t, why not a pluce for
buxor in the criticism of Homlet.

There 48 w0 one formula or otyle for criticism sccording to Nathan:

Criticism may take as many forms as the drama criticized,
being et times tragic or melodramatic, comical, farcical,
burlesque, constructive, or destructive, emotional, or
cerebral, analytical or impressiouistic, with equal

mccorge Jean Nathan, Art of the Fisht, (New York: Alfred A.

Eaopf, 1928), p. 17.
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soundno#s, depending cn the critic and the dz'ama.z9

The language of the critic should be free from unexplained
clichés of judgment and description.

The critical column should do at least three things, as pre-
viously explained, i{n order to qualify as a good review: It should
give an evaluaticn of the program and some stated or fmplied criteria
against which {t i{s judged; specific exanples should be cited to
{llustrate the criticisam.

These, then, are some of the criteria against which we will

measure tha overall quality cf specific televisfon prcegram criticism

in the columns chosen.

TUE CRITIC'S LIMITATIONS

It 18 recognized that becauce of telavision's vast variety of
fare, certain limiting conditions affect the reviewer's quantity of
output, These conditions criginate mostly with the fact that there
is too much going on at any one time for any one critie to cuver,

During the season covered in this study more than 35 series
and forty specials made their debut in prime time hours. This figure
does not include series that were held over from the previous seasons
and the programming in ncn-prime time hours. A critic cen only view
one program at & time so that with three competing programs he can
only repcrt on one., This does mot take into account the programe

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

”Comtnnco Prick, The Dramatic Criticism of George Jean Nathan,

(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1943) p. 125.




&0
the markets covered. A eritic, therefore, is limited mot only om the
nusber of programs he can review in any one week, dbut the number of
programs he can view {n sny ons series or on any ons station. Thus,
the large number and variety of television prograems ia themselves
lim{t the amount of raoviewing sny one critic can accomplish.

A second limiting factor 13 the human element. Kot all of s
telavision's working day can be spent in viewing television since a
good part of it must be spent in writing and preparing the television
columj consequently, the amount of time given to television viowing
is also limited. A critic over a period of time will also naturally
tend to view those types of programs which appeal to his personal
tastes rather then spend his limited time on those which do not. The
kinde of programs reviewed thercfore, will vary sccording to the {n-
~ dividual cricie.

A third restricting factor of program review i{s the fact that
the columnist must tura out a daily column cunsisting of more than
Just program review. Part of his column must de devoted to news,
promotion and other forms of criticism. Since many of the colummists
studied write only five days or six days & week, their critical output
{8 further limited,

Thus, a television critic can be allowed certain considerations
in his overall program criticism and column content over @ period of
three months, due to the factors cited.

1. A critic camwt be expected to view many scries more than
once or twice over a three month perifod. Since most spccials compete
with and overlep other programs, the critics must miss certain programs

to view a complete spectacular,
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2. Because of conflicts in scheduling, viewing habits, and
other factors, s critic cannot be expected to review all of the new
programs being offered in a three month period. Ha can be expected
however to review at least one offering from more than a majority of
them,

3. Most eriticism should concern those programs being offared
during "prime time" hours. These programs attract the most viewers
and are of a nature that i@ subject to more serious criticisa,

4, Since there 13 no specific length of a goaod review, the
emount of eolumm space devoted to it will not be considered., It i»
the mmber of critical columns and programs reviewed and the quality
of the reviewing that is important. These will be discussed further
under content analyeis,

With these limitations end eomsiderations in mind we will now
anclyse the criticiem of the columnists eelected to determine whether

they are performing their critical function.



111, A PROTILE OF CRITICICH

Thirty-five new weeckly series and fortyeone spacials from
September through November ushered fn the 1961-62 television season.
The new entries included twelve comedies, three deatective serics, six
hour long dramatic series, two publiec affairs serfes, and several ade
venture and western types, Among thosa programs still being seen today
are '"The Defenders,* "Dr. Kildare,"” "Ben Casey,” "Car 54 Vhere Are You?"'
"The Joey Bishop Show," "The Dick Van Dyke Show,” and "Razel," Others,
including "Mrs, G. Goes to College,” "Alcos Proamicre,” '"The Bob Newhart
Show," and "David Brinkley's Journal," despite favorable notices from
the critics, are no longer on the air today,

It 48 the purpose of this chapter to drav a profile of both the
television season and the criticism of that new season during the three
month period studied, A second purpose 1s tha selection of those critics
who will be studied for their adherence to the criteria of good re-
viewing which includes the use of critical standards, These eritics
will be selected on the basis of the quantity and variety cf their re-
views snd on the elements they have {n common which make their writing
more compatible for overzll analytical purpose,

Some of the questions to be answered in this profile concern
the amount of specific program criticism. How much column content {s
devoted to specific program eriticism as compared with other types of
column content such as news and promotion? Who are the most prolific

42
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program critice? The least prolific? which markete receive the largest
amount of program critficism? Other questions to be answered concern the
new scason itself and its programs., Wwhich types of programs received
the most reviews? Which types the fewest reviews? Which programs were
the most favorably received? 1I1a there any relation betwecn critfcal
opinion and program durability? Thirdly, the chapter will deal with
the critics themselves. What is the amount of agrcement among critice?
Do eritics within markets have the same viewing patterns? Do certain
critics show patterns of vicwing?

Both an overall view of the new programs and their reception
will be profiled from the summarized data of more than 1500 television
columns written during thae period studied,

For accurate analyois of data, however, it {s necessary to
separate those columns dcaling with program criticism from those
columns which do not. An examination of content reveals that in
general program criticism constitutes either part of a colum, the
entire column, or {s omitted entirely. S5ince this study {3 interested
exclusively in specific program criticism, {t will not consider other
forme of criticism even though they might constitute a part of ths
column which also contains program criticism. A program criticism
column, therefore, will be dofined as any columm containing at least
one specific progrem review regardless of its length. With this break-
down ao a basis for classifying data we will now draw a profile of the
specific program criticism found {n the columns of twenty-one lvud!.ng

television vriters over a three month period.
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HOW MUCH CRITICISH

How such column content is actually devoted to specific program
critici{sn? Ia order to get some idea of a eritic's preforences and
stadards, it 18 necessary to read the largest possible number 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 essume that the
majority of his column. will contain some program criticism. The
average columnist writes at laast five columns a weelk., If only three
of these columns contained some 'apeciﬂc program review, the critic
would have a 60% figure of program criticisa columns, How many of the
columists surveyed actuaslly maintain this percentage? The data shows
that the majority of columnists did not even davots 50% of their
column space to some program review over the three month period. The
following list shows the mumber of columns studied for each critic,
folloved by the mmber of "program criticisn” columns end the pere

centage of program criticism columns.

Van Horne 52 43 86% (News Call Bulletin)
Bewton 80 60 75% (San Franeisco Exam.)
Williams 62 44 ny (Phil. BEve. Bulletin)
Barris 76 & 58% (Mil. Inquirer)

O'Brian 73 41 56% (N.Y. Journal American)
Harrison 68 33 48% (waSho Eve. Stat)

Molloy 63 28 44% (Chicago Sun Times)
Saith 80 34 42% (Chicago Tribune)
Woltors 72 30 41% (L.A. Timec)

0'Flaherty 79 30 Toy 4 (San Pransisco Chroanicle)
Prankel 63 24 38% (Cleveland Press)

Doan 81 30 n (N.Y. Herald Tribune)
Peterson 71 23 32% (Detroit Free Press)
Turner ” 21 27% (Chicazo Newc)

Fanning 67 18 262 (Pittsburgh Post Gasette)
Kane & Condon 58 15 26% (Cleveland Plain Dealer)
Laurent 79 17 21% (Washington Post)
Reaington n 12 17% (Pittsburgh Press)

Hull 63 7 112 (Los Angeles Herald)
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Except for the first six critfcs listed, ths others devoted less than
50% of their column space to some program review. Another obvious fact
ie that the highest perccntage of prograa eriticism is concentrated in
three markets, Fhilaedelphia, New York, and 8an Fransisco,

Another quantitative measure of sdequate program review for
evaluation purposes is the number of programs reviewcd over the given
period. Allowing for & minimum of four prime time program reviews a
veek, the good critic will review at least forty-eight to fifty ptlne
tima programs over the three month period, A tabulation of column cone-
tent again reveals, however, that little more thsn & third of all the
critics reviewed this minimum number of programs. The following list
shows the mumber of prime time programs reviewed by each critic during
the period seclected for atudy,

Harris (Fhiladelphis Inquirer) 129
O'Brian (N.Y. Journal American) 93
Williams (Phil. Evo. Bulletin) 86
Rewton (San Prancisco Examiner) 79
Judge (Detroit News) 58
Barrison (Wash. Eve, Star) 55
Gould (N.Y. Times) 55
Woltors (Chicago Tribumc) 55
Van Horne (S.F. News Cal Bulletin) 51
Smith (Los Angcles Times) 44
O'Flaherty (S.F. Chronicle) 43
Turner (Chicago News) 43
Doan (N.Y. Herald Tribune) 40
Feterson (Detroit Free Press) 39
Prankel (Cleveland Press) 37
Fanning (Pittsburgh Post Gazetts) a2
Molloy (Chicago Sun Times) 30
Hull (Los Angeles Herald) 26
Kane & Condon (Cleveland Plain Dealer) 24
Laureat (iJashington Post) 21
Remington (Pittcburgh Press) 19

Again, 8ix of the eight leading critics are those with the highest

percentage of program criticism columms, and are located in New York,
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Philadelphia, and San Francisco,

How omsch of the program criticisa was devoted to the new proe-

grams? The data shows that all critics devoted from 71 to 100% of

their reviewing to the new prime time programs,

1f we now rank all twentye-one ¢olumnists according to the highest

percentage of program criticism eoclumms, the number of prime time proe

grams raevicwed, and the nuuber of new prime time programs reviewed,

the order of those critics vhoce content is most adequate for study is

as follows, by ranking.

Hazrris
Williams
Newton
O'Brian
Gould
Van Horne
Barrison
Woltors
Turnar
Doan
O0'Flaherty
Swxith
Jlge
Molloy
Frankel
Fonning
Laurent
Bull
Peterson
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