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The social history of film in the United States is examined to illuminate the ideologi-
cal and organizational foundations of the valuation of art. Attempts to valorize film
as art began in film's first decades. Thereafter, a series of key events and actions in
the late 1950s and 1960s, both inside and outside the film world, resulted in a shift
in audiences’ perception of film—from a form of entertainment to a cultural genre
that could properly be appreciated as art. This shift in perception was made possible
by the opening of an artistic niche brought about by changes outside the film world,
by the institutionalization of resources and practices within the film world, and by
the employment of an intellectualizing discourse by film critics.

T-lE CONCEPT of film as art is intrigu- | anik 1986)! Many organizations are now
ing because during film’s first decades, dedicated to the appreciation of film, and
at the beginning of the twentieth century, academic programs for the critical study of
film in the United States was considerdd film also support this notiof.
popular entertainment and was strongly My goal here is to explain the legitimation
identified with working-class audienceg. of film as an art form. Through an examina-
From its beginnings as a “suspect” entertain-tion of the history of film in the United
ment medium fraught with technological, fi- States, | highlight the major developments
nancial, and reputational difficulties (Canby Wwithin the film world that contributed to this
1971), the cinema has been transformpdchange. In addition, | explore social forces
(Giannetti 1981; Lounsbury 1973; Masgt in the wider society that helped to shift per-
1981; Sinyard 1985). It is now widely rec- ceptions of film. Although attempts to valo-
ognized that a film can be appreciated apdrize film began in film’s first decades, major
evaluated as a serious artistic endeavor gn@dvances in the promotion of film’s artistic
that filmmakers can be full-fledged artists potential occurred through a series of inter-
(e.g., see Basinger 1994; Bordwell and Th-related events that coincided in the United
ompson 1986; Quart and Auster 1984; Su|t-States in the 1950s and particularly the
1960s. In explaining the promotion and dif-
Direct all correspondence to Shyon Baumann,fusion of this idea, the role of a legitimating
Department of Sociology, Harvard University, ideology for film as art merits particular at-
Cambridge, MA 02138 (baumann@wijh. tention. A second goal here is to provide a
harvard.edu). | am grateful to Stanley Lieberson—
for many excellent suggestions and insights, fas ! Stones (1993) dates the transformation: “Be-
well as to the late Aage Sarensen, Kenndthginning in the 1960s a wholesale shift in attitude
Andrews, Gwen Dordick, Susan Dumais, &®#R | about American films occurred. Movies were
Editors and anonymous reviewers, and to the parsomehow taken more seriously and elevated to
ticipants of the independent research seminar|irthe status of ‘film literature™ (p. 201).
the Department of Sociology at Harvard Univef- 2 A search of Associations Unlimited, an on-
sity. This study was supported in part by a doc-line resource, reveals dozens of film critics’ as-
toral studies grant from the Social Sciences andsociations and many dozens of film societies and
Humanities Research Council of Canada. film clubs at the local, regional, and national levels.
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method for measuring subtle, long-terin creation of an art world as an instance of
changes in critical discourse. successful collective action, of winning “or-
Not all film is considered art, just as nqgt ganizational victories” and creating the “ap-
all music (e.g., country music or a commefr- paratus of an art world”.
cial jingle) and not all painting (e.g., finger The third main factor is the grounding of
painting by children) are indisputably art. artistic worth in alegitimating ideology
The important development, however, is theFerguson (1998) makes the case for the cru-
popular acceptance of the idea that filem | cial role of the intellectualization of a cul-
be art and that it has certain recognizabletural product in the development of a cul-
characteristics that justify the honorific title tural field® Bourdieu's (1993) concept of a
of “art.” Although the idea that film can be “field” of cultural production focuses on the
art was conceived soon after the advent|ofrelations between cultural producers and
the cinema, this idea was not taken seriously}consumers. A cultural field (also applicable
by the vast majority of American film criticg to intellectual endeavors outside the bound-
or American audiences for approximately aries of art) comes into being when cultural
the first 60 years. | explain the acceptanceproduction begins to enjoy autonomy from
of this idea in the post-1960 era. other existing fields in the type of capital
available to cultural producers. In any given
field, actors engage in competition for capi-
tal. To the extent that there is a distinct form
of symbolic capital available to consecrate
AND IDEOLOGY cultural products of a particular genre, the
Sociologists of culture rely on three main field is more autonomous. For example, the
factors to explain the public acceptance of aliterary field has achieved a high degree of
cultural product as art. The first factor is the
changing opportunity spackrought about 3 Ferguson (1998) argues for a distinction be-
by social change outside the art world. Dj- tween “field,” as elaborated by Bourdieu (1993),

Maggio (1992:44) contends that whether aand “world,” as developed by Becker (1982), as

cultural genre succeeds in earning recognitnéy Pertain to cultural production. Ferguson
998) characterizes an art “world” by its “coop-

tion as art *has depended on the shape of m(e':lrative networks,” which “can exist only in fairl
opportunity space,” which is defined by th ’ y y

£ o . .o . - circumscribed social or geographical settings en-
appearance of “competitors,” “substitutes,” jowed with mechanisms that promote connec-

and the formation of a pool of high-status tion” (pp. 635-36). A “field,” on the other hand,
“patrons” who can act as sponsors. A newlyoffers “the acute consciousness of positions and
popular substitute or competitor can act as gossibilities for social mobility in a circum-
foil against which a cultural genre’s artistic scribed social space” (p. 634) and is “structured
status is enhanced. In addition, a culturalPy a largely textual discourse that continually
product’s association with a high-status a _(re)n_egotlates the syst_errwctensmns between pro-
dience can help to legitimate the product duction and consumption” (p. 637). However, the

. differences between field and world are differ-
"’.‘”- These devel_opments, which are ess Mances of degree rather than of type. For instance,
tially rooted outside the art world, help e

- M . - P =47 Bourdieu (1993) illustrates his concept of field
plain the timing of “aesthetic mobility”| through a study of th&rench literary field—
(Peterson 1994:179).

fields, too, need to be bounded both geographi-
The second factor crucial to explaining the cally and socially to be analytically useful. More-

creation of artistic status is thestitutional- | over, Becker (1982, chap. 11:339) identifies the

ization of resources and practice$produc- role that reputation and “critical discussions”

the art world. Becker (1982) provides a thor- tr]ley are nontleéheless impoztam to the dynamics
. . ._of an art world. Ferguson (1998) seems to em-
ough analysis of the importance of orgarj| phasize the ideological foundation of a field and

Za'FIOT?S and networks in art. Although t € the organizational foundation of a world. How-
artist is at the center of the art world, the par-gyer, in their original formulations, both field and
ticipation of many different collaborators i$ world allow for ideological and organizational el-
essential for art to maintain its status as grtements, albeit to varying degrees. | use the terms
In this light, Becker (1982:301) explains the “world” and “field” interchangeably.

CREATING ARTISTIC STATUS:
OPPORTUNITY, INSTITUTIONS,
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autonomy—it offers prestigious prizes and cal substantiation. Evidence for the third fac-
critical successes that constitute the sym-or, a legitimating ideology, is virtually ab-
bolic capital that may serve as an alternativesent. Shrum (1996), for example, argues that
to economic capital for authors. Fergusoncritical discourse is key to the creation and
(1998:600) argues that it is through texts thatmaintenance of cultural hierarchy. Although
a field of cultural production is established he notes that “the ideology of standards is a
and a cultural product is transformed into ankey feature of highbrow discourse” (1996:
“intellectual phenomenon.” The developg- 203), Shrum is not more specific about the
ment of a field-specific set of aesthetic prin- content or the guiding principles of the dis-
ciples provides a rationale for accepting thecourse. Likewise, Becker (1982), DiMaggio

definition of a cultural product as art and o
fers analyses for particular products.
Several studies of the generation of artist
status refer to one or more of these three f
tors. DiMaggio (1982) argues that throug
trustee-governed nonprofit enterprises, t
Boston Symphony Orchestra and the M
seum of Fine Arts, well-placed “cultural
capitalists” and artistic “experts” with upper

- (1982, 1992), and Levine (1988) make no
claims about the specific characteristics of
iccritical output?
ac- | first demonstrate how changes in the
h wider society and within the film world
hebrought film closer to existing conceptions
u-of art. Next, through a content analysis of
468 film reviews over a 65-year period, |
- explore the creation and dissemination of an

and upper-middle-class support, achieved thertistic mode of analysis in film. Content

organizational separation of high cultur
from popular culture. DiMaggio (1992) als
argues that, to varying degrees, the mo
established by classical music and the vis
arts was adopted by practitioners and patr
of theater, opera, and aesthetic dance. In
case of theater, DiMaggio claims that t

e analysis is useful for documenting change
D over time in particular elements of intellec-
etual discourse. Through a careful accounting
abf the means by which critics developed a
ndegitimating ideology for film, 1 show how
heritical discourse played a crucial role in the
ecreation of the art world for film.

advent of film altered the market for dramat{c Analyzing intellectualizing discourse, as a
entertainment and facilitated the elevation pfmode of inquiry, may facilitate understand-
theater. Levine (1988) argues that the estabing of an array of cultural and intellectual
lishment of separate groups of performefrsactivities; there is an aesthetic dimension to
and separate theaters and halls for dramahe production and consumption of products
opera, and symphonic music was a necessarganging from the high arts to fashion, from
step in the elevation of these forms of enter-architecture to wine. In addition, the sociol-
tainment to the status of art, while concur- ogy of art has generally neglected the social
rently academics and aesthetes developed history of American film and film criticism.
valorizing ideology to legitimate these cul- In this article | hope to increase the under-
tural products as high culture. standing of the classification of film in the
Other authors cite the importance of United States over the past century and
events outside the art world in explaining the hence to understand some of the ideological
aesthetic mobility of subfields of literatur¢ and organizational foundations of the valua-
(Beisel 1992) and “serious” classical musjc tion of art.
in Vienna (DeNora 1991) and the Unite
States (Mueller 1951). The development pf 4Several studies that focus on critics in litera-
a critical discourse is likewise cited as im- ture (Janssen and Leemans 1988; Van Rees and
portant to the legitimation of jazz (Petersgn Vermunt 1996; Verdaasdonk 1987), drama (Levo
1972) and Impressionism (White and White 1993), and film (Eliashberg and Shugan 1997)
1965). are mainly concgrned with the link between criti-
In general, studies of aesthetic mobili cal and economic success. But this research sheds

no light on the question of how the nature of
successfully demonstrate the structural criticism contributes to artistic status. Although

derpllnnlngs of (;hange in art worlds. In th(—:_‘ €film scholars have asserted that the nature of film
studies, the claims for the role of a changingcyiticism has changed (Blades 1976; Denby 1977;

opportunity space and the institutionaliza- Murray 1975), this assertion is a subjective
tion of resources and practices enjoy empifi-evaluation.
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EVENTS EXTERNAL TO THE
FILM WORLD: SETTING THE
OPPORTUNITY SPACE

Opportunity space is defined by the exis
ence of competing or substitute cultur
products and the availability of patrons wh
can bolster a cultural product’s prestige. T
major developments contributed to the o
portunity space for film—the advent of tele
vision and the expansion of post-seconds
educatior?

THE ADVENT OF TELEVISION

In 1945, before the success of commerc
television, an average of 90 million peop
attended the cinema each week (Broy
1995). In 1952, average weekly cinema &
tendance stood at 51 million, while 21 mi
lion households owned a television s
(Brown 1995). As television ownership in
creased, average weekly cinema attenda
continued to decrease—to 40 million i

407

a natural division exists within fields of cul-
tural production between large-scale and re-
stricted production. In fields of restricted
production, cultural goods are produced for
t-an audience whose members are primarily
al cultural producers themselves—a relatively
o small audience with a great deal of cultural
ocapital available for appreciating art. In con-
p-trast, fields of large-scale production create
- cultural goods that will appeal to nonprod-
ryucers of cultural goods and to as large a mar-
ket as possible. These two categories repre-
sent ends of a continuum along which all
cultural production is situated. Bourdieu
contends that restricted fields of cultural
alproduction are governed by a logic in which
e economic capital and commercial success
vnoppose symbolic capital (prestige, recogni-
it-tion, cultural authority): Success on one di-
- mension usually comes at the expense of
bt success on the other. Following the subordi-
- nation of the economic success of film to
hcthat of television, bestowing symbolic capi-
n tal on film assumed a central role as film,

1960 and to 17.7 million in 1970 (Brow
1995) when 95.3 percent of American hou
holds contained a television (U.S. Bureau
the Census 1979:587). Just as film st
mass audiences away from theater, tele
sion lured mass audiences away from fil

Stones (1993:179) writes that, despite tegh

nological innovations (e.g., color, wide

screen projection, and 3-D projection) de-

signed to win back audiences, “movie atte
dance continued to decline.”

This reduction in profitability provided a
opportunity for a change in the previousl
tarnished image of the film industry. Bou
dieu’s (1993, chap. 1) theory of the dyna
ics of a cultural field is helpful for under
standing the consequences of the diminis
profits of the film industry. He contends th

5DiMaggio (1992) places a heavy emphasis
the imitation of cultural genres. In the cases
studies, institutional support for the genres
modeled on existing organizational forms of hi
art sponsorship, namely trustee-governed n
profit organizations. Therefore, the timing of th

relative to television, came to more closely
eresemble a field of restricted productidn.
fTelevision, thus, played a key role in alter-
leing the opportunity space for the artistic
i-claims of film.

"THE INCREASE IN POST-SECONDARY
EDUCATION

-The patrons of high status from whom film’s
claim to art could draw support were made
available through dramatic increases in lev-
els of post-secondary education. These in-
- creases occurred when returning World War
-1l veterans went to college and when enroll-
ment swelled in the 1960s as a result of large
edaby-boom birth cohorts. Although only 4.9
t percent of 23-year-olds held a bachelor’s de-
gree in 1925, the proportion of people re-
nceiving a post-secondary education has
e—
is ©Patrice Petro (1996) argues that the prestige
h of film has benefited from the introduction of
nielevision and notes the irony of this situation:
“What is surprising is that some film scholars as-

transformation in prestige for those cultural sign a place to television outside the domain of
genres is significant precisely because it alloyslegitimate culture, outside the arena of academic
for imitation. As a profit-oriented cultural genre, respectability, particularly since this was (and in

film production has failed to imitate earlier mod- some cases, continues to be) precisely the ‘place’
els, and so | do not discuss the imitative aspéciassigned to cinema by educators, intellectuals,
of the opportunity space. and artists” (p. 6).
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grown steadily since then (U.S. Department Television, as a more popular form of en-
of Education 1993). By 1975, 24.9 percepttertainment, was film’s main competitor and
of 23-year-olds held a bachelor’s degree. | quickly became the main substitute for dra-
In the early decades of commercial film’s matic entertainment. Rising education levels
enormous popularity, film-going was prima- provided a pool of more highly educated
rily a working-class activity (Stones 1993: film patrons of higher status. Both these de-
22) and was disdained by American intellec-velopments, external to the film world, in-
tuals and the upper-middle and upper classefluenced the position of film in society by
(Hampton [1931] 1970:61; Mast 1981:4). As altering the opportunity space for an ideol-
television grew in popularity among middle- ogy of film as art.
and low-income households (Bodd

1998:27) and film declined in popularity, BUILDING AN ART WORLD:

film's shrunken audience became less
heavily working class. Sklar (1994:270, 325%) CHANGE FROM WITHIN

notes that the studios first became aware|irThere is a long history of efforts by those
the late 1940s that educational attainmentinvolved in the film world to make film a
was positively correlated with cinema atten- respectable mediuthA major step was
dance, and 1960s film audiences, which in-taken in 1927 when members of the film in-
cluded large numbers of college studentsdustry created the Academy of Motion Pic-
who were “primed for artistic rebellion,” bet ture Arts and Sciences; the Academy Awards
came known as the “film generation”. followed a year later to promote the industry
There are at least two mechanisms througras ethical and seemlyA number of other
which the increase in post-secondary educaisolated efforts laid the groundwork that fur-
tion influenced the status of film as art. First, ther institutionalized resources and practices
as DiMaggio (1982; 1992) and Levine inthe 1950s and 1960s that were to be influ-
(1988) note, the association of art forms withential in making film not only respectable
the socioeconomic status of audience membut also plausibly artistic to a wide audience.
bers has contributed to the rise and fall jin
prestige of various cultural products. Ag-
cording to this view, perceptions of what i
art are directly affected by the status of au-Because they are competitive and because
dience members. As the overall socioeco-prizes are awarded by juries who have some
nomic status of the audience for film in-
creased, the status of film increased, thereby 8 yricchio and Pearson (1993) detail attempts

FILM FESTIVALS

assisting claims that film was drt.
Second, as education levels of film au
ence members increased, audiences w
more inclined and more able to appreci
film as art. Gans (1974:84) argues that
“upper-middle taste culture” became prev
lent in the United States as a result of t

increase in the college-educated public. This

“taste culture” relied extensively on critic
and reviewers to categorize culture and
validate its tastes. Film critics worked har
to review films as art. Looking to cultural
experts as opinion leaders, the growing u
per-middle taste public was more recepti
to an ideology of film as art as it was pre
sented in the film reviews they read.

by the film industry in the first two decades of
i- the twentieth century to “reposition itself in
rAmerican society as a mass entertainment ac-
teceptable to all social formations rather than a
ancheap amusement” (p. 41); Lynes (1993:111)
5 hotes the benefit for film of the creation of a film
1elibrary in the Museum of Modern Art, the first of
._its kind, in 1935; and Mast (1981:43, 98) de-
scribes the importation of productions by the
5 French Film D’Art and Famous Players’s Class
tOA pictures.
d 9Shale (1993) cites the Academy’s 1988-

nual Reportconcerning the impetus behind the
p-new organization: “But more than this and of
egreater importance as some of us viewed it, the
L_ screen and all its people were under a great and
alarming cloud of public censure and contempt.
... Some constructive action seemed imperative
to halt the attacks and establish the industry in

7 Lieberson (2000:126-30) describes the sha
ing of prestige in tastes and fashions as “sy
bolic enhancement.”

ar-the public mind as a respectable, legitimate insti-
-tution, and its people as reputable individuals”

(p. 2).
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Figure 1. Number of Competitive American Film F

claim to expert status in their field, film fes
tivals bestow artistic merit on films. The va
majority of competitive film festivals in th
United States were founded post-1960.

Figure 1. The data for Figure 1 come fro
two sources-€ompact Varietya CD-ROM

database published byariety (1996), and
the American Film Institute’s list of curren
festivals (available from the author on r
quest). Of course, current lists of festival
exclude festivals that no longer occur. Ho
ever, the list supplies valuable evidence ¢
cerning the history of competitive film festi
vals, specifically concerning the timing

the expansion in their number. The earli
festival listed is the Columbus Internation
Film and Video Festival, held for the forty
seventh time in 1999° It was first held in

1953, more than 50 years after the advent
the cinema. The San Francisco Film Festiy
was founded in 1958, the New York Filn
Festival in 19631 the Chicago Internationa
Film Festival in 1965, the Seattle Interne
tional Film Festival in 1974, and the Bosto

10|l festivals of film were included in the list;
it is assumed that the festival was modified to i
clude video sometime after the festival wg
founded. Festivals that did not specify the jud
ment of film were not included.

11The New York Film Festival is used as al
example of the starting date of a major city’s fil
festival. However, it is not included in the dat

T
1955

T
1965 1985

Year

estivals, 1925 to 1985

Film Festival in 1985. Only 3 of the 73 fes-

t tivals founded before 1985 predate the
1960s, and even these three date back no
eearlier than the 1950s.

Commercial cinema in the United States
began near the end of the 1890s, and by
1950 approximately 22,000 films had been
released in the United States (Brown 1995),
- but no competitive festivals had yet been
s held. The fact that film festivals in major cit-

- ies were all founded after 1958 is significant.
nBeing cultural centers, it is unlikely that cit-
ies like New York, Chicago, and San Fran-
f cisco, which held some of the earliest festi-
stvals, would have lagged behind other parts
| of the country in organizing film festivals.
- These data indicate that festivals emerged as
part of a formally organized effort to cel-
okbrate the artistic potential of film in a pub-
allic manner. Post-1960 critics (as well as stu-
n dios and filmmakers) could now refer to the
awards that a film had won as testimony to
- its artistic worth. In addition, the existence
n of a variety of juried festivals created an at-
mosphere in which film as a genre could en-
A joy increased prestige.

S
- TIES TO UNIVERSITIES

h Like film festivals, academic study also be-

n stows “artistic worth” on its object. The

a founding of film studies departments began
in the 1960s and, like film festivals, their

for Figure 1 because it is not competitive.
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number continues to grow. Ti@ollege Blue
Bookseries, beginning in 1923, lists all inst
tutions of higher education and details wh
programs they offer. Prior to the late 1960
no degree programs related to the study
film were recorded in the Blue BoodX.

Today’s most renowned degree programs
film studies were established in the 1960s
later. The program at New York University
for instance, became one of the first ac
demic departments for film history an
theory in the United States. In 1970 it wa
still in the process of being formed and i
Ph.D. program was not yet accreditg
(Carroll 1998:1). Other examples include th
American Film Institute’s graduate progra

AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW

tion). The studio system began to dissolve
- following the 1948 Supreme Court ruling
atthat the studio’s incorporation of production
s,and exhibition facilities was monopolistic
ofMordden 1988:367). The studios were

forced to divest themselves of their theater
inholdings. “With no guarantee of exhibition,
orfewer movies could be made” (Mordden
, 1988:368). Faced with legal troubles of ver-
a-tical control, shrinking potential profits, and
1 uncertainty about which films to make, the
1s studios changed their production method and
s began leasing studio space to independent
ddirectors to make their own films (Phillips
€1990:16).
Shortly after this transition, a new school

founded in 1967, and the program at the Cali-of thought regarding film migrated to the
fornia Institute of the Arts, created in 1971. United States from France. Film criticism in
Columbia University first offered a Master Europe, particularly in France in ti&ahiers

of Fine Arts in Film, Radio, and Television du cinéma had developed along different
in 1966. Thus, the vast majority of film de- lines. In the mid- to late 1950s, the French
partments were founded after the post-Wofldnouvelle vaguelaborated an approach to the

War Il growth in higher education.

With the support of universities, the ide
of film as art enjoyed greater legitimacy.
centers of cultural authority, universitie
helped redefine a range of cultural produ
as high art (DiMaggio 1992). In addition t
the increase in film studies programs, fil
scholars claim that the legitimacy of fil
studies within the academy has steadi
grown (Blades 1976; Bywater and Sobch
1989; Easton 1997), further facilitating th
legitimacy of the intellectualization of thig
form of entertainment.

THE TRANSITION FROM THE STUDIO
SYSTEM TO DIRECTOR-CENTERED
PRODUCTION

Until the 1950s, Hollywood films were mad
according to the studio system whereby ¢
rectors (as well as actors) were signed td
contract with a studio that obliged them
make the films that the studios (which r
tained creative control) were interested
making (Staiger 1985; Tuska 1991, introdu

12The organization of th€ollege Blue Book
changed over time, making it difficult to confirn
this. Furthermore, the categorization of differe
programs under a common rubric can be troub
some. For example, grouping film studies wit
media studies or with visual arts makes it diff

¥

appreciation of film that by the 1960s had
stimulated a new form of American film
criticism (Sarris 1968). This approach was
auteurism Theauteurtheory posits that “the
tsdirector alone can confer artistic unity on a
motion picture . . . [and] is the single con-
trolling influence during the production of a
motion picture” (Phillips 1990:11).
ly The importation ofauteurismwas set in
kmotion by Sarris's (1962) seminal essay,
e “Notes on the Auteur Theory in 1962.”
Auteurismcame to enjoy general acceptance
among both journalistic and academic crit-
ics (Kapsis 1992:13). It provided film criti-
cism with a powerful tool for connecting
with existing beliefs about the nature of art
and artists (Bywater and Sobchak 1989:53;
Zolberg 1990:7). Critics, who were inter-
ested in establishing their reputations as in-
i-fluential intellectuals, were able to provide
a rationale for film as art that countered
mass culture objections (cf. Adorno 1991).
Auteurismwas originally conceived to ex-
nplain how films made within the studio sys-
c-tem could be art. It identified the creative
imprint of (American) directors whose artis-
tic impulses survived the homogenizing in-
1 fluence of the studio system (Stoddart 1995).
o.However, its adoption by American critics
h came at a time when a change in production
- practices encouraged a view of directors as

a)

—

cult to get an accurate count.

independent creators, allowing a perception
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of film as art to be applied to standard H
lywood farel3
In contrast, Europe had ieuteurs(e.g.,
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I- set of conventions. The intellectualization of
film involved the application of aesthetic
standards and so was a crucial development

Jean Renoir, Sergei Eisenstein, Rene Clairin the promotion of film to the status of art.
G.W. Pabst) as early as the 1920s and 1930%:ilm reviews available to the public in popu-
Of course, the film industries in Europe had lar periodicals provide evidence for the evo-
never been fully oriented toward commercial lution of an aesthetic in the field of film.
interests, and filmmakers had never begrFilm reviews are therefore an ideal data
constrained by a studio system. In the Igtesource. Not only do they document the in-
1950s and in the 1960s, European (and othetellectualization of film, they also explain
foreign) films grew in popularity among how the new aesthetic for film was dissemi-
American audiences. This growth was facili- nated to the public.

tated by the distribution of foreign films b Content analysis of film reviews is well
American studios, which were producing suited to identifying the important elements
fewer films of their own (Balio 1998:63)] of an ideology of film as art and showing
The reduction in domestic production algothat this critical aesthetic became prevalent
meant that many small and second-run thein the 1960s. My sample of film reviews
aters, without the usual supply of “B” mov} consists of reviews beginning in 1925 and
ies, began to show foreign films (Sklar ending in 1985. By 1925, film had existed
1994:293). Furthermore, at a time when mp-as a medium for more than 25 years, giving
res were changing, foreign films were ad- critics and audiences time to become famil-
vantaged because they were not required tgar with its basic characteristics and poten-
conform to the moral requirements of thetial. Furthermore, film technology now al-
Production Code. The Code was a set of relowed filmmakers to make films that were
strictions on themes and images which thelong enough to maintain a narrative structure
American studios agreed to abide by untiland that had sufficiently good picture qual-
1968. More “sensitive to intellectual and s¢- ity that reviewers could focus on interpret-
cial questions” (Mast 1981:278) and with ja ing the films as art rather than as merely
“more sophisticated treatment of sexuality” technical works. The end date of 1985 al-
(Sklar 1993:422) than American films, fort lows ample time after the change in the op-
eign films apparently resonated with Amerj- portunity space for critics to develop a new
can audiences. Famous foreigmteurs | film aesthetict* For every fifth year from
then, were available as models for how film- 1925 to 1985, the first film reviewed each
makers could be artists. The change to di-month by 3 popular periodicals (tHéew

rector-centered production in Hollywoo
aligned American filmmakers, even the mo
mainstream of them, with their Europea
counterparts.

FILM CRITICS PROVIDE AN
INTELLECTUALIZING
DISCOURSE

A classification as art rather than entertai
ment implies that the artistic value of a cu
tural product can be justified according to

3 How much control directors had under th
studio system and whether they gained from t
system’s collapse is debatable (e.g., see Sklar
Zagarrio 1998). While they surely gained son
autonomy, directors also now enjoyed thap-
pearanceof a significant amount of freedom an

i York Times,the New Yorkerand Time) was
stselected because: (1) They are among the
n few periodicals that published film reviews
continuously during the period under study;
(2) they are mass-circulation periodicals that
are widely available and reach a large pub-
lic, targeting a wide middle-brow audience;
and (3) they are thought to be trendsetters
and hence other film critics are likely to
n-adopt their practices. This method generated
I- 13 time periods, with 36 film reviews in
a

4 Furthermore, 1985 is a suitable end date be-
e cause it is necessary to observe the variables of
heinterest well past the period of change to show
anthat the increases are enduring trends rather than
e statistical anomalies. Moreover, the values of the
variables plateau after the period of change and
d further data collection would not add significant
information or alter the conclusions.

autonomy.
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each period, yielding a total of 468 film reg- applied to a flmmaker, and that films should
views1°Two variables serve as evidence thatattempt to convey a message or allow for in-
a change in film reviewing has occurred: (1) terpretation. Films, the reviewer is saying, do

the use of specific terms associated with

tistic criticism in other highbrow artistic
genres; and (2) the use of critical devic
and concepts that facilitate an analytical, i
terpretive approach to film rather than a fa
ile, entertainment-minded approach. For e
ample, the following passage is from a 193
New Yorkerfilm review of City Lights di-

rected by Charlie Chaplin, a film currentl
considered a “classic” of great artistic valu

Occasionally, you know, strange and unfor-
tunate things occur to persons of such ac-
claimed place when they settle back for a
while to enjoy their triumphs. There is the
constant headiness, anyhow, of the great
public’s applause, and also so many excited
little articles appear in various select jour-
nals spiced richly with such terms as “ge-
nius” and “artist” that the reading of them
may cast a sad spell over the subject. To be
sure such journals have a small circulation
as a rule, yet | suspect that the persons sq
dealt with usually contrive to unearth them
and ponder on their arguments. The results
may be disastrous. There grows an inclina-
tion to be more dramatically an artist, one
with a mission, a significant message, an in-
terpretation, and that aspiration has killed
many a delightful talent. . . . | might wax
eloquent about the meaning of his clowning,
its relation to the roots of human instincts,
had | at all the official vocabulary for that
kind of thing, and did | not suspect that it
tired many people the way it does mie(v
Yorker, February 21, 1931, p. 60)

The reviewer’s comments show that th
idea of film as art existed in 1931, but th
this idea was mainly confined to avant-gar
journals with a “small circulation” waiting
for filmmakers to “unearth” them. For a re
viewer in theNew Yorketto ridicule the idea
of film as art, the idea could not have hg
wide currency. The more mainstream opi
ion, as represented by thiéew Yorkerre-
viewer, was opposed to the notion th

rnot serve that purpose, and are better for it.

The following quotations fromTime
psmagazine provide a glimpse of the ap-
n-proaches taken by mainstream reviewers at
c-different points in time and show that re-
X-viewers in 1940 could be hostile to films that
31 provoked thought rather than entertained:

Unfortunately, Hollywood has now got the

idea that “social significance” has some-
thing to do with the amusement business.
(Time January 1, 1940, p. 29)

“Class picture” is a trade term for films with

a better than average cast, a resolutely es-
thetic director, and uplift. They are aimed at
people who want ideas with their entertain-
ment. Often they are made from second-rate
novels with a purpose. Usually they are
bores, frequently they are flopSifhe April

1, 1940, p. 70)

A film critic for Time magazine in more
recent decades would hardly argue against
“social significance” or the inclusion of
“ideas” in films. For example, the following
statements appeared in a 1980 film review
in Time

D

The movie delights in the play of ideas and
in its own unsuspected ability to play fast,
loose and funny with them. It is refreshing
to see a movie that sends ideas instead of
autos crashing head-o.ilne September 1,
1980, p. 58)

These examples illustrate the approaches
that critics take toward culture and how an
eapproach can change markedly over time.
at Although there is some variation among re-
leviews from any given period, the examples
presented here are largely representative of
- their respective period$.Content analysis

d 18although reviewers for the three publications

N- sampled did not treat film as art in the early peri-
ods, such reviews did exist elsewhere. For ex-

ntample, Robert Sherwood and James Agee are two

Charlie Chaplin could be an “artist,” that reviewers who treated film as art in other publi-

words such as “artist” and “genius” could b

15Because not all issues of thew Yorkeifor
1925 were available, the sample includes revie
from several issues from the same months f{
that year in order to get 12 reviews.

cations, however, such reviews were exceptions
to mainstream critical opinion. The argument
here is that wide acceptance among the public
awaited abroader consensuamong reviewers

salong with gustificationfor film as art expressed

orthrough reviews that reached a fairly wide audi-
ence. | make no attempt to catalogue the early

e
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follows to document with more precisio
just how representative they are.

CHANGING LANGUAGE

A vocabulary of criticism is a common fea
ture of artistic commentary. Measurement
the changing language used in film reviey
requires identifying a manageable number
elements of that vocabulary. Reviews fro
the New York Timesthe New Yorkey and

Time of classical music performances ar
recordings and of painting exhibitions fron
the year 1925 provided a sample vocabulg
from which a list of “high art” terms was
drawn. Using the first music review and th
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h tive analysis of a narrative structure were
added to the list: genre, irony, metaphor.
Two other terms were also counted: the
mention of a proper name followed by the
suffix “ian” (e.g., Hitchcockian) or by the
suffix “esque” (e.g., Felliniesque), as an in-
ofdication of setting an academic tone. Ap-
yspearances of these terms were then counted
ofin the film review sample. Accurate counts
m of each term were achieved by scanning the
reviews into a computer and then using the
d“find” function in a word processor. Each
n review was, of course, corrected for spell-
rying errors that occurred in the scanning pro-
cess. All variants of a term were also
e counted. For instance, “art,” “artist,” “art-

first painting review from each month i
1925, a primary list was compiled for ea
publication. (Only the first six months o
music reviews were available for thidew
York Timesbut their music reviews were, 0
average, twice as long.) Each primary li
included any term considered to be char
teristic of highbrow art criticism from tha
publication. The final list of terms was cr
ated by including any term that appeared
at least two primary lists (i.e., at least t
publications’ reviews of painting and/or m
sic in 1925). The list of terms was then par
down to include those words thought to ha
the strongest “high art” connotations. (T
list of terms is available from the author
request).

Using reviews from 1925 avoids the te
dency to generate a list that includes ter
that resonate with a contemporary kno
edge of critical terminology, which woul
have led to finding more such terms in lat
periods independent of any change or la
of change in the nature of film reviews b
fore that. If there is any bias, it is again
finding these terms in later periods. Thr
additional terms pertaining to the interpr

proponents of the notion that film is art becaus
do not seek to provide a detailed historical
count of the origins of film criticism. Rather, m
aim is to provide a causal-analytic account of t
factors involved in the changing perception

film among the American public. Although thes

two modes of analysis are complementary (de

tailed cataloguing and causal analysis), the g
here is to elucidate the pattern of growth of t
idea of film as art and acceptance of film crit
cism rather than their precise origins.

istry,” “artistic,” and “artistically” would
heach be counted as “art.” A term was
counted only if it was used in a sense that
relates to art commentary. If a film as a
whole or some aspect of the film was de-
tscribed as “brilliant,” the term “brilliant”
cwas counted. If a bright light, something
shiny, or any concrete object was described
- as “brilliant,” the term was not counted.
nThe term “work” was counted only if it ap-
o plied to the film as a production, not if it
- was being used to denote labor or in any
dother nonartistic sense, and so on. The
eterms were divided into two groups. The
e first group is designated as “high art” terms
n and includes words that have a rhetorical
effect in the context of the evaluation of
- cultural products. They imply an erudite as-
ssessment and expert judgment. These words
I-are: art, brilliant, genius, inspired, intelli-
gent, master, and work. In addition, as men-
rtioned above, the use of a proper name fol-
kKowed by the suffix “esque” or “ian” was
- counted. Such usage indicates the tendency
tto set a serious, weighty tone. The second
egroup is designated as “critical” terms and
- includes words that are used in the analysis
of texts. These words are: composition,
Igenre, irony, metaphor, satire, symbol, and
c-tone.

Table 1 reports the total number of “high
€art” and “critical” terms by year. (The results
for each term by year are available from the
_author on request.) There is a statistically
asignificant tendency for occurrences of these
eterms to increase over time, which supports
- the view that it became more common for
reviewers to incorporate a more sophisti-
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Table 1. Analysis of “High Art” and “Critical”
Terms Used in Film Reviews: 1925 to

1985
Number
Total of Terms
Number of Mean Divided
“High Art” and  Number by Total
“Critical” of Words Number of
Year Terms Used per Review Review Word
1925 19 337.2 .0016
1930 18 395.8 .0013
1935 21 414.0 .0014
1940 5 339.1 .0004
1945 21 434.1 .0013
1950 9 371.4 .0007
1955 12 396.8 .0008
1960 31 450.5 .0019
1965 32 447.0 .0020
1970 107 898.2 .0033
1975 69 978.3 .0020
1980 103 1,132.3 .0025
1985 78 950.4 .0023
Rho .88™ .86™" 70"

Note Twelve reviews were sampled for each ye
from theNew York TimegheNew YorkerandTime
magazine; N = 468.

“p<.01 ™ p<.001 (one-tailed tests)

cated and analytical vocabulary in their r
views in more recent decad¥s.

In addition to using specialized terms, cri
ics who take film seriously will also write
lengthier reviews. Long reviews allow then
to provide fully elucidated analyses, as o
posed to the more superficial treatment
The second column of Table 1 confirms th
the fewest words per review were written
1925—a review in this year averaged 337
words. This amount remained relatively co
stant until 1955, followed by a slight in
crease in 1960 and 1965. After 1965 the g
erage number of words per review increas
dramatically, peaking in 1980 at 1,132.3, af
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demonstrating a strong tendency for more
recent time periods to include progressively
lengthier reviews.

Is the increase in “high art” and “critical”
terms a result of change in the length of the
reviews? More of these terms might be
present because longer reviews provide a
greater opportunity for them to appear by
chance. The ratio of the number of “high art”
and “critical” terms appearing in all the re-
views sampled for a given year divided by
the total number of words in all the reviews
provides evidence that this is not the case.
Between 1925 and 1960 the ratio does not
exceed .0016. In 1960, the ratio rises to
.0019 and in 1970 it is .0033. Thus, there is
a sharp increase in the density of this spe-
cialized vocabulary. Spearman’s rho be-
tween year and the ratio is significant, indi-
cating that in those years when the special-
ized terms and the total word counts were
highest, there are relatively more specialized
terms. Thus, in later periods critics tended
not only to discuss the films more thor-
oughly, more studiously, and in greater
depth, but they were also more likely to use
Ar'a specialized “high art” and “critical” vo-
cabulary when doing so. The post-1960 in-
crease is observed in each of the periodicals
separately. Because only 12 reviews were
sampled from each periodical in a given
2-year, it is easier to see whether there are sys-
tematic differences in the rate of “high art”
t- and “critical” terms combined if several time
periods are grouped together. Table 2, which
n compares the rate of these terms across the
p-three periodicals, shows that despite differ-
s.ences among the periodicals, the post-1960
atincreases are nearly identical.

n The use of a specialized vocabulary is not
.2merely a reflection of the increase in the
n-length of reviews. Instead, the data suggest
that the proportionate increase in the num-
v-ber of “high art” and “critical” terms is the
eceffect of a nascent tendency to treat film as
ndan art form, and that the use of a specialized

then decreasing somewhat in the final timevocabulary necessitated contextualization

period to 950.4. Spearman’s rho for the aj
erage word count and year is significan

170One-tailed tests are appropriate here as th
is a directional hypothesis concerning the rel
tionship between year and the rank order of t
counts.

v-and more explanations, resulting in lengthier
t, reviews!®

ere 8 The alternative, that editors demanded in-

a-creased output from reviewers and that review-

heers then filled that space with a highbrow artistic
vocabulary by chance, is less plausible.
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Table 2. Number of “High Art” and “Critical”
Terms Divided by Total Review
Words, by Source: 1925 to 1985

New York
Year New Yorker Time Times
1925-1940 .0009 .0013 .0013
1945-1960 .0010 .0014 .0013
1965-1985 .0021 .0031 .0028

CHANGING TECHNIQUES AND CONCEPTS

The second measure of the change in fi

reviews is the use of critical devices an

concepts. These devices and concepts are
comparisons and distinctions that critics u
and the thought modes that critics empl
when reviewing films. Eight technique
were defined.

(1) POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE COMMEN-
TARY. It is thought that high art is comple
and does not lend itself to easy interpretati
or appreciation. The first technique is the a
pearance of both positive and negative co

mentary in the same review. Reviews that g

dress film as art are expected to have am

complex, in-depth approach to film involvt

ing evaluation of many aspects on differe

levels, resulting in more mixed reviews. Sug

a mixture of commentary exists, for exampl
when a reviewer praises the actors for th
interpretations but finds fault with the ton
that the director gave to the material.

(2) DIRECTOR Is NAMED. The second
technique is referring to the director b
name in the review. Serious art forms requi
recognition of the artists by name, and

film this means the director (Blewitt 1993).

Furthermore, occurrences of this techniq
are expected to increase in the 1960s, due
the introduction of auteurism.

(3) COMPARISON OF DIRECTORS. The
third technique in the content analysis is tl
comparison of one director to another dire
tor. Discussion of high art very often place
a given work in the context of other work
so that the work can be evaluated in a mg
sophisticated and informed manner (Eitn
1961).

(4) CoMPARISON OF FILMsS. Comparison
of the film to other films is also expected t
increase. Making connections between d
ferent works allows critics to justify their
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analyses and to display their cinematic eru-
dition.

(5) FILM Is INTERPRETED. A defining
characteristic of “art” as opposed to “enter-
tainment” is that art is thought-provoking
and a form of communication through meta-
phor. Examples include, “It seems reason-
ably clear that she means her movie to be a
wry and sometimes anguished parable of po-
litical corruption and betrayalTime Octo-
ber 6, 1975, p. 65) or “she bends this mate-
rial onto a statement about how women are
trapped and self-entrapped in our society”

m(New York TimesNovember 1, 1975, sec. 1,

dp. 17). Such statements are subject to debate

thend require creative inference on the part of
sethe critic. Bordwell (1989), considering the
pyrole of interpretation in film criticism, ex-

5 plains that when film criticism became an
academic endeavor, it was adopted by intel-
lectuals in the humanities. “As a result, cin-
ema was naturally subsumed within the in-

bnterpretive frames of reference that rule those

p-disciplines” (Bordwell 1989:17). “Interpre-
m+tation-centered” criticism prevails in film
dstudies because of its association with other

Dréypes of cultural criticism.

(6) MERIT IN FAILURE. Viewing a given

ntaspect of a film in different ways indicates a

hcomplex, multifaceted approach to film. A

e, multifaceted approach is typical for high-

eirbrow art, which relies on resolving tensions

e between beauty and harshness to achieve its
effect (Eitner 1961). Seeing merit in failure,
requiring evaluation on two levels, is the

y sixth technique. An example of this is, “If

rePontecorvo’s film is flawed throughout, it is

nnevertheless an amazing film, intensely con-
troversial even in its failuresNew Yorker

ueNovember 7, 1970, p. 159).

» t0 (7) ART VERSUS ENTERTAINMENT. Crit-

ics develop a canon and then must justify

why a film is good (serious art) or bad (com-

nemercial entertainment). A fault line appears
c-between “real art” and film that is motivated

s by profit or obviously and intentionally ori-

S ented toward a mass market (Bourdieu 1993,

rechap. 1)1° “There are times when the movie

er
19 verdaasdonk (1983) discusses the impor-

tance critics place on the incompatibility of com-

mercial and artistic values and the consequences

O for aesthetic legitimacy as applied to the literary

f-field. Verdaasdonk refutes the validity of this di-
chotomy.
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Table 3. Percent of Reviews Using Specific Critical Techniques, 1925 to 1985

Techniqué
Year (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) Q) (8) 9 (@oy
1925 36.1 47.2 2.8 8.3 2.8 0 11.1 0 8.3 .000686
1930 33.3 33.3 2.8 8.3 2.8 0 0 0 2.8 .000195
1935 52.8 19.4 0 16.7 13.9 0 2.8 2.8 5.6 .000373
1940 33.3 50.0 0 5.6 16.7 0 2.8 0 5.6 .000455
1945 52.8 36.1 2.8 5.6 25.0 0 5.6 0 5.6 .000356
1950 61.1 50.0 0 16.7 19.4 2.8 2.8 2.8 11.1  .000831
1955 50.0 52.8 2.8 2.8 13.9 2.8 0 8.3 11.1  .000778
1960 63.9 72.2 0 5.6 41.7 11.1 5.6 5.6 30.6 .001884
1965 52.8 80.6 0 16.7 41.7 2.8 111 8.3 36.1 .002244
1970 52.8 86.1 16.7 30.6 69.4 16.7 13.9 5.6 58.3 .001804
1975 63.9 97.2 11.1 33.3 72.2 11.1 8.3 11.1 66.7 .001893
1980 77.8 100.0 11.1 41.7 69.4 25.0 19.4 8.3 80.6 .001976
1985 52.8 100.0 16.7 27.8 55.6 5.6 22.2 13.9 50.0 .001461
Rho 67" .95™ 54 .61 91 88" .66 .89™ .90™ .80™

aTechniques 1 through 8 are defined as follows: 1 = presence of both positive and negative commentary
in review; 2 = director is named; 3 = director is compared with another director; 4 = film is compared with
another film; 5 = presence of interpretation; 6 = merit is seen in failure; 7 = opposition drawn between
serious versus commercial film or art versus entertainment; 8 = film is criticized for being “easy” or for

lacking subtlety.
b Column 9 shows the percentage of reviews in

which at least 3 of the techniques are used.

¢Column 10 equals column 9 divided by total words in all reviews.

* *ok

“p<.05 "p<.01

teeters on the edge of commercial cutene
(Time February 3, 1975, p. 4) is an examp
of such a distinction. Distinguishing be
tween “popular” film and “serious” film al-
lows critics to define a canon that excludg
standard Hollywood productions. Creating
canon delineates a subgroup of the art fo
that critics can refer to as representative
their ideas concerning what is good

(DiMaggio 1992). The canon provides a sgt

of exemplary works to which critics can a
peal to defend their ideological ground. T
identification of these “serious” works als
allows critics to dismiss other films as a di
ferent kind of cinema, thereby maintainin
the artistic integrity of “real” cinema.
(8) Too EAsY TO ENJOY. A distinction

similar to “art versus entertainment” shoul
appear more often in later periods based

a “disgust at the facile” (Bourdieu 1984:

486). Real art requires effort to be appre
ated and cannot be enjoyed on a superfi
level (Canaday 1980). Treating film as

* p <.001 (one tailed tests)

sséncourages disdain for films that are “too
leimmediately accessible and so discredited as
‘childish’ or ‘primitive’” (Bourdieu 1984:
486), while finding value in complexity and
>ssubtlety. Two reviews appearing 45 years
aapart in theNew Yorkershow how critics at
rmdifferent times differed in how they held
offilms to this standard:

rt

| don’t like movies about people who work,
and | don't like movies about people who
have things the matter with them. (I work
and all my friends work, and we all have
things the matter with us. We go to movies
to forget). New Yorker April 6, 1935, p.
77)

| don’t mean it as a compliment when | ven-
ture . . . that it will prove to be her most
popular picture so far. It is an easy movie to
enjoy, which is the whole troubleNéw
Yorker, March 3, 1980, p. 112)

i- Table 3 presents the percentage of reviews
ialn each year that include each of the eight
rt techniques. Results for technique 1 show the

e

on
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increase in the use of mixed, rather than €
clusively positive or negative, commentar
Spearman’s rho between year and the nu
ber of reviews using mixed commentary

.67 and is significant. Results for techniqu
2 show that the director is named in 100 pg
cent of the reviews in the last two time per
ods, an increase from less than 50 percen
1925. The high rank-order correlation (rho
.95) attests to the increase in the practice

a17

xbetween films that are too easy or too obvi-

y. ous in their intentions and films that are
msubtle, difficult, or complex (rho = .89).

s While not used at all in the beginning of the
estudy period, the distinction was drawn most

2r-often in 1985 (13.9 percent).

i- Although each of these techniques can
icontribute to an intellectual, sophisticated
= approach to film review, the use of multiple
ofechniques changes the nature of reviews to

naming the director in reviews. The substan-a greater extent. Column 9 presents the per-

tial increase of approximately 20 percenta
points between 1955 and 1960 conforms
expectations concerning the influence

auteurism Results for technique 3 show tha
comparisons between directors is not co
mon in film reviews, reaching a high of 16.
percent in 1970 and 1985. However, a m

erate correlation exists (rho = .54). Simil
results obtain for technique 4—compariso
between the film under review and anoth
film. Although this device never appeared
more than a minority of reviews in th
sample, peaking at 41.7 percent in 19
there is evidence of a moderate increase o
time (rho = .61).

Is there evidence of an increase in
tempts to find an implicit message in film
as a whole or in certain aspects of film
Results for technique 5 show that the int
pretation of film is associated with later tim
periods (rho = .91). Starting at merely 2
percent, interpreting film became the do
nant mode of review by the 1970s, peaki
in 1975 (72.2 percent). This result provid
strong evidence for the shift in the nature
film reviews. Despite the existence of oth
types of interpretive criticism such as lite
ary criticism, early film reviewers were no
likely to find a message in the films the
saw. Such a development apparently awai
the adoption of film as subject matter
academic-minded critics.

The increase in viewing a given aspect
a film as both a success and a failure (te
nique 6) is statistically significant (rho
.88). Although the device was not widel
used, it was most popular in reviews fro
1980 (25.0 percent). The increase over ti
in drawing a distinction in film between s
rious art and commercial entertainme
(technique 7) is statistically significant (rh
= .66). There is a slight but significant i
crease over time in reviews distinguishi

jecentage of reviews in which at least three of
tothe techniques were used. Until the 1960s,
bfrelatively few reviews used at least three of
1t the critical devices. After 1960, the percent-
-age steadily rose, reaching its highest value
in 1980 of 80.6 percent. Apparently, critics
d-were using multiple critical concepts and
r techniques in their reviews beginning in the
s$1960s (rho = .90). Column 10 shows that,
rdespite writing lengthier reviews, critics
n were also using these eight techniques at a
greater rate on a word-by-word basis in later
Otime periods. This column shows the per-
ecentages in column 9 divided by the total
number of words in all reviews for a given
t-time period. There is a considerable differ-
ence between the pre- and post-1960 time
?periods, with a large increase occurring in
r-the later period (rho = .80). Critics were not
only using more of these techniques but
8 were also more likely to use them within a
i- given number of words. This now-familiar
gpattern attests to the changes that occurred
sin the 1960s in the field of film criticism.
f The content analysis demonstrates the
r changing goals and methods of film review-
ing between 1925 and 1985. The findings are
consistent with recent work by Shrum
(1996) that seeks to determine the role crit-
edcs play in creating a distinction between
y high and popular culture. Shrum (1996) con-
cludes that the difference between high cul-
fture and popular culture is defined by “those
hworks about which critical talk is relevant”
(p. 9). Although there is no direct measure
of the relevance of critics, the increasing
length of reviews after 1960 may indicate in-
ecreasing concern with critical commentary.
- According to Shrum’s argument, this in-
tcrease in relevance would indicate an accep-
tance of film as high culture.
Although it is possible to find early re-
gviews that treat film as art, these isolated in-
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Table 4. Number of “High Art” and “Critical” Terms in First and Later Reviews of 20 Films

Total Number of “High Mean Number of Number of Terms Divided

Period Art” and “Critical” Terms Words per Review by Total Review Words
First review (1915-1949) 20 503.2 .0020
Later review (1960-1982) 103 1,499.7 .0034

Note See footnote 21 for a list of the 20 films reviewed.

stances are deviations from the genetaliews from a variety of sources for films
trend. Moreover, some reviews from later made before 1950. A sample was collected
periods treat a film as strictly entertain- including all films for which two reviews
ment—reviewers sometimes acknowledgefrom popular periodicals could be located,
that film is big business and that not all films one from the year the film was released and
aspire to the status of art. Occasionally theythe second after 1960. Most often, these pre-
even forgive a film for its “base” aspirations. 1950 films earned a second review because
However, this kind of forgiveness was neverthey were being shown at a film festival or
called for in earlier decades when the art/en-because it was the anniversary of the film’'s
tertainment opposition in film was nof original release. Or the second review indi-
clearly defined. cated that the film deserved to be discussed
because it had been neglected at its initial
release. This method generated 20 films,
each reviewed at two different times, pro-
Although the characteristics of film reviews ducing a group of 20 reviews published be-
have changed, it is possible that the relatigntween 1915 and 1949 and a later group of 20
ship between the work of critics and the sta-reviews published between 1960 and 1882.
tus of film is a spurious one. Do both resylt Table 4 shows how the language used in
from a shift in the nature of films themt the first group of reviews compares to that
selves? If films became more artistic, thjs of the later group. The first reviews con-
may have caused both a shift in the contentained 20 “high art” and “critical” terms,
of reviews and an elevation in the status ofwhereas the later reviews contained 103
film. Unfortunately, it is not possible to pror “high art” and “critical” terms. The total
vide here an objective measure of whethemumber of words in the 20 initial film re-
films have become more artistic over time. views was 10,064 words, while the total
However, an examination of reviews of the number in the 20 later reviews was 29,993
same films from two different time periods words. For initial reviews, the total number
for a given set of films will help to establish of “high art” and “critical” terms divided by
whether critics were merely responding to the total number of words is .0020, and for
the changing qualities of filrff later reviews the figure is .0034. Thus, the
The first volume of thé&ilm Review Index| pattern found in the larger sample is re-
(Hanson and Hanson 1986), a resource fopeated—not only did reviews contain a more
film scholars, provides references to film re- specialized vocabulary, but critics were also

WHY HAVE FILM REVIEWS CHANGED?

. . . 21The 20 films in this sample ar&:Woman of
ship between the nature of film reviews and the Paris, Best Years of Our Live€asablancaCity
content of films. However, there are reasofnsLights, Fantasiag Gone With the WindModern

20The data in this section address the relatign-

aside from the content of films that may accou
for the observed trends in the larger film revie
sample, such as the sampling method, the cha
ing pool of films, and changing editorial prag
tices at the sampled publications. The data
Appendix A demonstrate that the observed tren

NtTimes Napoleon Olympiad Orphans of the

Storm Snow White and the Seven Dwaifhat
NgHamilton Woman The Birth of a NationThe
- Emperor JonesThe Grapes of Wratirhe Great
inDictator, The Last Will of Dr. Mabus&he Rules
dsof the GameThe Ten CommandmenendZero

are not an artifact of the sampling method, theConduite The reviews come from thdew York

changing pool of films, or of changing editorig
practices.

I Times theNew Yorker Timeg theVillage Voice
and theNation.
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Table 5. Percentage of Reviews Using Specific Critical Techniques in First and Later Reviews of the

Same 20 Films

Technique

First Review Later Review
in 1915-1949 in 1960-1982

(1) Presence of both positive and negative commentary in review

(2) Director is named

(3) Director is compared with another director

(4) Film is compared with another film

(5) Presence of interpretation

(6) Merit is seen in failure

(7) Opposition drawn between serious vs. comme
(8) Film is criticized for being “easy” or lacking su

At least three of the above eight techniques are used

40.0 55.0
85.0 90.0
0 35.0
0 75.0
30.0 85.0
0 5.0
rcial or art vs. entertainment 15.0 20.0
btlety 5.0 0
20.0 75.0

Note See footnote 21 for a list of the 20 films reviewed.

more likely to use this vocabulary more freg
quently. This finding is important because
demonstrates that given films were reviews
differently at different points in time.

Table 5 compares the two groups of 2
film reviews according to the technique
used in reviewing. Like the larger sampl
comparing the director to another direct
and comparing the film to another film ocg
cur only in the later time period. Also, expli
cating the implicit meaning in the films
jumps from 30 percent in the initial review
to 85 percent in later reviews. Althoug
there was often no effort to find a messa
in the films when they were first reviewed

- tial reviews use at least three techniques, 75
it percent of the later reviews do so. This find-
2ding is important because it illustrates the
change in the overall style and goal of the
Oreviews. Given films received a critical treat-
s ment much different in the post-1960 era.
2, This evidence supports the argument that
brthe change in film reviews is not merely a
- reflection of change in the filn&. Critics
- were acting as influencers rather than as mir-
rors. Although reviewers cannot write any-
5 thing they wish, there are options open to
n them in how they critique culture. Follow-
pjeing the creation of a favorable opportunity
, space, film reviewers chose to treat film as

it became standard in the later reviews
treat the films as a form of communicatio

toan art form rather than merely as entertain-
. ment. The act of analyzing and consecrating

However, use of some of the other tech-older works within an art world has the ef-

nigques is not as strongly linked to time pe-fect of creating a canon of “classics.” Canon
riod. Using mixed commentary and drawing formation is an important step in creating a
a distinction between serious art and com-coherent aesthetic regarding an art form. The

mercial entertainment are only slightly mo
likely to be part of a later review, as is find
ing merit in failure, although it appears onl
once. Finding fault with an easy or obvioy
film also appeared only once, although u
expectedly in the earlier time period. Inte
estingly, 17 of the 20 film reviews in the
early period named the director, while 18
the reviews in the later period did so. Pos
bly, those films made by renowned directo
are more likely to survive over time.

The two groups of reviews differ greatly i
the use of at least three of the enumera
techniques. Whereas only 20 percent of i

e increased attention to and more rigorous re-

Y 22The findings strongly suggest that a legiti-
S mating ideology does not solely depend on the
N-content of art. Although the sample films are
r- probably not representative of the content of film
v in general, the finding from the sample is rel-
hf evant for a general understanding of the consti-
_tution of a legitimating ideology. A legitimating
ideology never arises simply as a reflection of
artistic qualities. The sample, however, does not
describe the artistic nature of films in general and
' cannot speak to the question of the relevance of
e(émy changes that occurred in film content to
i-film’s elevation to art.

D

IS
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views of these films indicate canon forma- cations sampled here) attended college be-
tion in the field of film. However, the cani fore the emergence of film programs and
onization occurs retrospectively rather thanthus did not have academic backgrounds in
at the introduction of the cultural product. | film, they had the opportunity to read aca-
demic work and to communicate with like-
CONCLUSION minded admirers of film. A developi_ng art
world gathers momentum, cooperation be-
Film was valorized through the institution- gets further cooperation, and the seizing of
alization of various resources and practicesopportunities creates further opportunities.
by a range of actors in the art world for film, Some of the factors that contributed to the
beginning soon after film's emergence andrecognition of the artistic possibilities of
intensifying in the late 1950s to late 1960s.film, such as the advent of television, the
Between the 1920s and the early 1950s, thislemise of the studio system, and the increase
process occurred only in isolated instancesin post-secondary education, cannot be
But in the 1960s the coincidence of factorslinked to actors who had an interest in pro-
described above created the thrust necessanmyoting film as art. However, an identifiable
for a major turning point in perceptions gf group of symbolic capitalists can be credited
the artistic status of film. with the creation of film festivals and aca-
The coincidence of these factors high-demic programs for film study and the criti-
lights the reciprocal influences among them.cism of films using an aesthetic that treated
The changing opportunity space not only fa-film as art. Academics, journalists, and other
cilitated the success of efforts to valoriZe believers in the artistic value of film under-
film but also encouraged the movement fotook film's promotion in a social environ-
treat film as art. The increased populationment in which film’s image was more mal-
with a post-secondary education provided| aleable. The symbolic capitalists seized the
larger potential audience for film as art as moment when those qualities consonant with
more film patrons read the new criticism, at- existing norms defining art could be empha-
tended the newly founded festivals, and en-sized. Relative to television, which strayed
rolled in the emerging field of film studies further from the field of art as it was then
in universities. The financial troubles of defined (and as it is now), many filmgere
American studios caused by the popularityartistic. The new social context of film ap-
of television and by industry restructuring in preciation promoted a focus on the existing
the 1950s and 1960s allowed festivals foartistic characteristics of films and “forgot-
play a larger role in determining which films ten” masterpieces were reevaluated. To un-
and directors succeeded in the United Stateslerstand how art forms are situated within a
(Mast 1981:333). Film festivals granted cultural hierarchy we must recognize the im-
prestige and exposure to many foreign apdportance of both structural factors and hu-
independent films whose popularity had in- man agency.
creased among a more educated audience for As was the case with other art forms, crit-
film at a time of decreased Hollywood out- ics have played an important role in creating
put. Financially troubled Hollywood studios, a legitimating ideology for film. While they
eager to participate in and profit from the were the primary disseminators of the dis-
trend, hired many foreign directors to make course, they were not its only creators. The
films for American distribution. The film| legitimating ideology for film as art was the
companies encouraged a view of film as artproduct of many participants in the film
by entering festivals and promoting thejr world including critics, academics, flmmak-
films as artistic products. The growth in the ers, and other intellectuals involved with the
number of academic courses and program®rganization of festivals, programs, and in-
on film not only helped legitimate the idea stitutes. Film reviews, while the most visible
of film as art, but also aided in the develop- and influential, were not the sole site for the
ment of a more sophisticated language andievelopment of this ideology.
style of reviews. Although most critics writ Although many scholars point to the key
ing for major publications in the 1960s and role of a legitimating ideology, few have
1970s (including those writing for the publi- documented and analyzed the emergence of
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that ideology. The present analysis providesare designed to appeal to a wide audience.
a general model for analyzing discourse inFurthermore, films have not enjoyed the
other cultural and intellectual fields. Critics near-exclusive elite patronage typical of op-
influenced how film was viewed and era and symphonic music. DiMaggio (1982,
whether film could be discussed as art after1992) and Levine (1988) point to the spon-
they began using a sophisticated, interpretasorship of wealthy patrons in elevating the
tion-centered discourse in film reviews. This status of a variety of art forms, but this was
discourse employed a vocabulary that re-not a factor in the case of film. Finally, the
sembled the vocabulary used in other high-image of film as a business is pervasive. Un-
brow artistic criticism. No critic would claim| like art that is under the direction of trustee-
that all films merited the status of art. How- governed nonprofit organizations, profit-ori-
ever, by devoting serious attention, analysesented studios and executives are deeply in-
and a specialized discourse in their writing volved in film production. Even independent
on film for a popular audience, critics, in filmmakers are often portrayed as vitally
conjunction with academics and other intel- concerned with securing large box office re-
lectuals in the film world, asserted that ar- sults for minimal financial investments. To
tistic value was possible in films. While | ar- be credible, artists should profess a degree of
gue that the intellectualization of film did “disinterestedness” in economic matters.
not require an increase in the artistic nature Because most films are made within the
of film content, it is impossible to prove that Hollywood system, tension exists between
such an increase did not occur and did nothe claims of film’s artistic status and the
encourage the development of a legitimatingnorms concerning the appropriate conditions
ideology. The evidence suggests that theof artistic production. Although some Hol-
content of films is not the only determinant lywood films could be labeled art, it is diffi-
of whether and to what degree it is intellec- cult to convincingly argue that blockbuster
tualized. Further research may establish theaction films should be interpreted for their
nature of the link between the changing aessocial significance. Critics who try to find
thetic features of film as a genre and film|s messages and meaning in commercial films
intellectualization. are often mocked, but new films by re-
The medium of film does not rank among spected directors are often approached on
the highest arts in the cultural hierarchy. Onethe level of art. Prior to the 1960s, such an
reason for this may be that there has not beeapproach would have been seen as a strained
a purification of genres as there has been irapplication of a legitimate disposition to an
music or in literature. There has been somallegitimate field. Today the approach is ac-
purification in film; for example, foreign| ceptable because of the critical and institu-
films are often set above the rest. Importa-tional maturation of the film world.
tion from Europe may have substantiated .
film’s artistic claims. But the presentation gf Shyon Baumannrecently completed his Ph.D.
“serious” dramas in the same theaters wit a'.ssedr.tat'or; ”:. Sociology at Hta;]rvakr]c.i tvaerfs?k/].
; : : is dissertation examines the history of the
lighter HoIIywoc_)d prod_uctlons has hindere American film industry and the social c)cl)nstruc-
aclear C_0ncep_t|on of film as art.. F,eW f'm th “tion of artistic status. His interests include the
aters exist. This lack of genre distinction h@ssqciology of art, critics and the nature of cultural
suppressed artistic claims because manwuthority, mass media content and effects, and
films do not possess the qualities that audi-the role of culture in stratification. In the fall of
ences believe are characteristic of art. Many2001 he will be a lecturer in Sociology at
films are not challenging or difficult—they Harvard University.

APPENDIX A. FURTHER ANALYSIS OF OBSERVED TRENDS IN FILM REVIEWS

Although the content analysis reveals some strongconcerns that the data represent organizational or
trends, it also raises questions about how thdsesocial phenomena and not a real increase in intel-
trends should be interpreted. The results may be [indectualizing discourse.

fluenced by the method of data collection and by (Continued on next page)
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Table A-1. Number of “High Art” Terms in Reviews of English-Language versus Foreign-Language
Films, 1925 to 1985

1925-1940 1945-1960 1965-1985
“High Art” Term English Foreign English Foreign English Foreign
Total high art terms 44 9 36 15 181 73
Number of reviews 125 19 122 22 127 53
Number of words 47,241 6,258 50,147 9,352 120,763 37,855
Mean words per review 377.9 329.4 411.0 425.1 950.9 714.3
Total high art terms/ .0009 .0014 .0007 .0016 .0015 .0019

number of words

Note Counts allow for variants of the terms (e.g., “masterpiece,” “masterful,” “masterwork,” etc.).

One alternative explanation for the observedary and July inTime and theNew Yorker and all
change in film review is that the trends are a resultthe reviews in January and July in tNew York
of an increasing tendency for publications in recent Times Measured to the nearest quarter of an inch,
years to emphasize the importance of the lead rethe columns total 912.5 inches in 1935 and 900.3
view. Are the observed trends in the primary sam-inches in 1975. Furthermore, in 1935 the number of
ple merely due to the fact that the sample is com-film reviews published in the first monthly issue of
posed of lead reviews? The years 1935, before thélimeand theNew Yorkerand in the first seven days
period of change, and 1975, after the change, aref each month in thélew York Timesaveraged 5.2
used as benchmarks. There does not appear to befdm reviews. In 1975, the three periodicals pub-
stronger emphasis on the lead review in the laterlished an average of 2.9 film reviews in the first is-
year compared with the early year. In 1935, the leadsue/first seven days. This represents a decrease of
review of each month was on average 79 perceénimore than 40 percent in the number of reviews pub-
longer than the second review published eaghlished. Brown (1995) reports that while 766 films
month; in 1975, the lead review was on average [73were released in the United States in 1935, there
percent longer than the second review publishedwere 604 domestic releases in 1975, enough for
each month. Furthermore, second reviews in 1975more than 11 film reviews per week and far in ex-
were 37 percent longer than lead reviews in 1935,cess of the average of 2.9. Thus, neither the size of
and 145 percent longer than second reviews in 1985the “news hole” nor the number of films released
Thus, the data apparently are not significantly dis- explains the changing length of reviews.
torted by the prominence of the lead review. There- Do the results reflect changes in the kinds of films
fore, the observed change in film reviews is not anbeing reviewed? Because the sample is composed of
artifact of a change in orientation toward lead re- first reviews, perhaps “artier” films were getting the
views rather than toward film review as a whole. | lead review beginning in the 1960s. However, there

Are changing reviews a response to changing ed-s no reason to assume that editors at three publica-
itorial demands to fill a “news hole?” A measure gf tions at the same time would move reviews of artier
column-inches of total space dedicated to revieywsfilms from the middle or end of the reviews section
reveals that film coverage does not increase. Theo the front. Rather, beginning in the 1960s arty
measure of column-inches in 1935 and 1975 comedilms often were the big hits, and “Hollywood” films
from all the reviews in the first four issues in Janu- (Continued on next page)

Table A-2. Number of “Critical” Terms in Reviews of English-Language versus Foreign-Language
Films, 1925 to 1985

1925-1940 1945-1960 1965-1985
Critical Term English Foreign English Foreign English Foreign
Total critical terms 9 1 10 4 106 29
Number of reviews 125 19 144 22 127 53
Number of words 47,241 6,258 53,499 9,352 120,763 37,855
Total “critical” terms/ .0002 .0002 .0002 .0004 .0009 .0008

number of words

Note Counts allow for variants of the terms (e.g., “symbolic,” “symbolically,” “symbolism,” etc.).
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Table A-3. Percentage of Reviews Using Specific Critical Techniques: Reviews of English-Language
versus Foreign-Language Films, 1925 to 1985

1925-1940 1945-1960 1965-1985
Critical Technique English Foreign English Foreign English Foreign
1) 38.4 42.1 55.7 63.6 59.8 60.4
(2) 38.4 31.6 49.2 72.7 94.5 88.7
3) 0 10.5 1.6 0 11.8 9.4
(4) 11.2 0 8.2 4.5 315 26.4
(5) 9.6 5.7 23.0 36.4 62.2 60.4
(6) 0 0 3.3 9.1 14.2 7.5
@) 4.8 0 3.3 4.5 15.0 15.1
(8) .8 0 2.5 13.6 10.2 7.5
At least 3 techniques used 5.6 5.3 11.5 31.2 59.1 56.6
Number of reviews 125 19 122 22 127 53
Number of words 47,241 6,258 50,147 9,352 120,763 37,855
At least 3 techniques/ .0001 .0002 .0003 .0007 .0006 .0008

number of words

Note For definitions of critical techniques 1 through 8, see notes to Table 3.

often received highbrow critical treatment. One way been established as art. The book review sample
to investigate if the kinds of movies being sampled consists of reviews of fiction books from the same
changed is to compare the number of foreign lan-three periodicals from which the film review sample
guage versus English language films in the samplewas drawn. Four time periods were chosen to illus-
(see Appendix Tables A-1, A-2, and A-3). Although trate how the two sets of reviews compare initially
the number of foreign-language films increases post{1935 and 1940), just prior to the major changes in
1960, there is still great change in the content of re-the film world (1960), and immediately following
views of English-language films after 1960. Further- the major changes in the film world (1970). The first
more, the artistic vocabulary and techniques ob-available review from each month from the three
served before 1960 in the sample were primarily periodicals provided 36 reviews for each of the four
from reviews of foreign films, suggesting that for- selected years. The content analysis here replicates
eign film may an appropriate basis for comparisgn the analysis of film reviews, first counting the use
because literature, especially that reviewed in theof specific terms, and then counting the use of criti-
New York TimesTime and theNew Yorkerhas long (Continued on next page)

Table A-4. Comparison of Number of “High Art” and “Critical” Terms in Film and Book Reviews:
1935, 1940, 1960, 1970

Number of
Total Number Mean Number Total Number of Terms Divided
of Words in of Words High Art and by Total
Source Year All Reviews Per Review Critical Terms Review Words
Film 1935 14,903 414.0 21 .0014
Book 1935 25,828 717.4 87 .0034
Film 1940 12,206 339.1 5 .0004
Book 1940 28,512 792.0 65 .0023
Film 1960 16,218 450.5 31 .0019
Book 1960 34234 950.9 91 .0027
Film 1970 32,334 898.2 107 .0033

Book 1970 36,430 1011.9 93 .0026
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Table A-5. Percentage of Reviews Using Specific Critical Techniques: Film and Book Reviews, 1935,

1940, 1960, 1970

Critical Technique

Source Year 1) 2) 3) (4) (5) (6) 7) (8) 9) (10)
Film 1935 52.8 19.4 0 16.7 13.9 0 2.8 2.8 5.6 .0004
Book 1935 58.3 100.0 30.6 33.3 75.0 13.9 16.7 O 69.4 .0027
Film 1940 33.3 50.0 0 5.6 16.7 0 2.8 0 5.6 .0005
Book 1940 66.7 100.0 30.6 36.1 63.9 11.1 8.3 5.6 63.9 .0022
Film 1960 63.9 72.2 0 5.6 41.7 11.1 5.6 5.6 30.6 .0019
Book 1960 61.1 100.0 38.9 44.4 55.6 27.8 11.1 5.6 72.2 .0021
Film 1970 52.8 86.1 16.7 30.6 69.4 16.7 13.9 5.6 58.3 .0018
Book 1970 63.9 100.0 41.7 33.3 66.7 8.3 5.6 0 61.1 .0017

Note For definitions of critical techniques 1 through 8, see notes to Table 3.

cal techniques. Early film reviews were much le$s must be interpreted cautiously because the coding is
likely to use a “high art” vocabulary and critical for whether each of at least three techniques ap-
techniques than were book reviews of the period (segeared at least once in the review, not the total num-
Appendix Tables A-4 and A-5). By 1970, film ret ber of times each appeared. Therefore, controlling
views and book reviews converge in their use pffor the total number of words in the reviews reduces
these terms and techniques as well as in their overthe ratio as the length of reviews—for both books

all length. The last column in Appendix Table A-

REFERENCES

Adorno, Theodore. 1991. “Transparencies (
Film.” Pp. 154-61 inThe Culture Industry: Se-
lected Essays on Mass Cultyeglited by J. M.
Bernstein. London, England: Routledge.

Balio, Tino. 1998. “The Art Film Market in the
New Hollywood.” Pp.63-73 iollywood and
Europe: Economics, Culture, National Iden
tity: 1945-95 edited by G. Nowell-Smith and
S. Ricci. London, England: BFI Publishing.

Basinger, Jeanine. 199American Cinema: One
Hundred Years of FilmmakingNew York:
Rizzoli.

Becker, Howard. 1982Art Worlds Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press.

Beisel, Nicola. 1992. “Constructing a Shifting

Moral Boundary: Literature and Obscenity i
Nineteenth-Century America.” Pp.104-27 i
Cultivating Differences: Symbolic boundarie
and the Making of Inequalityedited by M.

Lamont and M. Fournier. Chicago, IL: Univert

sity of Chicago Press.

Blades, Joseph Dalton, Jr. 1976 Comparative
Study of Selected American Film Critics 1959
1974 New York: Arno.

Blewitt, John. 1993. “Film, Ideology and Bour
dieu’s Critique of Public TasteBritish Jour-
nal of Aesthetic83:367-72.

Boddy, William. 1998. “The Beginnings of
American Television.” Pp. 23-37 imelevi-

and films—increases.

n Smith with R. Paterson. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Bordwell, David. 1989Making Meaning: Infer-
ence and Rhetoric in the Interpretation of Cin-
ema Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.

- Bordwell, David and Kristin Thompson. 1986.

Film Art. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1984Distinction: A Social
Critique of the Judgment of Tast€ranslated
by R. Nice. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univer-
sity Press.

. 1993.The Field of Cultural Production

Edited by R. Johnson. New York: Columbia

University Press.

N Brown, Gene. 1999Movie Time: A Chronology

n of Hollywood and the Movie Industry from Its

5 Beginnings to the PresenNew York: Mac-
millan.

Bywater, Tim, and Thomas Sobchak. 192%
Introduction to Film Criticism: Major Critical
Approaches to Narrative FilmNew York:
Longman.

Canaday, John Edwin. 198@&hat Is Art?: An In-
troduction to Painting, Sculpture, and Archi-
tecture New York: Knopf.

Canby, Vincent. 1971. “Introduction,The New
York Times Film Reviewwol.1. New York:
New York Times.

sion: An International Historyedited by A.

Carroll, Noel. 1998Interpreting the Moving Im-



INTELLECTUALIZATION AND ART WORLD DEVELOPMENT

age New York: Cambridge University Press.

Denby, David. 1977Awake in the DarkNew
York: Vintage Books.

DeNora, Tia. 1991. “Musical Patronage and S
cial Change in Beethoven's Viennalmeri-
can Journal of Sociolog97:310-46.

DiMaggio, Paul. 1982. “Cultural Entrepreneu
ship in Nineteenth-Century BostonMedia,
Culture and Society:33-50.

. 1992. “Cultural Boundaries and Strug
tural Change: The Extension of the High Cu
ture Model to Theater, Opera, and the Dang
1900-1940.” Pp. 21-57, iBultivating Differ-
ences: Symbolic Boundaries and the Making
Inequality, edited by M. Lamont and M.
Fournier. Chicago, IL: University of Chicagq
Press.

Easton, John. 1997. “Reel Scholarshiptie Uni-
versity of Chicago Magazin@9:26-31.

Eitner, Lorenz. 1961introduction to Art: An Il-
lustrated Topical ManualMinneapolis, MN:
Burgess Publishing.

Eliashberg, Jehoshua and Steven M. Shug
1997. “Film Critics: Influencers of Predic-
tors?”Journal of Marketing61:68-78.

Ferguson, Priscilla Parkhurst. 1998. “A Culturé
Field in the Making: Gastronomy in 19th Cen
tury France.”American Journal of Sociology
104:597-641.

Gans, Herbert J. 197Ropular Culture and High
Culture. New York: Basic Books.

Giannetti, Louis. 1981Masters of the American
Cinema Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Hampton, Benjamin. [1931] 1976listory of the
American Film Industry from Its Beginnings t
1931 New York: Dover

Hanson, Patricia King, and Stephen L. Hansqg
eds. 1986 Film Review IndexPhoenix, AZ:
Oryx Press.

Janssen, S. and H. Leemans. 1988. “Differen
in Consumer Behavior between Buyers of Li
erature.”Poetics17:563-75.

Kapsis, Robert E. 199Hitchcock: The Making
of a Reputation Chicago, IL: University of
Chicago Press.

Levine, Lawrence W. 1988 owbrow/Highbrow:
The Emergence of Cultural Hierarchy ir
America Cambridge, MA: Harvard University|
Press.

Levo, Yael Zarhy. 1993. “The Theatre Critic as
Cultural Agent: Esslin, Marowitz and Tynan.
Poetics21:525-43.

Lieberson, Stanley. 2000A Matter of Taste:
How Names, Fashions, and Culture Chang
New Haven, CT and London, England: Yal
University Press.

Lounsbury, Myron Osborn. 1973he Origins of
American Film Criticism 1909-193New
York: Arno Press.

425

timate Portrait of the Museum of Modern Art

New York: Atheneum.

Mast, Gerald. 1981A Short History of the Mov-
ies. 3d ed. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago
Press.

Mordden, Ethan. 1988The Hollywood Studios:
House Style in the Golden Age of the Movies
New York: A. A. Knopf.

Mueller, John. 1951The American Symphony
Orchestra: A Social History of Musical Taste
Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

e,Murray, Edward. 1975Nine American Film
Critics: A Study of Theory and Practichew

of York: Frederick Ungar Publishing.

Peterson, Richard A. 1972. “A Process Model of
the Folk, Pop and Fine Art Phases of Jazz.” Pp.
135-51 inAmerican Musi¢ edited by C.
Nanry. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction.

. 1994. “Culture Studies through the Pro-
duction Perspective: Progress and Prospects.”
Pp. 163-89 inThe Sociology of Culture:
Emerging Theoretical Perspectivesdited by

an. D. Crane. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.

Petro, Patrice. 1986. “Mass Culture and the
Feminine: The ‘Place’ of Television in Film

2l Studies.”Cinema JournaR5(3):5-21.

- Phillips, Gene D. 199Major Film Directors of
the American and British Cinema.ondon,
England and Toronto, Canada: Associated
University Presses.

Quart, Leonard, and Albert Auster. 198meri-
can Film and Society Since 194%ndon, En-
gland: Macmillan.

Sarris Andrew. 1962. “Notes on the Auteur
Theory in 1962."Film Culture 27:1-8.

. 1968.The American Cinema: Directors
and Directions 1929-196&ew York: Dutton.

Shale, Richard. 1993The Academy Awards In-
dex: The Complete Categorical and Chrono-

es logical Record Westport, CT: Greenwood.

- Shrum, Welsey. 1996=ringe and Fortune: The
Role of Critics in High and Popular Art
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Sinyard, Neil. 1985Directors: The All-Time
Greats London, England: Columbus Books.

Sklar, Robert. 199Film: An International His-
tory of the MediumLondon, England: Thames
and Hudson.

. 1994.Movie-Made America: A Cultural

a History of American MoviesNew York: Vin-
tage Books.

Sklar, Robert and Vito Zagarrio. 199Brank
Capra: Authorship and the Studio Systd®:

e Temple University Press.

e Staiger, Janet. 1985. “Part Five: The Hollywood
Mode of Production, 1930-1960,” ithe Clas-
sical Hollywood Cinema: Film Style and Mode
of Production to 1960edited by D. Bordwell,
J. Staiger, and K. Thompson. London, En-

D-

D

n,

Lynes, Russell. 1973500d Old Modern: An In-

gland: Routledge and Kegan Paul.



426

Stoddart, Helen. 1995. “Auteurism and Film Ad

thorship Theory.” Pp.37-57 iApproaches to
Popular Film edited by J. Hollows and M
Jancovich. Manchester, England: Manches
University Press.

Stones, Barbara. 1998merica Goes to the Mov-
ies: 100 Years of Motion Picture Exhibition

Manchester, NH: Cummings Printing.
Sultanik, Aaron. 1986Film: A Modern Art

AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW

- U.S. Department of Education. 1998merican
Education 1870-1991: A Statistical Hand-
book Dallas, TX: Contemporary Research

er Press.

Van Rees, Kees and Jeroen Vermunt. 1996.
“Event History Analysis of Authors’ Reputa-
tion: Effects of Critics’ Attention on Debu-
tants’ Careers.Poetics23:317-33.

Verdaasdonk, H. 1983. “Social and Economic

Cranbury, New Jersey: Rosemont Publishing Factors in the Attribution of Literary Quality.”

and Printing.

Tuska, Jon. 1991Encounters with Filmmakers:
Eight Career StudiesWestport, CT: Green-
wood.

Uricchio, William, and Roberta E. Pearson. 199
Reframing Culture: The Case of the Vitagrap
Quality Films Princeton, NJ: Princeton Uni-
versity Press.

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 19Batistical Ab-
stract of the United States: 197200th ed.

Poetics12:383-95.

. 1987. “Effects of Acquired Readership
and Reviewers’ Attention on the Sales of New
Literary Works."Poetics16:237-53.

3. White, Harrison C. and Cynthia A. White. 1965.
h Canvases and Careers: Institutional Change in
the French Painting WorldChicago, IL: Uni-

versity of Chicago Press.
Zolberg, Vera. 1990Constructing a Sociology of
the Arts Cambridge, England: Cambridge Uni-

Washington, DC: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

versity Press.



