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IT°S UNANIMOUS! THIS YEAR’S FINEST DOCUMENTARY
DAVID L. WOLPER’S PRODUCTION OF

fec My People Go

AN EPIC .reminds us of the heights to which television can soar...magnifi-

cently developed...a telecast to remember... A MASTERPIECE.

— DONALD KIRKLEY, Baltimore Sun

The most POWERF UL documentary ever shown on television.

~ JAMES B. FLANAGAN, Cleveiand Plain Deoler

Beyond description in its galvanic EMOTIONAL WALLOP

...1t was as Powerful an hour as we've ever viewed.
—JACK O’BRIAN, New York Journal American

SEAREDTHE VIEWER'S
CONSCIOUSNESS with the tireless nobility and animal barbarity of
the human race. — JACK GOULD, New York Times

A devastating emotional experience... STUNNING IMPACT

...touched every facet of human hope and desperation...a powerful documentary!
— BEN GROSS, New York Daily News

The cumulative effect is OVERPOWERING!

This is the one we won't forget. — BILL BARRETT, Cleveland Press & News

one of themost INSPIRI NG television shows I've ever seen.

— BO8 CONSIDINE, Los Angeles Herald Examiner

One of the most compelling and HEARTRENDING documentaries
ever to reach the screen...an illuminating, SHATTERINGexperience.

~C. J. SCREEN, Seattle Yimes

The most TREMENDOUS program | have thus far viewed on any tele-

vision station — one of TV's FINEST achievements.
— GENE ROBERTSON, San Francisco Sun Reporter
ONE OF THE FINEST AND MOST POWERFUL
DOCUMENTARIES SHOWN ON TELEVISION
IN SEVERAL SEASONS.
—FRANK JUDGE, Detroit News

Produced, Written and Directed by
MARSHALL FLAUM
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TWENTY-EIGHT

Twenty-eight thirtieths is more than a proper fraction.
It’s an exciting one. Exciting, that is, when you're discuss-
ing a network’s nighttime color programs.

And that’s exactly what we are talking about—NBC-TV’s
opening of the new era of full color network service.
Starting this Fall, 28 of all 30 shows on NBC-TV’s night-
time schedule will be presented in color.

It’s altogether fitting that this significant advance should

THIS FALL, HAVE THE TIME OF YOUR LIFE

WwwWw americanradiohistorv com
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JUT OF THIRTY

come from NBC—the network that pioneered the field of
color television.

With color sets spreading rapidly across the country;

" with the attractiveness of programs in color firmly estab-
lished; and with NBC-TV’s full color network service
starting in the Fall, it’s not hard to see why audiences and
advertisers are looking forward to an extraordinary new
season on NBC.

’

<ITH NBC-THE FULL COLOR NETWORK
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THE CRITICS

With high skill in instruction and discourse, GILBERT SELDES has
succeeded in making the mass media a subject for attention and
inquiry by all serious men. He taught us that the media must be
studied not simply as (a) carriers of some kind of art product, or
(b) instruments of social influence, but, instead, as a unique
communicative synthesis of both called “the public arts.” Now
retired from his post as Dean at the Annenberg School, Mr. Seldes
continues as an interested observer of the media and an active
participant in the affairs of this journal. At our invitation, he
submitted a commentary (“hardly more than an outline,” he terms
it) upon TV’s state and status which reveals his growing preoccupa-
tion with the definable responsibilities of the medium.

While TV’s public functions dominate Seldes’ thoughts, the
medium’s potential as an art form is the central concern of
RicHARD ]. STONESIFER's critical analysis of TV programming.
Applying the standards of the literary critic to current TV fare, he
finds much of it lacking in appropriate balance between form and
content.

The third round of debate in our series of confrontations be-
tween professional men and the producers who supervise their
fictional portrayals on TV focuses upon medicine. Murbock Heap
assails the current crop of “doctors” on TV as unrealistic and
unworthy of the profession. A spirited rejoinder is made by
MATTHEW RAPF and WiLToN SCHILLER, who hold production
reins on one of television’s most successful medical programs,
Ben Casey.

[8]
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TELEVISION:
IN PERIL OF CHANGE

GILBERT SELDES

+

Basic changes in television are taking place and others are
coming. Some—the technical changes—are known, although their
effects are not always clear. Some—changes in the obligations of the
broadcasters and in the duties of the FCC—are proposed in such
ways that the final purpose is concealed.

The direction television will take will be determined by the
interaction of several forces: the broadcasters, Congress, the FCC,
and the public. In each of these, all of the elements will be influenced
by myths as well as by facts. Some of the myths will be put forward
by people or groups in the belief that they actually are facts; some
will be propaganda. The separation of one from the other is
essential.

About a year ago when I began this, two myths were current:
(1) that television, going far beyond its duty and at great cost
to itself, cancelled entertainment programs and commercials from
the time of President Kennedy’s assassination until the morning after

Among the first to recognize the artistic and social
significance of the new media, GILBERT SELDES has shared
his critical insights through his major books, The Seven
Lively Arts, The Great Audience and The Public Arts,
as well as in numerous reviews and essays.

(9]
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his funeral; and (2) that television was primarily responsible for the
murder of Lee Oswald. Current now is a half-myth that the networks
lose vast amounts of money in the preparation of programs. The
two older myths must be examined because they stand in the way of
a clear definition of the capacities of the medium as they were
revealed during those days in November, 1963. The current one is
closely connected with the status-changes and these in turn are
connected with the new technologies becoming available.!

The principal technical changes are the gradual move into the
UHF band, the totally new kind of pay-TV now available, and the
appearance of CATV on a national scale. The status-changes pro-
posed are opposed to one another: either to impose more regulations,
including rules governing the source and quality of programming;
or to grant to television certain freedoms now denied. The end
result of the first of these would make television into a public
utility; the end result of the second would free television from its
legal, contractual obligation to operate with due regard to the
public interest.

What we have learned of the capacities of television as a medium
and of its faults as now handled cannot be so easily summarized.
But we do have some clues:

The identification of the event with the TV report of the event
is a prime factor. It represents a new experience for mankind.

The engulfment of virtually an entire nation in an event
because of the way in which the event was reported is a close

second.

These two effects rise from the inherent qualities and capacities
of television. They were reinforced by an extraordinary mastery
of the instruments and by an almost total devotion to the right
use of the instruments.

The flaws came from habits tolerated long before television
arrived: of manipulating news (which provided the background
for the murder of Oswald) and of manipulating sentiment.

The above may be considered as a “‘data-sheet.” The items have
to be correlated.

The move to UHF, now in progress, will make room for many
more stations in each community and will probably lead to the
creation of new national or regional networks. In the past, new
competition for the audience, especially network competition, has
resulted in lowering the quality of programs.

The new pay-TV system, using wires instead of air-channels, offers
subscribers a choice between three programs, different in quality

[10]
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and appeal. (Pay-TV on the air offered only one program.) One
pay-TV station using wires can equal or surpass the variety of
programming now available to 609 of the population. No way
has yet been found to force such stations to apply for licenses
under the FCC.

The appeal to the voters in California to outlaw this kind of
pay-TV was successful. While it seems clear that the most active
propagandists against Weaver’s system were the motion picture
interests, we must remember that commercial television, a great
beneficiary of the principle of free enterprise, has itself tried to
hold back competition. While perfectly willing to introduce color,
which would compel people to buy new sets, it opposed the
extension of UHF for a considerable time.

As for CATV, the situation is not firm and one of the most en-
couraging features is the effort being made by its proponents and the
regular commercial broadcasters to arrive at a reasonable modus
vivendi. The complexities may be gauged by a single item: several
applications for CATV were made in Philadelphia, including some
from network-affiliated stations. With CATV, a station could
bring in from New York a sports event involving a local team and
blacked out on local stations. (Taken in connection with the more
and more common inter-marriage of sports and TV, this becomes
a problem for super-statesmen to solve.)

UHF, pay-TV, and CATYV are alike in one respect: each adds to
the total possible number of sources of programs in a given area.
Together they bring up our next problem. We do not know whether
television can serve the public interest in such competitive situations.
The convention coverage by the three networks was accepted as a
public service, but over half of the audience, wherever non-network
stations existed, preferred old movies or whatever was offered. If,
as has been suggested, the networks divided the coverage (two put-
ting on popular programs while one was filling time between the
few events a convention affords), the fall-off in the audience would
have been far greater.

In the process of serving, broadcasters define the public interest.
It is possible that the power to serve depends on having a quasi-
monopoly of the air. Where anything close to a monopoly exists,
the status of the franchise-holder tends towards that of the public
utility. Efforts to impose restrictive rules on broadcasters tend, in
my judgment, to this end, which the broadcasters naturally abhor.
They want to be free even of those regulations now current. In

[11]
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effect, they want freedom to define the public interest themselves,
without any legal obligation to do so.

In this connection the myth of TV’s self-sacrificial service after
the assassination of President Kennedy becomes significant. In
essence, every licensee was obligated by his contract to cancel all
entertainment programming at this time. The money spent on
coverage as well as the “minus-quantity” (money not made from
sponsors during that period) were spent in the fulfilment of a
contract. The contract with the FCC allows profit to be made con-
ditionally—if it is made without being against the public interest.
The contract does not suggest that broadcasters have the right to
make a profit on every minute on the air. It does, until now, say,
without being explicit, that every program on the air must be in the
public interest—or, at least, not against it.

When broadcasters speak as if they had the right—which they
didn’t exercise—to continue entertainment programs at the time,
it exposes a fundamental weakness in their appeal to be allowed
total freedom in defining the public interest. What they did is the
strongest point in their favor.

It can be noted here, too, that two of the chief requests of the
broadcasters are for free access wherever the press is admitted and
for release from the duty to give “equal time” in controversy. Parallel
to this is the comparison broadcasters make between their cancella-
tion of commercials and the continuance of ads in the papers after
the assassination. The demands and the comparison—if they are
honestly made—indicate an ignorance of the nature of television
which, in itself, disqualifies the broadcasters as judges of their duty
to the public. It is as if bus-lines demanded the same speed limits
as railroads because they are both forms of public transportation.

Here, as before, the actual practice of the broadcasters is in their
favor. The amount and quality of informational programs—easiest to
identify as being in the public service—have been conspicuously high.

Absolving the broadcasters of special guilt in the murder of
Oswald is desirable because making TV a scapegoat prevents us
from seeing the long corruption of news which has been taking
place. Omitting the press, we find re-enactments for newsreels pre-
sented as actual events. For television, the process has to be reversed
when on-the-spot coverage is offered; the event does not take place
until the presence of the cameras is promised. This is a variation
on Boorstin's “pseudo-event” in which the event would not take
place at all except for the publicity it can get.

[12]
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Manipulation of news has a parallel in efforts to make people
say what will be most exciting or “right.” This occurs in the less
intelligent popular discussion programs and in interviews on the
street. The widow of the policeman in Dallas and hundreds of other
people, including those who had known Oswald and were pressed
to say something damaging of him, are examples. The judiciousness
and the propriety, however, of the network commentators and
reporters were virtually flawless. In the conditions of their work—the
double pressure of haste on one side and the compulsion to fill time
on the other—the achievement was magnificent.

Television has revealed itself as a phenomenon. Every observer,
regardless of background in sociology or psychology or the special
field of communications, has found in this revelation some backing
for his own principles. But every honest man in the field—and in
the business, too—knows that we haven’t begun to understand what
was revealed. We do not yet know the full magnitude of the power
TV can develop.

And at this point television is threatened.

The technological changes all tend toward multiplication of enter-
tainment programs. We cannot be sure that the public service side
can continue in these circumstances. We cannot be sure that the
public interest will be served and, if it is, whether it will attract
enough of the public. The proposed changes in regulation, tending
toward changes in status, reflect television as it is today. We do not
know whether, regardless of their merits, they are appropriate to
the future.

The latest proposal of the FCC, to limit network control of pro-
grams so that a fixed percentage of what occurs on the air is
independently produced, is an ill-conceived attempt to “do some-
thing” about program-quality. It is as wrongheaded as the net-
works’ attempt, some years ago, to drive independent producers of
documentaries out of business by insisting on their own “duty”
to create and be responsible for all news-connected presentations.
In each case, the standard of judgment is faulty. The quality of a
program,-not who made it, is important.

So far, the networks’ response has not been bright. “We lose
money,” they say, in pilots, in series that drop out after 13 weeks,
etc. They no more “lose” money than anyone else who invests in
a process which doesn’t pay off and then makes a fortune on another
which succeeds. But the FCC exposes a weakness in the whole

[13]
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relation between broadcasting and government which is serious. 1
suspect that the proposal which, in essence, is a gross interference
with the broadcaster’s freedom of judgment, may be so phrased as
to pass trial—before the Supreme Court eventually. What is merely
legal is not necessarily desirable.

I am totally committed to the principle that “variety is even more
important than excellence.” An ideal program schedule imposed
upon people who could not exercise choice would seem to me
undesirable precisely because it would stupefy, it would not chal-
lenge the viewer, it would eliminate his faculty of judgment. But
the proposal of the FCC compels the broadcaster to omit programs
which are in his judgment good, because they are not admissible
under the quota; and compels him to seek out programs to meet
the other side of the quota. But if he fails to find good ones. . .?

The weakness which I mentioned is this: that after some 40 years
of broadcasting we have not found a sensible way to discuss, let
alone solve, our difficulties. The problem of program-control in-
volves primarily the sponsor, his agency, independent producers,
broadcasters, and the public. The FCC does not enter until all
these other interests have been canvassed. The FCC could, to be
sure, propose and even finance a series of studies in which the
essentials of all the interests would be examined, and it is not beyond
human power to imagine that these interests could be balanced.
Hearings on the proposal—the FCC totally committed to it in
advance—are not the same thing as a mutually undertaken study.
The assumption that diversity of source will of itself improve
quality is parallel to those considered in connection with UHF
and the other changes in technology. Without certainty, the desir-
able course is to consider alternatives; the essential thing is to
observe, compare, analyze—to think.

The first step toward the right answers is to ask the right ques-
tions. My formulation reflects certain prejudices and I cannot say
that my conclusions are wholly logical.

The questions can be put in this way:

Is it in keeping with the nature of our society to place under
government regulation a business which offers its product to the
consumer on the basis of his individual taste? Isn’t this “sumptuary
legislation”? Doesn’t it lead eventually to (a) control and, perhaps,
(b) censorship of the subjects and styles of production of entertain-
ment and eventually to (c) creation of programs directly under
government auspices?

[14]
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And if the questions are put this way, they must also be put
in another way: Is it in keéping with the nature of our society—in
the second half of the 20th century—to give freedom to a business
which may, in the pursuit of profit, offer so much entertainment
of such low quality that it induces—or even creates—mental inertia,
debasement of taste, and a brain-idle contented population? Can
a society based on the system of popular election afford a citizenry
which can be prevented from thinking? Or can we risk making a
medium which is able to inform and to entertain at every level use-
ful only at a very high level? Have we the right to let it become
less than a universal medium? And can we afford to let it become
useful only at the level of universal popularity?

My own conclusion is that television should have the greatest
possible freedom in the area of entertainment—although its achieve-
ments there have been less than admirable—and that the imposed
duty to operate with due regard to the public interest must be
kept in force. The first reflects my feeling, appropriate to the time
in which I grew up, that laws governing normal behavior should
be a last resort, that every effort should be made to accomplish
the desired effect without passing laws. The second reflects a con-
clusion I have come to from my work in communications: that a
proper definition of “the public interest” must be made, even
through grievous trial and error, by a constantly increasing number
of people. As of now, the law makes the FCC the judge of what is or
is not in the public interest and the FCC represents the people
officially.

But we shall not have a clear concept of the public interest until
the public—in large numbers—asserts itself. And this assertion,
I believe, cannot be effective until the public uses its own greatest
medium, which is television, to express itself. The exhortation we
have from Thomas Jefferson is “Preach, I pray you, a crusade against
ignorance.”

When the greatest instrument of enlightenment (next to the
human being) begins to take its part in the creation of a critical
public, it can properly ask to be relieved of harassing regulations.
Until then, whatever its defects, it can ask, as a minimum, that regu-
lations do not go against the grain of our society. Television is so
central to our lives that it can never hope to be wholly free of
correction; but it cannot hold that central position if it is to be
always under threat of punishment for nothing more than human
error.

[15]

www americanradiohistorvy com


www.americanradiohistory.com

NOTE

1. I am indebted to a distinguished gentleman, concerned with science
and international affairs, whom I will not name for fear 1 may mis-
represent what he said, for two additions to my very brief notes
on technical changes:

A. Already available, although expensive, the machinery which per-
mits you to go away from home, press certain buttons, and come
back finding a film or tape of what was on the air at the appointed
hour, available for you to feed into your TV set or projector (I
am not sure which) whenever you want to see it.

B. Farther in the future, a storage-and-retrieval system. You will
have a catalogue of what has appeared on the air; you will have
the apparatus to summon whatever you want whenever you want
it. (You'll pay.)

Obviously, both of these multiply manifold the variety of choice.
They differ from UHF, pay-TV, and CATV in one respect—each
requires a choice on the part of the viewers more urgently than the
mere offering of competing simultaneous programs.

It is possible that I had heard of either or both of these new devices
before; but in my concern with more immediate changes, 1 had for-
gotten them. They are not as compulsive in their effect on what we will
be seeing in the next five years as the technological changes I've
mentioned. But they are a warning. Just at the time television was
beginning to engulf radio, a technical change occurred which, as 1
recall it, would have cut the cost of radio transmission by 50 or 75%.
It arrived too late. What we have to keep in mind is the acceleration
in the rate of invention. Consider the time between Gutenberg and
Mergenthaler in comparison between the time of Mergenthaler and the
current war against the automatic setter of type. Consider the time-
lapse between the megaphone and the radio in comparison with the
time between radio and television—and the time between black-and-
white television and color.

(16]
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With rare exceptions, the organizations, personnel, policies and procedures of
national networks, group owners, individual stations, commercial sponsors and
advertising agencies do not and cannot extend opportunities for excellence in
cultural program categories. Nor, may I add, can any form of pay television,
whether by wire or radio, be expected to be different in that respect.

This is in no sense a criticism. It is merely a frank recognition of the diversity
of man's talents, temperaments, and aims. We do not criticize birds for not being
able to swim or fish for not being able to fly. We should not blame commercial
organizations for not being versatile enough to provide adequate opportunities for
excellence in cultural and artistic programming.

Yet we must seek such excellence, and such programming must be provided
independent of commercially oriented organizations, personnel, policies, and pro-
cedures. I want to address myself to the question of how our government can
best further this condition of independence.

The answer, 1 believe, lies in a section of the Communications Act which
might least be expected to provide such help. I have in mind Section 315.
Section 315 contains four principles: (1) it seeks to guarantee equal access to
broadcast facilities for competing political candidates; (2) it provides specific
exceptions for newstype programs to enable broadcasters adequately to perform
their journalistic responsibilities; (3) it provides that broadcasters shall not
be trcated as common carriers with respect to the use of their facilities by
political candidates; and (4) it prohibits broadcasters from censoring political
broadcasts. In return, the courts have recognized that broadcasters are not
responsible for what is said in the course of political broadcasts.

In other words, broadcasters provide facilities for political broadcasts, but
they do not write the scripts. Political broadcasts are supposed to be presentations
by political candidates. They are not supposed to be presentations about political
candidates as seen through the eyes of broadcasters or sponsors.

Cannot this principle be applied to cultural and artistic programming? Cannot
broadcasters provide the facilities but be relieved of any responsibility for
cultural program content? Cannot the artistic and cultural community assume
the responsibility for program content in this area?

OREN HArris

Chairman, Committee on

Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
U. . Congress

(before The International Radio
and Television Society; Feb. 3. 1965)

[18]
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TV FORM AND TV SENSE

RICHARD J. STONESIFER

Austin Dobson, a critic whose thoughts and preferences often
drifted back to the eighteenth century, put a basic idea good for
any century into three chiseled lines: -

Form is the Cage and Sense the Bird.

The Poet twirls them in his Mind,

And wins the Trick with both combined.
It is a neat expression, and one which the formulators of much
television programming in the 1960’s need desperately to keep in
mind, for they obviously need to win more tricks than they now
are taking. It doesn’t take a Cassandra—or Marya Mannes—to
spot a salient point: that the care for form, for style, for structure,
for precision of artistic utterance is largely being neglected in
television, and by this neglect that television may be destroying
itself, or allowing itself to be destroyed, as the independent artistic
entity it could rightfully be.

In the published version of a 1964 address, under the heading
“New Forms,” Robert Sarnoff listed many of TV's accomplishments:

RICHARD J. STONESIFFR conducts a graduate seminar in
educational and cultural aspects of television at the
University of Pennsylvania’s Annenberg School of Com-
munication. Holder of a Ph.D. in English and primarily a
critic of modern literature, he is currently at work on a
book about television’s cultural potential. At Pennsylvania
he is also Assistant to the Provost and Director of the
College of General Studies.
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the creation of novel forms of advertising, a constant search for
program diversity, the rise of the “special” and the “90-minute
series,” and fresh formats in the area of television journalism—the
“instant’ news special, the Great Debates of 1960, the innovation of
an entire evening's programming as a single unit in NBC's The
American Revolution of 1963. Taking nothing away from Mr.
Sarnoff's right to be proud of any or all of these achievements, a
critic nevertheless is constrained to ask if this represents the degree
of triumph it ought to represent. Or, sweeping back to the sixteenth
century, to ask again with Montaigne: “What if he has borrowed
the matter and spoiled the form?”

The literary critic, wandering the vast reaches of Minow’s waste-
land, in short, does not find sufficient evidence at hand of the
willingness—or ability—to be artistically experimental in tele-
vision. Shrugging his shoulders, the critic may choose to take the
long view, content to observe that commercial television has now
seemingly worked through its early obsession with wrestling, with
cowboys, with quiz shows, and has now recently passed from its
pre-occupation with nurses and medical syringes to an emphasis
on little but comedy series which are low on humor but loud of
laugh-track. This last phase is inevitably destined to pass too, but
the critic is likely to agree with a reviewer’s plaint at the beginning
of the 1964 season that the shift to comedy series has been “almost
indecent” and to wonder if the very virulence of the almost total
capture of the airwaves may not portend a long sway.

The critic will not, if he is arithmetically minded, find cause to
celebrate in a countdown by category at the beginning of the 1964~
65 season in the prime-time programming scheduled on a regular
basis by the networks—49% devoted to dramas about medical
personnel; 8.29% devoted to the showing of old movies; 4% to what
he must be content to call “drama” (into which category he will
have to fit such as Peyton Place); 3.4% to programming more-or-less
aimed at children specifically; 2.7% devoted to dramas about politi-
cians or teachers (Slattery’s People and Mr. Novak, both hopefully
filled to the brim with ethical concern); 17.6% to variety shows;
1.39% to documentaries (into which category he will, however
illogically, have to thrust Candid Camera in order to achieve even
that figure); 2.7% devoted to game shows; 3.4% devoted to programs
centered on the current monster-witch-robot mania; 21.8% to situa-
tion and domestic comedies; 25.19% to action and adventure dramas;
1.39 to “culture” (The Telephone Hour, to achieve this); 2% ap-
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proximately unprogrammed by the networks; and approximately
2% devoted loosely to what might be called “public affairs” (in-
cluding CBS Reports, which exists, seemingly, to be moved around
or to be preempted for other glories,! and NBC's That Was the
Week That Was, which kept twisting uncomfortably between
being a satiric instrument and just another variety show with more-
or-less topical material).

But these loose calculations, dismaying as they may be to the
critic’s sensitivities, will merely confirm his awareness of the fact
that the bulk of what is presented on television is now, and is
destined to be, centered on light entertainment that can be widely—
and wildly—popular, done on a quality level that will only oc-
casionally surpass the quality level of the ordinary detective story,
the drugstore paperback adventure yarn, the action thriller pro-
duced on a modest budget for the lower half of movie double-bills,
the comic strip, the soap opera, the variety show that has been
dear to the hearts of Americans since Weber and Fields. He will be
content with agreeing with Robert Bridges that “hope is ever
livelier than despair,” which means that he will make the pragmatic
decision to relax and recognize that the probabilities for our time
is that the bulk of television entertainment is going to be pitched
on a level that the sensitive, the literate, the sophisticated are going
to regard as unattractive to them personally, if not downright God-
awful. Having done so, he will do what sensitive, literate, and
sophisticated people are now doing with 959% of television—he will
ignore it largely, tuning in now and again and holding up a litmus
paper to see if things have improved since he last glanced that way.
Having looked, he may well turn away, clutching to his bosom the
words of Aristophanes:

Happy is the man possessing
The superior holy blessing
Of a judgment and a taste
Accurate, refined, and chaste.
Having thus cavalierly dismissed the bulk of television, however,
the critic with a conscience is likely to be nagged by the recurring
realization that at least 5% of total television prime-time ought to
belong to the like of him, and that he is simply not getting his fair
shake under present arrangements. He will also, I submit, since he
is also sensitive to aesthetic values, worry a bit about the search for
new forms which is so absent in television in the 1960’s, albeit
Sarnoff’s protestation that it is omnipresent.
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One of the wisest little essays yet produced on television fell
from the pen of Walter Kerr of the New York Herald Tribune,
entitled “What Good Is Television?” and printed in the March,
1960 issue of Horizon. Kerr, writing against the aftermath of the
quiz show scandals, observed that “any medium can ride out an
incident of corruption. What it cannot ride out is a corruption of
form.” He then went on to add that “it is conceivable that tele-
vision is not a form at all, but simply a convenient device for
channeling other forms into millions of homes.”

Here is the dreaded realization which bothers the intellectual and
the critic more than all others, i.e., that in television we had—but
now have lost to the pressures of commercialization—what Aristotle,
were he around, would call a distinctive medium or form. And
that what we have left is just an electronic device for exhibiting
motion pictures on a truly mass basis. If so, as Kerr goes on to put
it, “a form is straining every nerve to compete where it cannot
compete. . .whenever a form spends its time doing what another
medium can do as well, or better, it is headed straight and swift
for the boneyard.”

Kerr wrote in 1960, when the competing still seemed to be going
on. The critic in 1965 cannot even be sure that much urge to
compete remains. And he cannot get out of his mind the validity
of what Gilbert Seldes wrote in The Great Audience, that television
can be “a sort of platonic ideal of communication.” It is not so
much the torments of vast wastelands that bother him as it is the
absence of glowing horizons, the fear that tomorrow and tomorrow
and tomorrow will creep in their petty pace through the same dismal
sameness, and that little or nothing that is new will be allowed
to emerge.

Television's current tragedy, of course, is that it persists in
turning itself for economic reasons wholly into the old-fashioned
motion picture business. For awhile in its beginnings, it was a
medium in search of its proper forms, as a new medium should be.
Then it discovered that this was economically unwise and creatively
straining, so it relaxed and is now largely content to do little
in most of the sectors of programming that the motion picture can-
not do better—or has done better years ago. This glaring tragedy
cannot be made into a supposed asset. No one who is interested in
genuine creativity for television is fooled. It only makes television’s
failure to achieve what it might all the more bitter.

It might, in short, be wise to go back, to ponder again with respect
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at least to a minuscule 5% or so of prime-time programming
some of the salient critical wisdom of the ages about literature—
for television is, as Charles Siepmann once remarked, “a kind of
language” and what it produces is “a kind of literature.” Hope-
fully, some of its literature can be superior, even superlative, as
indeed some of it has been.

Wordsworth gives us the essential touchstone in the first lines
of his Preface to the Second Edition of Lyrical Ballads, an unlikely
place, one might imagine at first glance, to find an apt description of
the maker of superior television programming. And yet here we
find it:

...He is a man speaking to men: a man, it is true, endowed
with more lively sensibility, more enthusiasm and tender-
ness, who has a greater knowledge of human nature, and
a more comprehensive soul, then are supposed to be com-
mon among mankind...a disposition to be affected more
than other men by absent things as if they were present.. ..
Wordsworth was describing the poet, as Aristotle was in his cele-
brated observation that a poet is a maker of imitations and that
these imitations differ from one another in four fundamental
respects—in the medium used to set forth what is made, in the
specific objects set forth, in the manner in which the setting forth
is accomplished, and in the purpose or function of the setting forth.

It is a long road from Aristotle to Wordsworth to Slattery’s
People, but it is an essential one. For the goal, assuredly, in pro-
ducing the hoped-for 5% of prime-time television programming
that really matters, programming that will allow television to be
regarded as an artistic medium in its own right, is the selfsame
one that Aristotle spotted long ago, “a form at once complete and
self-sufficient.” Form, the proper form, is the cage or essential struc-
ture, and sense allied with it does the trick. These truths are self-
evident. Yet, in the words of William Dozier, “television is in a
marked decline on the creative front.” Or, as Marya Mannes put
it in a recent TV Guide piece, “. . .there is not one writer of real
stature now working on a regular basis for television, and the few
well-known writers who have lent their names to recent series have,
it seems, either withheld their talents or allowed them to be pro-
gressively eroded by commercial exigencies.”

Miss Mannes’ castigation may be a bit too sweeping, since a
writer’s being well known may have little to do with his will to
achieve artistic integrity or his accomplishments in doing so. A
survey of programming presented over the networks in the first
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half of the 1964-65 season, for example, throws into bold relief
some names of men who in this period have either attained or
come close to the Aristotelian-Wordsworthian ideal I have held up:
Richard F. Siemanowski, John Sharnik in a few of the scripts for
World War I, Peter S. Feibleman for a Profiles in Courage script
directed by José Quintero, Arthur Barron in The Burden and the
Glory of John F. Kennedy, Frank DeFelitta in his Battle of the
Bulge, Rod Serling for a few sections of his Carol for Another
Christmas, Lucy Jarvis and Sidney Carroll for The Louvre, Sol
Saks for episodes of Bewitched, James Moser and Matthew Rapf for
Slattery’s People, and Carl Reiner for the consistently fine sense of
what might be done with the comedy of manners on television
exhibited in the Dick Van Dyke Show.

Having named these, however, one has pretty well reached the
edge of the oasis that presently exists in the vast wasteland, at
least as it has been revealed in the first half of the current season.
Walter Kerr, going back to the essay already referred to, opines that
the “visual essay,” which is akin to the documentary but is frequent-
ly different in the way in which it uses material, is the only truly
distinctive television form. A close examination of the programs
listed above bears out this observation—a moment such as occurred
in Battle of the Bulge, in which rapid cutting, musical score, and
an almost unbearable emotional impact combined to make a brief
treatment of the Malmedy Massacre both unusual television and a
moment when a kind of visual poetry was created, is so rare as
to be unforgettable. Or the generally high level of the scripts
produced for Profiles in Courage, which led Cleveland Amory,
quite correctly I think, to observe in a TV Guide review that “the
key...seems to lie in the underplaying, documentary approach
to drama about vital, bone-deep issues—which makes it such a
powerful contrast to so many other overblown, skinny-dip sagas.”

Thomas Moore of ABC recently noted, in a discussion of Sophia
Loren in Rome, that 8,943,000 households had watched this pro-
gram because Miss Loren was featured, whereas only 2,000,000 might
have watched if the show had not been hitched to a star. This is
probably true, but hardly comforting to a critic who is anxious
to see television seek forms for its presentations that suit it, a point
which comes clear if one compares ABC’s tour of Rome with
NBC’s The Louvre. Sophia Loren guiding us around Rome left
one with more knowledge and respect for the glory of Miss Loren
than it did for the grandeur that was Rome, for in their quest for
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meaningful forms the producers of that program conveniently
settled for what was all too immediately obvious. Aside from the
fact that the cameras spent almost more time lovingly following
Miss Loren’s undulant walk than they did surveying Rome, the
hour was a horror because it tried in large part to put onto the
small screen something that clearly calls for VistaVision—I refer
to the sweep of Rome, of course.

The magnificent hour in and out of the Louvre, on the other
hand, was an artistic triumph because its directors, aware of their
problems, sought and found the proper forms. The opening was
slow—a lonely janitor traversing the awesome distances of one of
the central corridors, a far cry from the grab-them-in-the-first-thirty-
seconds technique that Only You, Dick Daring! tells us is a TV
essential. The ending involved a crowd of sightseers being ushered
out into the Paris twilight at 5:00 p.m., and the viewer was then
allowed to do something that he could not do as a visitor—to walk,
by means of the camera’s eyes, through the deserted galleries. In
between, by oscillating back and forth between cleverly contrived
models of the Louvre, Charles Boyer as commentator, and the art
objects themselves, a meaningful history of the Louvre and of
Paris was portrayed. And all of it in terms that were admirably
contained by and presented from the smallness of the glowing
television screen.

Herb Brodkin recently observed that “everybody in TV copies
everybody else. Nobody comes up with new forms.” Which is largely
true, and when we do see an experiment it is usually in the area of
Kerr's “visual essay,” where something is surveyed with cameras in
a way in which the eye of the viewer could not have done it, or
where a point of view is presented which has about it the “compre-
hensive soul” of which Wordsworth spoke. It is a truism that when
the avant-garde is finished with a form, the form usually enters
popular culture. In this light, it is assuredly imperative that the
networks spend some effort in surveying the artistic possibilities,
and that they free the creative people to experiment—and possibly
to fail in the process.

My further idea is that television drama has moved far away
from the days that gave us Marty, Little Moon of Alban, Requiem
for a Heavyweight and Twelve Angry Men not only because it has
dropped anthology drama, which allowed for a change in pace and
variety, but because it has dropped its emphasis on what television
can do best: the exploration of character development, with heavy
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concentration through dialogue on situations that really matter
to people. John Dryden’s classic definition of drama—"a just and
lively image of human nature. ..for the delight and instruction of
mankind”"—might well be tacked up on the walls of the workrooms
of TV playwrights, just as most of them need to recall the wise
words of Jean Paul Richter, that “the test of pleasure is the memory
it leaves behind.” Most television drama, alas, is like the tiny blob
of light that flickers for a moment when the set is turned off, and
then is gone too, forever gone.

This is hardly a point of view that is original with me. Gilbert
Seldes voiced it in 1950 in The Great Audience in these words:

That television drama needs careful plotting is true enough;
but if the twist becomes standard, if it spreads beyond the
mystery drama in which it is acceptable, television will not
only be distorted—it will be stunted. For, going back to its
unique power to convey the fullness and the truth of human
beings, it possesses an endless source of material in the
drama that rises out of the relation and the conflict of
character, a source so natural that everyone must respond to
it and so unfailing that it has supplied the theatre and the
other arts of fiction from the first day when men invented
stories about men and women. The plot that develops
naturally and logically from character has its own complexi-
ties, its own surprising turns, it needs no artifice of twisting,
because human beings are unpredictable, and it will keep
the audiences of television contented because “people are
interested in people”—perhaps even more than in plots.
Years ago at Oxford a don put before me what he called “Shakes-
peare’s four essential steps in creating a play,” which were these:
(a) Shakespeare decided that he needed some money, (b) Shakespeare
decided he would touch up some old play and make it his very
own, (c) Shakespeare really looked at the old play and decided that
the thing slavishly copied the accidents and absurd incidents of life
but in the process created no distinction between these accidents
and incidents and the fundamentals of life, and (d) Shakespeare
then created a drama that made essential life more clear.

Only the last of these four steps really takes genius, and few, of
course, will approach the levels Shakespeare attained. But Seldes
and Shakespeare come together at the same point—and it is the
point that television drama in the 1960’s sedulously avoids, i..,
real emphasis on character, moving beyond the mere depiction
of absurd incidents or accidents of life. The dynamics of television
presentation are such that compression is everything. But compres-
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sion needn’t oust validity of depiction, and that is precisely what
has been tossed out most frequently in the stuff I've been watching .
recently.

It will be objected immediately, of course, that such high-level
fare will not be watched by a significant number of Americans, that
Mr. Nielsen’s idiotic Audimeters scattered among his magic 1,200
will turn thumbs down on any artistry that rises above the level
of The Munsters. All of which may be true, and all of which
deserves no attention at all. No attention, that is, if television
aspires to be an artistic medium in its own right. The kind of viewer
who keeps television locked into its present position of dreadfulness
came into view recently when a movie starring the Beatles opened
in Sioux Falls, South Dakota. Teen-agers lined up for blocks to get
in, and a reporter noted an old woman at the head of the line. He
asked her if she liked the Beatles. “No,” she said, “not particularly.
But I sure do love movies.”

Commercial television has been catering almost exclusively to
that kind of person. It is my idea that television can put a different
kind of fare before that kind of person to TV's own improvement
and probably without losing his or her (one is tempted to say its)
attention. It takes a little courage to make the decision, but it just
might work. And as Leon Blum once observed, “morality may per-
haps consist solely in the courage of making a choice.”

NOTE

1. Between September 19 and February 5 in the 1964-65 season, CBS Reports
was preémpted nine times out of thirteen times at the t in its original
spot at 7:30 p.m. (ES.T.) on Wednesday evenings, switcm to Mondays at
10:00 p.M. in the week of December 1925 to make room for a talking horse
and promptly preémpted for Christmas in Appalachia, and was then pre-
€mpted four times in the following six weeks—all for worthy purposes—in
its new time-slot. Its preémption rate, however, reminds one of Disracli’s
dictum that “a precedent embalms a principle.”
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Rx FOR TV DOCTORS

MURDOCK HEAD

Some professional critics have claimed that television doctors
are over-idealized, meaning that no person is ever depicted as re-
ceiving a bill for skilled professional services; that no person in need
of care is ever denied entrance to a hospital and that doctors are
unfailingly wise. This, of course, may be true about Dr. Kildare,
Ben Casey and The Doctors and the Nurses. (Even The Fugitive—
a pediatrician who has been convicted of the murder of his wife—
is acknowledged to be innocent of the crime.) In these programs, the
medical doctor is nearly always treated with respect; stories avoid
giving false hope to the incurable, and the skill of the physician is
kept within reason.

My concern here is not for the members of an honorable pro-
fession, frequently engaged in a drama of life and death, but for the
possible effect of medical drama on millions of viewers. There is
a misgiving about the false pictures that the laymen may forever
carry in their minds about hospitals and doctors. I have come to
suspect that the dramatic medical license of some programs may be
enough to set a layman’s nerves on edge and perhaps to drive him
to swallowing inordinate quantities of the nostrums offered hourly
to the television audience.

Dx. Murpock HEAD holds degrees in three professions:
dentistry, medicine, and law. While professor of forensic
medicine at George Washington University Medical School,
Dr. Head became interested in television. He has since
produced a series of public affairs programs for WMAL-TV
and is engaged in film production at the Airlie, Va., Con-
ference Center, which he founded and heads. Reprieve,
his flm on the useful lives ahead for victims of heart
attacks, won an “Emmy” Award from the Washington
Chapter.
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It is a truism in schools of medicine that students tend to acquire
the symptoms of each disease they study. Fortunately, this tendency
is put into its proper perspective as the student continues his
training. I am wondering, however, if the members of the television
audience are able to develop the same kind of perspective. Because
the television audience has no medical training, the picture it
receives of the medical world can be misleading. It is often one that
inspires little confidence.

There are numerous examples. The proper atmosphere for a
hospital is one of calm efficiency in which the care of patients is
carried out as a matter of routine. The television hospital, on the
other hand, is a place in which crisis is continuous. Activity is
frenetic, rather than regular; someone is always rushing from one
emergency situation to another. A vague feeling of doom is abroad.

For the purposes of melodrama, this maintenance of tension may
be necessary: it allows TV doctors to rush in with a combination of
sage medical knowledge and histrionic derring-do to bring about
miracle cures and startling recoveries. For the purposes of serious
drama, I wonder if all of this is really needed; and for the purposes
of public information, such histrionics tend only to confuse the
viewer. They often bring rueful smiles or frowns to the face of a
physician who might be watching. Judging from some of the
scenes in the halls of the TV hospitals, one might reasonably con-
clude that medical administration is chiefly a problem of high
density traffic control. The avoidance of head-on collisions between
fast-rolling stretchers and fast-rushing interns is a task that might
well challenge the talents and experience of a detail of mounted
police in Times Square.

The personalities and demeanors of some television physicians
can hardly be a source of comfort to the viewing public. Certainly
they are at variance with their real life counterparts. The arrogance
of a Ben Casey would never be tolerated by the attending staff of
any hospital; Doctor Casey would receive a rapid and pointed course
in manners from his superiors. If he didn’t pass that course, his
appointment to the hospital would be terminated. Surgical residents
do not dictate hospital policy—except in their dreams.

Doctor Casey is not the only one whose demeanor may be
questioned. The general atmosphere of hostility that one finds
among doctors in television hospitals is both disquieting and
unrealistic. A hospital staff is made up of a group of professionals
who, for the most part, treat each other with respect and civility,
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no matter what their personal feelings might be. This civility and
respect is a necessary element in the proper functioning of a
medical center. Without it the quality of patient care would be
dismal. I know of few physicians who would tolerate the lordly
tyranny of a Dr. Gillespie, who hands down platitudinous decisions
in the manner of a Gilbert and Sullivan general. A physician on the
attending staff of a university hospital is a man who, through his
professional training and accomplishments, has earned the respect
and the courtesy of other members of that staff.

The treatment of patients by television physicians could well
be another source of concern to a viewer who might have to enter a
hospital at some time in the future. I have the distinct notion that
if 1 were a bed patient in a hospital and were exposed to the
tender mercies of Doctor Casey, my condition would take a turn
for the worse when he entered the room. There is no reason why a
doctor can’t be polite to his patients. Most physicians are courteous
because they know that a good personal relationship between
patient and physician is a necessary ingredient in successful treat-
ment. Conversely, I don’t think that it is essential that a physician
be as mild as Dr. James Kildare, but I do feel that it is not good
practice to enter a patient’s room wearing an unbuttoned smock
and an aggressive manner.

Physicians are also people. They have had intellectually demand-
ing professional training after eight disciplined years of college.
In life, if not on television, they usually have families. They often
have wide interests beyond medicine. They may take an active part
in the affairs of their communities. Many of them have hobbies.
Their lives—outside of medicine—are much the same as the lives
of other citizens with comparable educations. They are not inhabi-
tants of an insulated world that is enclosed by the walls of a hospital.

It seems to me that the personalities of the TV doctors might be
enriched, as well as delineated more fully for the audience, if these
men removed their white coats—at least once in a while—to experi-
ence a fuller life. I remember that Doctor Kildare did have a date
once, but that was really because the girl was a patient he was
treating for epilepsy. The writers who govern his activities might
remember that he is not a monk, but an active young physician
with the same intellectual and emotional requirements of other
men. One wonders, too, what happens to Dr. Gillespie after he puts
on his black fedora and walks out of the hospital into the night.
The only incident that I can remember in Gillespie’s personal life
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was an episode in which he was being pursued by a wealthy widow.
He was able to spurn her obvious charm with almost the same élan
he ordinarily reserves for impertinent suggestions advanced by
cheeky interns.

Of Dr. Casey’s personal life we know little. One conclusion that
might be drawn is that Casey finds the practice of medicine so
offensive that he moves around in a state of continuing depression.
This portrayal might be enough to frighten away potential medical
students, who—like other people—want to lead normal lives that
contain a certain amount of satisfaction, variety and even humor.
Medical television could in part account for the doctor shortage!

The subject of medical humor is a resource that remains virtually
untapped in the television medical shows. Doctors do have a sense of
humor; they have their own “inside” jokes and share a special
humor that comes from mutual understanding of the implications of
their profession. None of this is seen in the confines of an institu-
tion like Blair General Hospital. To a television medical-writer a
hospital is a place where everyone goes to be sick and sad. Anyone
who dared crack a joke in the doctors’ dining room would be
drummed out of the corps.

In their search for a hero’s role, the writers of television’s medical
melodramas feel constrained to assign to their man every task in
medicine. Dr. Casey, for example, is a resident in neurosurgery. As
such, he should be concerned almost exclusively with problems in
his specialty. During his internship, he would have been concerned
with cases of all kinds. However, training for neurosurgery is just
what the name implies; it is not general practice. A resident in
neurosurgery is only one of many residents in a hospital. There
are men who are being trained in internal medicine, general surgery,
pathology, ophthalmology, otolaryngology, psychiatry and other
areas. Each of these specialists has no time for exotic tropical diseases
or other afflictions that fall outside the realm of his immediate
and continuing concern.

Residents in neurosurgery don’t spend their time treating psychi-
atric patients, any more than a resident in internal medicine spends
his time removing tumors of the brain. The reason there are
specialists is that there is so much knowledge in each field that
no one man can master all of them adequately. This is a fact that
the public needs to understand.

A related fact is that specialists in various fields consult with one
another in order to take advantage of each other’s training and
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é
experience. The team concept of patient care that is so important
in hospitals seems to have eluded the television hospitals almost
totally.

The published critics have invariably attacked the believability
of medical programs in the wrong way. There were complaints
about the “father and son” relationship of Ben Casey and Dr. Zorba,
or between Dr. Kildare and Dr. Gillespie. As in all education, the
older and experienced are responsible for the training of the young
and inexperienced.

My own criticisms of “TV Rx” are advanced with the full under-
standing that these programs are designed to entertain, to divert or
to enthrall rather than to inform. To do so, they must present
activity that involves the viewer with the action and that persuades
him to identify with the protagonists. Without this identification
the viewer would turn to another channel. But it is this intense
quality of identification that I find disturbing when 1 see the
unrealistic portrayals of physicians on television. Viewers, through
identifying with the TV doctors, are receiving an impression of
physicians and of medicine that can disturb the physician-patient
relationship that is vital in actual life. This relationship is built
upon the maintenance of trust and confidence so that adequate care
may be provided for people in need of it.

Without losing the important elements of drama, it would be
possible to portray some measure of reality without distortion, and
still heighten dramatic impact. There is “drama” in the daily life
of every practicing physician. In fact the physician has been a
favorite subject of plays for hundreds of years. After all, he is a
man who is concerned with life and with death, with suffering
and with compassion. But not all drama is found in the cataclysmic
events of people’s lives; there is drama in simple things as well.
1 shouldn’t have to mention the drama implicit in love, or dedica-
tion, or even in dereliction of duty. There is also drama in the
cut finger of a child—certainly as far as mothers are concerned.
There is also an opportunity to provide information, accurately and
understandably, without weakening the value of entertainment.

Let us look for a moment at the relationship of medicine to our
total society. Medical problems are seldom problems simply of
pains and drugs, or of hospital emergencies. They are also social
problems, economic problems, problems of the environment in
which we live. The teen-ager with a knife wound has usually suffered
many other wounds before he reaches the situation in which a

[32]

www americanradiohistorv com



www.americanradiohistory.com

knife might be thrust at him. These previous wounds have been
inflicted by society. These and other injuries have also affected the
wielder of the knife. It is the legitimate province, it seems to me, of
the medical television shows to explore the many areas of life that
have a bearing on medicine and to illuminate the relationship of
medicine to these areas. Certainly there is adequate drama in this
kind of approach. And—more important—there is truth. There is
drama, too, in the rehabilitation of alienated youths, in the treat-
ment of victims of chronic disease, in the problems of air pollution
and even in the problems of communicating medical knowledge.
These things, and many more, are part of medicine today. And
medicine is part of them. The role of medicine in society needs to be
illuminated; and that role is far broader than one could imagine
if he formed his opinions solely on the basis of television viewing.
Unfortunately, too many viewers are forming their opinions on
that basis.

Where is The Defenders of medical television? Where do we find
television physicians as believable as the Prestons are as attorneys?
Certainly we need dramatists and poets and storytellers. But the
art of fiction doesn’t have to be a stranger to fact. I realize that
liberties must be taken in order to tell a story in the short time
allotted to a specific television program. What I object to in the
medical television programs that I have seen is a continuing tend-
ency to present characters that are unrelated to life.
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LET’S NOT
OFFEND ANYONE

MATTHEW RAPF
WILTON SCHILLER

If one day, at a television awards dinner, jesting Pilate appeared,
asked “What is truth?”, and tried to get away without staying for
an answer, he wouldn’t make it to the door. He would find every-
one there ready and willing to give him an answer. Any answer.
For we who toil in the television vineyards have grown terribly
defensive over the years. We offer excuses and apologies before
an accusation is leveled; we flee guiltily when no man pursueth;
we stand with our chin tucked behind a shoulder, and our left held
high.

So it is with a feeling of “here we go again” that we once more
assume a defensive position, this time to answer our medical critics.
And it all stems from one basic misunderstanding: the difference
between “fact” and “dramatic truth.”

We all by now have been firmly convinced by the poets that
beauty is in the eye of the beholder. But where, O wherel, is the
poet who will explain away the generally-held belief that a fact is
a fact? A startling discovery that has arisen after four years of Ben
Casey is that a fact can also be in the eye of the beholder. Seems
impossible? Let us explain.

MATTHEW RapF has produced many feature films and
television series. He won the Screen Producer’s Guild
awards for both Ben Casey and Slattery’s People.

WiLToN SCHILLER has been a free-lance television writer
for many years. He has produced Ben Casey for the past
two years, and is Executive Producer for the upcoming
season.
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Every television show has its critics, the most severe of which,
generally, are members of the profession that the series portrays.
The criticisms would be helpful if, for instance, they were at
least consistent. But the two most frequent charges leveled at Ben
Casey by members of the medical profession are these: (1) Too grim.
Everybody dies. When is Dr. Casey going to save a patient? (2) You
are telling a fairy tale about neurosurgery. Is that great genius,
Dr. Casey, ever going to lose a patient?

Which leads us to ask a question of our own: Are these people
all watching the same series or, which seems more likely, are
they bringing to the tube their own prejudices and preconceived
notions of what the show is about?

A case in point is Dr. Head’s complaint that TV doctors never
remove their white coats and venture out of the hospital “to
experience a fuller life.”” He does recall that Dr. Kildare once
dated a girl, but he doesn’t really count that because Kildare was
treating her for epilepsy. Now we know for a fact that Dr. Ben
Casey has had many on-screen romances, and that Dr. Kildare has
had even more. Possibly Dr. Head missed these many episodes,
and one could hardy fault him for having spent those hours pur-
suing a more useful hobby...except that he presents as his cre-
dentials a careful viewing of medical programs.

Another of Dr. Head’s charges is that ‘“writers of television’s
medical melodramas feel constrained to assign to their man every
task in medicine.” He goes on to point out that Dr. Casey is a
resident in neurosurgery and should concern himself “almost ex-
clusively with problems in his specialty.” As a point of plain
fact, he does just that. Of course, someone with a neurological
problem may also have a psychiatric, ophthalmologic or other
problem, but in those instances, the appropriate specialist is called in.

At one point, Dr. Head criticizes the dedication of Ben Casey
to medicine, and his impatience with anyone or anything that
would interfere with the care and treatment of a patient, as “arro-
gance,” and flatly states it would never be tolerated in any hospital.
Later he faults the Ben Casey program for showing that a resident
neurosurgeon, who attempts to clown his way through his resi-
dency, and whose humor is often in bad taste, would not be toler-
ated in a hospital.

Either Dr. Head is merely looking for something to criticize to
flesh out his charge or, if he is right, there is something basically
wrong in the attitude of hospitals towards their staffs.
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Which brings us to the subject of humor on medical shows.
We do try to get in as much humor as possible, but neurosurgery
is necessarily a grim business, and too much revelry in 56 West
might just be a little frightening to the potential patients in our
audience. We know that doctors do have special inside jokes, but
the best of them fall in the category of graveyard humor, black
humor and hangman’s humor, and the exposure of this type of
wit on a medical show might do the very thing our medical
critics fault us on—make people more uneasy about entering a
hospital than they already are.

This is an area wherein we tread with great care. We have one
firm rule which occasionally involves a complete distortion of the
truth. We do not do a show or even a scene which is “not in the
public interest.” We start with the conscious knowledge that people
are afraid of hospitals, and we bend over backwards, yes, even
lie, to avoid compounding that fear. If, for instance, the fact that
a patient’s illness is completely incurable is essential to our story,
we will not name the illness, but will instead concoct an impossible
syndrome, so as not to alarm any member of the audience suffering
from the disease.

Another criticism leveled at medical shows by members of the
medical profession is that we use diseases that are rare, or that a
development of a disease “rarely happens.” The answer, of course,
is that this is the essence of drama. For the guest star of the episode
to be troubled by a common cold might just possibly wind up
unexciting, and, incidentally, not involve a neurosurgeon.

The above is of a piece with Dr. Head’s statement that the tele-
vision hospital is a place in which crisis is continuous. Of course.
All drama is a matter of selectivity, and if we obviously choose to
focus our cameras on County General during a time of crisis or
conflict, we do not feel that anyone can seriously criticize that
choice. Of course we could find a good, honest sixty minutes when
all is calm at County General, and when nothing exciting happens,
when there are no emergencies and no hint of conflict. No doubt
we could, but would a mass audience sit through those nice, honest,
quiet sixty minutes?

Dr. Head, in his advocacy of the small, realistic, quiet story,
states there is drama in the cut finger of a child. And we grant
there is, for the mother of the child; but we cannot honestly expect
the thirty million strangers in the audience to get emotionally
involved.

[36]

wwWw americanradiohistorv com


www.americanradiohistory.com

To date, we have done about 130 different episodes in the Ben
Casey series, and never has a doctor, patient, or nurse said
“hell” or “damn.” No, not even “Good God!” Now surely this
type of language is used almost daily in almost every hospital in
the land. Yet, it is an interesting fact that none of our medical
critics have even mentioned this strange and glaring omission,
this distortion, if you will, of the truth. They seem to have an
instinctive awareness of the limitations caused by time and budget,
and the network and sponsor taboos—in every area but their own.

So it comes down to this: why, if we are seriously interested
in presenting at least a dramatically-true picture of hospitals and
doctors, are we subjected to so much criticism by members of the
profession? Which brings us right back to jesting Pilate’s question,
“What is truth?” Or to our question: “What hospital? Which
doctors?” Anyone who has ever had business with more than one
hospital in more than one state, for instance, will readily agree
that there is no consistent picture of a hospital. And physicians are
like the rest of us: they come in all shapes, sizes and characters.

What we are trying to say is that it is not only difficult, but
impossible, to please everyone. The fable of the father, the son,
and the donkey is a case in point. Closer to home is the following:
a skit was once written for a television awards dinner by a writer
who had been badly scarred over the years by the amount of
“technical advice” his scripts had been subjected to. He postulated
a television series entitled Berserk. The subject of the series was
homicidal maniacs. So, of course, the producer hired a homicidal
maniac as technical advisor. The first edict laid down by this
spokesman for his colleagues was: “We don’t want to offend them
as a group.”

[37]

www americanradiohistorvy com



www.americanradiohistory.com

INTERNATIONAL TELEVISION

Various phases of international TV have already been reviewed
in this journal in essays and articles by Wilson Dizard, Thomas
Petry, Frank lezzi, Stewart Wilensky, Harold Anderson and others
who have reported upon their experiences and research in this
expanding field. Now PauL TaBori, who is General Secretary and
Treasurer of the International Writers Guild, as well as International
Secretary of the British Screen Writers Guild, offers a remarkable
account of how writers can collaborate on a world-wide scale. Mr.
Tabori traces the genesis and development of the first international
TV film series, 4 Day of Peace—a project in which 13 countries
participated.

In view of recently heightened activity within the International
Writers Guild, Mr. Tabori was invited also to provide a summary of
the history and aims of that organization. His account of the
founding of the IWG as a significant new aspect of international
cooperation is printed as prologue to 4 Day of Peace.
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The truism that writers are individualists needs no elaboration.
Yet ever since Beaumarchais established the simple principle in
the eighteenth century that the creative artist has a right to share
in his own success, some sort of collective action has become
essential to achieve a measure of security. Slowly and painfully
writers’ organizations developed, still feeble and rudimentary in
some countries, well-established and prosperous in the United
States and a few others.

Yet until recently these guilds, associations or clubs were strictly
national, each preoccupied with its own local problems, largely
ignorant of conditions and problems even in the next bailiwick.
This meant that writers were sadly behind the times. Movies and
television, radio and the theater had all become truly internation-
al. While composers and producers, for instance, formed global
organizations, writers lagged behind. Federation Internationale
des Auteurs des Films, the only existing federation of screen and
television writers, was under French leadership and was little
more than a talking shop with a tiny budget and with hardly
any prestige.

In 1961 the Writers Guilds of America and the British Screen
Writers Guild (after discussions beginning as early as 1958) signed
an affiliation agreement which has worked remarkably well. This
was followed by bi-lateral agreements between the British Guild
and the Australians, and between Britain and Yugoslavia. At
various meetings between 1962 and 1964 the groundwork was
laid for an International Writers Guild. A Constituent Assembly
was called in London in November, 1964 at which representatives
of writers’ organizations in 18 nations agreed to form an inter-
national trade union of radio, screen and television writers. Apart
from the USA, such countries as Britain, Canada, Australia, New
Zealand, the four Scandinavian countries, Austria, Switzerland,
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Western Germany, Japan, Yugoslavia, Hungary, Uganda, Poland,
and Bulgaria have now formally adhered to the IWG. France is
represented by Syndicate National des Auteurs et des Composi-
teurs de musique, the most important entertainment union which
has special sections for radio, film and TV writers.

The aims of the IWG are eminently practical. To gather reliable
information on production in the member countries, to collate
the existing terms and conditions for writers, to promote royalties
and residuals on a global basis (with the necessary policing), to
publish an international newsletter, to arrange seminars and
congresses, to establish international awards—these are only some
of the immediate tasks. The headquarters is in London with
regional offices in New York and Belgrade. The organization is
naturally entirely non-political and believes in preserving both
the freedom and dignity of the writer under whatever system he
happens to live and work.

The first International President is James R. Webb, the present
National Chairman of the Writers Guilds of America. The Vice-
Presidents include Howard Clewes of Britain, Rados Novakovic
of Yugoslavia, Torre Zetterholm of Sweden, and Jean Ferry of
France. (Five more are to be elected) The General Secretary-
Treasurer is Paul Tabori; there are two associate secretaries:
Manya Starr of the U.S. and Oto Denes of Yugoslavia. The Ad-
visory Council includes Ivan Boldizsar of Hungary, Velko Bulaic
of Yugoslavia, Richard Lane of Australia, Paul Vialar of France,
Carl Foreman and Allan Rivkin of the U.S,, and Lord Willis of
Great Britain.

In the fall of 1965 the IWG will hold its first international
executive committee meeting in London, combined with a seminar
on television writing. It is hoped that its first international con-
gress will be held in Hollywood late in 1966.

P.T.
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A DAY OF PEACE

PAUL TABORI

In July, 1963 I took a delegation of British screenwriters to Pula
on the Istrian peninsula where for some ten years the Yugoslavs
have held their national film festivals. In the vast arena, over two
thousand years old, about thirteen thousand people gathered every
night to watch the choice offerings of the Yugoslav film industry.
It struck as rather forcibly that out of the dozen or so films, ten
dealt with war. This was hardly surprising for in the bitter years
between 1941 and 1945 one in every ten Yugoslavs died; the trau-
matic experience left an indelible trace, not only in films but also in
the books and the creative arts of the country.

With our Yugoslav colleagues we discussed the possibility of
international cooperation that might lessen or modify this national
preoccupation with death and destruction. My friend Oto Denes,
the distinguished writer-director, at that time general secretary
of the Yugoslav Screenwriters and Directors Association, was only
too clearly aware of the difficulties and challenges of such a project.
He was in his early teens when he escaped from a concentration
camp and joined the partisans. He had fought for four years while
boys of his age in other, more fortunate, countries would have been
at school and at play—and out of these years came his deep
conviction that the primary duty of writers and film-makers was
to help prevent the recurrence of such a holocaust.

We talked, then, about the possibility of developing an inter-

Paur. Tasort holds a Ph.D. in Science of the Theatre
(Berlin) and is a Doctor of Economics and Political Science
(Budapest). He has lived in seventeen countries, pursuing
a literary career as roving correspondent, magazine editor,
film critic, screenwriter, and author. A prolific writer,
Mr. Tabori has authored forty books, several films, and
over a hundred TV film scripts, the latter mostly for
American television.
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national television series with a predominantly European flavor—
one that would be equally acceptable and attractive to East and
West; something built on a sound financial basis and yet experi-
mental and bold enough to say something new in a new manner.
This, of course, was not easy to find and we left Pula without
having discovered it.

But a few weeks later, one night in London, the idea came in
a flash. The inspiration—if I can permit myself to call it by that
old-fashioned and grandiloquent name—had two sources. One
was the remarkable Russian film I remembered having reviewed,
as the film critic of the London Daily Mail in 1944. It was called
One Day of War. On a chosen day the Soviet High Command had
sent several hundred cameramen to photograph the events of 24
hours along the main front line that stretched from the Arctic
Sea to the Caucasus. The result was certainly remarkable if perhaps
a trifle long-winded. The other memory was that of a speech made in
1954 by the late Charles Morgan who was then International
President of P.E.N., the greatest and oldest world-wide organization
of writers. The meeting had been held in Amsterdam and his
speech began: “4 June night and no war....” It was a phrase
Morgan used again a year later when the writers gathered in
Vienna. The idea he developed was striking and simple: so many
June nights had been made hideous by the shriek of battle and
the screams of the dying, by howling sirens and droning bombers—
but now we were enjoying peace, however precarious, and on these
June nights we should count our blessings.

Out of these two memories I wove the idea of an international
television film series to be called 4 Day of Peace. It was to be a
series devoted to life rather than death, to love and understanding
rather than hate and discord; a series to celebrate the joy and beauty
of the world and to eschew all politics, racial or national. Within
this framework, all participating countries would be given a com-
pletely free hand and experimentation, new techniques, new ap-
proaches would be encouraged. Each country would make its film
at its own expense and get the others for unlimited exploitation
within its own territory. Outside the participating countries, the
series would be sold collectively and the proceeds shared. In this
way, I hoped, we could establish a rudimentary European tele-
vision cooperative—which, in time, might equal the artistic and
financial resources of an American network.

I tried the idea out on some friends and colleagues, and their
response was encouraging. But the first two television companies
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to whom I offered it seemed to be frightened by such a revolutionary
structure, such an experimental enterprise that could not be subject
to the usual tight control. In November, 1963 a group of French
and Yugoslav screenwriters came to London, and my wife and I gave
them a little party. Once again we talked about the dream of
establishing an international television series and I told them of
my conception which now, after two rejections, seemed less bright.

One of the guests at the party was Ted Willis, chairman of the
British Screenwriters Guild, equally distinguished and fertile as a
playwright, film and television writer—and soon to become Lord
Willis of Chislehurst. I lured him from the crowded room and ex-
plained the idea and the present condition of 4 Day of Peace.
He immediately became enthusiastic and promised to do all he
could to find a British basis for it. This he did by going, a day or
two later, to Mr. Lew Grade, the Managing Director of Associated
Television, the vast and prosperous British commercial television
company. The enthusiasm of Lord Willis must have been certainly
infectious, for Mr. Grade caught it at once. Just before Christmas
I was at the ATV Offices and by mid-February I was on my way
to recruit the participating countries.

This was still an experimental stage—for, I think, my British
sponsors did not quite believe that it could be done. However,
they very kindly said that if I brought back three partners from
my first exploratory trip, they would be willing to proceed with
the project. I was lucky—or perhaps sufficiently persuasive—for I
returned with eight. After periods of shorter or longer deliberation,
France, Holland, Sweden, Poland, Hungary, Yugoslavia, Senegal
and Algeria all joined us. A few months later, Bulgaria and Spain
also became members of the family—so now we were eleven. Italy
and the Lebanese were also considering their participation. This
was the first time that East and West European, capitalist and
communist, countries and two new African nations were collabo-
rating in such a plan.

At Whitsun, 1964 we met in London; contracts were signed,
subjects were agreed on and production dates set. Part of the gross
receipts was reserved for the International Writers Fund, attached
to P.E.N,, to provide traveling scholarships for young film and
television writers.

Six weeks later I was able to start, as coordinating producer, on a
tour of the first five countries in which 4 Day of Peace was to be
produced.

The Swedish film in the series was the responsibility of a group
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of highly talented young people, most of whom had left the
state-owned Swedish Television organization in order to form their
own company, Svensk TV Produktion AB(STV). The moving spirit
in this adventurous and light-hearted enterprise is Ake Siiderqviest
who has been called, without protesting against the appellation,
the David Frost of Sweden. Unlike Mr. Frost, he sports a luxurious
moustache and beard—which is perhaps the reason why the satirical
revue in which he has appeared with three other men and a charm-
ing lady singer has been called The Beards. (At least his three
fellow actors—though not the lady—conformed sufficiently to grow
very impressive ones.)

For their subject, the Swedes chose the story of a middle-aged,
gentle-mannered clergyman who is almost driven frantic by the
pressures and iniquities of modern life. Everything offends and
assaults him while he tries to find peace in a park—transistors,
radios, girls in bikinis, indecent drawings on a notice board—until,
in desperation, he reaches a gate bearing a curious sign: For
CHILDREN ONLY——ADULTS WILL BE PROSECUTED. As he passes through,
disregarding the notice, he finds himself changed into a child
though still with an 