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60 Hollywood and Broadcasting
Will Hays later advised the studios not to give in to the complaints of
the exhibitors, arguing that as soon as the studios formally agreed that
ma&:s in fact reduced the box-office value of screen stars,
exhibitors could use this a5 @ bargaining tool in film negotiations,
driving down rental prices.”*
" In fact, throughout the period exhibitor reaction was not undivided.
Although many theater owners, particularly the larger independent |
groups, did regard radio as a threat, others saw in radio an opportunity
by to promote films on the local level. This difference in reaction reflects
£ a pattern of film industry collision of interests that goes back as far as
the days of the Motion Picture Patents Trust. Janet Staiger points out
that it is difficult to generalize motives for actions across large interest
groups; each group may contamn elements within it that, often because
‘of local legal or business circumstances, may act in ways dissimilar
with, or even contradictory to, goals of affiliated or parent organizations.
Given, too, that ownership ties between the integrated studios ang*";;;“” T
theater companies were often only through a fractional share of stock‘,x (io_m_

. g . . . . o
interests and goals of parents and subsidiaries might differ consxderablyt.(\g‘__

This diversity of reaction to radio amid exhibitors is reflected in tradej Z8yy
=0

{eh

publication reports.?
In between reports on the deleterious effects of radio-listening on

box-office receipts, the Motion Picture Herald ran several articles on radio -}
as a medium of film publicity. On January 21, 1933, a theater owner
contributed an article entitled “How to Nail Profitable Radio Tie-Ups
to the Box Office.” In it he recommended such promotional devices as
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Radio Programming Takes Shape

The history of the development of the forms and s
programming wafted over the airwaves to an unsuspecting public i
the .early 1930s is truly remarkable;; unfortunately, the mediuri’sp enui o
achievements and innovations in programming: although bring'n m:;
amount and variety of entertainment to a wider audience thi gever
before reached by a mass medium, remain overshadowed in man
accounts of that period by the rapid rise in nu ‘
tone, of the radio advertising commercial. Yet
E. Summers and Harrison B. Summers write’
1930, radio entered an era of ’
development without paraile
broadcasting.”?

'M.ost of this material represented borrowing and modification of
existing art forr2-§.; _with the exception of the talk show and the quiz
Or audience participation show, two possibilities novel to broadcastin
radio adaPi?d »t_lfxfmﬁzggs_ and formulas of vaudeville, theater, concergt’
and flm to_fit its "burgeoning needs. Hollywood EarticiBT;d_F‘ he
l development of all these formats %" =

A comparison of the broadcasting_schedules of the networks from

Vef h%a”‘ 1929-30, 1934-35, and 1939-40 shows three main trends. First, although
= T between 1930 and 1934 the total number of hours in a typical week
Mgowﬁf spent broadcasting music of all types rose from 59 to 74.5, it then
P9 - Tan !fiecllned from 1935-39 to 56, representing a gradual decrease. ir,l music’s
rmportance to the radio schedule. The earlier in

oratiad de
crease must be attributed

tructures of the radio

mb_cr, and lowering in
as the historians Robert
“beginning in 1929 and
Program experimentation, invention, and

parallel in any other period in the “history of

b s,
j¢ 10,

short spots of Hollywood gossip centered on a given film or stars;
locally acted and produced “trailers,” dramatizing scenes from the film

P

Jh &e}x_lilz_i—xl_ﬂg;_organ concerts broadcast from the theater i't'séif‘v-(g%
— popular radio staple); broadcasting the preceding stage show; and using

at least in part to the dramatic rise in overall hours on the air; in
* 1929, a typical network station broadcast between the hours of n,oon
A and 11:00 pM., or only sporadically during a longer day. By 1934, the
%“0«;‘ average day began at 6:00 A.M. and proceeded with a fully pa::ked

> f"o@(

02
8¢ Catns schedyle until sign-off at 1:00 A.M. or later. Most of the early-morning

late.-mght, and fill-in hours were occupied by m ]
Yoz u noticeable trend is that the amount of

(evening and Sunday afternoon)
F“‘“’*{, in 1933 and 20 percent in 1939
trend, the rise of afternoon serial

usic. The second
t of on-air drama during prime-time
schedules increased from 11 percent
to 26.7 percent in 1944, The third

9&7 on-air quiz games or film-related contests. fiod
A February 11 article discussed another use of radio: _to broadcast ‘ﬁ 4
radio shows to an audience inside the theater over the ERAPIsm»ii{c"i l/CC

" system now that most theaters were wired, although ERPI objected to 1 )
this usage. The February 25, 1933, issue contains an article by Jack ™2¢ V

\ Cohn of Columbia Pictures, who urged theater owners to use radio to ‘L"«e
‘in,  get people back into the theater-going habit.” One basic technique@ s

used to accomplish this benefited all aspects of the industry in a very
simple manner, still employed today: “Hollywood made sure to use
the names of its films as part of the titles of its theme songs, so radio—
like it or not—would automatically plug its pix when announcing the
song titles and recordings played.”*

L drama, or “soap,” from a negligible
y-five hours a week by 1939, later developed
erplay between radio and the Hollyw\o?x/:l—j‘ﬂwdih-

. quantity in 1929-30 to sevent
*Into another area of int
en’s film ™

Hollyw?od inﬁuence played an important part in all three of these
+ trends. . e film industry’s participation in radio programming occurred
in two distinct : i i i
‘ stages tm’ﬁtﬁﬂﬁ"‘iﬂ@dmg 1936, marked
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viw! AT&T

%+ by sporadic involvement and the innovation of one or two variety shows,
.. and the post-1936 period during which Hollywood-based programming
%wo,,"proliferated and soon began to dominate over programs produced

" elsewhere. Once again, as with the entry of CBS into radio nétworking,

the decisive factor in this change involved the telephone company.

;nwj

AT&ET and Coast-to-Coast Broadcasting

Up until 1936, although coast-to-coast long lines were in place, and
had been since 1915, the telephone company maintained a policy of
charging additional fees over and above normal line charges, which
were themselves substantial, for broadcast_hook-ups eman ing else-
where than New York City. These charges were based on a policy of
figuring fees on a cost-per-circuit-mile basis, rather than actual, or air,
distance. Because the major transmitting facilities of both networks
were based in New York, AT&T charged the broadcasters on a per-
mile basis for the Los Angeles to New York circuit_in_addition to
charges from New York back out to stations across the country. In
{3 %6+ other words, to reach an NBC affilliate in Denver with a show originating
—— in Hollywood, the network would have to pay first for the land lines
%R/connecting Los Angeles to the central transmitter in New York City,
> then for the wires connecting New York to Denver, even although direct
Los Angeles to Denver wires were in place and capable of transmitting
radio signals—all these charges figured per circuit mile, usually much
less direct than actual distance. This practice considerably increased
" the relative cost of West Coast-originated shows, leading to” variéus
&eaﬁ{problems in pré=1936 Hollywood-radio cooperation.® T
{ First, because the networks preferred to_avoid the additional fees,
film stars were éncouraged to come to New York City Tor radio spots,
hélfs. @ practice film producers claimed disrupted ongoing movie work.

o 1going

Second, the reverse borrowing of radio stars for film work (a growing
=
b

foahd

N

serial were invited to make Check and Double Check for RKO in 1931,
the studio contracted to pay the comedy team’s $1,000-per-day line
, charges so that their daily show could continue to air throughout filming.
il Third, the policy discouraged the building of permanent studios and
[ b transmitting stations on the West Coast; Chicago in the early 1930s

illions of dollars of captive talent.®

e The situation rapidly reversed itself after 1935, but it took a federal

investigation to prompt_the telephone company t" Tethink "its rate
feCu structures. On March 15, 1935, Franklin D. Roosevelt authorized
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trend in the early 1930s) was made difficult and prohi&Lpﬁ_ vely expensive.
For example, when the creators of the popular “Amos ‘n Andy” radic
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«-——= " of telephone rates and charges; and the reasons for the failure generally
B_i“ eans to reduce telephone rates and charges during the years of declining
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5[4 £ /;Lad, : g — L —— |
———"""both major networks building new studios in Los Angeles. This "Trek 0 #

vha kous to Hollywood™ as the Luterary Digest oHfically dubbed it, reHected Both Ao |
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Congress to undertake a massive investigation of AT&T and other
telephone'company practices, both as a fact-finding study and in order
to determine “the effect of monopolistic control upon the reasonableness

prices.”

One of the particular areas of enquiry was that of interstate toll rate
structure. The FCC reported that during the period of the in\}—e—é-t-i.-gﬂ.a_iixdn
from June 1, 1935 to January 15, 1937, “as a result of negotiations
between the American Telephone and Telegraph Company, long dis-
tance telephone rates were reduced on a basis equivalent to an estimated
savings to the public of $12,235,000 per annum,” and, more specifically,
the investigation produced “revision of wire service charges to radio
stations. . .it is estimated that these revisions will result in annual
5avings to broadcasters of $530,000.732

The removal of double rates to_the coast produced a veritable deluge
of Hollywood-produced programming over the next five_years, with

v
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the public’s Insatiable interest in the stars, scripts, and formulas de- -

veloped by the movies and the culmination of a fruitfal period of & &

borrowing and Cross-interests that begar

industries.? —
Petloke po by

(;;fﬂ‘[,{uf S
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Hollywood contributions played a major role during the 1930s in the 7
development of four distinct types of programming: the variety special, =
the dramatic series featuring big-name guest stars, the publicity-gos‘sip V@ -
show, and the radio adaptation_of movie hits. Each of these made its ld
Initial appearance before 1935, but reached full stature in the later 4' J’j

Hollywood’s Role in Radio Programming

1930s. —
B " bakee
Variety = Olvan

The variety special, based on standard vaudeville practice, combined &

big names, lesser stars, and regular performers in a mix of music, ‘{7‘4%
comedy, dialogue, and short dramatic vignettes. As described in chapter - bozl,
2, Samuel Rothafel, “Roxy” to millions, pioneered this early variety ok:
forms on radio; the addition in 1928 of big-name Hollywood stars
helped boost its popularity further.

Among the foremost variety shows on network radio, from its in-
ception in 1932 throughout its lengthy life, was Maxwell House coffee’s
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“Show Boat.” Set on a fictional paddle-wheeler that made weekly
Thursday night stops at various ports, the show contained music,
variety acts, and comic sketches, usually featuring one or more well-
known names from Hollywood or Broadway Making high ratings each
year of its existence, ow Boat” attracted MGM as its co-producer
(with Maxwell House) in 1937, and changed its name to “Hollywood
Good News” along with its format. Other popular variety shows
featuring Hollywood talent included the “Rudy Vallee Show,” which
premiered on NBC in October 1929 the “Kraft Music Hall,”” debuting

Shell Oil Corporatlon from 1935 to the mid 1940s.

Dramatic Series

The dramatic series format, often featuring big-name stars, originated
with the appearance in 1929 of the long-standing dramatic program
“First Nighter,” sponsored by Cambana Balm. Built around the kind
of imaginary flexibility of space and time unique to radio, “First
Nighter” opened with a character known as “the genial first nighter”
taking a fictional stroll up Broadway to the “Little Theater Off Times
Square,” where he purchased a ticket and was shown to his seat by an
usher just as the curtain went up. Halfway through the show “inter-
mission” would be called to allow for a commercial break, then back
to the show as the buzzer sounded and the usher cried “Curtain going
up!”Si

The plays presented ranged from adaptations of genuine Broadway
shows to original creations for radio, many of them written by the
well-known radio dramatist Arch Oboler, later of “Lights Out,” a
“Twilight Zone” predecessor. Although the show evoked Broadway and
was in fact produced in Chicago, it soon became a vehicle for Hollywood

1
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In the 1934 season alone, four other drama programs appeared that
focussed on Hollywood “Gigantic Pictures,” sponsored bym
on the NBC Blue Network; “Irene Rich Dramas” from Welch’s Juice,
also on NBC Blue; a sustaining NBC Blue show called “Motion Picture
Dramas”; and a short- -lived serial called “Sally of the Talki es”
by Luxor Products on the Red Network.
The year 1935 brought to the air a show that became known as “one
of the most intelligent” on the air: “The Calvacade of America,” a
“svalesy 1€ series based on historical dramatizations and featuring top Broadway
and Hollywood names on a guest basis. Begmnmg on CBS, then
moving to NBC in 1939, it stayed on the air for eighteen years and
built a reputation for thorough and accurate research as well as dramatic
appeal. Sponsored by DuPont (“Better things for better living through
Chemistry”), “Calvacade” drew on the expertise of a board of academic
advisers headed by Frank Monaghan of Yale, and also femal
mﬂuctlons written by talents such as Carl Sandburg, Stephen Vincent
Benet, Maxwell Anderson, and Robert Sherwood. The show’ s aura of
seriousness and prestige attracted stage and screen actors who had
formerly remained aloof; Clark Gable made his first radio appearance -
on “Calvacade "and serious actors such as Raymond Massey (playing
Abraham meoln) Charles Laughton, Lionel Barrymore, Dick Powell,
Tyrone Power, and Edgar G. Robinson portrayed various historical
figures. Orson Welles and some of his later Mercury Theatre e _troupe
began on “Calvacade.” Although “docudrama” is a form supposedly
invented by television in the 1970s, its roots, like so much of television’s
programming, lie in radio.
Ancther anthology program using film talent, “Hollywood Play-
house,” came on the air in 1937 o the NBC Blue Network, sponsored
by V Woodbury Soap and hosted by a succession of film names including

sponsored

oed ‘P()Cj

talent, usually appearmg on guest status among a crew of radio regulars : & Charles Boyer, Jim Ameche, Tyrone Power, and Herbert Marshall. Its
This basic_ formula would increase in popularlty and presence on the run was brief, however; by 1?39, having failed to gain more than an
ra dlo throughout the 1930s; “First Nighter” itself lasted through 1945 11.8 ratglg, it went off Fhe air. Another similar program, the “Silver
in a variety of time slots and network changes. Campana Balm remained  §if, | T " Theater” on CBS (predictably sponsored by the International Sterling

loyal; although its ratings declined from the mid-20s to a 10.8 in its
last season, “First Nighter” provided a model for a score of followers,
including a second shot at success launched by Campana Balm in 1933.
“Grand Hotel,” using a dramatic framework based on the Academy
AwéMﬁg film of the prev1ous year, involved a series of famous

Company) met with improved success, attracting stars such as Rosalind

Russell, Joan Crawford, Douglas Fairbanks, Helen Hayes, and and Henry

Fonda. -
After 1938, the appearance of Hollywood and Broadway talent on

. L
(e «9( radio, and vice versa, became so commonplace an event that it became

“guests” —in two senses, now—in light-weight fictions & by a different ... L“l My v the rule rather than the exception. However, two other program types
writer each week. It stayed on the air until 1938, then gave up in the @1 &p@f 3'_ 90(9 appeared before 1938, the Hollywood gossip “column” and the movie
face of a proliferation of imitators.* ¥ - Y adaptation.

ooy



66 Hollywood and Broadcasting

. L4
%5 ¢p eMAw-
2 Publicity and Gossip

The catalyst behind exhibitors’ fears of radio was a type of program
that, almost from its first days, drew on Hollywood for material: the
broadcast_gossip_column. Louella Parsons, Hedda Hopper, Walter
Winchell, and scores of lesser 7kn'own'gossip purveyars.found an avid
Yo audience for their tales of Hollywood life. In January 1932, the Hays
O Office launched aii investigation of “alleged slurs on film stars and
levéf studios by tadio columnists,” but went on to announce that despite the
heres disreputable reporting by one or two radio columnists, the broadcasting
“ industry and Hollywood retained a good relationship: “There is a
\’]gfu (c_pmplggc,ur}xderstandﬁing between radio and pictures.”%
X5i (n The movieiproducers’ annoyance at the exploitation of their stars’
/ names and reputations over the air remained mitigated, however, by

" " the usefulness of the free publicity. The studios’ disfavor soon shifted

bt #%+.ic a desire to avoid mismanaged star ublicity; radio gossip and talk
{iekv: shows could beas effective a tool for movie promotion as printed ads
8y Po- and_posters, providing that the stars themselves were protected from

N gthhf:ir own rmpulses.

One of the first network gossip columns appeared in the 1930-31
)‘%hv//season on NBC Red, “Rinso Talkie Time.” This program lasted only
wliy one season, but in 1932 NBC ran two new “talk” spots on its Blue
Network: a show called “D.W. Griffith’s Hollywood,” hosted at least
nominally by the director himself, and the beginning of the long-
running “Walter Winchell Show,” originating at first from New York
and focussed primarily on Broadway. Winchell continued to broadcast
from New York for most of his career, but much of his material derived
from Hollywood-renowned personalities and events. He remained on
the air continuously from 1932 to the years of long-form radio’s bitter
end, bringing listeners “lotions of love” from Jergen’s lotion until 1948.
In 1945 he and Louella Parsons began a cooperative venture for Jergens,
featuring Winchell from New York on Sundays at 9:00 pM., followed
by Parsons from Hollywood at 9:15. A fierce rivalry between the two
for Hollywood scoops kept the show’s ratings high until 1951, when
the advent of regular television broadcasting caused radio ratings to
fall precipitously throughout the industry.

Several other lesser-known gossip purveyors appeared during radio’s
early years. For example, in 1933 “Madame Sylvia” went on the air,
first for the Ralston Company, then for Ry-Krisp. Her twice-weekly
program on NBC Red ran for only two seasons, but 1934 saw the
appearance of another sucessful specialist, Jimmy Fidler “Your Hol-
lywood Reporter,” on the NBC Blue for Tangee Corporation, and later
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from Drene shampoo on CBS until 1941 and Carter on ABC until
1950. Another famous name joined the group in 1939: Hedda Hopper.
Although never cornering the largest ratings, these shows retained a
loyal audience until supplanted by television in the late 1940s. The;r
do not necessarily represent a form of partugl—panonm ‘radio much
encouraged by the studios; however, such 1 shows could and did quite
effectively promote and publicize Hollywood fﬁm@énd é_tgrs. They were
also to serve as a recurrent bone of tion between studios and
exhibitors throughout the 1930s and 1940s. Louella Parsons herself
maintained a radio presence, off and on, from 1928 through the early
1950s, in a show sponsored by Sun-Kist oranges, but “Hollywood
Hotel” was her most successful effort.

The Movie Adaptation

Frequently credited with having “brought radio to Hollywood,” “Hol-
lywood Hotel” first appeared in 1934 on the CBS chain. Combining

+ls

the variety format with guest-star drama, the show originated with and |
was hosted by Louella Parsons, who used her considerable influence —
to persuade big-name stars to appear for free. This money-saving idea
helped to offset the AT&T surcharge still in effect for West Coast k7
transmitting. Who could risk a refusal at the cost of falling from Miss “6
Parsons’s good graces? Doow,

‘Egl_lx_wogi}lot_el” promoted the gossip and talk format to a kind d‘
of respectability and reinforced the popularity of the star-studded variety _ o
act, but it also pioneered a new form of film-based programming that k
would prove the be extremely popular and mutually beneficial for both

the film and radio industries. “Hollywood Hotel” featured the weekly 1{1
enactment of a scene from or a condensed version of a film soon to
be released by one of the studios. Often using the actual stars of the (. °

film, these twenty-minute vignettes served not only to popularize the d""‘(o;

radio show but also as excellent publicity Tor the Alms. In 1938, the Lo
radio show itself served as the basis for a movie, Hollywood Hotel, sié;h:ng e
Louella Parsons in her real-life role. ’ o Vlo\f k
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The movie-adaption program best remembered by radio listeners,
which represents the culmination of its type, was the “Lux Radio
Theatre.” “Lux” started out as a vehicle for radio versions of Broadway
shows and was based in New York City; not until the AT&T line
c‘harg_gs;__dropped in 1936 did “Lux” move to Hollywood, where it
signed on as_master of ceremonies the well-known director of screen
extravaganzas, Cecil B. DeMille. From its debut on June 1,19%6—
an adaptation of “The Legionnaire and the Lady” with Clark Gable
and Marlene Dietrich—to its controversial loss of DeMille in 1945,
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“Lux Radio Theatre” remained one of the most popular shows on the \/en(“ .
air.G"——z;rTing a 25.1 rating in its first season, the 9-10:00 R.M' Monda); vod n
show hit a peak of 30.8 in the 1941-42 season. It remalr}eti. one o WI/
radio’s top ten shows through the 1940s Iimd ?)awned : gislfyczl\f/ ggg?}’u;?; Y fé
Its introductory words, “And now. ..Lux Presents H ! S -
fttsS sign-off phZase, “This is Cecil B- DeMille, saying Goodmagahg_ to d
you from Hollywood,” became catchphrases across t.he country.
" The show was sponsored by Lever Brothers, Wthh. seemed to be
willing to spend gr%;nm—m‘oﬁc\y by radio standards to
make its Lux soap flakes a household word. DeM{lle received $1,500 .
per week at first, later more than $2,000, just to introduce thE shqw Aﬁo;{ ’_
?94«{'&«,!! each night, provide a few comments bereen the acts, and sign off Zg ‘
\ . dramatically—as well as for his enthusiastic endorsement of t_}g_pg-o.cluct ¢ i
r 9‘?“‘33 "during the show. Actual direction was done by Frank Woodruff, listed N‘)’d,\ s
as assistant director, but DeMille’s name and Rroduction style pr'oved “‘df"» ’
to be well worth the cost. As one account had it, “Danker [Daniel J. 9 \
Danker, Jr., head of the Hollywood office of J. Walter Thompson, t N’: ‘
Lever Brothers’ advertising agency] had wanted an extravaganza, @d togn -,
he got it. ...In the DeMille years more than 50 people wcx:z’z required L7 poo
for each show. Sometimes the stage couldn’t hold them §ll. % ’
“Lux Radio Theatre” attracted nearly all the top names in Hollywo.od He !
during its fifteen-year career, and many more supporting stars. DeMl.lle L) v
claimed that more than five hundred top stars had been heard, with ~

the sole exceptions of Chaplin and Garbo. Among the films adapted hege

.
[ J%‘w

me(,

wos¢’ 10 the requirements of the hourlong aural presentation were “Dark | |

Victory,” with Bette Davis and Spencer Tracy; 'I:? ave an © oo

£ Not,” with Humphrey Bogart and Lauren Bacall; “The Thin Man,” :
MNO( with William Powell and Myrna Loy; “Mr. Det?ds Goes to Town,

Fq with Gary Cooper; and “A Farewell to Arms,” with Cl:fxrk Gz,i,bl‘c‘: and e

b Josephine Hutchinson. A few shows, such as “Dark Victory,” “How [M#v~«

50
3 - Aaw
“Lux” before being released to the screen. Most, however, were broad )

M’U% w“e 5¢Ce Lo Pafue]

b Knsw{:mw

Green Was My Valley,” and “This Above All,” were presented onJke s {6\ =7 Radio Theatre,”
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10l pi. Pt of movie promotion, the fact remains that the “Lux” idea originated
iﬁh not in Hollywood but in a New York advertising agency, and that
anlyed; control of the program rested in the hands of the agency and its client.
Ee&lm,; Warner Brothers Studio took steps in 1938 to correct the sitiation.

k‘/p 7y Drawing on the emerging talent in its famous “Warner’s Academy of
——""" " Acting,” the “Warner Brothers’ Academy Theatre” dramatized and
bl ppos promoted Warner Brothers films in production. Such budding stars as

Susan Hayward, Carole Landis, and Ronald Reagan could be heard
regularly; part of the show’s attraction was an informal “chat” with
3‘9{4«‘@' the actors and actresses at the end of the show. Unlike “Lux,” the
kpadi<«“Academy Theater” remained under the production control of Warner
Brothers, who sold advertising slots within it to the Gruen Watch
Al Lyisst Company. Also unlike “Lux,” the show wa@gﬁgaﬁm‘éjor
2 ;nm' network. Instead, Warner syndicated the series through the Trans-
.« _ America Broadcasting System for sale to independents and smaller
hueyd ; chains on an individual basis. This syndication strategy was one that
NC(( - Hollywood would pursue with great success later as it diversified into
5 3 beges television production.*
Another tactic, producing another highly popular film adaptation
b/ fod k,, show, “The Screen Guild Theater,” was to compete with the high
W'y salaries of “Lux” by persuading top talent to appear free—in the name
fn ok of charity. Gulf Oil sponsored the show and donated comparable
:\ v? "3 amounts per star to the Motion Picture Relief Fund, which used the
Y §WV money—estimated. at more than $800,000 by 1942—to build a retire-
Stre ment home for aging and impecunious actors and actresses. Some of
_'\e“ the series’ productions included “Dark Angel,” with Merle Oberon,
Tlcmi(‘ * Ronald Coleman, and Donald Cirisp; “Design for Scandal,” with Carole
Landis and Robert Young; “Altar Bound,” with Bob Hope, Jack Benny,
and Betty Grable; and “Bachelor Mother” with Henry Fonda and
*dares Charles Coburn. Although never achieving quite the ratings of “Lux
the “Screen Guild Theater” remained solidly popular
Qno{w from 1938 to 1951, attracting a line-up of stars as luminous as “Lux’s,

<l w{uil; cast immediately after the film’s first run and served to boost ;heater fro by
) UQVI{’ attendance, according to studio executives: The show was broadcast

from the Music Box Theater in Hollywood before awf

a thousand people, in order, according to DeMille, “to give the players

Aocs ?f, and director the lift that only a living audience can provide.” Such™a

production did not come cheap; stars received :{Tﬂ‘at fee of $5,000 per

performance, bringing the typical weekly production 1 cost to more than
., o $20,000. - ) .
‘j""‘*{ Although the prestige and popularity of “Lux Radio Theatre” made

radio performances by top stars an acceptable and even a desireable

s Other anthology dramas that evolved later and were based on this
format include “Hollywood Premiere,” another Louella Parsons vehicle,
on NBC in 1941; the “Dreft Star Playhouse,” which began on June
28, 1943 on NBC; “Hollywood Startime,” an RKO production which
featured interviews in the RKO commissary at lunchtime; “Hollywood
Mystery Time” on ABC; “Hollywood Star Preview” running from
1945 to 1950 on NBC; the prestigious “Academy Award Theater,”
whose premiere production, “Jezebel” with Bette Davis, aired on March
30, 1946; the equally serious “Screen Directors’ Playhouse,” which
opened on NBC on January 9, 1949 with a production of “Stagecoach”
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starring John Wayne; “Hollywood Players” on CBS; and the “Hol-
Tywood Star Playhouse” which aired first on CBS, then. ABC, then
NBC through the early and mid 1950s and provided Marilyn Monroe
with her first broadcast date in 1952. )

1938: Symbiosis

After 1938, the cross-fertilization of Hollywood and the radio industry
lovmﬂbmsgrngﬁ;ﬁﬁﬁiﬁblicity of levels, each contributing to the other in
/ Sppevan increasingly symbiotic _relationship.” A" score of radio programs

evolving from the prototypes discussed previously emer'ged fr.om 1938

" through the war years, as well as a new type, the radio series based
on the characters or situation of a successful film. Of this latter type,
P “Stella_Dallas,” a long-running soap-opera prototype, appeared in

1937, the same year that King Vidor’s classic remake of the film (released
o> In a silent version by Henry King in 1925) was released. The series
m“ ran for 18 1/2 years. “The Adventures of the Thin Man” came on the
A airin 1941, based on thgmm novel by Dashiell
> Hammett) that starred William Powell and Myrna Loy.*

s Radio at the Box Office
—-  The film industry also drew upon radio. Beginning in 1932, radio
1o, Supplied the movies with a steadily increasing supply of ready-made
—""talent and material whose established radio appeal could be used to
w2 make popular Tlms. On January 12, 1932, Variety announced that Fox
~ Pictures Had just purchased the rights to a radio script for the first
time: “The Trial of Vivienne Ware” by Kenneth Ellis, which had run
as a serial on radio. This borrowing of story ideas and_characters
worked both ways; besides radio shows inspired by films, the studios
soon developed the idea of basing films on radio shows or formats.
S¢ir One of the earliest examples is The Big Broadcast of 1932. Paramount
ta Produced this light-weight but successful film to Fapj_;_a}wp t_he
growing popularity of such radio personalities as Bing Crosby, Kate
Smith, George Burns, Gracie Allen, and Cab Calloway. Based on a
thin plot about a failing radio station that is saved fromv_bankruptcy
by a star-studded revue, the idea proved so profitable that it was
followed by Big Broadcast’s of 1936, 1937, and 1938. . N
IZ?(}( By early 1933, several movies in production starred radio personalities
such as Kate Smith, Rudi Vallee, Bing Crosby, Jack Pearl, George
k Burns and Gracie Allen, Ed Wynn, and Eddie Cantor. A few of these
P ‘entertainers, well known on the vaudf:ville circuit, hzd‘alrftady rr?ade
- films in Hollywood. For example, M starred in six previous
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films: Kid Boots (1926); Special Delivery (1927); Glonifying the American
Girl (1929), a Paramount musical also guest-starring Rudy Vallee,
Florenz Ziegfield, Jimmy Walker, and Adolph Zukor; Whoopee (1930);
Palmy Days (1931); and The Kid from Spain (1932). He went on to make
nine more that were entertaining and fairly profitable, if not particularly
distinguished. Rudi Vallee had also made one film previously, The
Vagabond Lover in 1929, But he is remembered primarily for his work
in radio, which carried him on through his extended film career.®

George Burns and Gracje Allen, on the other hand, as popular
vaudeville and radio comedians, got their film start in the Big Broadcast
of 1932 and went on to achieve their greatest popularity in television.

Bing Crosby, although starting out with a primary reputation as a

“radio “crooner,” achieved considerable success in films. His first film,
King of jazz for Universal in 1930, followed by The Big Broadcast,
established his box-office appeal; in the years between his film debut
and his later success on television, Crosby starred in more than fifty
films, most for Paramount, not all memorable, but at least moderately
successful. Among the most popular were Crosby’s “road movies” made

with Bob Hope and Dorothy Lamour for Paramount in 1940, 1941,
1942, 1945, 1947, 1952, and 1962.

Many other radio stars appeared in and inspired films through the

1930s and 1940s. Other borrowing also occurred, the most famous of
which is Orson Welles’s switch from the acclaimed Mercury Theatre 0.w,
to RKO to make Citizen Kane in 1940. The reasons for this sudden Ve,

increase and ease in borrowings between the two ‘i"r‘!ddstrieé lay with EFOJ
the actions of a seemingly unrelated third party, the telephone company,

whose belated lowering of West-_to East-Coast rates sparked what came . Lo,
to be known in the trade as the “Swing to Hollywood” of 1936-38." —
With decreased transmission charges in effect, the major_networks, ¢ 2‘”‘(44
which had originated all schedules in New York, decitmeir F{M«m
own studics on the West Coast—in Hollywood. NBC erected a modern T
structure next door to the RKO studios in 1937, “on the._site of the F O(F&‘
old Famous Players-Lasky movie lot”;* CBS purchased an existing ,,

broadcasting station and set up network transmission facilities and a[é’ ,,90\
new studio there. “To Hollywood! becomes a broadcaster’s cry as New Wo
York agents of sponsored programs tire of chasing movie stars just off CD(
the boat from Europe, or catching flying Big Names on the wing
eastward. ‘A radio center as well as the movie capital’. becomes the ;
Slogan for Hollywood.” '

The Reappearance of Television

A second factor in the heightened mutual interest of film and radio
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RKO had as a 2 hidden agenda the idea of “protcct| ing] itself when

imminent possibility. If 1931 marked the “brightest moment in tele-
‘vision’s false dawn,”*® 1936 became the beginning of its true although
still gradual arrival. Some commentators felt that RCA’s Eurchase of

television became a fact.”¥ Most writers and industry personnel as-
sumed that when television did come into its own, the film industry
would play a major part in it, “Visionaries believe that the years will 03
see radio and the screen in even closer alliance, especially with television _X\_};t‘f v
ahead Filfis are expected to be the backbone of the television art.”*8 iU, fin
Whether these would be regular full-length Hollywood films or films
made by the Hollywood studios especially for television remained a
debated pomt but there was no doubt about the linkage of the two
industries in one way or another.

Some still scoffed, however, at the film industry’s preparedness to
meet the coming technological revolution. As early as 1936, the New
York Times’s radio column leveled some familiar-sounding charges at
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Renewed Conflict: “Hollywood Good News”

However, one group within the industry viewed the increasing comfort
and mutuality of the Hollywood-radio relationship with growing alarm.
That group consisted of the never completely quiescent exhibitors, who
saw in the prospect of television the fulfillment of their worst nightmares
about radio. Added to this Tear Was e ¢Tormons popularity of the
i new “"Lux Radio Theatre” movie-adaptation format, and plans an-
EH 8 yédiz nounced in 1936 for a further film foray into broadcasting: the MGM-

l Maxwell House hour that began in late 1937 as a continuation of

“Show Boat.” Called variously “Hollywood Good News” or “Good
News of 1938,” the show used thewmﬁiét—ﬁb'ﬁéé_réa_by “Lux”—
movie adaptauons with _the original stars, interspersed wrthmnd-
the-scenes” interviews “and previews of coﬁfhg movie attractlons—but

this time Metro-Goldwyn- Mayer would act as producer, retaining all

artistic and hinancial control, with Maxwell House as sole sponsor. For

(heny
"Aaplay,

the “film barons,” stating that “here, except for a recent investigation
conducted in behalf of two or three producers who wanted to check on
the progress of the medium, little interest has been shown” and that,

Preview

“the town [Hollywood] is unconcerned over the threat of tel;vision l
competition.” The article was headlined, “Dodging That Big Bad af(: 2
Television.” Its points were mitigated somewhat by the concluding

P¥imo G
k d«"vrow

statement, however: “Hollywood. . . feels that there are too many prob-
lems to be solved before the medium becomes a threat and. . . producers
are confident they will be able to jump in at the proper moment and
take advantage of anything the process offers.” This outlook comes
closer to the facts of the situation, as history shows; although much

o
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this MGM would receive $25,000 a week Trom the coffee company a as’
well as all the increased box-office appeal it could generate. In return,
it threw open its entire stable of talent (“except Garbo”) to the greater
glory of HollyWwood, radio, and Maxwell House coffee.s>”

However, the show proved less successful that its rival. Newsweek
wrote that radio audiences “couldn’t decide whether Metro Goldwyn
Mayer was trying to sell Maxwell House, or if the coffeemakers were
putting out Metro Goldwyn Mayer in airtight containers.” Although
ratings were fairly high—a 13.2 in the first year and a 20.2 the second—
MGM slowly and quietly withdrew as Fanny Brice, introduced in the
show’s first year, gained in popularity. By 1940, the show was known
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important technical and regulatory ground was laid for television in "5 rjc& yi’ as the “Fanny Brice-Baby._Snooks Hour” Most sources_attribute
the 1930s, its presence would not be felt until after World War I1.# ‘(W\(ﬁ =1 ip se MGM’s withdrawal from the show to theater owners’ protests combined
In the meantime, interest in television in Hollywood took another “ /p oL with the show’s excessive costs.>
A

form: in 1936 the Academy of Motion Picture Arts and Sciences assigned
its Research Council to. provide a report on industry preparatxon for
television. It concluded that “Hollywood’s psychoLglcal preparedness’
“Tor television was in contrast to the costly * ‘scepticism’ with which many
greeted the change from silent to sound pictures.”® Overall, the com-
mittee felt that the film industry stood well prepared, both technically
and economically, for the advent of telemhat no change is
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In 1936, exhibitors’ “complaints to Will Hays’s office had again

HA‘V\ provoked the announced intention Bn the producers’ part of setting up
a special committee within the Motion Picture Producers and Directors
Association (MPPDA) to “regulate stars’ radio appearances.”* Through

the late 1930s studios increasingly demanded supervision of their con-

b{ze'\'lw;

’p‘(":‘r(vutract players’ radio dates, including one-half of any fees or sifahcs
4 M earned. This This response effectively answered one exhibitor comEarnt

imminent.”*' Paramount’s purchase in 1938 ofa h uMont ¢ ¥, Ver
‘Ii . Laboratorres—one of the innovators in television research-——would ap- ~——

S.ARE

on

pear to confirm that view. Between 1938 and 1948, other investments
in television broadcasting technology on_the part of the film industry
would follow (chapter 5).%

~——— morous appéarances on the air,”* without detracting much from the
"growing crossover of film and radio talent. Another exhibitor complaint,
that Hollywood-based radio shows aired during prime theater-going

hours (deﬁned as broadly as 12 noon to 9: OO PM. by some exhibitors)
..... o

"%M that ™ many any stars have killed their value [at the box office] by ungla-
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led to the scheduling of shows at off hours, like the Paramount production
_on Sundays at 12:30 PM., and “Lux”’s move to the 9-10:00 pM. time
slot.*
Again in 1938, after a series of small lawsuits against the distribution
practices of the major studios, exhibitor complaints focussed Justice
Department attention on the movie industry. In July of that year the
Justice Department filed a petition in the Southern New York District,
asking finally for the divorcement of exhibition from production and
"Wf( distribution and citing not only the five major studios (Paramount,
Fox, Loew’s-MGM, Warners, and RKO) but also Columbia, Universal,
and United Artists. In 1940 the companies signed a consent decree,
which stopped short of divestiture but did involve a modification of
current practices, including any further investment in theaters. How-
sl ever, the timing of the suit against Paramount’s purchase of its stock
_; in DuMont laboratories may indicate the direction at least one studio
"4 ¥y was preparing to take in the event of divestiture. In 1944 the Justice
.~ Department reopened the case, leading to the decrees of 1948 that split
45, CXhibition from production-distribution and permanently changed the
_ face of Hollywood.**
ir7 The movie industry was not alone in attracting the attention of federal
1/ regulators, however. Douglas Gomery suggests that the “second de-
pression” of 1937 prompted the government to focus its criticism on
large trusts and monopolies as an explanation for the economic down-
turn, and that the film and radio industries provided particularly large
and colorful targets. The FCC initiated its investigation of chain
broadcasting in November 1938, resulting ultimately in the divestiture
.~ of the NBC Blue Network, which became the American Broadcasting
- C?ﬁlpany?ABC) in 1944. The creation of this third network, combined
with the movie industry divestiture, would have an unforeseen effect
3 some ten years later, when the merger of ABC with the divested United
Paramount Theater Corporation finally made the last-place network
_into a viable operation. It also had the side effect of driving the DuMont
'(f’ff)network, partially owned by Paramount Pictures, out of business.
" Furthermore, while creating new and difficult business conditions for
the film companies during and after divestiture, the lingering shadow
of the antitrust litigation of the past two decades made the film industry’s

entry into the business of television much more difficult (chapters 5 -

-and 6).% . -
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The “Lux Radio Theatre
of the Air”

The previous three chapters have traced several key écvelopments Fhat

led to the increased influence of Hollywood on radio programming.

The reduction of AT&T land-line rates to and from the West Qoast

in 1936 provided, as with its bottleneck on leasing n.e.twork lines in the

wouc), late 1920s, a hidden but crucial factor in the ablhty'_ of Hollywood
- interests to_participate in radio production. The growing stren@._gf
r commercial sponsors in program production through the? intermediary
L. g of the major advertising agencies contributed to the decline of pptvsfork
éusfain»i-xjg‘ programs; the creation of important but as yet unreco:g’mzed
loopholes in the government disposition of thfe “radio problem” per-

. 4 mitted both the dominance of the two major mterconnef:ted networks

Yy ir heavy dependence on the output of the agencies.

Zopa an%}:i}see forces},, aloIr)lg with the regulatory and iﬁw"als/trjctl}ggsgct
"9t i place in the 1920s (chapters 1 and 2), constitute what fmght be
‘E‘Cé’ called the macroeconomics of the film-broadcasting industry interface.
They are the major factors behind the subsequent developg'x.ent of

wg broadcast programming, setting the basic structures anc'l f:ondltxons of
oha possibility for what would come later. A tradxtlonal.pohtlcal economy
M approach to the media might stop here, having del.meated the neces-
sary—but, as Stuart Hall reminds us, not necessarily the sx’xfﬁcx.ex.lt—
conditions for broadcast texts to develop as they did.! Hall’s 5 critique
of the shortcomings of the political economy model grows out of his
own theoretical approach, which conceives of the comr,x:umcatlve act
as a process consisting of three “determinate moments”: the process
of encoding, the message form itself, and the decoding process. Although
Hall’s own work, and the work of the “cultural studies school in

-
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general, has tended to focus on the decoding process—by which a
message form is perceived and interpreted by a viewer—the moment

of encoding occupies an equivalent and equally important position in €l cg
the communication model.

The institutional structures of broadcasting, with their practices and
networks of production, their organized relations and technical infrastruc- j
tures, are required to produce a programme. . . . Of course, the production

process is not without its ‘discursive’ aspect: it, too, is framed throughout 0{,{9(@“
by meanings and ideasT Knowledge-in-use concerning the routines of G\E
production, historically defined technical skills, professional ideologies, 9Pf
institutional knowledge, definitions and assumptions, assumptions about

- T ] L’r
the audience and so on frame the constitution of the programme through _ ke
this production structure.? 54,

v

Thus the encoding process includes not only production techniques, _ Phod
but also the forces behind the development of those very techniques: '
the institutional structures of broadcasting, organized relations, and ~ ',
accepted practices, all of which contribute to the message form. And  of
although the message itself takes on a symbolic structure, expressed - ol F
through language forms or codes, which does not become complete
until it is received and decoded by an audience, the moment of ﬂ
production plays a “predominant” role, because it is the “point of ”"'ﬂk‘l
departure for the realization” of the message form itself.? F—r—
Furthermore, as Hall develops in later works, encoding forces must - “‘_'gJ/g
be examined concretely, within the context of a specific historical period d‘w;%

and specific Circumstances, iri.ugfdsg‘ to_arrive at an understanding of £/,
the symbolic constructions set_in place by these institutions, and thus ~~——m-.
the range of decodings available to the receivers. Finally, this encoding

- . . - T
process is a conflicted one, not expressing unity and_consensus. of -\,W;‘Q

intention on the part of the encoding institution, b‘i_lht\i_{_l.smtgaq reflecting o
mtm@fﬁ?’daﬁinaﬂ&mthin and throughout o
the encoding process, as a “struggle and contestation for the space in 5@ !
which to construct an ideological hegemony.”* Applying Hall’s model, 6¢J 0 ¢of
the question then becomes, Out of the welter of competing interests, . Wed
economic pressures, regulatory restrictions and social conditions that ~¥'(® %
make up the institutional structures of broadcasting, how did the unique 8&‘1\/&
and distinctive forms of the broadcast_text arise? Out of all of the
possibilities for expression and use, why did American radio evolve L
into its characteristic segmented, serial, disrupted discourse of primarily e g
entertainment programs? No sweeping general rule will suffice to explain ¥, WL
these developments; instead a close look at the specific_historical cir- .
cumstances surrounding the_origination of individual programs, pro- Kkl

Uy‘,{&
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gram types and categories, and the formation of the broadcast schedule,
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eded instituti d, t
is needed within the institutional structures that support and, to

Certain extent, determine them. .

L " This institutional approach to the encoding process has' been most
Cﬁ “fully developed in the study of the early days of.the film industry. A ‘
xpliun number of works have been published that examine the emergence ¢ of W4

the characteristic narrative and signifying_aspects of the Hollywood j/
wa""ﬁlm. Among these ~zbi‘r‘emjanﬂéz‘ Staiger’s study of the effec‘t"“pf :ga'rly
VA production and marketing strategies on the evolution qus1gmf)img be g
¥ practices, Douglas Gomerey’s analysis of the g_e_\{ie!opme.n‘gﬁpf sound oy pr
" film and its effects, and Charles Musser’s study of Edwin S. Porter 7
and the shift in creative control frmhibitor to the cameraman- Mﬂ,”\

director.® The earlfdays of the broadcast medium are just begllnmn'g 1825 N
& to benefit from similar institutional analysis. For example, in his Wuf 3

Wil
d{c/& W

‘1«(0 G‘ g k°

W?J,) [Sirhe Je popular times, until the development of spot advertising_strategy in
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“~-the creative process, particularly of those shows aired during the most
the late 1950s. This lack of network control can be seen in the fact
“ ffdo that successful shows on radio often network-hopped in mid-run, switch-
4 5. slioiye ing networks according to time sl6t available or more favorable rates.
58 lehs Contemporary historiatis ardanalysts of television, projecting the

decisive role played by today’s network programming departments

backward onto radio, neglect the true originators of most of the broadcast
Neggownsz ¢, forms still with us: the major aMisiné agencies. This version, or
vision, of responstbility for programming better fits the concepts and
J-omu o regulatory structure enforced over the years by the FCC, which regulates
Fost P, broadcasters, not advertisers. A closer look at the creative process

E7 é\) behind radio programming may also reinforce the arguments of some
.37

critics and analysts of the television text that the television (or radio)

.} examination of economic and institutional pressures on the rise of the POV
ko soap opera, Robert C. Allen concludes that “There is little (;lo‘ubt.' ..
0. that the primary generative mechanisms responsible for the origination ( x At
o of the soap opera form and for its perpetuation over n'early fifty years ve'ly )
can be located in the institutional requirements of American commercial .., = -
broadcasting.”® - , L, -
" This is equally true for other types of broadcast texts. Yet Allen’s Ly toy
work remains the exception rather than the rule. Even with the recent L(‘(;i‘
increase in attention to the broadcast discourse from a number of o

program cannot be considered outside of its commercial context, that
the commercials, rather than providing brief and irrelevant “interrup-
‘ Prac : tions” to the text, are in fact a vital component of _tﬁéf“‘supertext,”

FH’minglgdipg both creative and structural_forces as well as the reading

“H“"*i')program forms that Raymond Williams’s view of television_as “com-
_‘ZM hin mercials interrup;ed by programs” is not merely a theoretical construct

i ,but has firm roots in actual historical conditions.’
{:_C_zﬁ

However, researching the contributions of advertising agencies and

critical directions, it is troubling that, first, gcvisigr_x’s very‘diir.g:_‘c'tmrogts
in radio broadcasting are so often overlooked, and secon('i, that even .
in the existing literature on radio and radio programming so little o iy

* w{. attention is given to_the role played by advertisers and t!.lelr'qre;atlx‘fe 71\/ ¥
{0 2gents, the large advertising agencies. Popular anthologies of I‘E‘ldl.o e
' programs, sparse though they may be, share the common c?laracterlstlc A,
bR of foregrounding stars, storylines, and occasionally network involvement
z but very rarely mentioning the agencies that created and Rroduced the
—  shows. Also ignored are the clients, whose interests at all times geeded
boy; to be considered in planning and execution of programs, hiring of]
“talent, and placing the show in a time slot. These accounts thus exclude

key factors that entered into the creative process behind much of the

innovation in radio broadcasting.

S ——

¢ The major radio networks, influential ‘though they may haye ‘been 4&31,4,3
2 tf in determining the basic structure of the broadcasting industry and | ¥ E
» di ; ithi ich innovation could occur, served :

(g PEoviding the framework within which innovation could occur, serv
- " increasingly during the 1930s and 19405 as simple condults_‘@r those ve
#4, sponsors and Aagencigsﬂ that could afford to buy time on the air. Under | ¢

these circumstances the networks themselves had very litdle input into

fgu k‘ D e

3 ___.‘i'hﬁif.their clients to the development of radio programming is not an easy
-—)kP.’g »-task. Very few historical accounts discuss the agencies’ role in any

G Vioor, §ystemal_:ic way. A thorough history is neec%ed qf the ~role of the advertising
Sl ‘agency in d}e devel.opment' of bxjoadcastlflg in this country. Alth(?u'gh
[ OS_agencies retain_archives, information on broadcasting activity
i I"*""“‘appears to be scattered, and most institutions that preserve material
on_the history of broadcasting and other media tend to ignore the
; (7”1 (w(“intrusion” of the Ec_)_r"rl_g}g{c‘x_?.‘lfsi“cifeéqto fiel Cof “;nﬁ.’r“_—“—-*—
~————"" But as Nick Browne observes, the role o the advertising agenc is
at of the “central mediating discursive institution” linking the eco-
#s.nomic interests of the producers of Vmeam.(‘:ultural us};ha\nd
) , L e

y g Y signification of the texts produced.® This chapter will examine more

bfi&. closely the Tole of the advertising : agency in the production of radio,
“and by extension, television, texts. I have selected an episode of the
-, “Lux Radio Theatre of the Air”
! 1y for several reasons. First, since the overall concern of this work is the
fteseédinterrelationship of the film and broadcasting industries, the position
(j\&vrb of “Lux,” specifically occupying the interface between the two as a
~— radio adaptation of a film format, highlights most of the economic,

LMA 60 = (00 40 Loy i oS tu s,

process. Indeed it seems clear from an analysis of the origins 6f radio

to use as the location for this study |

[N

!
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regulatory, and aesthetic issues relevant to this history. Second, the
show’s continuing popularity as one of the long-term highest rated on
radio recommends it for study, because success itself says much about
the particular context of a given text. Third, it is a key text in the
history of radio programming forms, giving rise to many similar shows
patterned after its success, and in its rise and fall it followed closely
the major historical trends and forces more than, perhaps, a less popular,
less successful, more eccentric or marginal show might. In addition,
its success has ensured that more materials are available, including
tapes of the shows themselves, than would exist for a lesser program,
somewhat easing the problems of the historical study of radio.

Advertising Chatter

350, By the end of the 1930s, programs produced by. advertising agenc;ies
" dominated the airwaves, particularly during evening hours. According
'Lﬁ)” fo Llewellyn White, the percentage of commercial as opposed to sus-
(£, taining programs for the entire broadcast day grew from 23.6 percent
> in 1933 to 49.4 percent in 1944 on NBC, and on CBS from 22.9 to
o 47.8 percent in the same period. BWd ]
"almost entirely of sponsored programs. In terms of concentration off 2wy wa
advertising and programming power within the agencies themselves, EXreven
by 1944 three of the nation’s largest advertising agencies (J. Walter :

(

a

Fo‘/
sh

them controlled about one-fourth of total commercial timeé on the three ./
major networks. In 1945, almost half of CBS’s total billings of J
$65,724,362 came from only six advertising agencies representing seven °
sponsors. T T T {’9,4.43

Although Stephen Fox quotes the radio writer Carroll Carroll as- "

saying, “You can’t imagine. . .with what crushing surprise radio made 5 !“M‘

. m }’}9 Until 1930, all agencies tended to look for attractive programs and then

Th?@Pf.O_‘li.P?PESL Fitzgerald; and Young ax{adRubicam) between 71 03% j

S8 e d] Waeed,

wilded ayed
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One reason for this had to do with opposition from within the existing \L
media market. Worried by potential competition for the advertising

dollar, the newspaper and magazine industries opposed radio in its VU‘{ b
early years, influencing some agencies to take a cautious stance toward G (@qg‘

radio advertising in order to protect their good relations with established |, 2
media outlets. Also, the practice of “indirect advertising,” although 70 u
e
Dance Orchestra,” the “A&P Gypsies,” the “Cliquot Club Eskimos,” +
and “The Palmolive Show,” limited the amount and type of advertising va
that could be done over the air. Before the establishment of the large fvare
Because no ratings system yet existed, mag_yﬂgaiyertisersﬁp»g@ed not V“EA "
with the measurable circulation figures of the print media. But with Bh 4
and both NBC and CBS_took active steps to promote the concept of {ons ¢
radio advertising. In 1930, the Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting 0(‘.3"5 Ao

attracting many companies through shows such as the “Lucky Strike
networks, programs had 10 be Placed on a station-to-station basis. 2du {
to trust the audience estimates of local stations _and_to stick instead
the formation of NBC in 1926, a far larger audience became possible, *qﬂ%d ;
(Crossley) rating system was established as a joint venture of the

Y ‘American Association of Advertising Agencies and the Association of ~¥0+-2

, \ National Advertisers: According to Ralph M. Hower in his history of t i
ve the N. W, A;gr ad;ertising agency: heiy
—y s doom

¢

. to_seek_advertisers who would take a fling at broadcasting. After 1930, —%? °ﬂ :

M \86}91’4 much of the original glamor and mystery of radio had vanished, and ‘eandu, §

! Nq d o L, 1D h.ad to take a more realistic approach. The Ayer .ﬁm: rapidly developed m

the view that an agency must start with the clie s problems, ~—____

determine whether radio can help, and ;hé; devise a program which will =1 g}o .2
¢ 5 achieve specific' ends in terms of sales. The complete reversal of the method .

}Owis significant.'! T m

EM“ EQ%LA

its guerrilla attack on all advertising agencies. It caught few ready for ‘ﬁW“(’a Pw“;This process, of examining the client’s sales problems and, if necessary,

it but all prepared to fake it,” the speed and enthusiasm with which \,W

*—- “devising a radio program to fit, was often a lengthy and complex one.

i,{,, the agencies adjusted to the age of radio is attestf:a to by.Jax‘nes Playstea::’l
Wood: “For the firsttime advertising had a med d.
'_’i‘:\' Unlike magazines, heretofore the dominant advertising medium, a

pored According to the N. W. Ayer history, the Radio Department of the
agency became a separate entity in 1928. “Its duties were to assemble~ koeld,
information about all phases of broadcast advertising, build up pro- W

5% separation between the editorial content and the advertising adjacent
%m to it was no longer necessary; with radio, the advertiser created the|
— ‘“content” as well as the commercial message.*

- k02 Although individual advertisers moved to include radio in their

r,{gp advertising strategies quite early—WEAF’s.list of client§ in 1923 in-
cluded Macy’s, Colgate, and Metropolitan Life—some resistance to the

tekl medium existed in the more established agencies durin?'HE“IQZOS.

AN “posvuaf I'CL:PQ\M

Aol 1 N

grams, hire talent, direct production, and handle the leasing of station I e
time and all other details connected with broadcast programs....” ' o "
e e k&""ﬂ

The very largest sponsors, such as Procter and Gamble, created and

maintained through their advertising agencies—in this case, Blackett u&q«j‘
Sample Hummert—an ongoing radio production department. Because hes v e
Procter and Gamble was one of the first companies to see the immense ., '
potential in radio for advertisement of their household products, Blackett Jionaf :

W‘(ﬂ - 9}“'3( HM. a




84 Hollywood and Broadcasting
Sample Hummert must be regarded as one of the most important sites
for radio serial development, employing a stable of writers, most of
’;pf[q whom were women, under the direction of Anne Hum’mert. These
_" writers turned out an amazing number and variety of radio programs,
M”iincluding such long-running shows as “Ma Perkins,” “Just Plain Bill,”
a ¢~ “Betty and Bob,” “Jack Armstrong,” “The Romance of Helen Trent,”
— " “Pepper Young’s Family,” and many more. Other smaller sponsors
_7‘4)? might put together a one-time show, which if successful could be
continued. The process of bringing client, network, talent, and concept
”‘gﬁﬂwtogether fell to the agency radio_director.”?
" A useful glimpse into the process of radio origination is provided
. by an article published by the Saturday Evening Post in 1938, “One
%96 Minute to Go: Backstage with an Advertising Agency’s Radio Director”
47 by Kenneth L. Watt, a radio director in real life. Watt traced the
" process by which a radio show got from initial impetus to the air. After
consultations with the company president, its treasurer, sales and !
advertising directors, and other higher éX%€cutives, the basic E&xﬁpt
for the show was agreed upon, in this _cégg’lé"'ﬁifimod
variety show complete with dramatic segment, orchestra, comedian,
singers, and announcer. The next step was negotiating with agents
over the Hollywood contribution, and \ﬁnally two current, but affordable,
stars were selected. Next came the hiring of writers who would provide
the script for the dramatic segment to be enacted b the stars, folIoTved[
by the selection of the emcee, in this case a comedian “Iike Cantor orf
Jack Benny,” who would not only provide his own comic material buy
would also tie the show together through introductions and transitions:

vl

_M it

Wad )

W Another announcer was chosen to deliver the commercial messages. —
—= At this stage, or as early as possible, negotiations with the network; whe’y

[ Fdem
| S

began, to secure an option on a favorable, and available,rﬂt‘iiri;e; slot.
After choosing the emcee and hegotiating with his agent, the orchestra
and singer were hired; throughout each of these steps the radio director,
although nominally in charge, deferred constantly to the wishes of the
company president, advertising manager, and other company employees
who all wished to have a hand in the process.* a

""Next came he—script; which was supervised by the
agencf)fman;s’@ell as. the client’s advertising director.. The script went

Sty

S— ]
3 Se /Cr»vk

BE
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7 began. Not until the final rehearsal before broadcast did the show move
to the netWork/ studios, where sound levels were taken and the whole
; sequence run through before going out live over the network hook-ups.
i During the stage before the run-through, the radio director’s talents
were fully engaged. As Watt put it:

Preparing the schedule, or formula, for a radio program is much like

having eggs, flour, sugar and shortening for a cake. Too much of this or

too little of that can make an unholy mess and result in a waste of good

Tnaterial simply because the ingredients are not assembled properly. My

.LJF{ _,.[, A ingredients consist Qf: One movie star, male; one movie star, female; one

5ot ‘0 " Egt‘?fpf ceremonies; one stooge—maybe more; one singer, male or

/ ale; one orchestra with leader; one announcer; sundry actors, actresses,
?h‘%v",‘« script writers, sound effects men, production men. " -

Next came another important step—submitting the completed script
to the network censor for ‘approval, so any material in controversial or
questionable taste could supposedly be eliminated. Once this was
accomplished, the final rehearsal was scheduled, with actors and ac-
tresses for the bit parts in_the script hired at the last minute. At this

A%eme-  point the agency radio director assumed the role of production director,

Faols 4. coaching players, smoothing transitions, and determining the order of
v tyd; the show. T o i T -
Pt ookr L&;:Wa?t’s account makes clear the large role played by the advertising
O&Ht&; | agency radio director in the radio program origination and production
process. The radio director resembled a film producer and director
A Prod.- Epml?ined, supervising every step of a show’s production and providing
_,I“%'B important creative input, always in consultation vyith a sponsor whose
m_z wishes were, after all, the motivating factor behind all this activity.

#Fortune magazine provided another glimpse of the production process,
f- this time through the eyes of the company president whose decision it
e ¥l y was to advertise on radio. Although the process remained the same,
®oies,  focus from Fortune’s perspective tended to center on costs of such a
production, and each successive decision—stars, singers, script writers,
etc.—was discussed from the point of view of its price tag. Fortune listed
some of the most popular shows on the air in terms of their production
and time costs:®

Table 1. Fortune’s Cost Analysis of Top Radio Shows of 1938

through several revisions; before it was finalized, the commercial an-
nouncements had to be written and approved, and the decision made
about whether to integrate the message with the show or to handle)
them as discrete “breaks.” The commercial announcements were created‘
by the advertising agency copy department but approved by a committee \

t@iggf formed for that purpose. With this approval, the rehearsals )

) ,

Program Production Time
$20,000
15,000

13,500

Total

$15,900 $35,900
11,500 26,500
17,100 30,600

Chase & Sanborn Hour (McCarthy)
Jack Benny (Jello)
Kraft Music Hall (Bing Crosby)
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Production Time Total

15,000 17,300 32,300

Program

Lux Radio Theatre (guest movie stars)

Eddie Cantor (Texaco) 15,000 11,900 26,900
Al Jolson (Lever Bros) . 12,000 10,400 22,400
Major Bowes’ Amateur Hour (Chrysler) 25,000 20,100 45,100
Burns and Allen (General Foods, for .

Grape Nuts) 10,000 10,600 20,600
Town Hall Tonight (Fred Allen, sponsored

by Bristol-Myers Co.) 10,000 15,800 25,800

Source. Fortune, May 1938, p. 54.

The programs are listed in order of their ratings according tc‘>.the
Cooperative Analysis of Broadcasting, or Crossley Report. I.n addition,
as Fortune noted, “All but four of the ten ‘big’ shows listed...are
,r&’ produced in Hollywood; and so, for that matter, are most of the other
important evening network programs.” . .
Bra As programming strategies developed, so too did the art o.f Fhe radio
0 commercial. One important feature of original radio a@yg:xjgs_l_rzg_,__ now
virtually a thing of the past, was.the integrated commercial mgssage:
“h an advertising plug arising so smoothly out of the program action, or

~y- actually written_into the narrative, that it was indistinguishable from 0

—""ffrequently found cause to use it in the course of her domestic activities
on radio. Fibber McGee and Molly likewise found frequent reasons
JLJL; for using Johnson’s wax on their show. Allen citt?s a proposal for a
—*" soap opera from Irna Phillips for Kleenex in which the ShOV\.’ opens
»«ﬁf with the main character sitting at her dressing table removing her
*¥~* makeup with—surprise—Kleenex.'¢ : .
Jack Benny and his troupe made Jello commercials famous by w.ork}ng
references to the product into their comic routines——althor.xgh ‘thls kind
3¢ 4o OF "gag” announcement could backiire, making th'e I‘adl.O director f’f
 the Saturday Evening Post article advise his hypothetical client to avoid
¥¥™%uch a format. More common was the straight commercial plug read
Podsu or enacted by members of the program cast. As Roland Marchand
M},}_\ wrote, “1he Maxwell House program, a pioneer in the interwoven
.y ‘commercial, ,\mmlmx__L_mw‘g_pominujm of mood. Program
ff_é’ " characters delivered the commercials as they gathered around the table
g, With the program host, the Old Colonel, to share coffee and remixllisce
—""about olden days at the Maxwell House Hotel (the program’s setting),
*45% when Teddy Roosevelt had characterized the coffee as ‘Good to the

" ]the dr;ﬁ;acicwst'r}“lg'tng. Ma Perkins endorsed Oxydol detergent and

tad last drop.”'” When the program cast member was a Hollywood star,

“Lux Radio Theatre of the Air” 87

the integrated ad took on the properties of a celebrity testimonial,
lending a ready-made aura of glamour to the product. The celebrity
testimonial remains one of the major advertising strategies today, and
the agency known for its innovations in this area is J. Walter Thompson,
not surprisingly also the creators of the “Lux Radio Theatre.”

The Creative Site: J. Walter Thompson

The J. Walter Thompson firm has a long history in the development
of advertising. Its founder, James Walter Thompson, got his start in
1870 in New York and contributed to the rise of magazines as an
advertising medium and as a part of American culture. One of the
first to see the immense advertising potential in the weekly and monthly
publications, Thompson’s list of magazines under exclusive contract by
the turn of the century included the Atlantic, Century (successor to
Scribner’s), Harper’s, Lippincott’s, Godey’s, Peterson’, and the North American
Review. The firm went on to become one of the prototypes of the
complete advertising agency. It tended to specialize in products ap-
pealing to women as consumers, from soaps and cosmetics to food
products. In 1916, Thompson sold out to a group of employees headed
by Stanley Resor, who in 1917 married another top JWT employee,
Helen Lansdowne. Lansdowne was one of the first women to rise to
the top of the advertising profession; her influence helped to make
JWT successful with the female market it pursued. Her successful
campaign for Woodbury soap was influential in Procter and Gamble’s
1911 decision to employ JWT to advertise its Crisco cooking oil, the
first time the large consumer products company had employed an
outside advertising firm. Together Helen Lansdowne and Stanley Resor
managed the J. Walter Thompson firm for the next thirty years and
were influential in its_ innovative move into radic.™
Helen Lansdowne Resor must also be credited with a JWT trademark
which led directly to the “Lux Radio Theatre” strategy: the celebrity
testimoriial” Although the testtmonial is one of the oldest advertising
strategies, Resor’s contribution lay in attaching the product testimonial
to a famous name. Her first coup, in 1924, involved persuading Mrs.
O. H P Belmont, a New York socialite, to endorse Pond’s cold cream
in exchange for a hefty donation to a charity of her choice. Other
“great lady” endorsements followed, including Queen Marie of Ru-
mania, Mrs. Reginald Vanderbilt, and the Duchess de Richelieu. From
the crowned heads of Europe, it was a short step to Hollywood. !
JWT’s involvement in radio began in the 1920s. One of its earliest
successes was the bringing together of Rudy Vallee with Fleischmann’s
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yeast in 1928, one of the most successful shows on the air at the time.
- That sar;g?ear JWT sent a representative to Hollywood, one of the
9+t first of the major New_York agencies to do so. This Tepresentative, - Va(Rl (N9
later head of the Hollywood branch office established in 1934, was Rw'
Daniel J. Danker, Jr, a Harvard-educated promoter who became ,
something of a celebrity in his own right during his influential career Qi

in Hollywood. By 1930, JWT had put together radio programs for

.evening shows, produced by different agencies for different products.

Such data demonstrate two points: first, that the advertisi i

t : s adverusing agencies
of,ﬂ}g network radio. era.resembled today’s television production com-
panies (largely branches of Hollywood studios), which actually create

and produce the shows, whereas _the manufacturers and advertisers on

radio resemble today’s network programmin g departments, making the
overall conceptual and scheduling decisions; and second, that the soap

S

eighteen of its clients, accounting for more than_twenty-three hours CommARies and their as

R-ARS 1S, ounting lor 1 n i

per week of network time. 5 P B agencies mfluenced far more than the “soaps.”
ever Drothers in particular was known for its sponsorship and in-

One of JWT’s more important accounts was the manufacturing giant novation in eveni cuial )
Ayvy  Lever Brothers. The Cambridge, Massachusetts, company was a wholly ening prime-time shows.*
owned subsidiary of “gigantic” Lever Brothers and Unilever Company,
nominally under Dutch ownership but managed from London—in fac.t, The Evolution of “Lux”
according to Fortune, “among the three largest British investments in Conceptually, the beginni
the U.S.” Lever Brothers’ U.S. product line included Rinso soap flakes, / s l b ptually, the beginnings of the
Lifebuoy health Lux flakes, Lux toil S tabl JJ, UK Tock,can be traced
y health soap, Lux es, Lux toilet soap, Spry vegeta . J. Walter Thompson Agency for L c
shortening, and a few lesser brands. In terms of sales volume in the 7 ale R . beled. frequently relied lrl)pon thg ;clz;br?tr : ux tollftt soap.. As noted, JWT
soap and vegetable fat trade, Lever Brothers ranked second only to k‘N{ ¢ et soap had become known by 1912§’ ft:)itlg;oma.l, afntI:l_I 1111l the czse of Lux
i i i use o -
Procer and Gamble inthe U'S. maret, with camings of more than gy [p 00 o e & e stac
. miton in. - Tor progucts such as these, aime consu ‘;“, - ¢ nerically chic society ladies of 1925 to specific celebrities. F. o
market primarily consisting of housewives and requiring a large volume “8% - ¥, 09 5" ." 1998 advertis E  oomen & o oF example,
veb of sales to a widespread and relatively undifferentiated consumer pool, LL{ i " DeMille” states “I;:ment, : Ma‘son HOPPCY: a dlrector. for. Pathé
, o], Tradio represented the perfect advertising medium. Both' compax.ﬁes: ¢ essential than th’e lof:ililxzs:njfy be. lo,nlyk,skm deep, but n?thmg 1s more
maintained large radio presences from the early 1930s until the swntch{ exacting director demand thaf i‘;alslt‘; lgrs? :;'aralsl id?rrl‘:}g Pu?)h'c and
t° telev_lswn. Indeed,. s pofsm}l:le t_hzailthnggﬁs_(%l_radl_Eo rogramy accompanied by a picture of Phyllis Haver, who co.nﬁrmsl Sthc;p;:sl:: bls
innovation, an examination of the nvairy between te soap glants, stating, “No star can hope to look lovel unl he has real 4
Voct |, Lever Brothers and Procter and Gamble, may reward the serious scholar | @ smooth skin—studio skin. Lux To: y unless she has really velvety
¢ ?” far more thap a study of the rivalry between the two major nctvx./orks.z" smooth that I have nos f:;:. fut);] }c:}h: Soap leav.es my skin so gently
Large advertisers such as the two soap companies often split their A 1929 advertisement f rt o eh 18" powered lights of the”CIOSC-uP.”
accounts between several agencies. In the 1930s, JWT, Lever’s first use Lux Toilet Soa foresar\nl;:;i]tk? ”Wa(rinp;s Baby Stars, “WI'IO “all
vél( agency in the United States, handled the prestigious Lux flakes and of ten screen stars puse Lox T ﬂs ”é and the famous line, “Nine out
M Lux toilet soap accounts. Rinso and Spry were handled by the Ruthrauff other products use the o:x 0 ;t oap.” Although a few of Lever’s
WP, and Ryan Agency, who also had Lifebuoy until it was given to the for Lux o casional star endorsements,. the- campaigns
- &b ux soap flakes and Lifebuoy, for example, remain distinctly dif-
i
2N

. “Lux Radio Theatre” radio show
to the celebrity advertising campaign developed by the

William Esty Agency in the mid-thirties. Another Lever product, Lipton ferent, the one emphasizing the ; .

- tea, was managed by Young and Rubicam, which as of 1940 stood‘ to and ciothing the P:) ther degveloe ingertl;:n;ss of t‘fl};‘- ga’l,(es on hands
gain a few more Lever accounts. Thus, 'although the act}xal creative emphasizing i’xealth aspects, Luxpsoi . focirsnousl_l u. . odtheme 'a'nd
work was accomplished within the agencies and differed in approach led directly to the strategy behind 'tp di }?n ollywood celebrities
ceardireg e Aaarey <dule o e N ehind 1ts radio show.
One person who must be given credit for the success of Lux’s appeal

el according to agency style and specialization, the client company made |
0510 the decisions about which campaigns to select and in which medium - it ](\iﬁs
oo g, f0_place them. The link and corporate identity behind advertising @# ok i wigla:li:;;h:tggT z{oﬂﬁwood bureau head, who handled negotiations
" campaigns can be seen in the fact that in 1940 Lever Brothers maintained \ 1 # to Fortune. ot :tr;rs o:v eerz P::r:onnel so .s:;c?essfull?' that, according
2ho . a total of six radio shows on the air, two during the day and four el ‘:A “Making e b e andod .eVeI} paid for their fendorsemc?nts.
y C(&& TN oing favors for them with the flair of
Bre B s C&« ~ary
I N " . - N
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an Irish politician, Danker succeeded partly by sheer personality, and
later on by pointing out to picture players that Lux testimonials meant
‘ free national advertising. Finally it became fashionable for actresses to
Study, sign exclusive Teleases for Lux.” Whether or not this is strictly true,
the fact does remain that Lux, via Danker, was singularly adept at
fearss obtaining these endorsements. However, some of this luck may also be
linked to the hefty fees paid to stars on the “Lux Radio Theatre,” who
frequently doubled in the other advertisements. Danker remains a key
figure behind the radio show; his good relations with the studios and
their executives and personalities helped in obtaining studio cooperation
along with a perception of the radio show as a boost for film publicity
rather than competition. Although once he had gotten the show off the
ground Danker’s day-to-day participation seems not to have been
critical, he functioned as chief negotiator for film properties and stars,
a process in which his flamboyant personal lifestyle apparently served

him well.?
le The “Lux Radio Theatre” was created by JWT for Lever Brothers
by in 1034 as a vehicle for radio versions of Broadway plays; it was to be
[}, similar to the popular “First Nighter” program, also broadcast from
New York City. Starting on the NBC network on Sunday afternoons,
W37 it switched to CBS in 1935 and to the more favorable 9:00 rM. Monday

time slot, where it stayed for the rest of its radio existence. When

E" ratings began to slump in the second year, attributed by one source |

#¢0 to @ “severe shorragé of adaptable Broadway material,” J. Walter

' Thompson assigned the young account executive Danny Danker to the
/ task of puiling up the show’s ratings. Mindful of the success of “Hol-
b L{’/ Iywood Hotel” and of the increasing practice of using Hollywood talent

(B in variety shows, Danker made the recommendation that the show

* move in its entrety to Hollywood. With AT&T service to the West
'[, Coast finally improved and affordable, JWT approved the change and
ol TLux" broadcast “live from Hollywood” for the first time on June 1,
“71936. Danker is also credited with the decision to hire Cecil B. DeMille
E/ f as emcee.? e
3 The decision to hire DeMille was critical in setting the tone that led
e ; .
to the program’s success. The factors that led to the decision, however,
m‘: are clearly presaged in JWT’s previous radio experience and practice,
T particularly with its most successful show of the time, the “Fleischmann’s
¥OWi ' Yeast Hour,” a variety show hosted by w Put on the air in
1929, this show pioneered many of the elements of the variety series,
— creating spin-offs in situation comedy, drama, and even documentary
w form that later became staples of radio broadcasting. Vallee himself
%\’\7\» served as emcee-announcer, bringing a different group of guests together
S in

“Lux Radio Theatre of the Air” . 91
eaﬁh ?veek %n the setting of a fictional nightclub created, like the theater (¥
of “F irst Nighter,” from the endless flexibility of time and space available ———
to radio. Vallee’s role as the nightclub host allowed him to provide the K N
N

same kind of framework and interconnections later supplied by DeMille
for. “Lux”: introducing the show, performing numbers himself, then E‘v(
bringing @95 guests, even working the commercial an-

nouncemerts into the fabric of the show: '

During a simulated intermission the host, crooner Rudy Vallee, sauntered
among the tables introducing his guest to fans until they happened to
0\./erhear a conversation at one table. Vallee said, “Let’s listen,” to his
friend (and to the radio audience). A change in tone quality siénaled a
Fhange in microphone; then the radio listener found himself joining Vallee
in eavesdropping on a young couple who were marveling at the man’s
great success in business since he had been taking Fleischmann’s Yeast.?

587
n
o)

To further the fictional device, Vallee’s guest introductions often took

the form of a personal reminiscence, as he recounted how he had met Fou!

the guests and realized how perfect they would be for his show. h,:ﬂ
}‘By setting Vallee up not only as on-air host, but also as producer, e

wnte;, di;ector, and talent scout for the program, Vallee tied tightel’" aa i

together the dramatic illusion desired by the program’s true producers, % ulo

JWT and Fleischmann’s, by obscuring the ?Epr—f&%z}x‘siat:‘iﬂe_mrtisﬁiné “@"f

agency and sponsor personnel in_creating the program. Vallee acted (Q}?m

asa kind of scréen behind which the commercial interests of the variety ¢y ppo;

hour f:ould“{{xdc. His presence emphasized the program’s entertainment - @

function over its economic purpose—a goal constantly pursued by the for

broa‘dcastmg industry. In fact, as Marchand quotes a J. Walter Thomp- —

son infe€rnal memo, “The facts are that Vallee doesn’t know now what

is going to be rehearsed this afternoon. He doesn’t write one word of

the script. All of the things about how he first met these people, etc.,

we make up for him.” The strategy had proved so successful, according

to the JWT memo, that “all the theatrical publications are now hailing

Vallee as the greatest showman in radio.”* "
JWT employed an identical strategy with the “Lux Radio Theatre.” Eou

In many ways the decision to hire DeMille as the emcee-host, then, ¥

contributed more than any one other elernent to the character of the LTP“

J

show; the entire structure would be created around. the personality, or
persona, of the host. Thus DeMille was similarly perceived by his Mgy

audience as the main creativé force behind the program, personally ;
selecting film properties, inviting stars to recreate or reinterpret rpret_the 4 ¢
roles in _the film, bringing them out during “intermission” or at the hefuyi
end of the show for an informal chat during which-the sponsor’s product “
o Bl O kol

F“’C"%&‘ L togh
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often just happened to figure in the conversation. Certainly, DeMille
evolved into the focal point around which popular discussion of the
show took place. Introduced each evening as “Ladies and gentlemen.. ..
your producer. . .Mr. Cecil B. DeMille!,” the famous director received
credit for almost every aspect_of the show, as demonstrated in a 1944
article in the Christian Science Monitor magazine: “No one could have
been better prepared to take the show over its early hurdles Fhan
DeMille. To the opinion of the experts, who said no one would listen
to a solid hour of drama over the air, he replied, ‘Let’s try it, anyway.’”
Actually these decisions were made long before DeMille came on the :
scene. But the public character of “Cecil B. DeMille” as created l?y kaﬂ;f‘a
the director_himself over the years also played an important role in-
L, the show’s overall success. Known as @ director of “screen extrava- *;-( .
W’{‘ gaﬁz?.s?f fDéMille lent an aura of glamour ;gnd import‘ance to the_f"\ﬂ‘{'(f
ephemeral nature of the radio experience. His presence 1mparte§ an 15
bt immediate perception of the show as “top of the line,” far more effectively
’Hff“ﬁthan could the name of a lesser-known although perhaps equally ¥ &4 .
ALL:

~Y-successful director.
2 The true creative work of the “Lux Radio Theatre,” however, was _ o
~ accomplished by a group of radio and advertising professionals rarely "
ﬂ_’zmknowledged in the popular press. The adaptation of the screenplay
from its film to a much-reduced radio version was accomplished for hookig o

many years By George Wells, who later became a scriptwriter for ~ y ’
MGM, where his credits included the Academy Award-winning De- &

YL"—signing Woman. He was replaced by Sanford Barnett, formerly the show’s ¥, ¢ -

c¢p. director. The “frame,” or introductory-connectino'-commercial. an- 4. bes
nouncement structure, was written by J. Walter Thompson copywriters,
V' among them Carroll Carroll, who also worked on the Rudy Vallee
show and continued with Thompson well into the 1960s. Sanford Barnett
, was replaced as director by Fred MacKaye, a former bit actor on_thc
show. The sound man, an important position in a radio production,
~  was Charles Forsyth. This team had been assembled by the p‘rggljg_m”s
true “producer,” Daniel Danker, and actually put on the show. Their _
contributions will be discussed in depth in the analysis of the program
selected. In fact, DeMille’s presence was required only Hf;clx; the final
dress rehearsal and the live performance itself; tbgvpreviousrzstdgiﬁ of
the process took place in his absence, and creative decisions were
handled solely through Danker’s office and JWT.

The basic concept behind the *Lux ‘Radio Theatre” was the ad- vau
Fr aptation of Hollywood films tq_gadio. This description is slightly mis- Lo
ol leading, however, in that other materials were sometimes presented as bl

fb? well, notably classics or Broadway materials, the film rights to which

B

i g

L in which Hollywood studios or talent were involved. These programs
14 72/%% f pr

‘ IMijw

THm glamorous settings for Lux soap messages on the one hand, and

N
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had been purchased but not yet (or perhaps never would be) made into
Alms. This is particularly true during the first seasons of the show;
“once its popularity had been established, studios became much more
eager to allow their recent releases to be adapted for “Lux.” Although,
as noted, a Tew filiis were “actually previewed on “Lux” or aired
simultaneously with box-office release, of the ninety-five shows aired
from October 1938 through November 1940, only thirteen were aired
close to the time of their first release with original stars performing
the radio roles. Most of the other “Lux” features aired from one to

- Wq@ A Mé" ‘-"fffour years after the film’s box-office run. Also, roughly half of the lead

performers in the radio adaptations had starred in the theatrical film,
although the percentage iricreased a5 the “show went on and gained
""" higher ratings; a few actors and acresses became “Lux” “re ars,”
for example, Don Ameche, Brian Aherne, Barbara Stanwyck, Claudette
Colbert, and Fred MacMurray, playing roles for which the original
L‘fG‘stars were unavailable or unwilling to appear.
In terms of studio participation, all the major and minor studios
allowed “Lux” to use their film properties at one point or another, as
well as independents such as Goldwyn, Selznick, and Korda. Goldwyn

X ( odf in particular participated heavily in “Lux,” using the radio show to
. ../ -preview many of his films or to air them simultaneously with theatrical

s wepa P Y yown .

g release, far more frequently than other producers and studios. Lacking

Y% i%arthe huge promotion departments of the major studios, Goldwyn as an
3"3,0‘\ independent may have found “Lux” an extremely affordable means of
box-office publicity. Though no other one independent used the show’s
promotions possibilities as often as Goldwyn, independent producers
,quj were much more likely to use this prerelease (;_s_inTultancqt_Ls_-_g;leaie
strategy than the established studios. They were also far more likely
Mi:igiﬁérﬁrrﬂ?@fé in'these presentations.

The use of “Lux” for publicity points to an inherent conflict not
only in this particular show, but also in most of the radio endeavors

served two different purposes: for Hollywood, as a means of _p_{gmé@g,
. Pofg- either for first- or subsequent_—Eﬁ, current or fairly current films, and
g o pos0ng the fame and familarity oT their stars; for the advertisers
~__""™+and their agencies; as a source of ready-made “glamour” and attraction

to draw people unwittingly into the commercial message. The con-
- juncture of these two interests had many favorable aspects for both:

 inexpensive publicity for films on the other.

Wiru  But if either factor were allowed to dominate over the other, or if

one aspect were perceived as detrimental to the other, the delicate
e




94 Hollywood and Broadcasting

balance between the interests of the studios and the interests of the
advertiser would collapse. For example, should the advertiser demand
that the adaptation of Casablanca be rewritten to show Ingrid Bergman
using Lux soap before she goes out to the climactic meeting with
Bogart, the studio, in this case Warner, would be rightfully indignant
about misuse of lts commerc1al property, and beneﬁt would_cease to

On the other hand, should the film property and personas of the stars
be allowed to dominate the commercial message completely, or should
the commercials come to be seen as an annoying and unnecessary

interryptions. benefit to the advertiser for such an expensive show would
be reduced greatly. Hence the utility of the “frame,” or staging of the
show, 1n “Lux™s case accomplished so ably by DeMille—and by the

was to compose the frame and to integrate it within the fabric of the

evening.

This frame underwent changes as the radio show progressed and

" gained in popularity and prestige. The earliest shows, such as “Lux™’s

initial Hollywood broadcast of “The Legionnaire and the Lady” (based
on the 1930 Paramount film Morocco), featured far more direct hype
for both Lux products and for current and forthcoming studio projects,
with more direct involvement in actual commercial endorsements by
DeMille and studio personnel. During the broadcast, DeMille used
one “intermission” segment to bring forward Fred Datig, casting
director of Paramount Studios, who endorsed Lux Toilet Soap in these
terms: “I look for players who screen well—who have lovely figures,
good features, and fine complexions. This means a lot to both stars
and extras—Lux Toilet Soap is the official soap over on the Paramount
lot and every other great studio in Hollywood.”%

To even out the balance of publicity power during the evening, at
the end of the broadcast DeMille introduced Jesse Lasky, who spoke
for a few minutes of Paramount stars and productions, mentioning
Adolph Zukor and Samuel Goldwyn in the course of his talk, and
ending with a final glowing recommendation for Lux soap. During the
following interviews with Marlene Dietrich and Clark Gable, stars of
the evening’s broadcast, each managed to insert a plug for his or her

upcoming film. Dietrich further reinforced the Hollywood glamour of /
the production by singing “Falling in Love Again” from The Blue Angel. -

DeMille closed with a further short endorsement of several productions
about to be released by Paramount and other leading studios.

This, however, was a somewhat atypical broadcast, because it rep-
resented the program’s Hollywood premiere and included a larger than
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usual studio audience composed of leading Hollywood figures. Later,
as production became more routine, the show became a vehicle for
Lux soap flakes advertising, rather than the toilet soap. A separate,
less prestigious announcer was used to narrate the commercials, which
were inserted at two different “intermissions” occurring at roughly
twenty-minute intervals. And although lesser-known stars sometimes
directly mentioned Lux soap in their post-program talks, Hollywood’s
hotter properties confined their enthusiasm to studio, rather than Lever
Brothers, products.

A more typical structure of the “Lux Radio Theatre” went something
like the following: After a transition announcement about “Lux’s
imminent broadcast by the network announcer, a blare of trumpets
and a musical fanfare preceded the famous “And now. . .Lux Presents
HOLLYWOOD!” [more fanfare] “Ladies and Gentlemen. ..your pro-

ducer. . .MR. CECIL B. DEMILLE,” over applause from the studio audi-

ence. DeMille then took over the microphone, gave his greetings and
a bit of chit-chat, and announced the upcoming attraction and stars,
working in at least one relatively low-key plug for the Lux product.
Then, as a different musical score appropriate to the film about to be
heard played in the background, DeMille in effect exited from the
commercial frame of the show_and entered the fictional construction,
playmg the role of the dramatic narrator essential to setting up the
scene for the action to follow. In the analysis of the adaptation of “Dark
Victory” that follows, 1t is evident how important the role of the
narrator was in making this transition, not only from commercial to
dramatic setting, but also from visual to purely aural presentation of
the narrative. The actors then took over, in a version of the film property
in which most details of action, character, and setting had been com-
pressed into dialogue and in which sound effects played an important
part.

Then, between acts of the three-part presentation, intermission was
called, mltlon frofi dramatic_material to outnqht commerc1al
was accomplxshed by a musical cue and applause followed by the voice
of the program’s cominéfcial announcer, who narrated the commercial

announcement 1tself After the advertisement for Lux soap flakés—
wlnch comd run on for two mmutes or more—DeMllle e came back on

similar testimonial was enacted at ‘the end of the hour after the close
of DeMille’s narrative and a commercial announcement; DeMille then
brought out one or more stars or technical personnel such as make-up
experts or costume desxgners often leading the conversation to the
utility of Lux soap in the normal Hollywood work day After this, with
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further musical bridging and thanks and congratulations all around,

the show closed.?

“Dark Victory”

The Academy Award-nominated film Dark Victory starred Bette Davis,
Humphrey Bogart, and George Brent in its theatrical version. I chf)ose
to examine this film’s adaptation to a “Lux” episode for pragmatic as
well as theoretical reasons. First, this particular program happens to
be one for which an audio recording is available; not all of the “Lux”
episodes were recorded for posterity, and of those that were, not many
are available outside archives or museum settings. Second, the success
of Dark Victory both as a film and as a “Lux” episode makes it worthy
of consideration; audiences found it to be a particularly satisfying film,
and the ratings for the broadcast version testify to the accuracy.of
spokesmen’s reports that “the most popular plays. . .are those which
are supposed to appeal more directly to women: plays such as ‘Dark
Victory’, “The Constant Nymph’, or ‘Wuthering Heights’.”?

Third, this particular property has a more interesting history than
most: beginning as a moderately successful Broadway play by George
Brewer and Bertram Bloch, it enjoyed a fifty-one-performance run at
the Plymouth Theatre in New York, opening on November 7, 1934,
and starred Tallulah Bankhead as Judith Traherne.” Purchased by
Warner shortly thereafter, it was next performed on “Lux” in a lesser-
known version starring Barbara Stanwyck and Melvyn Douglas that
aired on April 4, 1938. It is unclear whether this release occurred
before or after the decision to film the story had been made. In 1939,
Dark Victory appeared in its best-known reincarnation as a theatrical

film, starring Bette Davis, George Brent, Humphrey Bogart, Ronald”

Reagan, and Geraldine Fitzgerald, among others. The adaptation was
written by Casey Robinson, the director was Edmund Goulding. In
general, the film was received as a standard tearjerker, “emotional
flim-flam,” a “gooey collection of cliches,” and “a glutinous star ve-
hicle,”® but audiences flocked to see it. Next came the second, more
prestigious “Lux” version, starring Davis and Spencer Tracy, that
aired on January 8, 1940, presumably leading up to or reinforcing the
film’s Academy Award nomination for best picture. In 1963, the property
was remade as Stolen Hours starring Susan Hayward; the made-for-
television version followed in 1975 as “Dark Victory,” starring Elizabeth
Montgomery. Gooey and glutinous the story may be, but obviously
possessed of staying power.*!

I
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Framing the Narrative
Analysis of the “Lux Radio Theatre” version of the film Dark Victory
is complicated, however, by the multiple frames, or contexts, involved
in the presentation of the material, all of which contribute to the overall
‘meaning of the pfpgran}f It ~is_iEpAC;rtant to establish, first, the pertinent

‘of broadcast forms. Rather than an uninterrupted presentation of a
clearly discrete, coherent, and autonomous work (as in the case of a
theatrical film), the bfd&déé@?jé;esentation intersperses the_primary
dramatic material with commercial announcements, commentary, and
promotional material having to do with upcoming programs, the net-
work or station itself, etc: what Raymond Williams refers to as the

SR L S T IR PO el T
Alob " “flow” of the television discourse.?
DREN rR. The same is true for radio; indeed, because network radio originated
Frog “T™this “flow,” it is especially pertinent to study its utility within the

bov il {3 ausls. overall institution of broadcasting, as well as its function in the show
) itself. This notion is particularly relevant to radio program analysis in
that, unlike television’s spot advertising structure, where relatively
unrelated materials are joined by the networks or stations in a relatively
unpremeditated manner, network radio operated by signing over the
entire time slot to one sponsor, thus putting the entire range of material
broadcast in the hands of one unifying creative department. To con-
centrate merely on the ostensible “subject” of a broadcast program,
then, as many studies have done, is to create an artificial and unre-
presentative construct having little relation to the real broadcast event
as it was both produced and experienced.

Thus three dominant institutions are concerned in the production
of “Lux”: the network or broadcasting institution, the commercial

; '“szx

bviad e - aton, the
\ﬁfﬂ on t;gl.[ ' purpose of the sponsor as mediated by its advertising agency, and the
~~~~~~ ) S« “Hollywood™ institution, which provides the dramatic heart of the

™~ dthon { program._These dominant interests can be seen in the structures of
‘“f . the text, in what I will refer to as frames. By the term frame I refer to
“F W recognizable units OF textual structure and organization that reflect,
| MU0/ and result from, the interests and goals of the different groups concerned
in its production. T use the term frame first to represent the limiting

and determining function of each level of radio discourse, by which
the “textualized” needs and interests of each successive institution to

Ynd ve 5 _a certain extent “contain” and control the next; and second, because
vl it s : . . . L ~ : e
te 3o it often occurs in discussions of discursive structures. For instance, in

L, his™Encoding and Decoding” article, Stuart Hall refers to the “mean-
F’*A MES  ings and ideas” that “frame” the constitution of the program within
T Wl VFMUAV) -

a

material of this analysis, an issue often made difficult in the analysis -
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the communication structure. A definition of the term frame in Hall’s
work, and as I will use it, might be “a discrete, identifiable structure
of codes or signifying practices used by an institution.” This a'dds to
Erving Goffman’s use of the term as the “organization of experience”
or “definitions of a situation. . .built up in accordance with principles
of organization which govern events” by postulating an element of
intent, of organized interest that produces meaning, as opposed to
Goffman’s more passive, empiricist definition (e.g., organization is
simply “there,” we perceive it).*

Each frame represents the site of intersection and “textualization”
of the intentions and participation of one identifiable group or institution

involved in its production; each frame, in turn, employs its own stx:uct;xre
of codes and signifying practices to produce “meanings and 1dea§.”
The outside frame, Frame 1, mediates through various types of narrative
or forms of address the conventions, needs, and economics of “a program
on radio.” Frame 1 reflects primarily the interests of the network,
consisting of scheduling, time constraints, and the gen onomic
structure and function of network broadcasting, which sells time on
the air for money, promising exposure to an audience through linkage
with a number of local broadcasting stations. Frame { also functions
to reconcile the commercial purposes of broadcast radio with the
regulatory structures of the federal government. It is made apparent
in the text, not only through largely “invisible” limiting and structuring
factors—such as time limitations, acceptance and scheduling of pro-
grams, and technical and content restrictions—but also through the
voice of the network announcer, which leads into and out of the program,
or may intervene for station identification (and a reminder that the
network is there) during the show. This frame is the largest context
for radio analysis and would affect almost any program on radio
similarly. Frame 2 articulates the comymercial function of the program:
the interests of the sponsor as mediated by its chosen advertising agency.
In terms of program material, then, Frame 2 includes the sponsor’s

introduction of the program, the narrator’s presentation of the content

of a specific show, the commercial messages themselves, and other
materials belonging to the program but not to the film adaptation itself.
In the €ase of “Lux,” this frame is divided between the outright
commercial interests—the voice of the sponsor’s spokesman and other
characters featured in the actual commercials for Lux soap flakes—
and the “Hollywood” component of the program, personified by “pro-
ducer” Cecil B. DeMille.

The Hollywood referent is an important component of Frame 2.
Because Lever Brothers and JWT chose this particular kind of program
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precisely because of the glamour, prestige, and “pre-marketed” interest
a Hollywood-based advertising strategy could add to a marketing
campaign, the choice of DeMille as narrator was critical to the program’s
success. DeMille’s invocation of the Hollywood mystique, introduction
of stars, background information on the film properties, references to
studios and backstage personnel, conversations with celebrities, and so
on are used, implicitly and explicitly, to tie the appeal of Hollywood
to the Lux soap product. Without this mediating frame, within which.

Hollywood interests (promoting films, stars, and general atmosphere
for future box-office impact) could be brought forward, little would
exist to either attract studio_support of the effort or to distinguish these
film adaptation programs from the general run of serials and original
radio dramas that made up the bulk of radio dramatic programming.
Almost all film adaptation programs employed this second frame in
some way, although “Lux,” through judicious use of the DeMille
persona, was able to give the Hollywood frame far more weight and
glamour than some of its competitors, perhaps one of the reasons for
its leading position in program popularity.

The third and inner frame consists of what could (and later, with “R&
television, would) be called “the program itself”: the adaptation of the
film of the evening. This is the dramatW” for
the other frames, the cermﬁ*tertainm_minm__used to d‘M
draw listeners to the radio set. However, unlike the dramatic structure L‘W
of the traditional theatrical film, whose economics dictate a form quite ”;"07;
different from the radio program, the “inner frame” of the broadcast =~
program is permeable, segmented, not marked by forms and discursive 004’[70
practices designed to tie the entire work together in a seamless whole, an
but rather designed to be interrupted, to lend itself to_segmentation
and disruption, to provide opportunities for the audience not only to J‘
m diegesis but tg exit it as well (but only as far 35 the sUfrounding Prot
frame). Because this disruption, this permeability, is a dominant char- 7. %c
acteristic of the commercial broadcast discourse, both in radio and : C"'\«
television—and a necessary one to broadcast economics as they devel- _‘)e
oped in this country—the transitions from one frame to another become S m
particularly important. )

“Transitions play a crucial role in the broadcast text because they e
provide the integrating force that unites the work and the various (and LE
in_some ways competing) aesthetic_and economic needs of and for
which the pr is constructed. Music is the device most commonly . ;
used to effect and to mark transitions, but it is frequently reinforced N{P“ )
by narrative explanations. In the following discussion of the show, the i hhg@
transitions will be given particular consideration, for it is here that the *e {Q
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seams in the continuous and smoothly flowing broadcast narrative are
revealed, along with the “sutures” required to lead the listener into
the text. In textual transitions some of broadcaét’s codes are revealed
as they attempt to obscure some of the forces at work behind the scenes.

Roland Barthes, discussing the codes at work in the novel, states
“our society takes the greatest pains to conjure away the coding of the
narrative situation. . .the reluctance to declare its codes characterizes
bourgeois society and the mass culture issuing from it: both demand
signs which do not look like signs.”” The radio program’s framing
structure, by which the listener is led from the narrational situation
{Ato the artificial construct of the narrative, corresponds to the examples
Barthes uses of “narrational devices which seek to naturalize the
subsequent narrative by feigning to make it the outcome of some natural
circumnstance and thus, as it were, ‘disinaugurating’ it”-—such as
epistolary novels, manuscripts supposedly discovered by the author,
stories told to the author by some participant, films that begin before
the credits, without the “marker” that states “this is a film,” and so
on. (One thinks of the elaborate narrational framing of semiotician
Umberto Eco’s popular novel, The Name of the Rose).*

And, although all forms of creative expression act to obscure some
of their generative forces and techniques, the broadcast medium is
particularly adept. The reasons for this again can be traced back to
the fundamental economic structures of broadcasting, by which enter-
tainment is used as bait for commercial messages. Because time is held
captive by both the broadcast and the film—both must take place in
a set pattern, during a set time, unlike reading a printed text—the

ability of the audience to skip over or screen out commercial material

is greatly reduced. In order to hold the audience’s attention, overtly
commercial material—which in itself may have limited entertainment
value, or which the audience may resist, or, more important in the
Broadcast institution, which may not necessarily be construed as serving
the public interest, convenience, or necessity—must be surrounded and
enclosed by more appealing, material in an attempt to obscure the hook
behind the worm, the purpose behind the text. Hence the elaborate
framing mechanism of the broadcast discourse.

Frame 1
The “Lux Radio Theatre”’s presentation of “Dark Victory” opened

with the first, important transition from Frame 1, the broadcasting

frame, to Frame 2, the program-as-program, the radio program aware
of itself as such and not embarrassed to reveal its commercial purpose.
As with most transitions in radio, music plays an important part in
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“cuing” the listener, as does the applause of the “live studio audience”
drawing on conventions already well established and understood l::y
1936. With the well-known declaration, “Lux Presents Hollywood!”
made by the show’s announcer, followed by a rising musical overture
of the show’s theme, the program effects an exit from what was, at
this time, the rather “vacant” world of the network into the sponso’rcd
program; CBS, as the network most receptive to the programming
needs of its commercial sponsors, tended during prime time to fade
from the foreground almost completely. Thus the transition from Frame
1to Pjrame 2 is rather suppressed, existing more in significant absence
than in presence, especially on CBS, the advertisers’ nétwork. NBC
fiuring th}s period remained somewhat more obtrusive, in keeping with
its organization and economics.

Frame 2

The transition from Frame 1 to Frame, 2 would be followed by the
announcer’s introduction: “The Lux Radio Theatre brings you Bette
Davis and Spencer Tracy in ‘Dark Victory’. Ladies and gentlemen,
your producer, Mr. Cecil B. DeMille!” [music rises to climax, applause].
The announcer’s role in the case of this program took on overtones of
the theatrical variety show or vaudeville, providing the “Lux Radio
Theatre” with a plausible means of exiting from the previously broadcast
material and entering the world of the Hollywood spectacle presided
over by DeMille. After the applause died down, DeMille would confirm
the unique “Hollywood” element of the second frame with the equally
well-known line “Greetings from Hollywood, ladies and gentlemen.”
He would then launch into the introductory “frame” material so
carefully prepared by J. Walter Thompson scriptwriters, combining
Hollywood lore and glamour—in the case of this broadcast, the recent
Oscar awards won by Davis and Tracy—with an initial plug for the
qunsor’s product, given an equal dramatic weight by DeMille’s charged
delivery. “Tonight even the unemotional lights in front of the Lux
Radio Theatre have a special glow of pride in our players and our
play, ‘Dark Victory’. Our stage is set for a prize-winning achievement—
and so is the stage in your home, when Lux Flakes is starred. Many
domestic producers have discovered that casting Lux Flakes in a leading
role is good business at the household box office.”%

This rather forced analogy is a typical feature of the “Lux” interior
fran%e. To use another example, after an adaptation of the W. C. Fields
movie Foppy, Fields and co-star Anne Shirley spoke with DeMille as
quows: after a short humorous monologue in which Fields recounted
his experiences as a “valet de chambre” to a circus elephant and refers
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to his face turning red as a result of a small boy mistaking his nose
for that of an elephant, Anne Shirley giggled and stated, “But Mr.
Fields, don’t you know that anything washed in Lux never changes
color? Might I recommend that you dip your trunk—I mean, nose,
excuse me!—into a noggin of those beautiful Lux suds?” Fields then
replied, “Madame, do you too wish to impugn my honor? I shall be
heckled no more! Mr. DeMille, I bid you good night!”*

For “Dark Victory,” however, the Oscar nominees were not subject
to such crass commercialization—so as not to tarnish this particularly
highly burnished Hollywood gloss, no taint of hucksterism was allowed
too close to Davis or Tracey. Instead, atypically, the two stars were
never required to talk about anything other than the Hollywood com-
ponent, including their recent and forthcoming films and small plugs
for other studio-related material. During this particular “Lux” per-
formance, the actual commercials were all read by the show’s announcer
(not DeMille, but a faceless voice later given credit by DeMille as Mel
Ruick). For the first “intermission,” the transition occurred immediately
following the show’s first major climax: after the operation on Davis’s
brain tumor, the doctor closed the first act with the line, “She’ll die
within a year” [rising tragic music, crash of gong, applause]. The
announcer’s voice then came on the air saying, “You have just heard
Act 1 of ‘Dark Victory’ starring Spencer Tracy and Bette Davis. Mr.
DeMille brings you Act 2 in just a minute. But first, I have some
important news for you. Listen a moment, and you’ll hear how it
sounds on the wires [sound of telegraph key]. The telegraph key is
saying just three words. Here’s what they are: New Quick Lux. Yes,
that’s our big news for millions of housewives.”*

A dialogue then ensued between the announcer and another com-
mercial character, introduced as “Sally,” who interjected, “You know,
I thought Lux flakes just couldn’t be improved. They’re so swell!”
After a minute-long promotion of Lux flakes, the announcer closed the
commercial and effected the transition back to the second frame with
the words, “Now our producer, Mr. DeMille.” DeMille came back on
the air—with a shift of microphones to produce a slightly more “dis-
tanced” effect than the close-up mike techniques used in the commercial
announcement, creating an impression of theatrical space—to an-
nounce: “Act 2 of ‘Dark Victory’, starring Spencer Tracy as Dr.
Frederick Steele and Bette Davis in the role of Judith Traherne, with
Earline Tuttle as Ann” [theme music up, then falling under DeMille’s
voice]. DeMille then shifted into the other important aspect of his role
as emcee, that of narrator.
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A similar transition occurred during the second intermission. After
rising music and the familiar gong crash, the announcer said, “In just
a moment, Mr. DeMille brings you Act 3 of ‘Dark Victory’” and then
proceeded with annother conversation with “Sally” extolling the virtues
of Lux flakes, during the course of which a testimonial letter from a
Lux user was read. At the end of this commercial the hour’s sole overt
manifestation of Frame 1, the “network” frame, occurred, as a voice
said, “This is the Columbia Broadcasting System.” Frame 2 quickly
reasserted itself with rising music and DeMille’s introduction to the
third act. The routine varied slightly with the final commercial break
after the conclusion of the play. This transition exited not only to the
commercial framework but also introduced the main part of the Hol-
lywood component, usually occuring in the form of a dialogue between
DeMille and the stars of the performance after its conclusion. This
time the announcer would state, “In just a moment Mr. DeMille
returns with our stars” and close with “Now Mr. DeMille is bring
our stars to the microphone.”

Thus Frame 2 is dominated by the persona of DeMille, who served
as an important bridge between the commercial purposes of the program
and the Hollywood component, not only in his persona, but also in
his function as he introduced the inner frame and provided the first
and last commercial plugs. Rather than disrupt the flow of the fictional
narrative with an abrupt transmonmm voice DeMllle s
function as the narrator and master of ceremonies_ allowed the “closed”
and fictional world of the film adaptanon to give way gradually to the

alien voice of the Lux salesman, smoothing over what otherwise would

be an abrupt “break™ between een closed fictional narrative and the direct
address of the commercial announcement "and mediating between the
confhctmg needs of the show’s commert;xa.l sponsors, on the one hand,
MMMHOIIWOM fictional film on the other. Although
as the broadcast medium developed, and its forms became conven-
tionalized and accepted, this buffering function became abbreviated,
it can still be seen on broadcast television in the form of program
“markers”: logos or still frames, often with a voice-over, marking the
transition from program to advertisement.

As previously noted, the Hollywood elements involved in the pro-
duction of the “Lux Radio Theatre” played an important role in its
overall popularity and in the “mise-en-oreille” of the program as a
whole. DeMille played the role of the Hollywood impresario, bringing
stars and screenplays together for an appreciative audience, constantly
involved in the creative process of bringing the glamour of Hollywood

!
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to the air. The following excerpt from his opening introduction on the
“Dark Victory” broadcast is a2 good example.

If there’s a little more grey in my hair this week, believe me it came
from the task of finding the right dramatic material for such splendid
artists as Bette Davis and Spencer Tracy. In fact we considered and
rejected dozens of plays before selecting the one we think is perfect, “Dark
Victory.” As a producer, I've always disliked the type of play known as
a “vehicle,” one that’s designed for the actor instead of the audience.
And when there are two noted players in a cast, there’s a double danger
that the play will turn out to be a double vehicle. But “Dark Victory”
has grip and power and human appeal. And when our curtain falls on
the third act, I believe you’ll agree with me that this play is really a great
emotional experience. Each woman in our audience will unconsciously
put herself in the place of Judith Traherne; each man will wonder what
he would have done as Dr. Frederick Steele.”®

At the end of the program, DeMille traditionally interviewed the
stars of that night’s performance and perhaps included a commercial
message within the interview. For “Dark Victory,” DeMille led Davis
and Tracy into a conversation that focussed firmly on Hollywood, with
the stars discussing their mutual regard for and past appearances with
each other. However, at the end, Davis was allowed to inquire, “What
are you planning for the ‘Lux Radio Theatre’ next week, Mr. DeMille?”
and after DeMille’s announcement that the next week’s broadcast would
be “Sing You Sinners” with Bing Crosby and a few further credits,
she closed the show with “I know we’re all going to enjoy that, Mr.
DeMille” —a fairly standard exchange for the better-known performers.
In general, the closing interviews provided an opportunity for the
unseen radio audience to “listen jn” on an _i_g‘fngrpal,howl_lipf-character
chat among the famous director and the stars of the performance just
heard, and perhaps recently Viewed in the theater. The intimacy of the
radio experience gave audiences the chance to participate in a casual
moment with the stars, often involving a small joke or piece of monkey
business, in their off-screen personas—an opportunity rarely accorded
film viewers before the days of television. This listening in, intimate
atmosphere also enhanced the efficacy of the commercial message—if
Anne Shirley or Evelyn Keys happened to endorse Lux soap casually,
how much more compelling than a regular commercial. The air of
intimacy cultivated by the stars and host of the show could also be
used in their absence to sell the product: before beginning the narration
of the 1946 performance of “To Have and Have Not,” host William
Keighly implicated the “Bogart family” (Lauren Bacall and Humphrey
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Bogart, that night’s stars) in a Lux endorsement, although they never
spoke for themselves in the matter:

To bring the Bogart family to rehearsals, we had to lure them from their
brand new mountain home. . .if you should drop in on a friendly visit
of inspection, as I did, you’d find Lux flakes doing their part in washing
curtains, bedspreads, blankets, etc. etc. etc. When I commented on this
fact, Bogie assured me that on his fifty-four-foot yawl in Newport Harbor,
which is the Bogart’s home away from home, Lux flakes are a standard’
part of the equipment, making this family loyal to Lux flakes on land
and sea.”®

These endorsements, whether actual or imputed, provided the necessary
smooth transition, or suture, between the commercial function of the
program and one of its entertainment functions, the glimpse into
Hollywood and its préééﬁéés. But the other function of the host of the
show, whether DeMille or one of his successors, tied this secondary
commercial-entertainment function to the inner frame, or primary
dramatic material of the eveningThe narration, together with sound
effects and music, made it possible to condense and take away the
visual aspects of a film, yet still present a recognizable narrative.

The Inner Frame

One of the first tasks facing the sciptwriters of the “Lux Radio Theatre”
consisted of attempting to squeeze an hour and one-half to two hours
of visually dramatic material into a fifty-minute, audio-only narrative.

* ATthough some Rlms made the translation better than others, the basic

Hollywood precept of narrative always received primary consideration—
the narrative had to make sense as a story, possessing a beginning,
middle, and end—no matter what kind of thematic and symbolic
reduction had to take place to achieve this. This is certainly the case
with “Dark Victory,” in which most elements not directly related to
the relationship of Judith with Dr. Steele were Jettisoned immediately.
In addition, economics of production mandated that as few actors and
actresses be used as possible: because of DeMille’s s;lzfy, substantial
fees paid to the studios for the use of their stars, plus the Hollywood-
style production values of the program, the cost of producing the show
was heavy. In order to afford the top stars who provided the show’s
main appeal, cuts had to be made in other places. Where it_proved
impossible to eliminate peripheral or minor characters from the radio
v\efsvioqz;tb’e, show’s regular staff of relatively unknown talent came into
play. T T e
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The basic plot of “Dark Victory,” in stage, screen, and broadcast
version, involves the character of Judith Traherne (Bette Davis), a
young, wealthy Long Island socialite, who is diagnosed by.' Dr. Stegle
(George Brent, Spencer Tracy) a brain specialist, as having a bra‘m
tumor. Although an operation performed by Dr. Steele temporarily
relieves her symptoms, her “prognosis negative” means that she.has
only a few months to live. Despite the efforts of her secretary-companion,
Ann (Geraldine Fitzgerald, Earline Tuttle) and those of Dr. Steele,
with whom a love interest develops, to keep her imminent demise a
secret from Judith, the truth slips out and a period of wild living and
denial of her feelings for Steele follows. During this period brief
dalliances with a playboy figure (played by Ronald Reagan in the film
version) and her stable manager (Humphrey Bogart) occur, but only
lead her to realize that to die “decently, beautifully, finely” she must
stop denying her fear and admit her love for Steele. They marry and
move to Vermont, where Steele has set up a laboratory to conduct
serious research. Soon thereafter, the fatal symptom of darkening vision
occurs, and Judith dies after first having selflessly sent her husband
away to receive an award for his work.

In the radio version of the story the playboy character played in the
film by Ronald Reagan is eliminated entirely; the stable manager’s
role played by an oddly miscast Humphrey Bogart is not only reduced,
but also changed significantly. The relationships between Ann and
Judith, and between Ann and Steele, through simplification become
much more schematized and sparse in connotation. In addition, the
lack of time and background information reduces the complexity of
characterization overall. Characters become in many cases little more
than stereotypes, thus limiting the realistic and affecting properties of
the text. To substitute for lack of depth in the radio diegesis, the role
of the narrator, performed once again by “our producer, Mr. Cecil B.
DeMillc,” becomes crucial.

" DeMille must accomplish two primary functions in the structure of

the “Lux Radio Theatre.” First, to compensate for the reduced amount
of dramatic material necessitated by the time constraints of the broadcast
version, he provides bridges that summarize and provide background
material for the story; second, this narration must lead the listeners
smoothly into and out of the inner frame of fictional diegesis, back to
the commercial frame. As an example of the former function, as DeMille
‘returns the listener to the inner frame after the second commercial

break, he states (over a musical transition): “With only a few months

. ~
of life before her, Judith Traherne lives desperately, cramming her days—

and nights with excitement, striving vainly to forget.”
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Here the words “desperately,” “cramming,” and “excitement,” al-
though unable fully to translate the twenty minutes of screen time
devoted to this plot development, still manage to convey important
information regarding Judith’s activities and frame of mind. DeMille
follows this line with, “At a horse show in New York, her reckless

Jumping has won her first prize, and now she stands at the bar, receiving

the [slight pause] congratulations of her friends.” Thus the scene is
set, and although it takes an attentive listener to pick up on DeMille’s
slightly ironic use of the word “congratulations” (following the term
“reckless”), which indicates the damage done by Judith to her reputation
and standing with her friends during the preceeding period, enough
information is given to smooth the transition back into the narrative
as 1t proceeds.

To accomplish the second task of the narrator, the “Lux Radio
Theatre” quite deliberately and specifically leads the interpretation back
to the “Hollywood” frame by playing up the stars of each evening’s
performance in monologue and interview, clearly establishing the actor
or actress’s presence in the production, often of a more intimate level
than possible in the filmic production. Thus, although we cannot see
Bette Davis as Judith Traherne in the radio version, we are made well
aware of her real-life presence in the broadcast studio and of her star
quaJitiesTE?‘DgMille’:svbeginnim;gﬁéf Throughout the show,
although the character created on radio may not be as convincing or
as affecting as the one created in the film, we are aware of the presence
of Davis as that character—perhaps more so, because the relative
permeability of the radio text disrupts our process of identifying the
actress as fully with the character she plays—and because the much
shorter time period allotted to the drama forces a simplification and
reduction of its dramatic material.

The transformation of “Dark Victory” into a broadcast production,
then, involves a process of simplification and ségmentation that encloses
transitions from one to another. This strategy may also begin to account
for one of the characteristics of the broadcast message, its seemingly
shaliow diegesis, constantly subject to interruptions and self-referential
elements that contrast with the intense identification emanded by the
film: DeMille’s function in “Lux” is in effect_to.lead the viewer
repeatedly out of the fictional frame, back to an_awareness of those
concerned in its production, who then in turn endorse a product. In
other words, the audience is led, not deeper into the fictional world
created by the drama, into the thoughts of its characters and deeper
consideration of its themes, but instead is constantly pulled back,
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interrupted, made aware of the presence of stars and producer—of
Bette Davis, not Judith Traherne; 6f Spencer “Tracy, not Dr. Steele, of
DeMille the showman—and thence led to the product being advertised.

Structures of the Commercial Broadcast Text

The Hollywood film has traditionally been regarded as a “closed”
representatronal system using a predominantly linear method of plot
development and strict adherence to a realistic aesthetic demanding a
tightly controlled diegesis.* No extraneous information is contained
within the frame, nothing occurs that cannot be accounted for by the
demands of the narrative and the conventions of the traditional style.

The conventions of the “classic Hollywood film” include such techniques
as point-of-view construction and self-effacing narration, which intensify
the spectator’s identification with the characters on the screen and
heighten his or her involvement with the “realistic” enclosed world
created by the film. This is certainly the case with the film version of
Dark Victory, which changes the progression and location of the narrative
to correct any “artificiality” resulting from the work’s original stage
setting. For instance, instead of the first scene occurring in Dr. Steele’s
office, as in the play, the film begins with a scene in which Judith falls
from a horse as a result of tumor-induced double vision, to avoid the
awkwardness of a flashback or an overdependence on dramatic dialogue
to establish previous events.

The broadcast text, on the other hand, has frequently been char-
acterized as “di dlsplnted ” with a relativély shallow diegesis that disallows
the intense identification with the narrative so prevalent in film. John
Ellis sees the television image as “engaging the look and the glance
rather than the gaze [of the film spectator].” Television viewing’s
“random quality,” with spectators “drifting in and out of the viewing
experience over a period of time,” has the effect of “greatly minimizing
the possibilities for spectator engagement,” producing low viewer in-
volvement, according to Farrell Corcoran.*? Although these writers and
others attribute the source of television’s unique qualities to different
aspects of the broadcast medium—its multiple and varied texts, constant
shifting of modes of address, continuous presence in the home, the use
habits of its viewers, and its heavy reliance on the sound component
of its discourse—each of these “causes” can be seen as secondary
characteristics, deriving from structures, both textual and economic,
originated by the early radio programs. The broadcast text as developed
in the United States on the commercial nEtworks R undmentally a
segmented, disrupted, permeable discourse “because it was created by
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and for advertisers, for the express purpose of capturing the audience’s
attention only to redirect it to the product advertised. —
This structure can be seen particularly clearly In an examination of
early radio programs, such as “Lux,” because they are the site of
innovation of both the economic structure of broadcasting and its
characteristic mode of discourse. The tension between the interests of
the various producers of the raumﬁfﬁ‘g through asfricture
of frames and transitions, act specifically and primarily to lead the
Teader away from the dramatic Tarrative itself to intertextual consid-
erafions_having more to do, in “Lux™s case, with the fHature of
Hollywood and the carefully associated commercial product than with
the presented work. Although this concept may appear almost avant-
garde in its self-reflexivity, these frames are themselves products of
encoding; their Teferenits, in the case of “Lux,” lie in the my! myth_or
'mystiqué of Hollywood and similar sets of meanmg that the sponsor
wishes to tie“tothe product being advertised.” -
““From the tightly ordered, heavily symbolic universe of the ﬁlm
narrative, the radio version becomes little more than a “sketcK™ or
outline for what was the film, a permeable dlscourse that permits th the

listener t6 exit easily from_ fh_’d'—" atic dlegesxs—but 1mmed1ately‘
“recaptures” that listener by directing his or her attention to the other

sets of codes, or frames; at work. Although the audi€nce of the broadcast
version of “Dark Victory™ may not become as involved with the
character of Judith Traherhe as does the film viewer, he or she w1ll be
led back time and again to imagine Bette Davis, the actress, playin
that part, parnally through specific foregrounding of the star—fl%lctloﬁ
in the show s “Hollywood frame which in turn contains its rMes
to “Lux” soap, lending associations to the product as desired by the
advertiser. DeMille, whose equally encoded persona as program host
presides ovm“, represents the synthesizing force that mediates
the tension between the program’s three different frames of intent:
network, advertiser, and dramatic program.

But what, then, of the structures of the contemporary dominant
broadcast form, broadcast television, long after the program “host” or
emcee—-still present in many early TV productions—has vanished from
the scene? With the emergence of the networks as the primary pro-
gramming agency in the late 1950s (chapter 5), the role of the sponsor
diminished to the simple purchase of thirty- or sixty-second spots
adjacent to the programs selected and scheduled by the networks, and
produced by the television production companies with whom the net-

works contract. Thus Frames 1 and 3 begin to elide, obscuring Frame
g
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2 as the network takes onto itself the commercial interests formerly
held by an independent sponsor.

To further reduce the seeming importance of the role of the sponsor
in network television, the marked transitions between the various frames
of TV have been played down, streamlined but not entirely eliminate.d.
Today’s transitions from the inner core of the program to the comrrylercxa]
break take the form of a simple fade to black, or a cut to a show’s logo
in still frame, perhaps with a tag of theme music. Some programs haYe
eliminated the transition marker altogether, suspending the viewer in
temporary uncertainty about the “product” status of what’he or she
is seeing. Perhaps this is a “psychological” marker. T(.)day s narrator
is not explicit but implied, usually invested visually in the opening
sequence with which each program is introduced. The p!d transition,
“And now, a word from our sponsor...,” once so famlllar,.has been
eliminated entirely, except on public television, the economic base of
which is very different. Frame 1 becomes much more explicit, as we
are bombarded by network previews and announcements (“Stay tuned
for...,” “Don’t miss...”) promoting high awareness of the network
itself as a recognizable author of the television discourse—a necessary
strategy in an era of proliferating channels and program services.

In effect, then, as television has evolved, the function <?f Fran.le 2,
the realm of the sponsor, has been not eliminated but increasingly
denied, disconnected from the content of the programs themselves,
relegated to a seemingly distant source separate from the actual content
and function of television. Today’s commercials seem to attempt to
“speak” into the flow of programming, often taking the protective
coloring of the programs themselves—or increas.ingly, resembl¥n_g an-
other form of programming, the music video—in order to minimize
the sense of transition from one mode of narration to another, in order
to obscure the source of ultimate economic power in the structure of
broadcast television. Each frame identified in the preceding d'iscx.xsspn
is made up of and utilizes a complex system qf codes and 51‘gmfy1r§g
practices that need to be examined in detail, with clc3se attention paid
to specific historical and production conditions. This anal.y51s of the
framing structures of the broadcast discourse can (?nly point out the
largest categories, but perhaps it can provide a starting point, at least,
for future exploration, as the structures worked out in the early days
of broadcast radio provided the starting point for the emergence of
television programs and forms.

The Transition to Television

As successful as the “Lux Radio Theatre of the Air” was, we no longer
experience its like today. The radio film adaptation has gone the way
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of the nickoledeon and vaudeville—transformed by changing circum-
stances into a form barely recognizable by its former standards. “Lux”

did make the initial transition to television in the early 1950s as the

“Lux Video Theatre,” but its existence was short-lived. Why was a
successful show like “Lux” forced to make that highly unsuitable
transition in the first place? The next chapter will discuss the aban-
donment of radio for television on the part of advertisers, made inevitable
by the policies and practices of the major networks. But having been
forced to be seen as well as heard, why did the video version of “Lux”
fail to live up to its predecessor? The reasons for this relate to the
economics and to the formal structures of both film and television.

The television version of “Lux” began in very much the same way
as did the radio program. From October 1950 until September 1952,
Lux broadcast one half-hour of adaptations of stage material from New
York, moving to Hollywood in September 1952 but continuing with
nonfilm, theater-based material until August 1954, when the program
moved to NBC for a full-hour broadcast slot, Thursday nights from
10:00-11:00. During that same season, 1954-55, the radio program
went off the air after several years of declining ratings. Theatrical film
adaptations became the main staple of the video program, with James
Mason as host that season, followed by Otto Kruger, Gordon MacRae,
and Ken Carpenter. As with the radio show, interviews with the stars
and studio personnel connected with the evening’s performance re-
mained de rigeur, but several factors rendered such appearances less
effective than their radio predecessors.

First, during this same season, 1954-55, Hollywood began to make
its presence felt on television using a different strategy than it had with
radio. Rather than allow others to control the production of television
programs, most major studios went into production for themselves
(chapter 5). Second, 1955 is the year in which theatrical films began
to show up on network and syndicated television. With the films
themselves available, the purpose of the Lux concept was called into
question. Why allow movie properties to be exposed to audiences in
a reduced, live, rewritten format when the films themselves could now
find a new market on TV? Technical conditions as well as economic
constraints mandated against a visual experience that could in any way
approximate the production values of a theatrical film; if inferior
productions were to be allowed to “use up” a film’s appeal with a
broadcast audience, wherein lay the benefit for the film industry?

Also, with the Paramount decrees of 1947 conditions in Hollywood
itself had changed; studios no longer held stars under the kind of long-
term contracts as they had formerly, able to loan them out to radio or

/
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other studios at will. The “Lux Video Theatre” was never able to
attract the top stars and properties that the radio program drew so
well, thus lessening the appeal of the commercial endorsements for
Lux soap as well as the benefit to the film studios. For example, an
adaptation of “Double Indemnity” (December 16, 1954), .although
drawing on the Billy Wilder-Raymond Chandler film scenario, lost a
good part of its original appeal with such stars as Laraine l?ay and
Frank Lovejoy in the leads. “Casablanca” (March 3, 1955), with Paul
Douglas, Arlene Dahl, and Hoagy Carmichael could hardly purport
to be the same property as the film. By spring 1957, nmore adaptations
based on plays and short stories had begun to creep into the schedule,
and in the fall 1958 season the show’s name was changed to the “Lux
Playhouse,” going back to a one half-hour format and alternat’ing on
Friday nights on CBS with the “Schlitz Playhouse of the Stars. W1th
changing circumstances surrounding both the film and broadcasting
industries, the tension among the interests of the networks, the com-
mercial sponsors and their agencies, and the studios they Flepended on
for audience appeal shifted into a different formation. Relations between
Hollywood and the broadcasting business entered a new phase.
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