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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 The Construction of Value and Taste

“The work of art is an object which exists as such only by virtue of the (collective) belief
which knows and ackowledges it as a work of ait.
Pierre Bourdieu (1993: 35)

Film as a cultural genre commands gread 1 DOl AOEOU AT A AQGAOAEOAO EI
Western culture in no small way (Bordwell & Thompson, 1997; McDonald &/asko, 2008).
As such, film is also a sizeable global industry that annually churns out hundreds of new
movies in many different countries. The enormous supply contains commercial movies for
large mainstream audiences and art films for tl specialized few (Tudor, 2007)n an array
of genres, subgenres, and styles (Cook, 2007). rkril audiences may emerge from
preferences for particular directors, actors, screenwriters, composers, genres, styles, series,
formulas, or themes. Further, audiences differ with regard to expertise and seek different
viewing experiences movies may meet the need for escapism or provide intellectual
challenges (Silvia& Berg, 2011). For example, fans of the romantic comedy genre aim for
OOAI AOOGETT ET AT AITOETTAIT U OAOITAOET ¢ 001 oL
surrealism look for analysis and interpretation. In other words, they employ different
terms of erjoyment.

In order to find the movies that meet their tastes, audiences need to make sense of
the mound of choices presented to them. Classification of, or bringing order to, the
ET AOOOOUBO 0OODPPI U AT OOAO #0011 AOCAEAIsAn® AGAE/
up standards and applying criteria (DiMaggio, 1987). This dissertation is concerned with
the dynamics of value assignment in the film world, here presented in a nutshell, in various

national contexts. As elegantly put by Bourdieu (1993)dquoted at the beginning of this
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chapter), value is not inherent to a cultural product and then measureéccording to

existing standards. \lue is assignedto it, only in existence by the grace of the social

AT T OAT 60O OEAO OAOOI OO0 EOTrdée ofALEe@AID)GsCyErerblly 4 AOAT
CEOAT 11T OA 1 AOE OHatymPétter asdAh® Bdathlp Hallod2@ 1) because

audiences agree its features are more valuable, not because the fimitself dictates it. The

former was honored with symbolic value(prestige or honor) in the shape of a Golden Palm,

the award for the best picture of the year at the prestigious Cannes Film Festival, while the

latter, being the highest grossing movie of its release year, mainly reveled in economic

value (financial resources or the means to obtain them)

Likewise, tastes are construad rather than natural features. Bste is acquired and
AAOGAOI ET AA AU 11 Ad O-HB8AGA 10 iddidktiol GNddiibaDahd sodlaA D E OA |
knowledge, skills, experiences, belisf and habits,and acquired through socialization and
education (Bourdieu, 1984; 1993). Different groups in society represent different levels of
such capital and therefore express different tastes. The process of classifying films thus
involves various taste groups. One could also say that it implicates different institutions
that take up different roles in the film world. A selection of such agents is generally
regarded as most crucial in the valuation and classification of film, consisting of general
audiences, peer flmmakers, and professionairitics (Allen & Lincoln, 2004). These groups
vary in their levels of cultural capital, therefore their positions and statuses differ, and
consequentially their opinions or consensus are valued differently (Bourdig 1993).

Since appreciation by mainstream audiences is not necessarily a function of
expertise on moviemaking or specialist intellectual scrutiny, and mainly leads to raised
ticket sales and grown market shares, it is primarily categorized as providinglms with
economic value. Peer filmmakers who have expertise regarding film production practices
are considered better suited to separatelte mediocre from the good films. Teir approval
does not necessarily sell tickets but does add prestige. As professab film critics specialize
in analyzing and evaluating film, and their job consists of informing and advising audiences,
they are expected to exceed their public in expertise (Becker, 1982; Janssen 1997; 1999,
Van Rees, 1983Verboord, 2010). Critical reognition adds honor and prestige to the
movie, but does not generally result in economic success. The legitimgt@ghbrow art)

taste of critics is informed by high levels of cultural capital, ands therefore traditionally
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dominant in processes of classitation. As tastes differ across variousstitutional agents,
the films appreciated by these respective groups supposedly vary too. Popular films
require less cultural capital from their audiences than tkir prestigious counterparts do.
This leads to theBourdieusian (1993) distinction between art film and commercial movie,
DOl AGAAA ET OEA 1T bl OET GODMEEA | £BI il M OALOHERIOIA
Whereas the functioning of the different valuating agentsn the field of film has
been studed in pastyears (e.g. Allen & Lincoln, 2004; Hicks Retrova, 2M6; Zuckerman &
Kim, 2003), it remains unclear whether the value they assign is delivered to films that are
in fact inherently different from each otherz do these film types display variation in terms
of production or content characteristics, and are they perceived as different by audiences?
Furthermore, there is the question of how these film types fit into the muclemployed
dichotomy between art film and commercial movie(Tudor, 2007). This is a paicularly
relevant issue ina time in which the two seem ever more difficult to define, and the
boundaries between them appear to be at stake (Hesmondhalgh, 2006anssen, 2005;
Prior, 2005). Sudies have shown different valuatingagentsto increasingly vale the same
products whereas their respective positions suppose differentiation (Allen & Lincoln, 2004;
Schmutz, 2005). Also, the institutional logics i.e. the practices, assumptions, values,
beliefs, and rules that frame production(Thornton & Ocasio, 1999)- that govern the
discerned fields of film production seem to increasingly intertwine, resulting in

resemblances between popular and prestigious films.

1.1.1 Research Focus: The Role of Film Criticism

This research focuses on professional film criticism, an institutiothat offers guidance to
audiencesin their search for films that they might enjoy. Critics play an important rolein

the social valuation of film as they function as intermediaries between producers and
consumers, and strongly influence overall film discourse (Becker, 1982; Bourdig 1993).

Previous research showshat film criticism has growninto a prominent element of arts and
culture coverage of elitenewspapers in Western countries over the twentieth century
(Janssen et al., 2008; 2011). This study addresses the mattersvwdfich types of film are

covered over time and the manner in which they are discussed.
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Film criticism has provenan important factoO ET &AZEI 1 860 1T OAOAI 1T OO/
realm; " A Oi Aladal§s8 of the composition of American film criticismbetween the
1920s and 1980s demonstrateshat the intellectualization of film discourse during the
1960s was partially realized by critics. Tiey introduced highbrow aesthetic criteria that

allowed for analysis and interpretation, thereby enabling recognition of artistic merit in

AET T j§"AOTATTh ¢nmpnN c¢mnxq8 4EEO AEAT CA xAO
mere entertainment to a cultural genre with artistic potential in the United States(U.S.)
4AEEO AEOOAOOAOEIT AgOAT AO "AOIi AT18680 OAlI OAAIT A

period and cultural context. Since the 1980s, trends of commercialization and globalization
have gained infuence on the international film world, which is bound to afiect its discourse
(McDonald &Wasko, 2008). Secondly, the American case is not necessarily representative
for the Western society as a whole, as the European film worlds, their classification
practices, and their film discourses have developed aitg different lines (Bordwell &
Thompson, 1997). The inclusion of other Western countries in investigations of film
discourse is likely to result in a broadermore specified overview of film classification and
criticism. Also, as evaluation schemas and tastes are dependent on theiultaral
surroundings (Liebes &Katz, 1993), studying film discourse across countries allows for
exploring the sustenance of crossational differences in the way film is evaluted (Janssen
et al., 2011). In times of ubiquitous cultural globalization (Crane et al., 2002), exemplified
by the predominance of the Hollywood movie in the Western film worldBarthel-Bouchier,
2011; Lee &Waterman, 2007), national cultural repertoires d evaluation, i.e.culturally
determined collections of valuating schemas that people apply in a variety of situations and
which orders their assessments on all kinds of matters (Lamont and Thévenot, 2008gem
difficult to maintain but may yet prove to still differentiate film discourse. Furthermore,
while the overall film discourse has become more intellectual (Baumann, 2001), this may
not undividedly apply to the range of film types that critics encounter. Hence, it is
important t o takethe differentiation of reviewed films into account.

This dissertation builds on previous studies as it examines film criticim, its
relations to other institutional agents involved in the valuation of film products, and the
alteration of its appearance across time periods, national contexts, and film types. It

investigates the types of films appreciated most by mainstream audiences, peer
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filmmakers, and critics, the boundaries between these film types, and the discourse
surrounding them. The main regarch questionof this book about the social valuation of

film is the following:

In what ways and to what extentan the films appreciated most by the audience, the
film industry, and professional critics be distinguished, and haw film critics in varous

cultural contexts across the Western world classify and make senski®tange of film®

This thesis considers the developmenbf the boundaries between art filns and commercial

movies against the backdrop ofvarious trends in the Western fim world between 1955

and 2005. t investigates which types of films professional film critics in Dutch, French,

German, and U.S. newspapers disceshin this time period, andto what extent these films

qualify as (populard or (prestigiousd The broader trends in film classification lead to

inquiry into the particularities of such classificationsOne of the questions addressed in the

thesis concerns the qualities of the movies presently appreciated most by mainstream
audiences, peer filmmakers, and professionalritics across various Western countrieslt

AgAil ET A0 xEAOEAO ObPI POl AO6h ODPOI ZAOOETIM AT 6 Al
types that vary according to production and content features. Shifting foaus to film

discourse, the researcladdresseswhether present-day film criticism can be differentiated

according to film type. Are the movies that are valued most by the public, the film industry,

and the critics appraised by similar or different criteria? The examination of film discourse

employed by critics is then continued with an eye on crossnational similarities and
differences. On the one handvaluation schemashave been found to vary across national

contexts, but on the other handtrends of cultural globalization have been argued to induce
homogeneity. Hence, the question posed is whether film discourses in France, the
Netherlands, the United Kingdom (U.K.) and the United States can presently be
differentiated and typified. 4 EA AT OxAOO OIl OEA AEOOAOOAOQET I
recaptured in the final chapter, where their consolidation and revisiting the literature

result in a response to the main research question.
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1.1.2 A Triad of Comparative Research
Inspired by various calls for comparative research on cultural production andonsumption
(Janssen & Peterson, 2005; Peterson, 2005), mgsearch offers a threefolded comparative
perspective. t highlights differentiation in various ways and delivers a nuanced and
detailed view on the subject matter. First of all, the study featusea longitudinal approach
(Chapter 2), which allows for the charting of changes in film coverage in national
newspapers under influence of successive trends in the film world and the media
industries surrounding it. Secondly,| employ a crossnational perspective throughout the
book, regarding these nations as distinct cultural contexts that shape the practices of
cultural valuation. In Chaptes 2 and 5, the crossational comparison is central to my
research; these chaptergocus on film classification anddiscourse across Western national
contexts that display many similarities concerning (film) culture as well as distinguishing
features. In Chaptes 3 and 4, the crosmational perspective is subordinate to the
investigation of other differentiations. However, here, the inclusion of various natioml or
cultural contexts fortifies the conclusions drawn, ascertain findings appear to be robust
across different national settings. Finally, myesearchtakes the variety within the overall
film supply into accourt. The analysis of filmvaluations focuses on possible differences
between film types by drawing comparisons between films that are valued most by
mainstream audiences, peer flmmakers, and professional critick particular, | investigate
whether these flm types receive more or less attention in newspaper coverage of film, how
these film types can be qualified, and whether criticism takesn different shapes with
regard to these film types.

“AE OA ) OPAAEAU OEA AEOOAOO&AS pdrticula® &£l OO
comparative perspedtives they employ, Ibriefly discuss the main theoretical concepts and

notions that support this research.

1.2 The Field of Film Production

A much-employed framework for studies within cultural sociology is found in Pierre

"1 OOAEAOG6O A£ZEAT A OEAIT OU8 "1 OOAEAOGO jpwwoq I
presents the domains in which cultural products (e.g. books, paintings, photographsusic,

AET 1  AOA POT AGAAA AO OEFEAT AO T £ 60060006cci Ados
16



obtain or improve their positions and thus influence the existing hierarchy of producers
and their creations within the field. Power enables one to imposeamms on the cultural
field; norms to which the powerful themselves comply best, which causes their output to be
regarded as most valuable. These ongoing power struggles render the field of cultural
production subject to constant change, during which the andards of production (e.g. of
conventionality and innovativeness) are continually redefined. Such pliability makes for
variation in cultural fields across cultural, social, or political contexts Bevers, 2005;
DiMaggio, 1987; Janssen et al., 2008; 2011he battles that are fought are shaped and
restrained by their (institutional) surroundings.

According to Bourdieu (1984), the existingsocial classhierarchy within society is
reflected in the varying levels of cultural capital present in different layers of a population.
Cultural capital can be defined as a collection of cultural and social knowledge, skills,
experiences, beliefsand habits that ore has required through socialization and education.
40AAEQOEI T AT T UR OEA &deGoadnd rejardAtiteor®ad@bc&EII A6 &1 O
socialization and education,and the more cultural capital one disposes af Only persons
who possess a high amounof cultural capital havethe ability to appreciate art, decipher
the codes inherent to art(Prior, 2005), and thus express legitimate tast¢Bourdieu, 1984).
People who lack the required amount of cultural capital are seeto express illegitimate
taste and mostly consume prodA OO AOT I OENAGERAIDOI ABADEDCA |
1993).

4AEEO OFENARTIRAE;TAOCAOOq DPOT AOGAOGET jsaale | BBT O,
j T O OAOOOEAOAAQ bHOI A€A®fEddictos protikeds fortie Adndral T £ 1 A
mainstream public. It functions according to straightforward economic principles is
commercially driven, and thus aims to obtain profit and big markeshares (economic
capital). The restricted field of production supplies cultural goods to a specialist public of
peer producers and experts, it is more autonomous from economic structures, denies
economic principles, and pursues artistic worth and prestige (symbolic capital). Generally,
the large-scalefield aims at appealing to audiences with average levels of culturahgital at
their disposal, while the restricted fieldtargets those that have acquired considerably more
cultural expertise and experience. Following, since their goals are far apart,the

institutional logics that govern a cultural field differ between the two field segments.

17



Scholars in organizational studies define institutional logics as socially constructed

packages of practices, assumptions, values, beliefs, and rules that provad&amework in

which production is organized and business is conductedThornton & Ocasio, 1999)
Culture producers thus frame their enterprises in different manners; they hae different

tactics to satisfy their various audiences, e.g. they differ regarding the incorporation of

innovative features (Crane, 1976; Dowd, 2004). While these logics can remain stable for

long periods of time, they have been &n to go through variousphases.Ways of operating
i AU AA ET 11 OAOEOGA AO Z£ZEOOOKh AOT1 OA ET OI OE
x1 Ol AR "1 hebloBkBLGErO OEAI

away (Dowd, 2011).
' DDl EAA O OEA EEI I
the Hollywood studios, and like-minded producers opposite theart(house) film and (more)

independent filmmakers (Bordwell & Thompson, 1997; McDonald Wasko, 2008). Indeed,

this distinction, whether operationalized through differences in film content, film

AT 1T £01 1 6AA
"1 OOAEADBB O

audiences, or the discourse employe@Kapsis, 1989), is very common in studies on the
workings of the film field (Gemser et al., 2006; Heise &udor, 2007; Holbrook & Addis,
2008; Tudor, 2005).However, various scholars have pointed out that this strict dichotomy
xEOE OT AAUBO AOI OOO0A
OOOAEAO AT T AAC

is difficult to maintain whel
¢nmenN OOET Oh c¢mmnuQds
and did not address the moderrday large-scale field of cultural production that is

dominated by multimedia conglomerates (Hesmondhalgh, 2002). Current trends like
and declassification offer circumstances that put

OEA AUIT A@aBsted, 2008 In AT OO OAI

globalization,

commercialization,

"T OOAEAOB8O EAAAO
research,the analysisl £ OEA A&AEI | x1 Ol A
cultural production, while simultaneously exploringOE A O Eafplicavlity i different

contexts, across time and place.

1.2.1 Classification and Recognition of Film

While cultural producers might compete which each other for success and the authority to
set standards, the value of their work and the positions these producers can claim in the
field are not just for the industry itself to decide. Cultural classification playa key rde in
the structuring of a cultural field (Dowd, 2011). @assification processes involve describing,

18



interpreting, labeling, AT A AOAI OAOET ¢ POiI AOAOO AAAT @dET ¢ OI

implicate the various agentsin the field (DiMaggio, 1987; Janssen et al., 2011Yhree

agents or institutions are often perceived as most centralto the valuation of cultural

products: public, critics, and peers(Allen & Lincoln, 2004; Hicks & Petrova, 2006; Lang &

Nadavulakereb, 2009; Schmutz, 20Q05Van Rees, 1988 They reward cultural products

with, respectively, popular recognition, critical recognitionand professional recognitionin

the case of film, popular recognition equal the popularity a film has amongmainstream

audiences, and may be operationalized as box office results or the number of tickets sold.

Critics express critical recognition or acclaimas they pay attention to a film, praise it, or

place it on the annual shortlistsof their outlets. Professional recognition tends to be

articulated through (nominations for) prestigious awards and placement on prominent

EFEI I EAOOEOAI 66 DHOI COAI 68 4EAOA OEOAA OUPAO

being assigned to products at the time of therelease. Further, the interplay of types of

recognition results in the positioning of cultural products between theircontemporaries

and predecessors. &h cultural consecration follows from the value assigned by the

various agents and shapes canons aultural works generally accepted as containing

artistic merit (Schmutz, 2005).

or-miss logic and the sizeable financial investments that filmmaking requiresnake a

D OT A OA OHnaled Gomnfe0i® successA A OOAEAI AAAOT O ET A (

regarding which projects to set forth (Bielby & Bielby, 1994). Moreover, popular

OAAT CTEOETTh A 11 O0OEAGO OOAAAOO ET OAOQio® 1T £ Al

its maker can claim in the industry (Allen & Lincoln, 2004). Filmmaking peersaccord

professional recognition as they reward nominations and prizes set in prestigious

ceremonial settings, e.g. the annual Academy Awards ceremony and Cannés Hestival.

Such institutions representing (segments of) the film industry have both grown in numbers

and gained prominence in the film world since the 1960s, a time in which film emancipated

to a form of art in the United States (Baumann, 2007; EnglisR005). The competition that

film festivals and award ceremonies generate does not only enable distinctions within the

film world, but also adds value to the cultural genre as a whole. In fact, the more general

OOAT A 1T £ EIT OOE OO0 OE icésfahdEdsdurds iinithis ipefiod AE&s] sho@rOto B O A A C
19



EAOA AAAT ET 00001 AT OA1 ET ZEOOOEAOEI C FEEI T B30 E
film studies departments at universities and professional film schools (Baumann, 2007).
Similarly, film criticism was transformed into a professional occupation; one that was no
longer practiced on the side by newspaper journalists, but required specific expertise.
Professional critics gained influence and as the industry became more aware of the

potential effect of reviews on consumers, moviemarketing strategies increasingly

ATl 1 OAET AA OEA ADPDPOI POEAOEIT 1T &£ AOEOEAOG ADDOA
to films by paying attention to them in their publications, by doing so in a positive manner,
by placing/£ZE1 1 O 11 DOAI EAAOCEIT 08 10 DPAOOITAI AT1TO

prizes (most notably the international Golden Globes).

These three types of recognitionshow overlap (Allen & Lincoln, 2004; Lampel &
Nadavulakereb, 2009).Various institutions in the film field seem to award merit to the
same films or filmmakers, whereas their respective positions in the field suggest a
differentiation of classifications. Of course, this also casts doubt on the alleged opposition
between the fields of restriced and largescale cultural production. Apparently, some films
produced within large-scale production nevertheless receive large critical acclaim, in the
long run (e.g.The Exorcist(1973)), in the short run (e.g.Avatar (2009)) or large esteem by
peers (e.g.The Dark Knight(2008)). Alternatively, some films intended for the circuit of
restricted production become ultimately recognized by audiences (e.¢Lost in Translation
(2003)). In addition, films that receive highly regarded Oscar nominations and/oawards
seem to gain popular appeal and perform better at the box office in the weeks after the
announcements or ceremonyNelsonet al,, 2001).

These findings are in line withresearch thatshows that classification systems have
grown less hierarchical due to a multitude of developments in Western society (Janssen et
al, 2008 2011).) T A OOT EOAOOA 1T £ AAAI ACOEVEERRAGET 1T 6 A
complex than the dichotomy between art and commercial culture sugges(Brior, 2005). If
various valuating institutional agentsmake the same choiceghe question arises whether
films rewarded with popular, professional, and critical recognition are still being
distinguished asinherently differ ent. While previous researchshows that public, peers, and
critics to a large extentappreciate and enjoy the same movies, this research examines

whether this appreciation follows from discussions within similar discourses or whether

20



the terms of appreciation diverge and thenegotiations on artistic worth take place along

different lines.

1.2.2 Film Discourse and Aesthetic Systems
The focus of thisresearch lies on film criticism, as this is regarded as a central institution
with regard to value assignment in cultural fietls (Janssen, 1997; 1999Van Rees, 1983
Critics traditionally serve as important gatekeepers; they wield the power to make or break
artists and art works (Becker, 1982) Further, they potect the field of restricted production
from subsiding to a field of commercial (mass) culture production by admitting certain
producers, while excluding others (Bourdieu, 1993). Above all, critics function as
intermediaries between culture producers andconsumers as they inform and advise the
public about the supply offered (Verboord, 2010). As such, their way of talking about a
cultural genre, their discourse is of influence on the entire field. Moreover, while critics
protect cultural fields from degrading by keeping standrds in place, they can also help to
lift them to higher levels by intellectualizing their discourse and developing legitimizing
ideologies to inform that discourse (Baumann, 2007). The status of a cultural genre is not
static but can change over time a© AAOOEAOGEA 1 AET EOUG6 Al 11T x0 A&
1993).

The way that cultural products are talked about is so influential that the evolution of
a cultural genre from a form of entertainment to an art genre can become appareint a
changing discourse(DeNora, 1991 DiMaggio, 1982; Janssen, 1997999; Shrum, 1996) In
fact, the development of a legitimating ideology is crucial in the process of a cultural genre
becoming a genre that can be viewed as a form of gBaumann, 2001;2007; Janssen,
2006). The presence of fielespecific aesthetic criteria serves as a rationale by which in this
case the cultural genre of film can be recognized as art. As the value of cultural gwots is
assigned rather than assessed and thugiite subjective, socially constructed sets of criteria
are needed to make consistent distinctions. Not only do these criteria provide thdr field
with a justifying logic for the legitimacy of film as art,they also provide the film world with
tools for classifications within (Baumann, 2001). The transformation of a cultural field does

not solely depend on its discourse; there are various factors that facilitate a change in
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symbolic valuation (Peterson & Anand, 2004) but is has been shown to be a crucial factor
(DeNora, 1991; DiMaggio, 19821992; Ferguson, 1998; Lopes, 2002; Regev, 1994).

The idea that discourses on cultural products can be differentiated can be traced
AAAE O "1 OOAEAOB6O xOEOET CO (1093) adwel as mitAsteA 1 £ |
and audienceg(1984). In these studies, he aesthetic disposition and the popular aesthetic
are discerned; two systems of criteria wielded by different, more or less culturally
legitimate, socially defined taste groups. An aesthetic dispositiors required to truly
appreciate a work of art,to decipherthe codes inherent to art(Prior, 2005), and thus
express legitimate tastg(Bourdieu, 1984). This aesthetic disposition entails a focus on form
rather than function, aseA A1 1 AA OPOOA CAUA6 OEAO EIiI Pl EAO Al
and the rejection of anything too human, common,or easy. The aesthetic disposition
transcends mundane matters and creates distance betweenhé work of art and its
obsever. I00 ET OPEOAO A OAEOET OAOAOOAAT AGOG6 OEAO
OAPAOAOAOG OOEAO xEEAE bl A ABolrdeu, 1989)i Bxerticn®E AO x E
this disposition is the prerogatve of people who possess high levels of cultural capital.

In contrast, a popular aesthetic is defined in relation to its viewer, wherein the
distance between audience and cultural good evaporates. This aesthetic system can be
AAZEET AA AO O mbereid thd afficnfatio & toAtiity between everyday life
and art or culture is central, and function rules over form. Those who employ a popular
aesthetic seek participation or interacton with the observed. Matters of logic, familiarity,
and easy identification are preferred to formal experimentation, symbolism, and
ambiguousness in culture Bielby & Bielby, 2004;Van Venrooij & Schmutz, 2010) As the
popular aesthetic emphasizes the continuity between the cultural good and the everyday
life of the audience, this manner of appreciating art does not necessigaimuch cultural
capital and is regarded by Bourdieu as expressing illegitimate taste (Bourdieu, 1984).

The importance of differentiated discourses that are characterized by distinct
aesthetic systems has already been illustrated in the case of film. In the United States, in
contrast to European countries, film had the standing of rather simpleninded mass
entertainment during its first decades. However, a number of developments both within
AT A 1T OOOEAA OEA ££EI T Z£EAITA 1TAA O EEIIT 60 AOTI
art (Baumann, 2001; 2007). AcA AT 1 AA OAEAT CAA 1 pmhiowediheea OU ODP
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cultural genre to reposition itself;, e.g. the growing popularity of television and the
emancipation of film audiences enabled film to be rassessed in relation to other cultural
genres and audiese segments. At the same time, as discussed rlegs, an
institutionalization of film practices and resources took place, professionalizing and
legitimating various elements of the film field. Meanwhile, critics were partially responsible
for the intellectualization of the film world as their discourseshifted to a more analytic and
interpretive mode and they erected aesthetic standards. Content analysis of film reviews
published between 1925 and 1985 showsghat reviews increasingly contained high art
terms and critical concepts (Baumann, 2001) pointing towards the appliance of the
aesthetic disposition. While changes in the film worlddevelopments in its wider societal
context and the founding of a legitimizing ideology have resulted in the possibility of film to
be regarded as art, this does not mean that all films now belong to that category. Rather,
the establishment of film art ha supplemented the American largescale film field with a
restricted field of film production (Bourdieu, 1993).

These developments in the film world mainly took place in the 1960snd early
1970s. Since then, many things have changed in the international film field yet again,
especially since the blockbuster mode of film production became popular in thaid-1970s
(Bordwell & Thompson, 1997) and conglomeration started to characterize the cultural
industries in this same period (Hesmondhalgh, 2002). Commercialization has rendered
flmmaking an evermorerisky endeavor; theOEE O 1T O | E OO ®ielby] 1gB)fof j " EAI
the field makes business models increasingly complex and expensive. The eminence of the
blockbuster movie, whose popularity rose expnentially after the release ofJaws(1975)
and Star Wars(1977), makes the commercial film world one thaits ruled by multi-million
dollar budgets, movie stars, special effects, abbund marketing campaigns (Bordwell &
Thompson, 1997; Drake, 2008), and synergy with other cultural product¢McDonald &
Wasko, 2008; Wasko, 2001)Making movies in this field of productionhas become the
prerogative of multi-media conglomerates. Meanwhile, despite (or maybe due to) the
pervasiveness of commercialization, the lines between commercial and art filproduction
are fading. Major film companies have tapped into the more artisticiglinspired film genres
by forming subdivisions or subsidiaries (Schatz, 2009)such as Fine Line Cinema (Time

Warner) and Castle Rock Entertainment (Warner Bros.). These developments prompt the
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guestion whether changes within and without the film world since 1985 have been met by
shifts in film discourse once more. How can film dourse be qualified today? And are all
films regarded in the same manner or is there a differentiation according to film types?
These questions are addressed in this research.

Another development that likely affects film classification and discourse is the
expanded international exchange of cultural products. Processes of cultural globalization
have resulted in cultural fields that more strongly resemble each other across national
contexts (Janssen et al., 2008; 201XKuipers, 2011; Kuipers & De Kloet, 20Q9Sapiro,
2010). The film world is particularly susceptible to such trends, as film production is
governed by a handful of global conglomerates (Barthédouchier, 2011). Hollywood
movies prevail on import markets arourd the world, resulting in seeminglyhomogenized
film fields in which blockbuster series like Harry Potter and Spiderman dominate
(boxofficemojo.com). However, whereas global audiences consume the same cultural
products to a large degree, they do not necessarily make sense of them in the sanamner
across ndions (Liebes & Katz, 1993). Tastes and evaluation schemas argocially
constructed (Lamont & Thévenot, 2000), therefore reception of cultural objects can vary
according to a number of cotext characteristics (Cheyne & Binder, 2010; Daenakilt &
Roose, 2011). Following, national contexts can bear influence on tastes and the assignment
of value to cultural products. As various environmental factors increase the probability of
individuals making sense of their surroundings in a particular wayLamont, 1992), global
audiences may consume the same movies, but culturally diverse groups across the globe
may still interpret and ascribe meaning to these movies a variety of ways (Liebes &atz,
1993). Qultural surroundings can differentiate nationd cultural repertoires of evaluation
despite the influence of globalization (Lamont &Thévenot, 2000). This is another issue

considered in this thesis.

1.3 Four Studies on the Social Valuation of Film

Now that the key theoretical concepts and previous stilies have been addressed, the stage
is set for the research that comprises this dissertation. Works on the dynamics of social
valuation of film have left particular aspects of film classification and discourse to be

investigated, which this research aimsd bring to light. The dissertation consists of four
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empirical studies, which, taken together, addresen what ways and to what extent films
enjoyed most by the three main valuating institutional agentsin the film field can be
distinguished, and how critics in various cultural contexts across the Western world

classify and make sense of this range of films

1.3.1 Boundaries between Prestige and Popularity of Film

The first study assesses thetate of the boundaries between the fields of restricted and
large-scale film production over time and in various national contexts through the analysis

of film reporting in Western national newspapers.The main question reads: How and to

what extent does the #&ged shifting of the boundaries between the restricted and laspale

fields of film production between 1955 and 2005 become apparent in the film criticism
published in French, German, Dutch and U.S. newsp&persrder to perform a quantitative

content analysis of film coverage, data was collected on films that were covered in the
newspapers in the reference years 19551975, 1995 and 2005. Te types of film receiving

attention over the years and across national contextare charted distinguishing movies

according to the type of recognition received (professional or popularj i.e. their command

of symbolic or economic capital (Bourdieu, 1993). The former is operationalized as

prestige in the shape of prestigious awards for the relevant films as well a®r the

OAODPI 1 OEAT A AEOAAOI Oh OEA 1 AOOAO AO OEA OAI A
I #EEAA OADPT OO0 AT A OEA AEOAAOI 060 DOET O AT i1
shifts in classifications made by professional critics, and changes the dynamics between

critics, audiences, and peer filmmkers via a range ofbtatistical analyses.

1.3.2 Dimensions of Conventionality and Innovation in Film

Whereas Chapter 2 considers film classification in a broader sense, Chapter 3 zooms in on

the film preferences expressed by the fim figh6 O OEOAA [ AET8 GAEIEGA GEIOA L
central query reads:How do films that are bestowed with popular, professional, and critical
recognition differ with regard to their material practices and symbolicfardances, and what

i's these attributes relative i mportance i n t
This research question is addressed through the analysis of production traits and
OEAxAOOS8 Al AOOEAEAAOQEI T O 1 Aic,@eek, andicids hQO0OA DD OA A
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in four Western countries, with an emphasis on the conventionality and innovativeness of
these features. The data consists of film titles rewarded with the most popular,
professional, and critical recognition in France, the &therlands, the United Kingdom, and
the United States in 2007 (measured as, respectively, commercial success, winning or being
nominated for prestigious film awards, and placement on yearly shortlist or awards
EAT AAA 100 AU AOE OE A®papers Ospedidligt @ddghzinadh MatefdsA 1 EOU
practices are operationalized through a number of production attributes,underlying
patterns therein are uncovered and the eminence of these patterns in the three film types
is established.The symbolic affordances of the sampled films are examined by means of a
guestionnaire in which regular film viewers assessed the conventional and/or innovative
nature of the titles via four predefined dimensions, which are then put across film types as
well. Finally, the interaction of material and symbolic film traits in dfferent film types is

tested viamultivariate analyses.

1.3.3 Film Discourse on the Praised and Acclaimed

Chapter 4 investigates whether the film types examined in the previous chapter
differentiate OT AAUS O /EE Holv cal pré3dntay rd &iticism be characterized and
understood? Are films that are ultimately consecrated by popular, professional, and critical
recognition appraised by similar or different aesthetic criteriaPhis research comsists of
inductive content analysis of film reviews published by four newspapers of record in the
United Statesand the United Kingdom in 2007.tl concerns reviews written about the film
corpus that was constructed for Chapter 3. All reviews were coded ierms of the topics
they addressed; these codes are distributed into themes, of which the prominence per film
type is tested. Factor analysis clusters together the fifteen themes into fundamental
discourse components. Subsequently, the respective prominemcof the discourse
components in reviews of movies with popular, professional, and critical recognition is

explored.

1.3.4 National Cultural Repertoires of Evaluation in a Global Age
Having gained understanding of current film discourse in Chapter 4, thiast empirical

study explores the differentiation of this discourse across various Western societies. The

26



guestion posed is: To what extent can national cultural repertoires of evaluation be
differentiated in presentday Western film discourse®Phis reseach comprises of inductive
content analysis of film reviews published in elite newspapers in four national contexts
(France, the Netherlands, the United&ingdom, and the United States)t lextends the data
used in the previous chapter to include film critcism from the France and the Netherlands.
The study considers the variety of film types that was scrutinized in Chapter 3. Film
reviews were coded for the topics they attended to, which are then collapsed into more
general themes. Following, factor analysis establishes four fadamental discourse
components.The respective eminence of those discourse components in the four national
cultural repertoires of evaluation is then examined by means of multivariate analysis. The

analysis controls for reviewlengths and for film types
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Chapter 2
Boundaries between Prestige and Popularity of Film:

Film Art and the Commercial Movie in Cross-National Perspective,

1955-2005

2.1 Introduction

Melancholia(2011) versus The Hangover(2009); Das Weisse Ban(2009) versus Eat Pray

Love (2010): all comparably well-known films released in recent years. Yet, each falls on

one of two sides of a central division in the international film world, which separates the

work of film art and the commercial film product. Despite the widely accepted idea that

film can be viewed as art (Baumann, 2007), and filmmakers as artists, far from all movies

and directors are granted these titles. In fact, the art film and the blockbuster movie seem

to represent two opposing paradigms in one cultural field. This notion is in line with

"1 OOAEADBGBO jpwwoq 1 TAAT T &£ OEA OZFZEAT A 1T &£ AODI ¢
between cultural fields that are concerned with producing either mainstream @mmodities

for mass audiences or works of artistic worth for the selected few. The differences between
OEAOA OOAOOOENAOM A0 AEEMTRIOA RGA POEOA bDPOIT ABAOQEIT 1
audiences, and the ways in which products are evaluated angilued (Bourdieu, 1983;

1984).

Due to the ongoing power struggles that characterize the dynamics of cultural
production fields, the film field is an everchanging entity that shapeshifts over time. In the
twentieth century, for example, film experienced periods of both intellectualization
(Baumann, 2001; 2007) and commercialization (Bordwell & Thompson, 1997; McDonald &
Wasko, 2008). This fluidity also results in film fields varying across national, social, cultural
and political contexts (DiMaggio, 1987 Janssen et al., 2008; 2011). Accordingly, the
relation between restricted and largescale film production is subject to change and
variation. The extent to which either film art or popular movies impose norms on

producers throughout the film world (Bourdieu, 1993) can vary considerably from one
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such, the boundary between these two categories of film is at stake. On the one hand, as
film develops along artistic lines, this boundary is likely to become more clearly defined,
thus adding prestige to the cultural genre. On the other hand, as commercialization takes
hold of both the film world and the media landscape surrounding it, the distinction
between artistic and pgular film is likely to become more blurred.

The aim of this studyis to assess thestate of the boundaries between the restricted
and large-scale film production fields over time and in different national contexts. In order
to achieve this, an analysissi performed of film reporting in national quality newspapers
from several Western countries. Such newspapers constitute a platform on which the

struggle between commercial and artistic forces is clearly manifested. Whereas previous

y

research demonstrates i | 6 O COl xET ¢ Al ET AT AA xEOEET A0O0O

years (Heilbrun, 1997; Janssen, 1999, Janssen et al., 2011) and the intensified international
orientation of film coverage (Janssen et al., 2008), this study intends to clariiyhich types

of film are reported on over time. Prior studies also provide insight into the development of
an art world for film (Baumann, 2001), the distinction between artistic and commercial
filmmaking (Barthel-Bouchier, 2011), and the dynamics of value attribution tdoth (Allen

& Lincoln, 2004; Heise & Tudor, 2007; Hicks & Petrova, 2006; Zuckerman & Kim, 2003).
Building on these studies, this study examines thdevelopmentof the boundary between
the two fields of film production. We study the types of film that recefe attention in film
reviews in Dutch, French, German, and U.S. quality newspapers between 1955 and 2005 in
order to answer the question: How and to what extent do the boundaries between the
restricted and large-scale fields of film production between 1955and 2005 become

apparent in film coverage in Dutch, French, German, and U.S. newspapers?

2.2 Field Theory and Film

Bourdieu (1993) regards cultural production fields as being characterized by struggles, in
which producers battle for powerful positions and subsequent influence on the existing
hierarchy. Each field is divided into two segments; the field of largecale r mass)
production, opposed by its subfield of smaiscale (or restricted) production. The two are
AEOOET COEOEAA AU OEA AACOAA Ol xEEAE OEAU
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(Bourdieu, 1993: 38), i.e. a set of dominant power relations in societf, 0 OEA 00Ol E
Al AOOA O sscale Hield islsthoOgly Aominated by the field of power, is driven by
regular economic logics, and is concerned with obtaining the largest markshare possible.
The relatively autonomous restricted field is characterizedby a denial of economic
principles and considers artistic worth as its goal. In other words, the former field is
directed at gaining public acclaim, while the latter strives for recognition from peer
producers and experts. Both of these segments offer diisct rewards to cultural producers.
Large, mainstream audiences provide producers with economic capital (money). However,
high levels of economic capital (Bourdieu, 1993) tend to come at the cost of much lower
levels of symbolic capital (accumulated presgje, consecration, and honor), which is
obtained by appealing to specialist audiences (Zuckerman & Kim, 2003). Following on from
this, a clear distinction between restricted and mass production of cultural goods becomes
apparent in the prominence of diffeent ways of valuing these goods: symbolic capital is
found in nominations, prizes, honors, and acclaim that add prestige, whereas economic
capital is acquired from high revenues and large market shares. To give in to commercial
pressure would mean acquirirg more economic power but a loss of the symbolic capital
that characterizes (or even upholds) the restricted field of production. Surrendering to
market forces would blur the boundary between the largescale and smaliscale fields.
Equally, the field boundary would become less clear if commercial fields were to adapt
strategies used in the restricted field.

SAOAOAT AOOEI OO EAOA piET OAA 1 OO0 OEA TEIEOD
contemporary cultural production (Hesmondhalgh 2006; Prior, 2005), arguing that the
focus on the high arts and literature make it less adaptable to the cultural industries that
are paramount in the current cultural landscape. Hesmondhalgh (2006) suggests that the
application of a Bourdieusian analysd O] Ol AAUd O OAlI AGEOGETT Al
demonstrate that largescale production is more nuanced, with relations between
heteronomy and autonomy being more complex, and popularity and prestige not
contradicting each other as much as claimed (Zuckerman Kim, 2003). Nevertheless, the
dichotomy between film art and commercial movies has been employed in much scholarly
work on the film field (e.g. Allen & Lincoln, 2004; BartheBouchier, 2011; Heise & Tudor,
2007; Hicks & Petrova, 2006; Holbrook & Addis, 28). Tudor (2005: 138) explains the
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opposition between art and commerce is not the force that it once was. In a multiplex

culture, art is commerce, and the artmovie has ecome yet another niche product on the

OEAI OAO 1T &£/ OEA AOI OOOAI OOPAOI AOEAO8B8G )T OEEO

boundaries.

2.3 The Legitimization of Film

Currently, the idea that film can be appreciated as a serious art form isidely recognized.
However, this has not always been the case (Baumann, 2007). In the U.S. in the early 20
century, film was generally seen as a form of light entertainment for the workinglass
masses, not as a cultural product of potentially artistic n& (Baumann, 2001). It was not
until the 1960s that circumstances allowed film to be promoted as art. In contrast, the idea
of film as art was accepted at an early stage in Europe (Elsaesser, 2005; McDonald &
Wasko, 2008). In other words, Europe had a réscted field of film production before the
U.S. did. Baumann (2007) stresses three major developments crucial to the realization of
this legitimate art world for film: changing opportunity space, institutionalization of
practices and resources, and the tmding of a legitimating ideology.

The intellectualization of the film world was consequential to the aesthetic
OOAT AAOAO AOEOEAO HOO ET auekOAEA] OADI DIOAIODAL A #
France to the U.S., a new form of American film criticish A1 1 AA OAOOAOOEOI 6
influential. This theory recognizes the film director as the sole creative force from whose
genius the entire production sprouts (Sarris, 1962). In Europe, this rationale had been
deployed since the 1920s, when directors were alily largely regarded asauteurs. The
growing importance of auteurism in the American film field has become apparent through
the increased prominence of directors in film coverage (Baumann, 2001) and serves as an
indicator of the emergence of a restrictedilim field.

As the overall film field evolved and the outlines of a restricted sector of the field
became visible, the struggles over who and what belonged to that sector became -full
blown. What is film art and what is not? Most sociologists of the arts hawaccepted the idea
that the legitimization of cultural products results from the interaction between the various

actors in a particular field (Becker, 1982; Bourdieu, 1993) Commonly, three main
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institutional agents can be identified when it comes to the valuation of cultural products:
public, critics and peergAllen & Lincoln, 2004). Their perceptions, selections, judgnmas
and discourses with regard to particular products may be more or less similar, resulting in
comparable or very distinct classifications of cultural products according to their alleged
meaning, style, quality, effects or other properties. The typesf @ecognition awarded by
publich AOEOQOEAOh AT A b AdBpdIér reBofriitionAckticalrAcagbitiod, andA Oh O
DOl AAOOET 1 A Irespadlively (8llere8Q iadolh, RGD4;Schmutz, 2005)

Film audiences are aHimportant in the commercial field of film production; by
buying tickets they grant a movie the popular recognition it aimed to achieve. Moreover, a
i T OEA6O OOAAAOO ET OAOI O T &£ Al @ T AEEAAMOAOOOI
ET OEA EEATA j'11TAT o ,ETAT1Th ¢mmtqqh AO OAD
business model (Bielby & Bielby, 1994; Kapsis, 1989). Since commercial filmmaking
OANOGEOAO OOAE 1 AOCA ££ET AT AEAT EducddsOrny Adk© Oh B C
or break the deal. High levels of economic capital are needed to enter and then stay in the
mass production film field.

Likewise, symbolic capital is crucial to flmmakers who strive to be considered part
of the restricted film field, and continuing to earn symbolic capital is required so as not to
be spat back out into the mainstream field. Appealing to various agents within the film art
domain may satisfy this aspiration. As professional critics tend to serve as gatekeepers
(Becker, 18B2; Bourdieu, 1993; Janssen, 1999; Shrum, 1996) who protect the restricted
AEAT A £OI I OAACOAAET co O A AEAITA T &£ 1 A0GO AODI
others, their approval serves as an important source of acclaim. This acclaim may take th
form of attention paid to particular products, positive valuations, nominations and prizes,
or positions on periodic shortlists.

Symbolic capital may also be awarded to films and their makers within the
filmmaking community; peer movie professionalsare@d AOO 1T £ AOOAEOI A&EEI | 08
experts (Bourdieu, 1993). They reward films with merit through film festivals and award
ceremonies (Baumann, 2007; De Valck, 2007; English, 2005), ¢hg Cannes Film Festival
and the Academy Awards. Prizes serveCa A Al AEi 01 AOOET OEOUhKh POI
basis for exercising, or attempting to exercise, control over the cultural economy, over the

distribution of esteem and reward on a particular cultural field z over what may be
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recognized as worthy of spd E A1  (Endhdh, 2608:51) Moreover, the prize is a tool in
establishing the oveall cultural field as one that deserves esteem.

Previous research (Allen & Lincoln, 2004) into the dynamics of popular,
professional and critical recognition of film concludes that different agents and institutions
in the American film field appear to inceasingly make similar choices and award merit to
the same films or flmmakers. Such a picture also emerges from comparable studies in the
fields of literature and music (Janssen, 1997; Rosengren, 1987; Schmutz, 2005). Strikingly,
these findings are at odd with the alleged opposition between the fields of restricted and
largeeOAAT A AOI OOOAT bHOT AOGAOEI T8 ! AAT OAET C O
construct various types of value in distinct manners characterize the two domains.

However, this does ot seem to be, or no longer seems to be the case.

2.4 Boundaries in Cross-National Perspective

The film field has witnessed further changes since the emergence of the U.S. art world for
film in the 1960s (Baumann, 2007). In the last few decades of the twentieth century,
commercialization forced the largescale film field to continuously come up withnew and
elaborate strategies to appeal to larger audiences to help them break box office records
(McDonald & Wasko, 2008). The expensive blockbuster mode of film production has
proven its profitability and remains strong in the 21st century (Baker & Faulkner, 1991;
Bordwell, 2006). Making movies has become the business of major media conglomerates
with multi -million dollar budgets that allow for state of the art special effects, the inclusion
of star actors, and an array of possibilities for synergy (Wasko, 2001). As+ooe is able to
predict which of these expensive films will become hits, playing it safe and staying within
the borders of mainstream commercial film is often regarded the best option. Independent
producers of artistic films struggle to get their risky films financed and distributed. This
commercialization also takes place in the wider cultural and media landscape in Western
societies (Hesmondhalgh, 2002); newspapers, television broadcasters and other media
increasingly have to adjust to the preferences of the public in order to sustain their market
share. This means that, in turn, the newspapers reporting on the commercializédm
world encounter a working environment that is ever more concerned with appealing to the

largest possible audiences.
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Meanwhile, the hierarchies between and within cultural genresire seen tocrumble
(Janssen et al., 2008; 2011), as audiences becomerenomnivorous in their cultural tastes
(Peterson & Kern, 1996; Van Eijck & Knulst, 2005). These trends of commercialization and
declassification (Hesmondhalgh, 2006; Prior, 2005) combined result in the exchange of
filmmaking strategies and principles betwen the fields of art film and blockbuster movie.
Over time, novelties from the restricted sector make their way to the mainstream
filmmakers. Art-house cinema lends strategies, in particular marketing strategies, from the
commercial producers in order to sirvive the increasingly tough economic climate in the
cultural industries (Drake, 2008). As a result, several films from the restricted film field
have succeeded at the box office in recent years (eBlack Swan(2010)), while commercial
movies have reackd critical acclaim in more than one case (e.éwvatar (2009)). Here, we
AT AT 601 OAO OEA DPEATTIATTT 1T &£ OEA AOI OOOAI EEA
expressing appreciation of the same products.

Another phenomenon leaving an imprint on thefilm field is the growing cultural
globalization (Crane et al., 2002; Tomlinson, 1999)[he increased international exchange
I £ AOI OOOAI DBOI AGAOO EO i1 060 OEOEAT A ET (111U
sizable American film industry functions as the barely challenged provider of movies in
Western society, as the industries of Western Europe can hardly compete with its size and
scope (Bordwell & Thompson, 1997; Elsaessar, 2005; Scott, 2000)The European
ET AOOOOEAO 1T AAE (111 UxTTA80 AAPAAEI EOU O1 A0
enormous anddiverse home market the studios have always served. This unequal power
balance can be seen in the increasingly similar box office lists across the West. At the same
time, media in general tend to become more internationally oriented (Janssen et al., 2008)
Newspapers in most Western countries are now more inclined to pay attention to foreign
art and culture than they were in the past.

We expect to find both similarities and differences when it comes to the boundaries,
and shifts in the boundaries, betweerthe restricted and largescale film fields in France,
Germany, the Netherlands, and the U.S. While these four societies have a lot in common,
they also have their own social structural and cultural particularities (Bevers, 2005;
DiMaggio, 1987; Janssen eal., 2008; 2011; Lamont, 1992), which have shaped and

continue to influence their cultural fields.
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The opportunity space (Baumann, 2001) for film as art was quite different in Europe
from the start; social conditions made a group of patrons available whoould effectively
promote film as art. European film audiences were more diverse than their American
counterparts, as not only members of the workingclass but also of the middleclass and
upper-middle class as well as intellectuals attended the movieBaumann, 2007) In
addition, the European audiences were much smaller; film was not the mass entertainment
phenomenon it was in the U.S. Being situated in the cuial market along with theater and
music programs instead of cheap nickelodeons, film did not have the inferior image it did in
the U.S. Nor has it ever been as commercially driven; the European film industries have
never been as financially healthy or orgaized after WWII, and have never had the
advantage of a huge home market due to the European linguistic and cultural diversity
(Baumann, 2007;Scott, 2000).The Euopean countries, however, saw the development of
an art world for film as early as the 1920swhen intellectuals were already involved in a
discourse on film as art.

Another main difference between the European and American film fields is found in
the modes of production; whereas Hollywood was mainly focused on producing an
impressive quantity of films, the European film industries aimed to produce smaller
numbers of more prestigious pictures (Elsaesser, 2009ackel, 2003. Consequently, film in
Hollywood earned economic capital in a largecale film field, while the more restricted
film field in Europe was rewarded with symbolic capital. European film production was not
characterized by a studio system; alliances between production companies were formed
for projects initiated by directors with specific ideas.This is still illustrated by the division
of property rights and final say in film production in France and the U.SBéker & Faulkrer,
1991; Scott, 2000) Under French law, the director has control over the final cut of the film
and is the owner of its intellectual property rights, which, in the U.S., belong to the
DOl AGAOGET 1T AT i PAT U8 4EA AEEZEZAOAT O ADPPOI POEAO
reinforced by the early habit of European directors to be educated in the arts, whereas
American directors learned on the job, employed by the studios.

Finally, film criticism had taken an entirely different shape in Europe, especially in
France. There, movies @re approached and appreciated by thaouvelle vagues art works

made by true artists; emphasis was on formal elements and interpretation. Auteurism
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already influenced European film worlds, but would not arrive in the U.S. until the 1960s
(Baumann, 2007;Kapsis, 1992; Sarris, 1962; Tudor, 2005).

Considering these crossational differences, we anticipate stronger boundaries
between restricted and largescale film fields in the European countries than in the U.S., as
well as more dramatic boundary shiftsm France, Germany, and the Netherlands because of
their different points of departure with regard to commercialization and globalization. We
expect the boundary between restricted and largescale film production to be weaker in the
Dutch than in the GermarAT A & OAT AE EEI I AEAI A0 AAAAOOA 1
associated limitations of the Dutch cultural (film) industries and the resulting openness to
cultural products from abroad (Janssen et al., 2008; 2011). The French and German film
industries are substantially larger than the Dutch industry and can thus respond
themselves to the demand for film to a greater extent. In addition, these two larger
European countries are characterized by a more stratified social structure and stricter
hierarchy.

Taking stock of the various (contrasting) trends the film world has seen in the
twentieth century, the boundaries between the restricted and largescale film fields are
likely to have shifted between 1955 and 2005. Whereas events in the 1960s led to the
maturity of the idea of film as art and thus to a more clearly defined restricted film field,
commercialization, declassification and globalization might well have affected this
restricted field from the 1980s onwards and thus take away from its autonomyWe
propose that these shifts can be charted by analyzing film coverage in national quality
newspapers, as they present a platform on which the currents of the world are displayed
and discussed, including fluxes in the cultural world. The press serves as caucial
institution in matters of legitimacy; its contents give an impression of what a society deems
legitimate at a certain point in time (Baumann, 2007; Ferree et al., 2002; Janssen et al.,
¢cnnygs8 [/ 00 A@GPAAOAOGEIT T O x E OkhatiChoindarie® ire OE A

specified as follows:
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Hypothesis 1
la. Betweenl1955 and 1975, the boundaries between the restricted and largscale fields of
film production become more clearly defined due to the greater autonomy of the art world
for film. This will be apparent in our data in two ways:

1 The film director is more often the principal feature in the film review, as film is now

regarded as the work of an artist, amuteur.

1 More newspaper coverage of films by prestigious directors.
1b. This trend is most clearly visible in France and Germanhgss so in the Netherlands and
the least in the U.S.
Hypothesis 2
2a. Between 1975 and 2005, the boundaries between the restricted and largeale film
fields become less clearly defined due to the growing influence of commercialization and
globalization. This will be apparent in our data by an increase in newspaper coverage of
films by popular (commercially successful) directors.
2b. This trend is most clearly visible in the U.S., less so in the Netherlands, and the least in

France and Germany.

2.5 Data and Methods

For our study of the boundaries between the restricted and largscale fields of film
production in France, Germany, the Netherlands and the U.S. between 1955 and 2005, we
collected data on films that were covered in the newspapers in foueference years; 1955,
1975, 1995, and 2005 Film coverage in Western national newspapers is considered to
reflect the state of the boundary between the domains of film art and commercial movies.
We aim to chart the types of film receiving attention over the years and across national

contexts, disti COEOEET ¢ 11T OEAO AA

~

i OAET ¢ Ol OEA

1 Obviously, the year 1965 would also have been an interesting and valuable reference year, in view of the major changes
the (American) film field went through in this decade. But given limited resources, we preferred to cover a longer time
period, meaningthat we had to settle for longer intervals between reference year®hile data from newspapers in 1965
might have shown dramatic changes in critical discoursehus potentially demonstrating the development of the art
world for film, it also could have sbwn an exaggerated peak in trend¢hat we want to chart more generally over time.
We expect to see the turbulent times in the (American) film field reflected in the developments between 1955 and 1975.
The changes we can track between these two referencears will show trends that have proven to be morgersistent.
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symbolic or economic capital (Bourdieu, 1993). The former is identified as prestige in the
form of prestigious awards, the latter as popularity expressed in annual box office reports.

We selected newspapers that are primarily read by the intellectual and cultural elite
because these papers determine to a considerable extent whether and how subjects are
discussed within other media and the wider community, and thus fulfill a key role in
processes of cultural valorization. Within this category of newspapers, we selected those
with a national or supra-national distribution, which had the largest paid circulation and
appeared during the entire period studied here:Le Mondeand Le Figaro for France;
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitun@nd Studdeutsche Zeitunfpr Germany;NRC Handelsbladnd
De Volkskrantfor the Netherlands; andThe New York Time®or the U.S.. We focused on four
weeks in order to avoid the distortion of our data by the inclusion or xclusion of certain
days of the week or seasonal influences. Our data consisted of 1,902 articles about film in
total. All articles were then allocated a code for a wide range of variables (the ones relevant
to the present analysis will be discussed below)in addition to the sample of newspaper
articles, online film databases such as the Internet Movie Data Base (IMDB.com) and Box
Office Mojo (boxofficemojo.com) served as important sources of information.

Regarding film directors as the central figures irfilm production, we focused on the
symbolic and economic capital they provide their productions with. We measured a
AET I 1 AEAOGO OUI Al 1 E fas theAanBudtAdf filnj dwards x@lAav&E C A q
nominations the director received in the decade prior tathe relevant reference year. We
included prestigious international awards as well as national film awards of the four
countries in our analysis: the Academy Awards (or Oscars, 1929), the prizes of the Cannes
Film Festival (1946), the French César Awards @r4), the Deutscher Filmpreise(1951)
and the DutchGouden Kalvereif1981). We included only the three most prestigious prize
categories in our analysis: Best Picture, Best Director and Best Foreign (Language) Rilm.
4EA AEOAAOQI 008 A Armertidl suidcesd) was En@ahured pyith@ir phelious
EEI | 66 DPAOA&E OIi ATAA 11 ATTOAl Al @ 1T EAEEAA 1 EOOC

2 We note that directors were onlyallocated a codefor awards and nominations received in the capacity of director.

UnlkeAl 1T T OEAO AxAOAOh OEA |/ OAAO mbdicer, nbtGhd diedoAAs@oake infetestell x AOAAA
in the prestige of the directors, weallocated them a codefor awards or nominations for the films they directed. If a

director directed a film that won the Oscar for Best Picture (only the prize is officipl awarded to the producer), in our

data he'she won that award. In addition, if a director received awards or nominations in the capacity of producer in the

past, the® are not included in our data.
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year. We allocated codes fowhether the movies these directors made in this period were

listed in the American andFrench box office top 20 in the years of their releaseIn our

research period, the pool of unique successful directors does not show much fluctuation in

either respect (see Figure 2.1). The numbers of flmmakers responsible for the largest film

hits remain similar, apart from a rise in numbers between the first two periods that is most

Il EEAT U AOA OF OEA AT 11 APOA T &£ (111 UxTT A0 300
TTO0 O01 AARAO AT 1 OOAAO xEOE 1T1TA 1T &£ OEA rmbarEdfO OO0/
directors who made the most prestigious films (according to the various academies and

festival juries) do not change dramatically, despite showing the same increase after the

1950s.

Figure 2.1 Pool of successful director$-rance and the United State@\N=1498)4

300

m Hit directors

Prestigious
directors

m Overlap

As this pool of successful directors remains more or less constant, any shifts in attention for
either prestigious or commercially successful filmmakers can be regarded as signaling

changes in the dynamics betwen the restricted and largescale fields.

3 Box office lists for Germany and the Netherlands wereat available to us for all the reference years.

4 The figure shows the numbers of directors who were responsible for the box office top 20 lists in France and the United
States in the ten years before the reference years; the numbers of directors who were nominated for Academy Awards or
Cannes Film Festival prizedn the categories Best Picture, Best Director, and Best Foreign Language Film; and the overlap
between these two groups. Data has been abstracted from online sources boxofficemojo.com, boxofficereport.com, and
Wikipedia.
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2.6 Findings

We present our results according to our sequential hypotheses, which are composed
chronically within our research period. Before doing so, we give a short overview of the
overall data sample according to the variables country, and journalistic genre.

Our data sample of the film coverage in France, Germany, the Netherlands and the
U.S. between 1955 and 2005 consisted of a total of 1,902 newspaper articles. The French
newspapers had the largest share of articles in all reference years except for 1955, when
The New York Timepublished almost 50% of all articles; in all other years this paper takes
second place. German papers show the least interest in film throughout our research
period. They do, however, tend toward the Dutch papers in their share of thet#d film
coverage.

Overall, the most prominent journalistic genre in film coverage is the review (see
Appendix A). Only in 1955 did another genre, the news repofbften featured in The New
York Timesn this period), take up the highest percentage of articles. Reviews are prevalent
in all countries throughout the rest of the period studied here; other journalistic forms
employed are news reports, announcements, background articles and interviews. About
90% of all articles dealt with new films. Below, we will only consider the 1,662 articles

concerned with new releasesbut include all types of articles.

2.6.1 The Strengthening of Boundaries (Hypothesis 1)

According to our first hypothesis the strengthening of the boudaries between restricted
and largescale fields of film production becomes apparent in the greater prominence of the
director in the articles and increasing coverage of films by prestigious directors in the elite

newspapers.
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Focus on Director

From the 1970s onwards, the director features as the principal feature in a high percentage
of the articles®> Between 1955 and 1975, the proportion of film items focusing on the film

director greatly increases (Table 2.1).

Table 2.1 Percentage of film articlesocusing on director

A: Differences across

time 1955 1975 1995 2005 N ug
All countries 25,5 63,6 55,6 67,3 1,662  ***
France 32.3 73.6 50.0 76.0 601 Fokk
Germany 47.1 76.7 80.0 77.1 220 **

Netherlands 37.2 54.4 70.1 63.2 327 ok
U.S. 14.7 52.2 37.8 48.5 514 ok
N 470 250 367 575

B: Crossnational 1955 1975 1995 2005

differences

All countries rxk ** e rxk

FRz GE <.09 ns ok ns

FRz NL ns *x *x *

FRZ US *k% *% * *k%k

GEzZNL ns * ns *

GEZ US *%k% * *%k% *%k%

NL Z US *%k% ns *%% *

Note: FR = France; GE = Germany; NL = Netherlands; US = United States.
*p <.05; **p<.01; ***p < .001; ns: not significant (twetailed chi-square tests).

Despite a clear peak in the 1975 editions of the American newspaper, this trend is most
apparent in the European newspapers. In the 1995 and 2005 film articles of tiéY Times

the director is significantly less prominent than in the European articles.

Focus on DirectoiScreenwriters

In view of the increased centrality of the film director in critical discourse, we took a closer

I1TTE AO OEA AEOAAOI O60 DI OEOEiIT8 'O A&EEI I ETAC

AEOAAOQOT 008 EAAAOh AoPAAOAOQCET T OAGAOCABLHDI C ADAOA

vision is less likely to be expressed through adaptations of existing screenplays or cultural

5 All articles were coded for theperson or entity primarily focused on, if any (e.g. actors, directors, production companies,
screenwriters).
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products. To live up to the idea of the individuahuteur, directors increasingly wrote their

own material. Indeed, our data shows that tA AT OAOAA £EEI I O -£ZAAOOD

OAOAAT xOEOAOO6 OWhereas(hQ95% dnly 5.1% @f QlRdiscssed films were
written and directed by the same individual, by 1975 this percentage had risen to 39.6%
(Table 2.2). The frequency of articles abat adaptations or remakes of existing material
such as novels, plays, musicals and operas drops throughout the years, consistent with the

rise of the director-screenwriter.

Table 2.2 Percentage of film items devoted to films by directoscreenwriters (N = 1559)

A: Differences across

time 1955 1975 1995 2005 N uf
All countries 17.1 42.3 37.4 43.6 1,559  ***
France 24.1 45.5 30.4 44.3 570 ok
Germany 23.1 40.7 44.8 43.8 206 ns
Netherlands 25.4 45.9 45.5 44.1 305 *
U.S. 9.7 34.5 37.5 42.1 478 *hk
N 415 234 350 560

B: Crossnational 1955 1975 1995 2005

differences

All countries xk ns ns ns

Note: FR = France; GE = Germany; NL = Netherlands; US = United States.
*p <.05; **p<.01; ***p < .001; ns: nosignificant (two-tailed chi-square tests).

Although the more prominent position of the film director is a logical explanation for the
merging of the director and screenwriter role, the rise of the blockbuster mode of film
production during the 1970s and 1980s also contributed to this development. He
blockbuster led to the consolidation of artistic roles (Baker & Faulkner, 1991), as a popular
tactic for minimizing the risks of multi-million dollar productions was using proven talent.

In this way successful directors and screenwriters had the powerotbargain for the best
deals that left them in control of both aspects of expensive projects. We therefore have to
consider the possibility that the eminence of the directoiscreenwriter in the last few
decades of the twentieth century is not necessarily aign of a more artistic approach to
film. It may point towards the exact opposite trendz that of the prominence of the

blockbuster and thus the commercialization in the film world in these years.
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Coverage of Prestigious Directors

As a means of measurig their prestige, we allocated a code for directors of the sampled
films who won or were nominated for prestigious awards in the decade prior to the
relevant reference year. The percentage of film items devoted to movies by awandnning
directors doubles between 1955 and 1975, staying at around 30% of all articles in the
following decades (see Table 2.3). This increase in attention for films by prestigious
filmmakers indicates the growing importance of the criteria set by the restricted film field
and thus a strengthening of the boundary with the commercial film world. This trend is
more salient in European papers than in theNY Times which shows no significant shifts
between the four sample years. However, thBY Timesunexpectedly, does start out with a
higher percentage of articles on movies by prestigious filmmakers in 1955. The attention
for movies by acclaimed directors generally reaches its peak in the 1970s (with the
exception of the French newspapers) and declines slightly afterwards. Nevertheleghis
inclination to review films from prestigious directors appears to have taken root and

remains present in film criticism throughout the years.

Table 2.3 Percentage of film items devoted to movies by awardinning directors

A: Differences across

time 1955 1975 1995 2005 N u?
All Countries 15.2 (63) 33.8(79) 28.3(99) 28.8(161) 1,559 ***
France 12.1(14) 22.7(20) 36.2(50) 28.5 (65) 570  ***
Germany 7.7 (2) 40.7 (11) 31.0(18) 25.3 (24) 206 *
Netherlands 6.0 (4) 475(29) 18.2(12) 36.0 (40) 305  ***
u.s. 20.9 (43) 32.8(19) 21.6(19) 254 (32) 478 ns
N 416 235 350 560

B: Crossnational 1955 1975 1995 2005

differences

All Countries fad * * ns

(one or more awards/nominations in past decade)

Note: FR = France; GE = Germany; NL = Netherlands; US = United StAttaieen brackets: absolute numbers.
*p <.05; **p<.01; ***p < .001; ns: not significant (tweailed chi-square tests).
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2.6.2 The Weakening of Boundaries (Hypothesis 2)

Our second hypothesigs in contrast with the former and presumes that the weakening of
the boundaries between the restricted and largescale film fields will appear in the
newspapers as an increase in the coverage of films by popular directarsthe third quarter

of the twentieth century (cf. Hypothesis 2). We therefore assessed whether the filmmakers
responsible for the reviewed films succeeded in producing films that appeared in the

annual French and American box office top 20 in the decade prior to theference year.

Coverage of Films by Directors with Success at the Box Office

Unexpectedly, we find that the relative attention for movies by commercially successful
directors diminishes after 1955, despite an increase in the total absolute numbers (c.f.
Table 2.4). In fact, the percentages tend to be halved between 1955 and 200bis trend is
salient in the newspapers of all four countries. In addition, the data show no significant
cross-national differences, apart from the difference displayed in 1995 due to the very low

number of films by popular directors in German newspapers.

Table 2.4 Percentage of film items devoted to films by directors with boffice success in the past decade

A: Differences across

o 1955 1975 1995 2005 N uz

All countries 39.0 295 18.0 18.2 1559 ==
(162) (69) (63) (102)

France 30.7 (46) 26.1(23) 23.2(32) 19.3 (44) 570 =

Germany 26.9 (7) 296 (8) 52 (3) 13.7 (13) 206  **

Netherlands 32.8(22) 31.1(19) 136 (9) 16.2 (18) 305  **

U.S. 422(87) 32.8(19) 21.6(19) 21.4 (27) 478  *=*

N 162 69 63 102

B: Crossnational 1955 1975 1995 2005

differences

All countries ns ns * ns

Note: FR = France; GE = Germany; NL = Netherlands; US = United States.
*p <.05; **p<.01; ***p < .001; ns: not significant (tweailed chi-square tests).

Films by commercially successful filmmakers do not gain prominence in film coverage in
France, Germany, the Netherlands, and the U.S. Thus, our data do not give evidence of the

anticipated weakening of the boundaries between art and commercial film (H2).

45



Coverage of Popular and Prestigious Films

Now that we have looked at the newspaper coverage of popular and prestigious film
separately, we turn our attention to these types of film in relation to each other. Are films
by directors with either popularity or prestige more often reviewed in the newsm@mpers?
And what does the presence of both forms of valuation mean in terms of critical attention?
In order to answer these questions, we combined the variables for the symbolic and
AATTTI EA AAPEOAIT 1T £ OEA OAOEAxAA edBw df O
reviewed films whose makers were awarded for neither form of valuation, prestige only,
popularity only, and both prestige and popularity.

In the overall dataset, prestigious films have a larger share than their commercial
rivals from 1975 onwards. Films whose directors have obtained prestige as well as
commercial success take third place in the newspapers, closely behind boffice hits. In
1955, film coverage proportions show the opposite trend.

If we compare the importance of prestige vesus popularity across countries, in all
European newspapers films by acclaimed directors appear to be more prominent than
films by those with commercial success. Attention for movies by popular and prestigious

filmmakers is quite evenly divided inThe NewYork Times

Table 2.5 Percentage of film items devoted to films with popular and professional recognition (N = 1,559)

A. Entire Sample 1955 1975 1995 2005 uf
Neither popular nor 60.0 51.3 63.8 62.0
professional recognition

Popular recognition 24.8 15.0 8.3 9.3
Professional recognition 1.0 19.2 18.6 19.8

Both popular and 14.2 14.5 9.7 8.9
professional recognition

N 415 234 350 560 bl
B. France

Neither popular nor 57.8 61.4 52.9 61.4
professional recognition

Popular recognition 30.2 15.9 10.9 10.1
Professional recognition 2.6 125 23.9 19.3

Both popular and 9.5 10.2 12.3 9.2
professional recognition

N 116 88 138 228 ok

46

AEOA.



C. Germany

Neither popular nor 73.1 37.0 69.0 66.7
professional recognition

Popular recognition 19.2 22.2 - 8.3
Professional recognition - 33.3 25.9 19.8

Both popular and 7.7 7.4 5.2 5.2
professional recognition

N 26 27 58 95 *

D. Netherlands

Neither popular nor 67.2 42.6 72.7 57.7
professional recognition

Popular recognition 26.9 9.8 9.1 6.3
Professional recognition - 26.2 13.6 26.1

Both popular and 6.0 21.3 4.5 9.9
professional recognition

N 67 61 66 111 ikl
E. U.S.

Neither popular nor 57.3 51.7 69.3 63.5
professional recognition

Popular recognition 21.8 155 9.1 111
Professional recognition 0.5 155 9.1 15.1

Both popular and 20.4 17.2 125 10.3
professional recognition

N 206 58 88 126 rkk

Note: FR = France; GE = Germany; NL = Netherlands; US = Uriitades..
*p <.05; **p<.01; ***p < .001; ns: not significant (twetailed chi-square tests).

2.7 Conclusion
This study set out to extend our understanding of the shifting of boundaries between the
fields of film art and commercial movies in Western societyn the second half of the
twentieth century. Whereas the inclusion of more countries, reference years, more
publications and a greater range of publications would have presented us with an even
more elaborate overview, our analysis of the developments ifilm coverage in French,
German, Dutch and U.S. newspapers between 1955 and 2005 has provided significant
insight into the effects that trends like intellectualization and commercialization have on
such boundaries.

We anticipated a strengthening of the boundaries between restricted and large
scale film fields in the 1960s and 1970s to appear in film criticism in two ways, firstly,

increased attention for directors and for films by prestigious directors (H1). From the
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1970s onwards, the newspapers paid a lot of attention to film directors; they became the
principal feature in the majority of film items. Simultaneously, these directors were
increasingly the sole creative talent in charge of these film productions becariof the
consolidation of the roles of director and screenwriter. The percentage of flm coverage
devoted to movies by acclaimed directors doubled between 1955 and 1975, staying at
around 30% of all articles in the following decades. This trend is more saht in the
European papers than in the U.S. and confirms our hypothesis.

Secondly, we hypothesized that the boundaries between the domain of the art film
and the territory of the commercial film became less clearly defined between 1975 and
2005. However,we found that the attention for films by commercially successful directors
AAAOAAOAA ET OEA &I OO0 Al O1 OOEAOGS8 NOAIT EOU 1A:
successfully directors remained more or less constant over the years. This trend appears in
all four countries and does not show significant differences across nations. Thus, our
second hypothesis is rejected.

4EAOA E£EET AET CO EAOA OAOAOAI OEAT OAOEAAI [
model (1993) presents a useful way of framing the various strads of film production, its
application to the late twentieth century film field does reveal the need to further specify
the dynamics between restricted and largescale cultural production. Our analysis supports
"AOI ATT680 jegmnmpN ¢ mmhrugtAd phasd of dnBndigatiorEduting thec AT O G
1960s; this applies not only to the U.S. film field, but also to the Dutch, French, and German
fields. Film gained legitimacy as a cultural product with artistic merit; the ideology
supporting this stance, theauteur theory, is found to have been ubiquitous in film criticism
ever since. As such, we can state that the power struggles that Bourdieu (1993) deems
ET EAOAT O 01 A AOI OOOAI #Z£EAI A EAOA OAOOI OAA EI
impose its norms onto the wider film world. Not only has the art film obtained more
prominence in film discourse, the aesthetic standards originating in the film art world reign
in discourse on more commercial movies as well. Furthermore, these norms seem to hold
despite the occurrence of trends that are likely to undermine them; the rise of the
blockbuster appears not to have changed the power balance with regards to film discourse.
The boundary between film art and commercial movie is not seen to shift despite

commercialization, globalization, or supposed declassification. This does not mean those
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trends are fictitious or that they do not show up in film discourse in any way, but more
gualitative analysis is needed to gain insight into the ways in which films areistussed (see
Chapter 4 and 5).

Leading newspapers in all four countries appear to discuss artistic and commercial
movies side by side throughout our research period, implying that both segments of film
production have their place in film discourse acrosglace and time despite changing power
balance. It does therefore seem safe to say that the dynamics between the restricted and
large-scale fields of production in the film industry and by extension the other cultural
industries are more complex than Bourieu (1993) portrayed, and the boundaries, and
shifts in the boundaries, are more difficult to capture. Prestige and popularity do not
necessarily exclude each other, as they both shape discourse and occasionally show overlap
(Zuckerman & Kim, 2003). The bondary between film art and commercial movies is not so
much renewed with every new phase in the global film world, but evolves without
completely shedding its former appearance. Meanwhile, despite the influential processes of
globalization (Crane et al.,2002), the boundaries between artistic and commercial film
fields are demonstrated to still differentiate across various Western countries. The
described differences between the U.S. and European film worlds render the U.S. boundary
to remain the weakest, while Europe, to various extents, tends to uphold stricter

distinctions.
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Chapter 3

Dimensions of Conventionality and Innovation in Film:
The Cultural Classification of Blockbusters, Award Winners, and Critics’

Favorites

3.1 Introduction®
InthA AT 1T OAT PT OAOU £EEI | isESE Bigd an ofymdronCad pieal &i OOA E
house films like Amélie(2001) and Little Miss Sunshiné2006) have done very well at the
Al g 1T £EZEAA ET OEA DPAOO ArdwkddAilkavorld thusAdgdsGo Al | DI /
OPOAO OEA AOAI OOOOAOOO0OA OEA@93)A infoentaODT T AO
cAOACT OEUAOGET 1T 1 £ -0 AfRABSHEMIDAISddudkidn ATradtionsiy,C A
film have often been divided into commercial blockbusters versus works of art as specific
forms of production seemed to match with specific forms of contenfTudor, 2005). This
homologue relationship may be subject to significant changeg resulting in different
perceptions of what constitutes valuable filnmg or, put more generally, culture.
Cultural classification processesgz which involve describing, interpreting, labeling
AT A AOAI OAOET ¢ DPOT AOAOO AAAT OAET Czhdvé evivedA DPAOO
in the course of time(cf. Janssen et al., 2011Not only is there a multitude of institutional
agents that offersome form of recognition in the field, their respective positions seem to
increasingly overlap. Whereas the functioning of agents such as critics and compilers of all
time greatest films lists has been studied extensively the past yea(s.g. Allen& Lincoln,
2004; Hsu, 2006; Zuckerman& Kim, 2003), it is less clear what kind of films receive
recognition by relevant agents in the field. This paper examines how films that are
bestowed with popular, professional, and critical recognition differ with regard to their

production characteristics and contet©h AT A xEAO OEAOA AOOOEAOOAOS

the various processes of film classification.

* A prior version of this research article has been accepted for publication Cultural Sociology
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Cultural sociologists have studied the range of classiitions of cinema made by
public, peers, and critics who offer, respectively, popular, professiah and critical
recognition (Allen & Lincoln, 2004; Hicks& Petrova, 2006) These various institutional
ACAT1 6006 AELAZAOAT O DI OEOEIT O ET OEA EEAI A OAOGC
Recognition is thus Ikely to be rewarded to inherently different types of film.
Simultaneously, film scholarship provides an array of studies on, among others, narrative,
CAT OAd6nh 1T AOEIT AT AET AT AGOh 11T OEA OOAOOh EEI I
class, sexuallbh Z£AT ET EOI Q A0 xAll AO x1T OE 11 ODPAAEA
(Bordwell, 2006; Buckland, 2009; Cook, 2007; Mast et al., 1998tudies on the intersection
of film traits and artistic/commercial success from a sociological or economic perspective
often restrict themselves to gauging production costs ah star power (e.g. Holbrook &
| AAEOR ¢mnyqgs 7A AOEI C OEA Oxi DAOAAECI 6 Ei
relate to cultural classification practices beyond the traditional blockbuster art house
movie divide. We argue that the production logics, which propel the way films are
classified, are more finetuned than that. On the one hand, film production comprises a
material process in whichkey &€ AT AT 00 OEAO AMEAA AKXD EGOHEAA O O ABi AFORAGA
setting, time, familiarity theme, narrative complexity) are carefully deliberated. On the
other hand, despite their reliance on formatting, prescreenings, and dber risk aversion
strategies, film producers cannot fully anticipate how viewers respond in terms of

interpretation and valorization (Friedland & Alford, 1991). However fervently producers

AOOATI PO O1T AiIT 00T T A EEI itiepcatddt DOSAKOE nlich AT A B
symbolic capital the film will achieve.

"U AT Al UUET ¢ DPOT AOGAOETIT OOAEOO AT A OEAxAOC
according to three forms of institutional recognition (public, peers, critics), this study
explorestt A BT OOEAT A AT 1 OAOCAT AA 1T &£ i1 6EA OOAOAT OU

To increase the reliability of our research, we study successful films in four countries:
France, the Netherlands, the H. and the US. While cultural classification systems have
repeatedly been shown to differ across countries due to varying social, political, economic,
and cultural contexts(Bevers, 2005;Janssen et al., 2008; Lamor& Thévenot, 2000) such
comparison is not the am of this article. Still, by sampling films from countries that vary in

their global market share, in production output, and in the status within film history from
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an artistic perspective, we offer more insight in the internationally oriented film field.

particular, we can analyze the transnational nature of different types of recognition.

3.2 Classification of Film
Today, the film field is highly differentiated: the supply shows great variation in terms of
genres and subgenres, but also with regard t6fE1 | 06 AOOEOOEA 1O ATi 1A
Whereas the idea of film as art has become widely accepté@laumann, 2007) certainly not
all movies are rewarded such a position within the dominant classification system
(DiMaggio, 1987; Janssen, 1999 large portion of the film industyd © T OOP OO OOEI |
with popular culture. As the smaliscale field of film as art and the largescale field of
commercial film answer to different principles (Tudor, 2005), filmmakers (and viewes) in
these realms show strongly € OAOCET ¢ 1T PET ET T Omdvié. Insthe Andalt EO A
scale field accumulation of symbolic capital (or artistic value) is pursued, while the field of
large-scale production is more concerned with obtaining economic gatal (material value)
(Bourdieu, 1993). These respective goals nobnly prescribe two dispositions that dffer
audience z they also impose expectations on production traits. Whatever forms of
recognition filmmakers aspire to acheve, they seek the approval of relevant institutions
that are legitimized to attribute this recognition.

Building on sociological analyses of how different forms of value are created in
cultural fields (DiMaggio, 1987; Van Rees, 1983; Shrum, 1996Baunmann (2007) has
outlined the institutionalization of the film field since the mid-1930s and its consequences
for film classification. Over time, various forms of institutional recognition have given
weight to a more artistic perspective on film in comparisa to the traditional notion of film
as entertainment.

Miscellaneous institutional arrangements now generate forms of recognition that
cater to the aspirations of all kinds of filmmakers. Yet three forms of recognition still
appear to stand out:popular recognition by the public (e.g. box office success)critical
recognition by critics (e.g. film reviews) andprofessional recognitionby peers (e.g. film
awards) (Lampel & Nadavulakereb, 2009; Schmutz, 2005)There is no cleaicut distinction,

however, as was shown by analysis of how films get retrospectively consecratéélllen &
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Lincoln, 2004): various institutions in the American film field seem to award meritto the
same films or filmmakers whereas their respective positions in the field suggest a
differentiation of classifications. Of course, this also casts doubt on the alleged opposition
between the fields of restricted and largescale cultural production.Apparently, some films
emanating from the largescale production field nonetheless receive large esteem by peers
(e.g. The Dark Knight(2008)), and/or critical acclaim in either the long or short run (e.g.
Terminator 2: Judgment Day1991)). Alternatively, some films originating from the circuit
of restricted production are ultimately recognized by audiences (e.d.ost In Translation
(2003)). In addition, films that receive highly regarded Oscar nominations seem to gain
popular appeal and perform better atthe box office in the weeks after the announcements
(Nelson et al., 2001)
yt AT AOA T &£ CiTAAI EUAQGETTh ATi i1 AOAEAI EUAC
thus tend to be stretched(Hesmondhalgh, 2006) INnA  OOT EOAOOA 1 APridc AAT AOO
2005: 124), cultural classification seems to supersede the dichotomy between art and
commercial culture. The institutional logics z the material practices and symbolic
affordances guiding the behaviors of institutional agents (Dowd, 2004) that govern the
film field have become increasingly complex due to processes of product differentiation,
audience segmentationgHesmondhalgh, 2002; Schatz, 2009; Tudor, 200%nd declining
authority of experts (Keen, 2007; Lupo, 2007)The increased complexity of the presentay
audiovisual industry results in hybrid cultural products that combine traits originating
from both art and entertainment sectors. A fitting illustration of this trend is found in
Hollywood majors that now run subdivisions focusing on art films and regard art film as a
new lucrative niche MAOEAON OEEO Ab prAducd 1011 TAAOERD AKX OO A

(Hesmondhalgh, 2006: 222)etween restricted and largescale fields of film production.

3.3 Innovation and Convention in Hollywood

Institutional logics z Gocially constructed packages of practices, assumptions, values,
beliefs, and rules that provide a framework in which production is organizeé and business
EO AT 1 Aok & Ocasio, 1999: 804)- alter when economic and social contexts
change. Factors as changes in competition, new views on legitimacy, and upcoming

technologies may put pressure on angvailing logic. For example, the music industry saw a
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change from a logic of centralized production managed in a highly concentrated talown
manner, to a logic of decentralized production in which serrautonomous divisions are in
tune with the latest trends and adaptable to innovation (Dowd, 2004). Described
developments in the film field make it plausible to suppose a comparable shift in dominant
institutional logics in the second half of the twentieth century.

The concept of innovation features as a o#ral point of interest when discussing
classifications of art and poplar culture. As said, publi¢ peers, and critics evaluate films
with varying levels of cultural capital, and so a reoccurringheme in academic discourse on
how culture is classified bythese various institutions concerns their appreciation of
innovation (Crane, 1976) The study of the fine arts is centered on uniqueness; hightas
I £O0AT AAOAA Imixed AithinOAT OET T OO T A& (Cavzib,2@M1: okl EOO6
Preferences expressed in popular, professional, and critical recognition presumably answer
to different mixtures of conventions and innovation as these agents have particular
measures of expertise and thus distinct ideas of conservatism anaventiveness(Ferguson,
2009). The higher appreciation of innovation with peers and critics signals the ubiquity of
cultural capital, the cultivated aestheticdispositii T AT 01T AAOAOEAAA AO OA
(Bourdieu, 1984). An inclination for more conventional content indicates an audience ith
less cultural capital, and a popular aesthetic. Following, the diverging posihs public,
peers and critics hold in the film field are consequence to what is olor new to them. For
all agents the realization of innovative movies means a negotiatiobetween conventional

and unconventional elements.

3.3.1 Maintained Conventions
Innovation in cultural production thus implies the continuous tradeoff between following
previous successes and developing new product traits to find new markets, audiences
and/or the approval of institutional experts with the ability to ascribe symbolicvalue. This
process partly concerns material practices: decisions on the allocation of resources
affecting both the production itself (e.g. actors, story, special effectgBordwell, 2006) as
well as its market visibility (marketing, public relations) (Drake, 2008).
(TTTUxTTABO AT i ETATAA ET AT ifikQAtE Ale EEI |
importance of material resources in this industry.Conventional film requires big budgets
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that allow for much spectacle, elaborate film universes, special effects, and the
participation of big movie stars (Faulkner & Anderson, 1987; Wallace et al., 1993which
makes it mainly the business of major conglomerates. Such large investments require films
to achieve high revenues, which prompts studios to produce movies that potentially attract
large audiences.

Following, film contentsin terms of theme, place, and tira are affected accordingly.

SET AA OEA &£EI I AT1OATOEITO OEAO (i111TUxITA AO
practices are extended to the entire Western world, issues of filming location and language
relate to conventionality as well.As the preval ET C [ T O Eathackithad Bldb& Markét

by creating films that present universal themes and thataly on senseOOE | O AOET ¢ ADH
(Barthel-Bouchier, 2011: 4) mainstream consumers are accustomed to films originating
from the U.S or other (Western) countries of closecultural proximity (Straubhaar, 2007)
filmed in familiar settings, spoken in English and focusing on universal themes.
! /E 1 | @ CeapitalOgresents another aspect of material production that
influences its degree of innovativeness. Being collaborative productions, all films are

unique in terms of the collection of contributors, who may vary in talent, expeence,

artistic legitimacUh AT A O Q Génousddtors And directors particularly enable
filmmakers and audiences to form reasonable expectations on the basis of the reputations
built in prior work, an important feature in this risky cultural industry (Baker & Faulkner,
1991; Rossman et al., 2010)

Finally, positions on the innovationconvention continuum are actively constructed
through interplay with established field-specific traditions. Such cultural classification tools
comprise genre labels, formulas, adaptation of other cultural products, ardevelopment of
series. Becausgenre divides the film supply into compartments and genre conventions are
common knowledge, genre signifies meaning in cultural productéGriswold, 1987). Genre
gives boundaries to what the audience can expect a film to entéilena & Peterson, 2008)
while providing producers with a rationale to follow (Bielby & Bielby, 1994) and an
ET AAT OEOA Alr@bilivh andEievehué poterdtiad MBhrthel-Bouchier, 2011). The
alleged homogeneity in popular culture products is often related to the use of formulas
(Peterson & Berger, 1975) z i.e. more specific blueprints of how to tell a story that have
proven successful inprdD ET OO0 A£ET 1 08 !'1T A @ MNedke| 2007)Fadom@iE A O A A
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frequently used in romantic comedies, prescribing two potential lovers to meet in an
unusual way.

In the volatile movie industry, another frequently applied strategy is to adapt
successful products from other cultural fields(Schatz, 2009) e.g. bestselling novelsHat
Pray Love(2010)), video games Prince of Persia: The Sands of Tin(®010)), television
series (The ATeam (2010)), and historical/biographical material (T h e King’' s Spe
(2010)). Producers may also choose to exploit narratives or characters from previous film
hits (Hesmondhalgh, 2002)by creating sequels or prequels (thex-Menseries), or spinoffs
(Puss in Bootg2011)). Other tactics imply creating variations of hit films (e.g. various
Ol I AT OEA AT I A AFowe Deddn@sAaAdR A Fudere1994)); or trying out new
concepts (e.g. 3D technology iAvatar (2009)).

3.3.2 Perceived Innovation
Producers do not simply make use of cultural classification in their publicity and
marketing; they must labor for the intended interpretations of classifications to come
across. Put more generally, innovation should b@erceivedas such to be truly called
innovative, just like creativity is only that when publicly recognized to some extent
(Plucker et al., 2009) Beside material practices, institutional logics also incorporate
symbolic affordances by relevant social agent@-riedland & Alford, 1991). The symbolic
aspect of ET T 7T OAOEI T ET AOI OOOAI DOI AGAOGETT 110 1
practices, it also informs manners of movie classification amongst experts and regular
viewers.
'O | AET OOOAAI ~£EI T AT 1T 001 AOOGS OOAT ARBOAO 1 A
are stipulated by Hollywoodian aesthetic and technological reference point@cDonald &
Wasko, 2008) conventions lie with production values thatcommand mass appeal. Film
conventions thus have a strong affiliation with the commercial goal of major studios. This
implies a rather homogeneousO OB D1 U T £ | 1 OEdddite (esiriktéd rdhg@dOA OO O
sentEil AT OO0 ET AT 1 OA(Pé&don & BefgerA1075:x183) 1) dmeans of a
limited collection of cultural, social, or psychological themegCawelti, 2001). Such themes
generally concern everyday life and exert familiarity(Van Venrooij & Schmutz, 2010)
'Ol xOE 1T &£ ET11 OAOEI 1860 DPOi i ETATAA ET OEA bDOI /
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results in the exploration of more diverse and socially informed themeg¢Peterson &

Berger, 1975)that are more abstract and remote to the viewer. Since novelty uncovers the

I EIl EOAQGET T O 1 £ 1 (Bohrdied, 1980)] ithavatidel elereriDreqGivk Imore

ET OAOPOAOGAOGETT AT A Aiipl EAAOCA OEA £Z£EI T AOGAEA
Various degrees of familiarity of thematic film content lead to distinct viewing experiences;

i TOEAO 1 AU OANOEOA 11 OA 1 O tivie AkDOFilwEEah fulfildhe AEO A
need to submerge oneself in entertainment seeking escapism, or to take on an artistic
expression that requires concentration span and analysiSilvia & Berg, 2011) The ease

with which one watches a movie can thus vary strongly.

3.3.3 Expectations

)yl 1T ETA xEOE OEA 0OODDPIi OAA OAI ACGETT AAOxAAT £EE
degrees of innovation in film, we anticipate films that were praised by the general public to

uphold a higher level of conventionality while professionally or criti@lly acclaimed films

contain more innovative elements. Specifically, popular film is expected to abide by

Hollywood production rules, heavily utilize genre and formula to reduce complexity of

narratives, display familiarity in thematic content, and obliggOE A AOAEAT AA6 O AT CI
skills. Film with critical recognition will find itself at the other end of this continuum.

Further, film with professional recognition likely finds an intermediate position as peer

filmmakers may appreciate novelty as connoisseunghile highly regarding filmmakers

with a talent for achieving mass appeal.

3.4 Data and Methods

This study examines whether a typology of films with popular, professional, and critical

OAAT CTEOQETT AAT AA AOAEOCAA x EabdsyndACVAIGRAThO T AEE |
data consist of film titles rewarded with the most popular, professional, and critical

recognition in France, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the United States in 2607

6 Films with various forms of recognition wereredistributed into either the critical or popular recognition category as the

strongest distinctions appeared to exist between these two types. Any combination of types of recognition that included

popular recognitionwas reAT AAA A0 ObIi biOl @ OBThAIADARIEC ABGEOEAAT OAAT CT EOQET T >
AT T AET ACETT O AT 1T OAETET ¢ OPI POl AO6 AO xAl1 AO OAOEOEAAI &6 OAAI
decision was based on the general prevalence of commercial infges over aesthetic ones in the film field at large.
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These countries were chosen because they represetifferent film fields. The United States
has a large film production with a strong focus on (the export of) commercial films
(Hollywood). While not as successful as the .8, the British film industry is rather
successful in producing films that can crosborders but still undergoes a lot of influence of
Hollywood (Heise & Tudor, 2007; Lampel & Nadavulakereb, 2009) France has, within
Europe, a relatively large and successful film industryg also because of the protective
cultural policies of the French goverment (Scott, 2000)z and is traditionally known for its
film art. The Netherlands have a very small national industry and the Dutch are very
susceptible to Hollywood film. Selecting twenty film titles per category resulted in 60 film
titles per country, overlap between countries and film categories lead to a final sample of
113 film titles. This modest sample size restrains generalization but serves the purpose of
getting the clearest possible outline of the differences between film typesi.e. distinctions
are most visible in the extremes.

This study concerns feature films that the Motion Pictures Association of America
has declared rated P&3, NG17, or R and that have been released in theatres in the
relevant countries.” Popular recognition was measurd as commercial success; the twenty
best-selling feature films were selected for each country. Winning or being nominated for
prestigious film awards was used as the parameter for professional recognition. This was
first done on a national level (César Awas, Cannes Film Festival, Gouden Kalveren, BAFTA
Awards, British Independent Film Awards, Sundance Festival, Academy Awards) and if this
method did not provide twenty titles, the most internationally influential film awards, the
Academy Awards, were usedo fill thA CABb8 $O0A OF OEA OAOU 1T AOE
principle (English, 2005), there tends to be a small number of films that receive most of the
awards.

# OEOEAA]T OAAIT CI EOEIT EO OAxAO/ABwWspapeEdkT A A
specialist magazine places a film in a yearly shortlist or hands out awards. The sample of
films in this category was selected on a national level (Syndicat Francais de la Critique de

Cinema, Cahiers du Cinema&ring van Nederlandse Filmjounalisten, De Volkskrant, NRC

T4EEO AQOAl OAAO OEA AEEI AOAT 80O AEIT 10 AAIEIU AEI I h xEEAE Al 0>
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Critics, Los Angeles Film CriticsThe New York Timesand Los Angeles Timg¢sand when

OEAOA OET 001 EOOO AEAT 6 0 e B3 foestifidus iAteriatidgally A£ET |

I OEAT OAA AOEOEAO0OG8 AxAOAO j'T1AAT "1TAA 1 xAO/
overview of the complete film sample is found inAppendix B the distribution over film

types is displayed in table3.1.

Table 3.1 Typesof recognition

Type of recognition: Frequency: Percentage:

Popular 33 29%
Professional 24 21%
Critical 37 33%
Popular/professional 2 2%
Popular/critical 2 2%
Professional/critical 11 10%
Popular/professional/critical 4 3%
Total: 113 100%

In line with our theoretical framework, our empirical analysis consists of two parts, for
which different measurements and analyses are performed. Material practices are
operationalized through a number of production attributes that are extracted from onhe
resources like the Internet Movie Database (IMDb), Box Office Mojo, and The Numbers.
Where needed, we recoded variables to fit our inductive statistical analysis.

For every film, we retrieved the production budget, consisting of four categories: (1e$s
than $999,999, (2) $1$20 million, (3) $20-$100 million and (4) more than $100 million.
We operationalized film contents via the dominant location in the narrative (Place, at the
country level), the dominant historical period in the narrative (Time) ard the dominant
theme of the film. Place contains three categories: (1).8) (2) Europe and (3) else. Time

also has three categories: (1) current times (2000s), (2) 195Q000 or recent history, and
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(3) remote periods® 4 EA AEIT 1 80 OEAI A fourAsteps Aib BrOiddOcthv@ OA A E
DOl AAOO8 &EOOOh xA A@OOAAOAA &£ O AAAE £AEI I OE
Plot key wordsand Plot synopsis? that is: key words that seemed to express the film

content most accurately. Second, we summarized these key words into a more general

theme (we found 30 different themes) as well as a context in which the theme is played out.

Thirdly, we looked for similarities among these general themes by grouping them together

and deleting redundancies. In the fourth and final step we collapsed the themes in each

group to an even more abstract level, reslET ¢ ET 1 1T OAOAOAEET ¢ OEAI
00T OOOAERDEOEA @Al 6Eh O( Of AREDAT BOGODRO68 ARKO OBT O
for Rush Hour 3 ¢mtnnx q xAOA O OBPAADS® AEAODODE Adizek T OAO
ET O OEA CcAORIOAI DEAUAAOHOO ET OEA Al 1 OA@O OI
O A O EiltinAately was placeA OT AAO OEA 1T OAQAOAE® A OEE Mbish O
The human capital of a film was masured via two variables: the star powewielded by,

respectively, the leading actor and the director. To this end, we used tis¢armeterfeature

in IMDb as measurement tool; this feature translates the number of searches in IMDb on an

AAOT 060 1T O AEOAAOI 060 TAI A ET A CEOAT xAAE E
charted the ranking of the two leading actors and the director a month before the mfant

AEI 1 60 OAIl danieer \OBREEOEA 2AAT AET C 1T AA O Al OE
AEOAAOQOI 060 OOAO bPi xAO O AT 1T OEG) midde radkn@® A A A A (
(1001-50,000) and low ranking (50,001 and beyond).

Finally, we operatiomalized cultural classification characteristics by establishing the genre

of the film and whether the film concerned an adaptation of another cultural product,

and/or a serial format. Genre was established using IMDRBVe distinguish three main

categories hee: (1) drama, (2) comedy, and (3) action/suspense, since alternative genres

like musical, fantasy, and science fiction were hardly found in our sample Adaptation

contains three categories: (1) no adaptation/original script, (2) adaptation of a popular

8 This category contains all time periodsbefore 1950 and in the futurez i.e. all time periods beyond m@ O OEAxAOO08 1 x1
living experience.

9 The Internet Movie Database figures as an authoritiveource since it is one of the largest, and most popular film

databases that cater to an international audience. Researchers have come to utilize it as a respected source on film

attributes (e.g. BarthetBouchier, 2011; Rossman et al., 2010).

10 Animation and documentary were excluded from this study, since these genres have such specific characteristics.

61



culture product (e.g. comic, musical, TV show), and (3) adaptation of high culture product
(e.g. novel, play). Serial format is simply coded as applicable or not.

Whereas material practices are regarded as concrete outcomes of decisions within
the filmmaking process, the symbolic affordances that guide film producers are
DAOEIT T Al EUAA OEA £Z£EI T OEAxAOOG6 DPAOAAPOEITO
guestionnaire in which they were invited to assess the conventional and/or innovative
nature of our film corpus. Each viewer received a subset of 40 films with a small
description (based on IMDb synopsis) and was asked to rate each film (on a scale from 0 to
4) on four attributes. These represented four dimensions of the continuum between
conventionality and innovation in movies: (a) ©nformation to Hollywood production
norms, (b) Complexity of narrative, (c) Rmiliarit y of thematic content, and (d) Gfficulty of
viewing experiencell Subsequently, we calculated the mean ratings per film for each
dimension. Reliability analyses showed that the assessments for each dimension were

highly consistent: .91 (a), .87 (b), .75 (c) and .89 (d).

3.5 Findings

3.5.1 Material Practices

We first conducted a Categorical Principal Components Analysis (CATPCA) find
O1 AAOT UET ¢ DA OOA orh &tribftés. VWeEehort the tv@din@isian solution
since imposing a third dimension on the data decreased the interpretation of the results
(possibly because of the small N). Tabl8g OET xO OEA rbdtionE oAHeA 06 Al
distinguished dimensions. Clearly, dimension 1 (Eigenvalue=3.4) mainly differentiates
films based upon budget, star power, genre and theme. Dimension 2 (Eigenvalue=1.6)
signals differences in time and adaptation. In Figur8.1, the quantifications per category in
these variables facilitate an easier interpretation of the dimensions. Here, we see that films
of the suspense/action genre, with high budgets, high ranking actors and do®rs, and
AT T OAT O xEOKBEIOOBE A&E lovier objécihstoles than their counterparts.

11 The first, third and fourth variable are scaled as increasingly innovative (that is, less conforming, less familiar and more
difficult); the second was originally scaled as decreasingly complex, but was reversed for the sake of interpretation.
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Dimension 1 thus indicates the difference between films that show many of the
characteristics of mainstream movies versus films from the domain of smadicale
production. Films in our sample score between2.24 (very mainstream) and 1.45 (very
small-scale).

On the other hand, dimension 2 differentiates between films set in a remote time
period (the distant past or future) that are based upon popular and high culture products
on the one hand, and more conteporary situated films that are not adaptations.
Apparently, many historical (e.9.300 set in classical Greece anHlizabeth: The Golden Age
set in the 16" century) but also futuristic films (e.g.] Am Legendl are adaptations from
books or historic/biograp hical material. Here, films in our sample score betweenrl.95

(very contemporary) and 1.69 (large time distance).

Table 3.2 Component loadings of 2 main dimensions (N=113)

Dimension 1 Dimension 2
Mainstream to smallscale More remote time +
adaptation
Budget (ord) -.890 .024
Place (nom) 531 227
Time (nom) -.108 .832
Theme (nom) 745 174
Star power actors (ord) .816 -.120
Star power director (ord) .613 -.329
Part of series (hom) -.436 -.301
Adaptation (nom) -.197 773
Genre (nom) -.718 -.252
Eigen value 3.425 1.649
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Figure 3.1 Interplay of two dimensions of material practices
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Having established two underlying dimensions within material production values, we
tested whether the films recognized by audiences, critics and professionaléfer on these
dimensions by conducting an ANOVA analysis. The object scores of the Categorical
Principal Components Analysis were saved and then, for the sake of interpretation,
transformed to a scale ranging from 0 to 4. Table.3 shows that films that received
predominantly popular recognition are significantly more conventional (M=1.59) than the
other two film types (M=2.81 and M=3.08). While they also seem to be slightly more often

contemporary without adaptation, this difference is not significant. mterestingly, we find

Dimension 1
“ariable Principal Mormalization.

) adapt2

) budget2?
Genre_Minimal

() place3
series2

() sp_acttot
sp_dirtot
Theme Level 3
Time2

no difference between films with critical and professional recognition.
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Table 3.3 Differences between films with popular, critical and professional recognition in two dimensions of
material production value (mean and s.d.)

Dimension 1 Results Dimension 2 Results post
(> small-scale) post-hoc (> distant time/ | hoc test
test adapt)
Cri Pro Cri Pro
Popular recognition (N=41) 1.59 (1.02) ok ok 1.90 (1.19) n.s. |ns.
Critical recognition (N=48) 2.81(.86) n.s. | 2.44(1.03) n.s.
Professional recognition 3.08 (.69) 1.96 (.98)
(N=24)
F-value (between groups) 29.02 *** 3.13*

Posthoc test was Gamesgiowell test. Significarce: ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05.

3.5.2 Symbolic Affordances

Symbolic aspects of institutional logics were measured via four predefined dimensions,

which capture how film viewers perceive the films in terms of conformation to Hollywood

norms, narrative complexity, theme familiarity and difficulty of viewing experierce.

The results, as presented in Tabl8&.4, all point in the same direction: films which

received popular recognition are conceived as considerably more conventionaland thus

less innovative-- on all four dimensions than films recognized by criticor professionals.

That is, they are more in line with Hollywood norms, have less complex narratives, have

more familiar themes and grant easier viewing experiences. Similar to the results for

material practices, no significant differences are found betweefilms that were recognized

by critics and professionals.
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Table 3.4 Differences between films with popular, critical and professional recognition in four dimensions of
symbolic affordances (mean and s.d.)

Not in line with Results Complex Results posthoc
Hollywood norms post-hoc narratives test
test
Cri Pro Cri Pro
Popular recognition (N=41) 1.04 ok bl 1.04 b bl
Critical recognition (N=48) 2.86 ns. 2.61 n.s.
Professional recognition 2.55 2.24
(N=24)
F-value (between groups) 44,39 *** 42.96 ***
Themes not Difficult viewing
familiar experience
Popular recognition (N=41) 1.49 *hx rrk .94 rkk *kk
Critical recognition (N=48) 2.77 ns. 2.53 n.s.
Professional recognition 2.50 2.23
(N=24)
F-value (between groups) 38.79 *** 49.71 ***

Posthoc test was Gameglowell test. Significance: ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05.

3.5.3 Interaction of Material and Symbolic Film Traits

A final step in our analysis of how films are classified and perceived concerns the
interaction of material and symbolic film traits. Here we turn to multivariate analyses in

which we analyzed the influence of types of recognition as well as material practices on

symbolic affordances by film viewers. Whh  x A AT 11 0 Al AFAGul A OOA
effects, we argue that both the way producers position their products in the market and the
recognition of critics and professionals precede symbolic affordances (as the survey was

held in 2011). Also, it is not unlikely that viewers notice sucltharacteristics, which then

affects their perceptions of the films. Our analysis mainly tries to provide a more detailed

yet exploratory account of how the two sides of institutional logics interact.
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Table 3.5 presents the outcomes of four OLS regressi analyses. In each analysis,
we first estimated a basic model containing only the three types of recognition. The results
of these models are in line with the ANOVAs presented in the previous sections: films with
popular recognition are in all facets lss innovative than films with professional
recognition. There are no significant differences between professionally and critically
acclaimed films, albeit the latter seem to be slightly more complex in their narratives. Note
that for all dimensions a relatvely high percentage of about 40% of the variance is
explained.

In model 2 we add a selection of material film traits to the model; variables that
added no explained variance were excluded, also to obtain a more parsimonious model
given the low N. The abence of effects of these characteristics is, of course, an outcome of
its own. The model further discloses several relevant findings. First, we observe that all
differences between films with popular recognition and professional recognition disappear,
while some differences come into play between critically and professionally recognized
pictures. This is mainly the effect ofhie film budget. Keeping the budget constant shows
that critically acclaimed films are considered more innovative (except for the faimarity of
themes) than professionally recognized films, and that the alleged differences between the
professionally and popular recognized films bBould be attributed to budget.However, this
decrease is not solely the result of variation in film budgeRegarding all four dimensions,
some small differences remain (unreported analyses); yet disappear completely after
introducing the themes of the film (see model 2). IO OAOT 1 OET ¢ AOT OT A OE/
008 AOEQGIGATATGATIONOET 1T 006 iAnOvAtiveitian finis AvidhQhk AhemieA O O
OBAEAI EOOOAOG68 4EOOh OEA EEI T 086 1T OAOAOAEET C
viewers perceive the symbolic potential of the film and this seems to neutralize all
differences in recognition between the popularand the professional. These significant
effects of budget and particularly theme are the second relevant finding of the analyses
since they quite precisely demonstrate the interaction between material and symbolic
attributes. Rather than aspects like sedl format, adaptation, or star power, it is the
thematic content of the film that seems to structure the way film viewers perceive its

innovation.
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Thirdly, we find some modest differences between the four symbolic dimensions of
OEA EEI 1 80 Arinnddivedessi Glearly,GHe degree to which movies conform
to Hollywood norms has the highest level of explained variance, which can mainly be
attributed to the film budget. The extent to which a film contains familiar themes is the
most difficult to explain; model 2 only renders the presence of particular themes
significant. Budget does not affect the familiarity of themes. Genre hardly influences
OEAxAOOS6 DPAOAAPOEITON 111U AOAI A EO AOOI AEAOD!

and more difficult viewing experiences.

Table 3.5 The influence of different types of recognition and material film traits on symbolic film traits
i AAOA6OQj . Eppao(Q

Model Ind. variables Dependent variables
Less More Less familiar  More difficult
Hollywood  complex themes viewing
norms narratives experience

1 Popular recognition -.583 *** -.537 *** -.531 *** -.589 ***
Critical recognition 122 172 ~ 143 142
Professional recognition Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Explained variance (Adj.R 43.7% 42.8% 39.0% 46.5%

2 Popular recognition -.078 -.079 -.196 -.137
Critical recognition 190 * 221 * 155 187 *
Professional recognition Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Budget -.418 *** -.216 *** -.014 -192 *
Genre = drama 162 ~ 116 128 .204 *
Genre = comedy .060 -.102 -.092 -.024
Genre = suspense/action Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Star power director .098 .082 .011 .086
Theme = good vs. evil -.219 *** -.326 *** -.367 *** -.303 ***
Theme = portrait -.090 -.143 * -.152 ~ -.155*
Theme = human relations -.162 * -.196 * -.259** -.224 **
Theme = social issues Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Explained variance (Adj.R 68.9% 56.9% 47.0% 62.1%

Star power actors, time, place, series and adaptation were excluded from the model as they did not yield extra
explained variance. Types ofecognition, genre and themes are made into dummies. Significance:
***p<.001,**p<.01, *p<.05, ~p<.10.
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Finally, we tested whether films that were sampled in one, two, three, and four countries
differed on the two dimensions found with regard to material pactices and the four
symbolic traits by conducting an ANOVA analysis. The results show that films that were
sampled in the France, the Netherlands, the United States and the United Kingdom are
significantly more conventional than films that occur in fewersamples. Not only are films
sampled in all four countries produced along more conventional lines (Dimension 1.
M=1.44) than films sampled in one or two countries (M=2.86 and M=2.08), they are also
perceived as most conform to Hollywood standards (M=1.51 agnst M=2.41 and M=2.00).
The internationally successful films were also seen to contain less complex narratives and
more familiar themes, and to offer an easy viewing experience, but the samples did not

differ significantly on these dimensions.

3.6 Conclusion
This article examined how movies in contemporary film fields in France, the Netherlands,
the United States, and the United Kingdom are classified in terms of production
characteristics and content. More specifically, it seeks to understand how theaognition
that films can receivez from public, peers, or criticsz is related to the way films are
produced, their intrinsic elements (material practices), but also the way they are
interpreted by audiences (their symbolic affordances). Within a culturalandscape in which
hierarchical differences are declining (Janssen et al.,, 20082011), audiences become
increasingly omnivorous (Peterson& Kern, 1996), and marketing divisions are gaining
power in most cultural genreh  OEA ET OAOAAOQET I IOE AA OATART OBA AOIC
side ofAOT OOOAT DOT AGAOGETT AO xAl Ineedt®be@ialyzedirOAOET 1
more detail.
Based upon samples of the 20 most successful films in three different institutional
domains in four countries, we conduatd an empirical analysis of how movies with large
popular, professional and critical recognition differ regarding conventionality and
innovation in the late 2000s. In terms of material practices, the traditional distinction
between commercial and artistic movies still holds z although rather continuous than
discrete. The production budget, star power of the director, genre ad thematic content
still make a differenc8 01 POI AO AEI T O 11001 U AT OxAO O (
6S



oriented logic (multi-million dollar budgets, major movie stars, well known directors,

clearly signaling genres, and comprehensible themes), whereas professionally and critically

OAAT CcT EUAA #Z£EI 1 0 Z£ZEO OEEO Al 1 OAT OETT Al DOIT £E
symbolic affordd AAON AEI I OEAxA0O06 DPAOAAPOEIT 1T &£ Ai10
became apparent in four dimensions. Popular film was perceived as most conventional;

these titles were judged to be most conform to Hollywood norms, hold little narrative
complexity, represent familiar themes, and offer an easy viewing experience. Films with
professional or critical recognition scored in opposite direction on these dimensions.

Previous research shed light on the prominence of narrative complexity and
comprehensibilE OU ET OA1 AOGEIT T O OEAxAOGivia & BepA OAOO
2011); expertise facilitates aesthetic experience, decreases confusion, and generates
interest. Our findings are in keeping with such conclusions and offer insight into the
AEOOET ACET 1T OEAO OAT AET O AAOxAAT 1T AET OOOAAI A
differentiation in past decades However, this distinction proves a gradual rather than a
dichotomous one. Commercially successful and critically acclaimed films present the
extremes of a continuum between conventionality and innovation. Particularly the films
with professional recognition represent the blurring of boundaries. While being
consecrated through awards and prizes, they not solely resemble the art(istic) movie. Much
of the distinction with popular movies lay in the budget differences and the themes that
were presented. Apparatly, the intertwining of small-scale and largescale film fields
(Bourdieu, 1993) cannot be perceived as straightforward loss of distinction or an overall
shift of production logics (Thornton & Ocasio, 1999) but rather as the secalled
OPOT ABAGET T 11 (Heémbndhalghd 2086AiD &hicH dilmmakers combine
production logics to cater toaudienceswith various levels of aesthetic fluency.

In line with previous research, films that become successful in more than one country tend
to be more conventional (cf. BartheBoucher, 2011) than those that attract only one
particular audience; the French, Dutch, British, and American contexts were leafifficult

to circumvent for films that were only moderately innovative.

Since the explorative character of our study and its modest sample size restrain
CAT AOAT EUAQGET T Oh &Z£OOOOA OAOAAOAE EO 1T AAAAA Oi
attributes. Furthermore, the expansion of the data sample in a longitudinal manner would
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greatly benefit research on the conventionality o innovativeness of film types.However,

this dialogue between cultural sociology and film studies does add nuance to the tradmnal
DEAOOOA T &£ | AET OOOAAI OAOOOO AOOEOOEA EEI I 8 )
I AOCA DpPOT AOGAOCEIT AOACAOO AT A OOAO PIi xAO AAOA
thematic content presents a complex dynamic between material practicesnd symbolic
affordances. Whereas the commercial blockbuster does still appear to oppose the art house

film, the distinction proves to be a gradual slide from conventionality to innovation. All in

all, the results of this paper suggest that due to increasy complexity of the film field, the

legitimizing power of institutional agents has leveled, which makes it increasingly difficult

for single individuals and organizations to put a mark on classification processes.
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Chapter 4
Film Discourse on the Praised and Acclaimed:

Reviewing Criteria in the United States and United Kingdom

4.1 Introduction”

In present-day western society, film appears as art and as entertainment, serves cinephiles
and escapists alike, and can be divided into mangenres, subgenres, and niches his
AEZEZEAOAT OEAOGETT AEA 110 Al xAUuUO A@EOON AOOET C
pictures were regarded as mere entertainment for the massef@ordwell & Thompson,
1997). Nevertheless, thiscultural form evolved into one that can be approached and
appreciated as art, following European example. Cultural analysts have concludedtlthe
ET OAT 1 AAOOAT EUACETT 1T &£ E£EI I AEOAT OOOA Au bpOT
ascent on the cultural ladder. In seminal work on this transition, Baumann (2001, 2007)
£l OT A OEAO A 1 ACEOEI EUET ¢ ET OAding, Adufdd Avith EAAT |
cOEOEAOS OOEI EUAOGETT 1T &£ AAOGEAAOR AT TAADPOOKh AT #
associated with highbrow art, assisted film in attaining a new status, that of a product with
artistic potential and merit. Also paving the way for the development of film as art were a
changing opportunity space for film production from an open field to a more restricted one
(Bourdieu, 1993), and the institutionalization of industry resources and practices such as
festivals and awards thatconveyed value to its goods (English, 2005).

I COAAO AAAl EAO AEAT CAA ET | AdnEwork Bl AOOOOI
AEI 1 60  Arr$t,i épafded &ommercialiation, alongside globalization, and
digitization have extended the opportunity spacedor film production and consumption and
shifted the institutionalization of its resources since his analysis, which covered films
produced only through the mid1980s (Anderson, 2006; Keen, 2007; McDonald & Wasko,
2008; Wasko, 2001) Second, evemore complex business strategies have been devised to

i AGEI EUA /EEgehefatihg aofeddid, inGulling a deeper reliance upon selected

* A prior version of this research article is set to be published iRopular Communicationn the fall of 2012.
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release dates and diverse viewing platforms, publicity campaigns to enhance opening
weekend boxoffice revenue, productions targeted to particular audience niches and
demographics, and wordof-mouth efforts among audiences and industry members (De
Vany & Lee, 2001; Horn, 2011). Third, researcffllen & Lincoln, 2004; English, 2005has
shown that a triad of institutional agents z public, peers, and criticsz influence the
recognition, merit, and position a film can claim, albeit from different vantage points
however, the interests of theseagents may vary even as the selections they attend to
overlap. Given these developments, how can preseilay film criticism be characterized
and understood? In particular, are films that are ultimately consecrated by popular,

professional, and critical recognition appraised by similar or different criteria?

4.2 Film Criticism Today
Critics function as cultural intermediaries between artistic goods and their adiences not
only because of their central role as cultural authorities who enact aesthetic standards but
because of their ability to transform those standards and contribute to elevating (or
lowering) entire fields of cultural goods, as was demonstrag il " AOI ATT1 80 j ¢m
analysis. . 1 O 111U AEA "AOIiATT160 OAOAAOAE Al AOE AU
emphasized an increasingly analytical, interpretive approach to film over a more facile,
entertainment-minded one, it also ascertained that their expandig vocabulary of critical
devices and concepts in the context of a new ideology for film allowed, in turn, for a more
Al i pl Ag AEOAOOOEIT T1T&# A EEI I 60 AAEEAOAI A1 008
nuanced appraisal of film, including recognizing its psitive and negative elements, merit in
failure, and whether it was too easy to enjoy, as well as its meaning and significance,
location in the overall film canon, placement within a category of films, and contribution
artistically versus experientially. This growing vocabulary coincided with and was
bolstered by the expanding adoption of auteurism, the increased focus upon the naming of
the director as creative artist and originator of serious film (Sarris, 1962).
Nevertheless, while changes in the film wdd, developments in its wider societal
context, and the founding of a legitimizing ideology have resulted in the possibility of film
to be regarded as elite artof course not all films areBourdieu (1993) proposed that a field

of cultural production contains a restricted portion in which artistic merit and prestige is
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aimed for and a largescale portion in which financial gain is goal. Although there is now
compared to a century ago a more restricted field of film production (e.d-ars and the Real
Girl; 4 luni, 3 saptamani si 2 ziteLe Scaphandre et le papillonyith an elite discourse to
match, for the most part the film industry remains relentlessly oriented to its goal of
producing commercial products that achieve widespread popular appeal (e.¢Harry Potter
and the Order of the Phoenix; Spidbtan 3; American Gangsterand not all filmmakers aim
to produce films with artistic merit. Therefore, a question remains whether the prevailing
dichotomy between art and commerce still reflects the emergingomplexity of 21st century
cultural industries (Heise & Tudor, 200’; Hesmondhalgh, 2006; Prior, 2005; Tudor, 2005)
or whether a more nuanced understanding bfilm criticism is called for. Are contemporary
changes within the film industry once again being met by shifts in critical discourse that

can be understood as reflecting ongoing developments in the field?

4.3 Aesthetic Position and Cultural Goods

The idea that criticism of cultural forms may be regarded in distinctive manners can be
OOAAARAA AAAE O "1 OOAEAOBO x OEOEDBIQ)Gndioh tas@E A /EE /
and audiences (1984). According to Bourdieu, an aesthetic disposition is required to truly

appreciate a work of art, a disposition that translates into a detached manner of observing

and evaluating the form, of distancingoneself from the artwork and the mundane of

everyday life. This disposition entails a focus on form rather than function, a swalled

OPOOA CAUA6 OEAO OAEAAOO Al 1l OddisitcCiie Kantian EOI Al
AAOGOEAOEA OEAO OAPAOAOAO OOEAO «BouEdRek 1984). A

This stance is distinct from a popular aesthetic in which a cultural good is appreciated

p>N
(@)
I>
(@)
(@]

the here-and-now, positioned in everyday life, and remains close to the audienc8iélby &
Bielby, 2004;Van Venrooij & Schmutz, 2010) The popular aesthetic is defined in relation to
its viewer, wherein the distance between audience and cultural good is minimide
2ACAOAAA A0 Q& acdtheticadbBnized Adnthuity between everyday life
and art, which implies function over form. Because participation matters in the popular
aesthetic, familiarity and easy identification are preferred to formésm, symbolism, and

ambiguity. These two dispositionsz embodied in the pure and the naive gazegrepresent
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distinct systems of criteria wielded by different, albeit more or less culturally legitimate,
socially defined taste groups.
' 1 OET OCE "1 OOAEAO6 O AEOOET AOE idiffedentitiog OE AA A
elite from non-elite art and audiences, it is uncertain to what extent his classification
reflects the complexity of contemporary cultural consumption and appraisal. Over a decade
ago audiences were found to be more omnivorous than traditiwally presumed, particularly
among elites Hesmondhalgh, 2006;Peterson & Kern, 1996), and while the media have
expanded coverage of popular culture in order to keep pace with the preferences of the
general public (Janssen, 1999; Janssen et al., 2008; 2f)ldne can only speculate how the
AEI I ET AOOOOUBO 1T G¢iEIC AOTIT OOETT |1 AU EAOA ¢
AEI I ¢CT AOOG OAOOAOS
At least three trends have had a potential impact on the field of film in recent
decades that may be of some consegnce to contemporary film criticism. First, while the
emergence of a restricted art world for film resulted in more differentiation in the film
AEAT A6O 1 OAOAIT I I O O bsaddeh court@mart deVeloped @kimdré 1 AOC
strategically creative ways b satisfy the popular tastes of the general public. This has
meant developing production strategies that rely upon narrative sequels of box office hits
and adopting proven concepts from other media, as well as devising marketing and
distribution strategies designed to appeal to large numbers of moviegoers, all in order to
sustain the expensive, blockbuster mode of film production that took over the film industry
in the 1970s (Baker & Faulkner, 1991; Bordwell, 2006) However, these developments,
which are clearly designed to generate the largest possible audience, do not preclude the
potential for artistic ori ginality in popular films; indeed, novelty is just as important to
popular art forms as it is to elite ones (Cawelti, 1973).
Second, cultural globalizatorr OOEA COT xET ¢ ET OAOT AGET T Al A
increasingly noticeable in the film fiet. Although American dominion of the Western
market has been developing steadily ever since WWII, a global event that undermined

European film industries and caused some to stagna{@ordwell & Thompson, 1997; Scott,
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2000),12 cultural globalization has transformed many national industries into international
enterprises, AOAAOET ¢ OEAEO OAT AAT AU O OAOGAT AT A EA
organizational structure, products, and appealJanssen, et al., 2008As a result, filmcritics
now work in a context of global culture in which locally produced films may resemble
products from other parts of the globe while at the same time benefit from potential cross
fertilization of proven artistic elements. This would suggest modes ofewviewing that result
from the incorporation of traits of international film discourse rather than discourse
strictly differentiated by the dichotomy between the art house film and the blockbuster.

Third, the digitization of media has introduced different nodes of production as
well as different outlets for film work (McDonald & Wasko, 2008) and the resulting
democratization of access to media production and consumption has brought with it new
challenges to choosing what to watcliHesmondhalgh, 2002; Keen, 2007Named blogs, e
commerce websites, and amateur critics now publicly compete with the professional critic
in offering recommendations and advice about cultural products, often while lacking
requisite expert knowledge (David & Pinch, 2006) While audiences can, of course, still
discerningly choose where to seek information about movies, the impact of usgenerated
content on film criticism has not been examined in depth, although studies into online
review systems in other cultural fields hae pointed to the pervasiveness of their influence
(Chatterjee, 2001; David & Pinch, 2006; Tancer, 2008; Verboord, 201@ebates about the
effect of these changes upon the valuation of arts and culture range from fear of the
destruction of Western economy, culture, and valuegKeen, 2007) to anticipation of an
unprecedented cultural richness(Anderson, 2006).

To what extent these trends may have affected the ways in which contemporary
AOEOEAO ADPOAEOA £Z£EI T OAIAET O OTETTxI8 !0 OE.
detachment versus immersion in the familiar may be too limited, as wa®und to be the
case in the television industry when industry transformation created an opportunity space
for artier television (Bielby et al., 2005). Because of the many changes the film field has
seen in recent decades, our study relies upon an explocay analysis to determine the

extent to which film criticism may have become more differentiated in the 2L century.

(@}

27 0 A AEOAOOOEIT 1T &# OEA 5838 £EI T ET AOOGEDUch® 2@ul)] ET AT AA EIT
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We anticipate finding that the components that comprise contemporary film criticism
retain the complex discursive elements found in eai¢r scholarship but that contemporary
film reviewing has also been further complicated by the interests of the multigl agents in

and sources of critical opinion on film.

4.4 Data and Methods

Given our interest in cultural globalization generally, and ow the U.S. and the U.K. are
central contributors to a vigorous linguistically-defined region in the global media
marketplace (Bielby & Harrington, 2008), our sample encompassed reviews from four
newspapers of record in these two countries to allow for an international comparison of
film discourse with the Englishlanguage as a constant factohe newspapers we sampled
from were The Times, The Guardian The New York Timesand Los Angeles Timeswvhich
were chosen because they employ professional film critics, have wiganging national and
international readerships, and, as elite newspapers with middleto highbrow readerships,
play a leaing role in presentday discourse on artistic and popular culture.

In order to capture the range of factors that affect contemporary film criticism, we
drew our sample from all films released in 2007#ated as PG13, NG17, or R by the Motion
Picture Assciation of Americathat were consecrated through popular, peer, and critical
recognition. The twenty highest revenuegenerating movies formed the sample of films
with popular recognition. The winners and nominees of the most prestigious categories of
the BAFTA Awards, British Independent Film Awards, Sundance Festival Awards, and
Academy Awards were selected for professional recognitio¥®. The movies with the most
critical recognition were made up of films most highly regarded by the London Film Ciritics
Circle, The TimesThe Guardian the New York Film Critics CircleThe New York Timeshe
Los Angeles Film Critics Association, theos Angeles Timesind the Golden Globe Awards of
the Hollywood Foreign Press Association. Ouinfal sample is presented inAppendix C,
which lists 50 unique titles for both the U.K. and the U.%or each film title in each country,

we analyzed two reviews from two national newspapers. Because not all movies were

13 Prize categories of institutes rewarding professional and critical recognition were, in this order: Best Picture, Best
Director, Best Origiral Screenplay, Best Actor in a Leading Role, Best Actress in a Leading Role, Best Foreign Language
Film, Best Adapted Screenplay, Best Actor in a Supporting Role, Best Actress in a Supporting Role, and Best Newcomer.
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reviewed in all papers, and because of overlap between film categes, we ended up with a
sample of 194 film reviews.
We conducted an inductive content analysis of all film reviews our sample using
ATLASti. Each film review was divided into text segments; in general there were five to six
segments per review. Totaword count per review varied between nearly 100 and 1300.
While the length of reviews did not show significant differences among film types, reviews
of films with critical recognition tended to be longest. A total of 1,245 quotations were then
examined todetermine the topics they addressed. Topics included, for example, discussion
I £/ OEA AEOAAOI 060 AAAIT I Pl EOEI ATOO 1T O AAOAAON
ET OAOPOAOAOGEIT 1T &/ OEA EEI 1680 DIl Om4sAekenOEA £EE
merged or split the topics to eliminate redundancies, rgulting in 137 separate codesThe
analysis of relations among codes led to their distribution into fifteen overarching code
groups, or themes.All codes belong to only one theme, and all themes @e@ssed a
particular question or issue. After establishing the fifteen themes, we then observed for
their respective prominence within reviews of popularly, professionally, and critically
acclaimed films. Films that received pop@ar recognition comprised 41% (n=79) of our
sample of film reviews, those wih critical recognition 38% (n=74), and those with
professional recognition 21% (n<1). Finally, we factor analyzed the fifteen themes using
oblique rotation to ascertain which ones clustered together into dndamental review
components, and then, how those essential components were associated with each type of

film recognition.

14 A ten percent random sample of review was coded by an independent third party in order to provide a measure of
validity and reliability. Comparing these recoded reviews with our initial coding proved thathe codes were well defined.

15 Because some films received critical as well ggofessional recognition, or popular recognition as well as professional
recognition, or, in some instances, all three types of validation, we inductively +@valuated and reassigned overlapping
categories in order to execute an unambiguous comparison amgmeview practices. Final assignments were determined

by evaluating the overall focus of a review. The overlap between professional and critical recognition was largestny
combination of types of recognition that included popular recognition was reodd A AO ObPT DOI AO6h AT 1 AET
AOEOEAAI OAAI GCIi EOEIT xAOA AT AAA AO OAOEOEAAI 6h AT A ET Al
AOAT OOAT AAOGACI OU xAO OAO OiF Obi DOI AO6 8lendeoicommbrdia kfliended A E OE |
over aesthetic ones in the film field at large.
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4.5 Findings

4.5.1 Criticism’s Elements

With our goal being to ascertain the composition of contemporary film criticism oufirst

basic question is: What do critics focus on in their reviews? Overall, film reviews present a
AAlT AT AAA AOAI OAOQET 1 I£Z/ A EEI I 860 DPOET AEDPAI
commentary in which specific details as well as the general picture are csidered.
Consistent with the conventions of interpretive practitioners whose central activity is to
disclose implicit meanings (Bordwell, 1989), our content analysis found that critics attend

to that goal through consideration & the following fifteen themes: Gh\ctorsd
GComplexity/Depthd, @ontext/Backgroundd, (Credibilityd irectord, GFilm as product

@ilm content, Film experienced h FilmO materialé h Forrfal/Filmic elementsd
Onterpretation 6 Moodd, Aoveltyd @Position in art/entertainment & and GPosition in film
context/canono 8 7 disklssing an aspect, critics generally drew upon a readily
observable illustration within a film and couched its discussion syntactically in
parenthetical phrases, visual adjectives that were combined with an activeice, and other
rhetorical strategies in order to analytically elevate description to meaning, significance,

and interpretation. For example, the codes assembled for the theme of Credibility contain

ET £ Of AOET 1T xEOE OACAOA plotiand OHarkcters ACreHifli) Aok 1 EOU
TTO0 TAAAOOAOEI U 1 AAT OEAO OEA EEI T 80 001 OUIl EI
therefore believable, but points toward the believability of the film in itself, within its
suspension of disbelief: Can thaudience buy into the story? Accordinglythe plot receives

the most attention, as was illustrated in theLos Angeles Timeseview of The Bourne
Ultimatum, a film that achieved popular recognition in both countries as well as critical

recognition in the UK.
“In other words, the series has always felt remarkably trteelife for something as

defiantly far-fetched. But as long as Damon keeps his focused intelligence and

Greengrass continues to stay away from flaming CGI fireballs, Bourne will be able to
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continue to walk away unscathed from car crashes that could pulverize a rhino at half
the speed with his credibility intact. They've earned it

Los Angeles Times

Evidence of a direct effect of an expanded opportunity space for film production and
consumption z such as the influence of the wider social context in which a film was made,
creative access brought about by changing production technology, or the impact of
(TTTUxTTABO EUDAOAIT i bk @&sdha @raminariyOrefiecke® @ oA Ei A O/
data. In fact, evidence of such considerations seldom occurred even as the film industry has
become increasingly attentive to the tastes of expanding ethnic audiences (McClintock,
2011), the appeal of evermore sophisticated graphic effects (Fritz, 201®nd the relevance
of distribution strategies designed to grab public attention (Horn, 2011). Thus, it would
appear that, as of now, such matters are still regarded by critics as more relevant to the
marketing of a finished product than as aspects pertinentio the creative vision that went
into a film. Instead, critics remain primarily focused upon appraising the integrity of a
AEI 160 1T AOOAOCEOA AT A EOO AOAAOGEOA AgQAAOOEIT T 1
individual project members, and they @y less attention to the relevance of factors that
shape the selection of projects, even as these factors play an increasing role in film
production. We return to a discussion of this finding in greater detail below.

Following identification of the corpus of themes that critics focus on, we were
interested in how individual themes vary across reviews of films that received the three
types of recognitionz popular, professional, and criticalz so we calculated the distribution
of the use of each themevit hin and across this triad.These results, which are reported as
percentages in Table4.1l, reveal that eight of the fifteen themes do not vary much in
application across type of recognition; that is, they were equally important to reviewers
OACAOAT AGO T &# A EEI 160 bl OAT OEAT OAAITCTEOQETI
Q\ctorsd (ompexity/Depth § (redibilityd &ilm contentd GFilm experiencey Moodd
Mloveltyd, and CPosition in fiim contextd The remaining seven themes 7
QContext/Backgroundd Mirectord, Film as product, GFilm material, Formal elements)
Onterpretation § GPostion in art/entertainment 6 z show modest to significant variation

across the types of recognition. Below, we describe, first, some of the consistently deployed
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themes to illustrate how their use regularizes a foundation for interpretation within

contemporary film criticism, followed by a discussion of those that show variation across
types of recognition. Taken together, these findings reveal how the types of film a critic
addresses z with our concern being those types merited by different consecrating

constituencies z affects the content of criticism in systematic ways.

Table 4.1 Distribution of use of themes across all 194 reviews as percentages by type of film recognition

Popular Professional | Critical N X2
Theme recognition | recognition | recognition
Actors ns
0 1 2 4 5
125 56 68 53 111
6+ 43 30 43 78
Complexity/Depth ns
0 38 41 36 74
125 62 59 61 118
6+ - - 3 2
Context/Background *
0 35 61 39 82
125 64 38 55 106
6+ 1 1 6 6
Credibility ns
0 49 58 61 108
125 51 42 39 86
6+ - - - -
Director *
0 19 20 8 29
125 75 63 68 135
6+ 6 17 24 30
Film as product *x
0 30 61 54 89
125 66 39 45 101
6+ 4 - 1 4
Film content ns
0 6 2 - 6
125 82 81 80 157
6+ 12 17 20 31
Film experience ns
0 14 27 7 27
125 84 71 91 162
6+ 2 2 2 5
Film material i
0 22 22 21 42
125 76 73 53 129
6+ 2 5 26 23
Formal elements *
0 11 20 5 21
125 66 63 57 120
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6+ 23 17 38 53

Interpretation *kx
0 33 24 9 43

125 65 51 57 114

6+ 2 25 34 37

Mood ns
0 19 20 9 30

1725 79 80 81 155

6+ 2 - 10 9

Novelty ns
0 35 39 32 68

125 65 61 65 124

6+ - - 3 2

Position in *kk
art/entertainme nt

0 52 34 20 70

1725 48 66 77 122

6+ - - 3 2

Position in film ns
context

0 5 10 13 18

125 79 80 76 151

6+ 16 10 11 25

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; ns: not significant (twdailed chi-square tests).

4.5.2 Consistencies in Use of Themes

We randomly selected three examples from among the eight consistently used themes in
order to illustrate the topics that register as equally important to critics in their reviewing
practices regardless of the type of film discussed. One central theme istés, who are an

important box-office draw. The credibility of their characterizations, which establishes

OAOI T AT AA xEOE AOAEAT AAOh AO xAll AO AOOAOQOI !

holds a key position in film criticism, as we see in thisxcerpt from a review of There Will
Be Blood

“When DayLewis gives his first speech, a quiet, faintly impatient peroration to a

crowd of small hol ders on why they shoul

d

for no reason o t hatural dhdrismatic présenceBaytL ewi s’ s

virtuoso displays of technique, occasionally denounced as hamminess, are for me all

the more superbly enjoyable for being so rare in an age of naturalism. He has also
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found a remarkable walk: a slow purposeful s¢iat, bowl e g ge d. Maybe it’s
a terrible fall we saw in the firstreetor per haps, well , it s jus

TheGuardian

Another consistently used theme is Complexity/Depth, which addresses the extent to

which the writer or AEOAAOT O EAO Agbi T OAA AT A OEI OCEO OE
raises questions about whether the filmmaker has an eye for narrative contradictions,
consequences, and complicationgzilms that present events with less complexity than the

plot or characters call for are criticized for not doing so, as seen in this review tfito the

Wwild:

“If you want somethingi n | i f e, r e ac BGhrisosays todnaay (Kgstem b i t ’
Stewart), a teenage girl who develops a crush on him, collapsing-Beliane into
something | i ke an advertising slogan. Bu
simple or so easi | ylntstheidtis onthe contrary, alve ta s . [ ..
the mysteries and difficulties of experience in a way that very few recenedean

movies have beeh

The New York Times

A final example reveals that reviewers consistently assign films a comparative location in
the existing film field, which is captured by the theme of Position in film context/canon.
Placement occurs on varias dimensions that include other films by the same director,
xEOEET A CAT OAnh AT A xEOEET OEA 1T OAOAIIl EEIIT 1
the medium of film and its history. Positioning a film within the canon signals to the

audience what b expect, as is demonstrated in this review dflotes on a Scandal
“With some audacity, the spirits of both Hitchcock and Nabokov are invoked in this

delectable adaptation of Zoe Heller's Bookshortlisted nover

TheGuardian
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Among the eight consistently used themes identified by our content analysis, there were
two others, Mood and Film experience, that registered as equally important to reviewers
but upon closer inspection revealed some subtle differences in their use acrods three
types of recognition, with each showing up as more prevalent in films that ultimately
received critical recognition. Mood z the tone of voice in which a story is toldz may be
described with terms as simpleasfunny or full of suspenser with more interpretative and
abstract ones such asbrooding, haunting or unassuming and it is mostly viewed as
just the right balance between drama and emotionln contrast, the theme of Film
experience z the emotional effects of viewing a filmz contributes to understanding the
OECT EEZEAAT AA Al A #A piBEultdrafFesAnandEAltHodmDit, liké 0D A
others discussed so far, is used consistentlyceoss all three kinds of recognition a film may
receive, we had anticipated that this theme would belong almost exclusively to the
discourse d popular recognition given the close relationship between emotional
experience, emotional authenticity, and popur culture (Bielby & Bielby, 2004). But that
was not the case, and just as interesting is that it is least pronounced in reviews of films
that were rewarded by industry peers.We view this particular pattern of variation as
suggesting a different level oA OOAT OET 1 OF AOEOEAO8 OAAOAE &I O
A EEI1160 EIi Pl EAEO T AATEIT CO EI AOEOEAEOI AOOAI
4.5.3 Differences in Use of Themes
In contrast to the themes that were used consistently across film recognition categories,
the findings reported in Table4.1 show that three among the remaining seven revealed
highly statistically significant differences in use by critics@Film materiald Onterpretation @
and (Position in art/entertainment® 4 AEAT O1 CAOEAOh OEAOA OEOAA
guality and significance, and they were most heavily used in reviews of films thegceived
critical recognition. When considered as a group, thestemes reveal the important role
film critics play not only as arbiters and interpreters of culture but their important
constitutive role in its construction. We discuss each of these three themes in turn.
The first, Film material, focused attention on eripts or screenplays and adaptations

of existing material; screenwriters are often named, and attention gets paid to their
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accomplished reputations and oeuvres, as seen in the following example, a reviewTbie

Diving Bell and the Butterfly

“As for Schnabel, it is an»ilarating breakthrough, and for screenwriter Ronald
Harwood the movie is another triumph of responsive, creative intelligehce
TheGuardian

The second theme, Interpretation, which was pronounced in reviews of films with
professiond as well as critical recognition, reveals the meanings the reviewer uncovers,
which can be presented as a coherent whole or as separate aspects. Developing skill with
this particular theme figures centrally in scholarly training on film criticism. We findan

example of its use in the.os Angeles Timagview on 4 luni, 3 saptamani si 2 zite

“‘Set in 1987 in the | ast days of the Ceaus
with off-handed power how complete a corrupt society can dehumanize its citzen
and almost destroy thostrapped in it

Los Angeles Times

The third theme, Position in art/entertainment, captures the characteristics of and
opposition between artistic and popular film, and it appears most often in critically
rewarded movies and to a lesser extent in professionally recognized ones. This theme
sSROOAO O1 ET OOI AOA AOEOEAOG AZAOI OEOCAOG £&OT I

testimonies of artfulness and use of intellectual terminology:

“Syndromes and a Centurys a poem on screem film of ideas and visual tropes that
upends conventional naative expectations, not out of a simple desire to disconcert
but to break through the carapace of normality, to give us the knight®ve away
from reality that the Russian formalists said was the prerogative of .art

TheGuardian
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More modestly statistically significant differences occurred in the remaining themeg

irectorg &ormal elements Film as producd h  AQortext/Backgroundd Not
unexpectedly, the Director is considerably more prominently featured in reviews of films

that received critical acclaim, as the emphasis on auteurism in film would predict.
$EOAOOOEIT I I £OAI £ AOOAO 1T1 A  AEOAAOI 0860
acAl | bl EOEi AT 00 ET OEA ££EI i O1 AAO OAOEAxh AT A
property or accomplishment, signified by use of possessive pronouns. Formal elements,

which also figured prominently in reviews of critically acclaimed films encompased
APDPPDOAEOAT 1T &£ A EEI 160 OAAET EAAT Al Al AT OOh AT A
dialogue, editing, form, photography, runtime, score, special effects, and the like. A most
important aspect of this theme is plot development, because, asalready noted, critics

pay a lot of attention to the ways stories are told.

Reviews of popular, ultimately commercially successful films tend to address Film
as a product that generates revenue. Comments within this theme point toward budgets,
franchises, box office results, brands, distribution, product placement, and intended
audiences. Context/Background contains commentary that refers to the film field or wider
society in which the film was made. Mostly, these are remarks on the film industry atrtge,
today or in the past. The workings of Hollywood are discussed, as are the response to a film
in society or the private lives of actors or directors. This is where direct evidence of the
expanded opportunity space for film production and consumption apears, but as was

noted earlier, the codes that comprise it did not occur very often in reviews.

4.5.4 Critics’ Essentials

With fifteen different themes to account for, we conducted a factor analysis to extract the

essential components of film criticisn that would more accessibly reveal the focus of
contemporary critics. This analysis revealed four influential factors, shown in Tablé.2.

Four of the fifteen themes loaded heavily onto Factop h xEEAE xA 1T AT AA O!
Director, Film content, Interpretation, and Mood. This factor focuses on the universe of the

director as creative visionary. The AAT T A AAAOT Oh B iAdludes thedBe@idas A OE AT A
of Film experience, Novelty, and Position in art/entertainment; these touch upon aspects of
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what one experiences while watching a film, either literally, in relation to other film
experiences, or as something typical of art or entertainment more generally. Three themes

I TAAAA ET O &AAOT O oh xEEAE xA AOAAAA 0001 AZ
elements. These themes mostly consider creative processes that went into making a film

and the manner in which the storylines, characters, or look ohe movie came aboutThe

last AAOT Oh xEEAE x Ag§ dofiand AhA thedned Cobtdx@RAckground,

Credibility, Film as product, and Position in film context; this factor points to
considerations that link a film to contexts both within and beyond the film world, either as

A ATTiTTAEOQU 1T 0O EIT O £ZAO0 A OWiek tAkenEagethed tBese foliri OAT O
factors reveal the dominant substantive considerations contemporary film critics as a

whole engage in their work.

Table 4.2 Obliquely rotated component loadings for fifteen themes (N=194)

Auteurism Experience Processes Context

Component 1 2 3 4
Actors .283 .065 747 .428
Complexity 416 .246 426 273
Context/Background .149 AT7 115 .683
Credibility .089 -.094 .262 .653
Director .648 547 445 .257
Film asproduct -.366 .468 .164 .514
Film content .596 .050 .534 .305
Film experience 214 672 404 .154
Film material .188 157 774 123
Formal elements .216 575 .660 .243
Interpretation film .837 .292 .196 .233
Mood .673 411 .351 272
Novelty .206 .638 107 .245
Position art/entertainment 448 .671 151 .240
Position film context 312 .299 .232 .686
Eigenvalues 4,725 1.451 1.283 1.021
Percentage of total variance 31.501 9.677 8.550 6.805

(In bold: relevant loadings onto factor.)

Given our interest in the relationship of contemporary criticism to popular culture and
communication, we then analyzed the extent to which these four factors vary across
reviews of films ultimately consecrated by popular, professiond, and critical
constituencies. The results, which are reported in Table4.3, reveal that there was

systematic variation in their use across the three different types of recognitiog a finding
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that is consistent with the results reported aboveg but they also reveal that their use varies
more in degree than kind. In short, all four factors were present regardless of the kind of
recognition a film ultimately received, but their prevalence depended on the particular
constituency that engaged theiwork.

For exampk, whereas comments related to éteurism are encountered in reviews
of all kinds, this factor proved to be significantly more prominent in reviews of films that
received critical recognition. Specifically, criticism that focuses on thdirector as creative
visionary and the interpretation of the universe he or she presents is used the least in
reviews of popular films, more so in those of professional prizewinners, and most in
reviews of films that achieve critical acclainé At the same time, the distribution of the
factor Experience, which consists of critical appraisal of the quality of the emotional
engagement of a film, is also significantly more pronounced in reviews of films with critical
recognition.}” While one mighthave expected this component to be more consistently used
in reviews of films that call for a naive gaze or popular aesthetic, instead it is deployed to a
large extent in reviews of all film types but mostly in those that are critically acclaimed; this
is an important finding that reveals thatcontemporary film criticism incorporates aesthetic
considerations that draw from popular interests as well elite onesThe factor of Processes
shows slightly significant variation among review types but is stronger imeviews of films
with both popular and critical recognition and less so in those that achieve professional
awards 18 This finding also reveals the complexity of contemporary film criticism, in which
the same criteria are applied differentially to films thd are differently valuated. Finally, the
finding of the statistically significant difference in the use of Context can be accounted for

by the greater likelihood of this component appearing in reviews of films that receive

16 Results of the analysis of variance for Auteurism arg(11,9) = 13.55,p = <.001.Post hoc analyses using the Games
Howell criterion to assess the difference in use betweearitical recognition and the other two forms found the greatest
difference to lie between critical and popularly recognized films f = <.001) and a marginal difference to exist between
critical and professional ones p = <.10).There was no significant diference in use of the factor between professionally
and popuarly recognized films. For an overview of the ANOVA with post hoc analyses see Appendix D.

17 Results of the analysis of variance for Experience aig4,7) = 9.06,p =<.001. Post hoc analyse®tind the greatest
difference to lie between critical and professionally recognized filmsg= <.001), and a smaller difference to exist between
critical and popular ones p = <01). There was no significant difference in use of the factor between professionallydan
popularly recognized films.

18 Results of the analysis of variance for Processes &f€l1,3) = 4.30,p = <.05. Post hoc analyses found the only difference
in the use of this factor to lie between criticabnd professional recognition.
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popular recognition.’® That is, the anticipated shift in contemporary criticism to include
reflection on contexts of productionz the social and industrial milieux z shows up, but
(still) mostly in reviews of films that are granted popular recognition.In sum, reviews of
various kinds of flm reveal similar approaches to criticism but those of movies that receive
popular and critical recognition appear to share particular elements to a stronger degree,

whereas those of films with professional recognition ocupy an intermediate position.

Table 4.3 Percentages of reviews linked to factors by type of film recognition

Popular Critical Professional N Xz
recognition recognition recognition
Auteurism *xk
0 4 - - 3
125 20 12 27 36
6- 10 39 19 17 52
11z15 24 19 20 41
16 < 13 50 37 62
Experience ns
0 3 1 5 5
1z5 70 51 73 123
6710 21 38 20 54
11z15 5 8 2 11
16 < - 1 - 1
Processes *x
0 - - 2 1
1z5 17 18 24 36
6710 29 28 39 60
11z15 35 15 20 47
16 < 19 39 15 50
Context o
0 - 8 5 8
1z5 39 45 66 91
6710 35 34 27 64
11z15 19 12 - 24
16 < 6 1 2 7

*p <.05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; ns: not significant (twaailed chi-square tests).

19 Results for the analysis of variance for Context arg(6,3) = 7.89,p =<.001. Post hoc analyses found the greatest
difference to lie between professionally and popularly recognied films (p = <.001), and a smaller difference to exist
between critical and popular ones p = <.05). There was no significant difference in the use of the factor between
critically and professionally recognized films.
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4.6 Conclusion

We aimed to clarify the criteria that contemporary film critics deploy to review films.
Relying upon seminalork on how the transformation of film as a product of mass appeal
to one that is an art form was aided by the evolution of film criticism though its expanded
discursive complexity, we went beyond that foundational scholarship to understand how
recent charges in the film industry have affected contemporary film criticism.To
encompass the variecagentsof public and peers that now comprise the critical community
alongside professional critics, we identified the top films in three established categories of
film recognition z films that have achieved top ranking at the box office, those that are
recognized as recijents of top honors in industry awards, and those that achieve the most
critical acclaim. We found that reviews consist of four essential components, Auteurism,
Experience, Processes, and Context, and that while all four are present in reviews of films
that garner different kinds of recognition, we also found that the components are utilized to
different degrees, depending on the kind of recognition a film ultimately receives. Critically
acclaimed films tend to be appraised with a strong emphasis on auteam as well as with
an eye for the culturally meaningful viewing experience. The finding that reviews of films
that end up receiving popular and critical acclaim share many of the same substantive
considerations is equally interesting, because it reveals &t film criticism is not bound by a
strictly detached or pure gaze even as film has become a more elite art form, and similarly,
that the appraisal of films that ultimately achieve popular recognition is not constrained by
a solely naive aesthetic. The iermediate position of criticism of films that achieved
professional recognition points to the possibility of less distinctive properties of such
reviews, but we also note that the fewer number of reviews in this category may have made
their distinctiveness more difficult to discern. Further research should provide greater
clarity on this matter.

Our interest in conducting this exploratory research was motivated by our broader
concern about the ways in which scholars rely upon cultural classification schemes
alongside other social constructions that, when left unexamined intensify, if not outright
reify social distinctions that may be only minimally present, or that may have been more
extensive at some point but have begun to shift, transform, or collapse ways that should

be taken into account in order to reach a deeper understanding of contgrarary cultural
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classification. Given the now recognized complexity in cultural consumption reported over

a decade ago (Peterso& Kern, 1996), which exists alongsidghe impact of more recent

shifts in the changing production and cultural contexts of film making, the question

remains to what extent cultural arbiters like film critics have begun to expand the scope of

their interpretative fo cus in light of these change<Critics are cultural intermediaries who

contribute in important ways to public discourse about popular culture, and in so doing

continue to play an important role in popular communication about socially influential

media like film. While the role of imAOEOEAOh xEEAE EO O AOAAOC
OUil pOT I AOEA (BordwAlll FIBIC ©.6017; Scott, 2010), has not changed, the

substance and form of their criticism is bound to shift if they are to continue to reach the

audiences they aim to speaka.
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Chapter 5

National Cultural Repertoires of Evaluation in a Global Age:
Film Discourse in France, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the

United States

5.1 Introduction

“There may not have been consensus by Day 4 of the Cannes Film Festhn@movie

has yet been universally loved, loathed or violently debatedbut the critics have

staked out their positions and fired up their thumbs. The British are keen on the British

film We Need to Talk About Kevin ...] while the French are
reviewer at Cahiers du Cinéemaanoi nt ed it with an unsmil e
representation of what sometimes seemstobethe f aul t cri ti cal att.i:

The New Yorkimes

While the film world is now a global industry with a worldwide audience, this quote byrhe
New York Timesilm critic Dargis (2011) illustrates that nationality is still perceived to be a
AAAOT O T £ ET £ OAT AA xEOE OdnyAh® British land KrerErOE A O &
have different ideas about what constitutes a good film. Furthermore, the latter are
described as having a particular approach to films under review. Does this assumption of
cross-national or cross-cultural differentiation wit h regard to cultural evaluation still make
OAT OA ET Ol AAUGO EECEI U cCciI i AAIl EUAA x1 Ol Ae
Evaluation schemes and tastes are socially constructed (Griswold, 1987; Kuipers,
2006) and depend on, amongst other factors, cultural surroundings (Lamor& Thévenot,
2000; Liebes& Katz, 1993).Following, the reception of cultural objects varies according to
audience characteristics, and across historical eras and national contexts (Cheya8inder,

2010; Daenekindt& Roose, 2011). However, the strongly expanded internathal exchange
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of culture and media products has caused cultural fields in the Western world to resemble
each other across countries more than ever before (Janssen et al., 2008). This would mean
that we all increasingly read the same bestseller books, ligteto the same popular music,
and watch the same Hollywood blockbusters, regardless of whether we live in Amsterdam,
Paris, London, or New York.

Research has shown that art and culture coverage in European national newspapers
has grown far more internationally oriented over the past decades (Janssen et al., 2008).
Related, forms of popular culture have gained importance at the cost of traditional high art
forms (Janssen et al., 2011), which means media across countries pay attention to the same
internationally popular culture products to a growing extent. The newspaper coverage of
film, an extremely popular cultural genre and a massive worldwide industry (McDonal&
Wasko, 2008), proved the most extensive and internationalized (Janssen et al., 2008). This
process of globalization is in line with the predominance of the American movie industry in
the Western film world (Lee & Waterman, 2007). Hollywood films prevail on import
markets around the world; this concentration of supply has resulted in film fields tat are
increasingly homogenized across nations (Chung, 2011; Fu, 2006). Consequently, the
French, Dutch, British, and American box office hit lists of 2010 all contain films likearry
Potter, Shrek Forever After, Alice in Wonderland, Inception, Toy Stamyd Twilight
(boxofficemojo.com).

Whereas audiences across hations consume the same movies to a large degree
(Barthel-Bouchier, 2011), and national newspapers cover the same international cultural
products (Janssen et al., 2008), this does not mean tHdins are made sense of in the same
manner across contexts (Chon et al., 2003). Different perspectives may lead to variation in
OEA ADPDPOI POEAOEIT 1T &£ AZ£EIT O AU OAOEIT OO0 AOI 600!/
result from its formal features (e.g.photography, plot development) or the viewing
experience it offers its audiences. As professional critics function as intermediaries
between cultural producers and consumers (Bourdieu, 1993; Hesmondhalgh, 2006), their
assessments are especially telling \h regard to the ways in which films are understood
and valued in particular cultural surroundings.

Whereas studies have so far given insight into which cultural products critics across

countries pay attention to, and shown how these products are increasjty alike and
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internationally oriented (Janssen et al., 2008; 2011), less is known about the possible
similarity or differentiation in the ways in which cultural products are appreciated across
nations. Crossnational studies have concentrated on the appnariation of high arts
(Lamont, 1992; Lamont& Thévenot, 2000) in a set of cultural contexts, on the evaluation of
a popular culture genre (television) within a single country (Bielby et al., 2005) or
regarding a particular product, e.g. the soap operBallas (Liebes & Katz, 1993), and the
movie The Lord of the Rings: The Return of the Ki@iuipers & de Kloet, 2009). Whereas
these studies all provide important insights in the reception of culture, they are
constrained by a focus on oneparticular paradigm, country, cultural genre, or cultural
product. The aim of this study isto deliver broader knowledge on thediverse cultural form

of film. More specific analysis of overall film discourse was carried out with a sole focus on
high art aesthetic criteria and limited to a time period ending in the 198G (Baumann,
2001). The current research fills several voids in this somewhat fragmented field of
research, as it closely examines presefttay evaluation of a most globalized cultural genre.
It does so by studyng reviews published in elite newspapers in as much as four national
contexts (France, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the United States), considering
a very diverse selection of film titles. By combining both quantitative and qualitative
methods, this study aims to answer the question: To what extentan national cultural
repertoires of evaluation be differentiated in presentday Western film discourse? As such,
this research adds to the understanding of the consequences of globalization in naiad

contexts.

5.2 Cultural Repertoires of Evaluation

$AOPEOA OT AEAOCEAOGSE OAOGAOAT AA EI O DPAOOEAODI AC
Sunflowersi O $ A MoBd Lis&6 @1 A AAT OAOET1T 1T &£ EOO 1 AEAOO
possess inherent charactestics that make them recognizable as art. Artistic value is not

measured according to existing standards but conferred to a work after social consensus

allows it; value is assignedto a product rather than assessedBourdieu, 1993). As
assignment of valueto cultural products is socially fabricated (Griswold, 1987), it is
determined by cultural surroundings (Liebes & Katz, 1993). Cultural repertoires of

evaluation -- collections of valuating schemas that people apply in a variety of situations
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and which orders their assessments on all kinds of matters (Lamor& Thévenot, 2000)--
pre-exist individuals, but are transformed and made salient by them. Taste in music, books
or films is not inherent to the products or even our specific personalities, but subordate

to social categories, e.g. class, age, gender, education level, ethnicity, and social
environment (Cheyne & Binder, 2010; Daenekindt& Roose, 2011; Van Eijck& Knulst,
2005; Van Rees Van Eijck, 2003).

National contexts bear influence on tastes anthe assignment of value to cultural
products as well. Various environmental factors increase the probability of individuals
making sense of their surroundings in a particular way (Lamont, 1992). This would signify
that, while we all live in a global age inwhich the same or similar (popular) culture
products are predominantly consumed, culturally diverse groups across the globe interpret
and ascribe meaning to such products in a variety of ways (Lieb&s Katz, 1993). For
instance, readers from the West Indts, Britain, and the United Stated were demonstrated
to lend diverging meanings to the same set of fictional novels (Griswold, 1987). Manners of
evaluation are set of by different appropriations of contents from the start; the retelling of
stories can takemany shapes.People of various cultural groups may understand stories
differently (Liebes & Katz, 1993) and thus evaluate the same Hollywood blockbuster in
completely different ways.

Research has shown that the national cultural repertoires of evaluation in the
United Stated and France are informed by strongly diverging notions of what is valuable of
worthy of acclaim (Lamont, 1992; Lamont& Thévenot, 2000). A clear illustration is fomd
ET OEA AEAZAZAOAT OEAOCEIT ET £&Z£EI I O OEAO OAAAEOGA
film award ceremonies; the Oscars are hardly ever granted to the same movies as the
Golden Palms. The French and American wield very different stances on a laxgeiety of
subjects, from moral and political topics to the cultural sphere (Lamon& Thévenot, 2000).
Evaluation practices in that cultural sphere are chiefly characterized by two aesthetic
OUOOGAT O j "1 OOAEAOh pwytnN powwdEA ODA POAAOORAARD
The aesthetic disposition, typically ascribed to high art domains, stresses a detached
manner of assessment; it demands distance from the artwork, and focuses on form rather
than function. The opposing popular aesthetic signifiespgreciation of cultural goods in

everyday contexts: it brings together audience and cultural good, and focuses on function
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instead of form. Highbrow evaluation criteria of film -- criteria that typify the aesthetic
disposition -- position films between predecessors and contemporaries, discuss a movie as
the artistic output of a sole genius, interpret its narrative, and relate it to its wider societal
contexts (Baumann, 2001). Evaluation schemas that answer to a popular aesthetic
commercial commodity (Bielby & Bielby, 2004; Bielby et al.2005; Van Venrooij& Schmutz,
2010). The appliance of these two aesthetic systems tends to show variation across
nations. In contrast to the French, American consumers of culture te¢h ~ @déemphasize the
properly formal and intellectual aspect of the asthetic activity to stress its emotional and
AGDAOEAT OE A (Lambri, i1992: 2P)I Guitical repertoires of evaluation in France
are characterized by emphasis on aestheticism and intellectualism, while those in the
United States are informed by prgmatism (which is also seen to inform Dutch repertoires)
(Janssen et al., 2011;amont, 1992). This would mean, as critics most clearly exemplify
cultural repertoires of evaluation, that American reviewers direct more attention towards
the spectacle moviesprovide the audience with while the French focus on form and

interpretation.

5.3 Cultural Circumstances

National cultural repertoires of evaluation appear to grow more parallel in Western
countries due to the homogenizing influences of cultural global&ion (Appadurai, 1996;
Hesmondhalgh, 2002). This trend supposes thatational differences found in the past are
subsiding (Lamont, 1992); major corporations target global mainstream audiences with
the same expensive cultural commodities4 E Ayrovdng international diffusion, exchange,

and intermingling ofcuit OOOAT CT 1T AO Al (JanséeA ét B.A208B:020kIBEO 00
in media ownership being in the hands of a few global conglomerates (McDonadd/Nasko,
¢nnmyq AT A OEOO 1 AAAG OiF AOI OOOAI SinaEekdctd 616 OAT
cultural globalization proliferate in the realm of recorded culture distributed through mass
media (Janssen et al., 2008), national film discourses the manners in which film is
primarily discussed in national contexts -- are especially vulnerable to assimilation.
Already, film coverage in national newspapers is more internationally oriented than

coverage of other cultural genres. The stronglyglobalized realm of film criticism thus
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provides an appropriate field to test the resistance oiational cultural repertoires of
evaluation to forceful homogenizing trends.

However, susceptibility for global influences varies across countries and may be
regarded as a condition that allows or refuses particular evaluative principles to dominate
cultural repertoires (Liebes & Katz, 1993). Whereas France, the Netherlands, the United
Kingdom, and the United States all reside in the Western cultural domain, their particular
characteristics differentiate their openness to influences from beyond their bordes
(Janssen et al., 2008)The extents to which they can sustain national cultural repertoires of
evaluation in a time of globalizationthus vary (Lamont, 1992). Such country characteristics
include its size, social makaip, centrality, policy, and cultural proximity (Janssen et al.,
2008; Straubhaar, 2007). Further, the magnitude of commercial and state influences on
media systems that facilitate national cultural repertoires renders them more or less
receptive.

Considering theseelements, the susceptibility of cultural repertoires of evaluation
of film in France, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the United States can be
APDPOT OEIi AOAA8 4EA 11 AOEAAT &ZEI T ZEAI A EO AEOAZ
and centrality in the film world. The small and peripheral Netherlands have stimulating
rather than restricting policies with regard to culture, and are very receptive to foreign
(mainly Hollywood) film. Both France and the United Kingdom find themselves ibetween
these two extremes with regard to size and centrality. French cultural policy is known for
its protectionist measures that contain foreign influences (BartheBouchier, 2011; Scott,
2000). Whereas cultural proximity would assist cohesion amongst European cotrres, the
UKS O AOI OOOAT bDOT @EI EOU OT j AQS atsd praposds@ighl AT COA
levels of cultural exchange (Bennett et al., 2009).

Finally, national film fields may characterize evaluation repertoires regarding
movies. The Americanfilm industry dominates the Western film world as it has the highest
output and largest market share at home and abroa(Barthel-Bouchier, 2011; Trumpbour,
2008) z e.g. in 2009, it produced 677 films and claimed a 92% national market share (see
Table 5.1). The commercial attitude, industrial infrastructure and powerful star system
that benefits the American industry finds no match in EuropgBordwell & Thompson,
1997; Elsaesser, 2005; Mcinald & Wasko, 2008) here, film was taditionally approached
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AO OEA OOWERefehs@e FrénénGilin field is seen to exhibit the most discrepancy
with Hollywood (Augros, 2008) due to its traditionally artful approach and protectionist
policy (Elsaesser, 2005; Scott, 2000) it does command the largest, most successful
domestic film industry in Western Europe. The Dutch film industry is, despite an upsurge in
recent years, rather small and generates hardly any export (Van de Kamp, 2009). The
intertwining of the British film industry with Hollywood (subsidiari es) has resulted in the

McDonald, 2008)but the strictly national industry is quite modest.

Table 5.1 Film production per country in 2009

Country Output in film titles Domestic market share in %
France 230 37
Netherlands 52 17
United Kingdom 116 17
United States 677 92

(Source: European Audiovisual Observatory)

These considerations prompt the assumption that the American and French cultural
repertoires of evaluation on film are most likely to persevere. Evaluation schemas the
Netherlands and the K. are expected to experience more effects from global trends and

thus be less distinct.

5.4 Data and Methods

P T IR ~ N s A s o~ =z

31T AEAOEAOS DOI ZAAOOEIT T A AOEOEAO AgAi pi EAEZU ADI

their core business, they provide the clearest patterns of evaluation schemas. Specifically,
cultural critics traditionally function as intermediaries between producers and consumers,
and therefore fulfil a key role in fields of cultural production (Bourdieu, 1993;
Hesmondhalgh, 2006) Focusing on film criticism is thus appropriate for the purpose of
examination of national cultural repertoires of evaluation. The data same encompassed
film reviews from elite newspapers in France, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and
the United States, regarding those as institutions key to the sustenance of distinct

evaluation schemas. The sample includede Figaro and Le Mondefor France NRC
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Handelsbladand de Volkskrantfor the Netherlands The Timesand The Guardiarfor the
UK., and The New York Timesnd Los Angeles Timefor the U.S, which were chosen
because they employ professional critics, have large national circulation, @play a leading
role in discourse on artisic and popular culture (Chapter 4.

In order to obtain a sample of reviews that encompasses a wide range of film types,
the sample was drawn from all films released in 2007 thatvere highly regarded by public,
peer filmmakers, and critics in the relevant countrieg? As these three institutional agents
can be pinpointed as most crucial in the valuation of cultural products (Alle& Lincoln,
2004; Schmutz, 2005), popular, professional, and critical recognition were used as
indicators for different types of film. The twenty highest revenuegenerating movies
formed the sample offilms with popular recognition. The winners and nomineesof the
most prestigious national film awards were selected for professional recognitionThe
movies with the most critical recognition were made up of films most highly regarded by
AOEOEAOG AOOI AEAOQET 120As fiis Articlll 8 Adt Eoddéned withx D AD A O O«
differentiation of discourse with regard to film type, | refer to Chapter 4 for details.
However, film type is controlled for in the analysis, using a more nuanced indicator (to be
explained shortly). Due to missing reviews and overlap betweefilm categories, the sample
consisted of 397 film reviews. These cases were evenly distributed over the four countries.
Word counts per review averaged 529 words $D=285); the American reviews were
significantly (F=78.42,p=0.000) longer than the FrenchDutch, and British reviews.

All reviews were subjected to an indudve content analysis using ATLAS.22 Each
film review was divided into text segments orquotations, averaging five to six segments
per review. A total of 2555 quotations were coded on th topics they addressed, which
varied from the prior achievements of star actors to the interpretations of perceived
metaphors. After coding, the quotations were aggregated back into complete reviews for
the analysesz i.e. the reviews served as researchnits. The large variety of topics found

was considered carefully and codes were adjusted where needed, resulting in 137 final

20 The sample only contained filmsrated as P@L3, NG17, or R by the Motion Picture Association of America; this

AgAl OAAA AEEI AOAT 80 1O EAIEI U EEI | @ifferentierifeficEaltogeindr. 1 EEAT U O AA
21 For a list of all sampled films see Appendix B.

22 The Frenchreviews were translated into Dutch by a professional third party before coding.
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separate codes. The analysis of associations between codes led to their distribution into
fifteen code groups, orthemes.All codes belong to only one theme, and all themes
addressed a particlar question or issue (see Chapter 4)Following, an obliquely rotated
factor analysis clustered together the fifteen themes and established four fundamental
discourse components. The respeive eminence of those discourse components in the four
national cultural repertoires of evaluation was then examined by means of a multiple OLS
regression analysis, in which the sample countries appeared as dummy variables with the
United States serving a baseline. As length of reviews could account for longer or more
varied elaborations on film aspects, the analysis controlled for review lengths in word
counts. Additionally, as more artistic or mainstream film might induce different evaluative
approaches the analysis controlled for film types. The latter was done by positioning the
reviewed films on a scale between mainstream and art film that wasased uponmaterial
practices and thematic content, as a result fronCategorical Principal Components Anasys
(CATPCA) (Chapter 3. This control variable indicates the differences in evaluations of
films that show many of the characteristics of mainstream movies or of more
artistic/highbrow films. Films in our sample score between-2.24 (very mainstream) and
1.45 (very artistic).

The examination of film criticism in France, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom,
and the United States enables to typify film discourses across these countries. Different
characterizations of such discourses, and variety in the prolifation of different aesthetic
systems would indicate the sustenance of distinct national cultural repertoires of

evaluation despite the ubiquity of processes of globalization.

5.5 Findings

5.5.1 Evaluative Schemas in Film Discourse

A first step in the examination of evaluation repertoires on film concerns the assessment of
themes that film critics address on the whole. €ltics in all four countries deployed the
same fifteen themes (see Tabl6.2) that were found in the analysis of film criticism in the
United Statesand United Kingdom in Chapter 4but their relative importance varied per

country. The distribution of themes over national cultural repertoires presented a complex
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picture in which many different combinations of elements of aesthetic systems occurred.
Providing a clearer overview of film discourse components, factor analysis revealed four

influential factors with an Eigenvalue greater than one, shown in Tabe2.

Table 5.2 Obliquely rotated component loadings for fifteen themes (N=397)

Artistic value Context Reality Experience
Component 1 2 3 4
$EOAAOI 060 AAAT I Pl EOEI A6900 AT A OOAAAI AOEO
Description of plot and characters .634
Formal qualities, e.g. style, photography .589
Interpretation/meaning of film (elements) .818
Classifi@tion as art or entertainment 487
Context of film content or production process .697
Film as commercial enterprise or commodity .769
Position within film canon .626
I AOT 006 PAOAEI OIf ATAAOG AT A OOAAAI AOE™TO
Credibility of plot and characters 498
Screenplay, script, and adaptation .613
Complexity of storylines and characters 499
Viewing experience .624
-TTAh AOIi T OPEAOA 10 OA&FAAI B .587
Level of originality or novelty .629
#O1 1 AAAESO Al PEA 723 617 415 526
Eigenvalues 3.812 1.648 1.223 1.052
Percentage of total variance 25.416 10.987 8.156 7.012

Factor analyzing this larger international sample of reviews resulted in four discourse
components that slightly diverged from the ones found in Chapter 4 he loadings on the
four factors varied compared to those presented in table 4.2, leading to different
interpretations of these components.4 EA  EAAOT O O! OOEOOEA OAIl OAo
mode in which the film is regarded as the expression of an artistt has concern for the
AEI1 160 A& Oi Al NOAI EOEAO AT A AIPEAOGEUAO AT AI
component strongly resembles the aesthetic disposition (Bourdieu, 1993) and signifies the
most artful approach to film found in the data. The factopresents a most distinct way of
discussing movies that borrows from discourses on highbrow cultural genres. Not
surprisingly, this factor explains the most variance of all four.

AEA EAAOT O O#11 O0A@0O6 Ai 1 OEAAOO E£EEiIdnd ET 0O/
beyond the film world. This discourse component appears to be rather ambiguous as it

combines the appreciation of the cultural product within the canon (a mechanism
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prevalent in the valuation of art) with the assessment of film as a commodity or
commerdal enterprise.

A4EA xAU E1 xEEAE OEA EAAOI O 02AA1I EOQU6G AAAO
AT OE £EZEEI i1 AEET C POT AAOOAOG AT A OEA AOAAEAEI EOLU
disbelief z i.e. it tests the believability or plausibility of a narrative within the premises of
the product or medium. Following, this discourse component signals the effectiveness of a
popular aesthetic in two ways, both relating the reviewed film to its actual surroundings.
Elaborations on production processesindicate a rather pragmatic stance on film that
focuses on the everyday reality of filmmaking; this is in strong contrast with approaching a
film as meaningful cultural entity resulting from the creative genius of a director. The
emphasis on credibilityof xEAO A AEI i DI OOOAUO OEI xO0 OEA O
the film and his stressing of (emotional) authenticity (Bielby& Bielby, 1994). This search
for unity between cultural good and audience (Bourdieu, 1993) is very telling with regard
to the aesthetic system underlying a particular discourse.

AEA EAAOTI O Ow@DbAOEAT AA6 AT 1T OAET O OEA OAOQEI
experience a film brings about. The prominence of such a participatory experience unveils
deployment of a popular aesthetic(Van Venrooij & Schmutz, 2010). However, this
discourse component simultaneously displays a more artful dimension as consideration of
levels of complexity and novelty generally indicates a highbrow perspective (Baumann,

2001). Here, these aspects are dirdg connected to the viewing experience; simplicity
either enhances enjoyment or prompts boredom, while originality generates interest and
predictability diverts attention. At the same time, complexity understood as nuance that

OA &I AAOO OAAI EODAAOAT DDI

“"AEOAAOA A EEI 160 AAE
5.5.2 Film Discourse across Borders

The four discourse components can be regarded as schemas of evaluation that occur in

cultural repertoires in all four countries, but whose prevalence di#rs in France, the
Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Multiple OLS regression analyses
OEAO AiTOOTTITAA £ O xi OA AiI 0160 AT A £EI I OUE

eminence in national cultural repertoires (see Tabl&.3).
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Table 5.3 Multiple OLS regression analyses on prominence of discourseraponents (N=397)

Artistic value Context
Variable B SEB R B SEB R
Word count 0.02 0.00 0.86*** 0.01 0.00 0.61***
Film displays more art features 1.32 0.23 0.18*** -1.25 0.15 -0.33***
Sample France 11.28 0.82 0.60%** 1.62 0.55 0.17**
Sample Netherlands 9.69 0.80 0.54*** 3.00 0.53 0.33***
Sample United Kingdom 1.75 0.78 0.10* 0.18 0.52 0.02
Sample United States Ref. Ref.
Re .66 42

Reality Experience

Variable B SEB R B SEB )
Word count 0.01 0.00 0.43*** 0.01 0.00 0.54***
Film displays more art features -0.64 0.16 -0.16*** 0.06 0.12 0.02
Sample France -2.27 0.58 -0.23*** | -0.33 0.44 -0.05
Sample Netherlands -1.91 0.57 -0.20*** -0.29 0.42 -0.04
Sample United Kingdom -2.93 0.55 -0.30*** | -1.11 0.41 -0.16**
Sample United States Ref. Ref.
Re 40 .35

Significance: *** p<.001, ** p<.01* p<.05.

With regard to discourse component Artistic value the model explains 66% of variance.
The model displays a positive relation to film type; this means that the more art film
characteristics the film contains, the more eminent the discourse compent. The sample
country of the reviews appears to be the most deciding factor here. French reviewers
employ this evaluation schema to a much larger degree than their American counterparts.
The Dutch reviews resemble the French in this respect, while the iBsh reviews contain
Artistic value far less.

The model encompasses 42% of the variation found ithe use of discourse
component Contex8 ) OO0 OOA ET AOAAOAO xEOE EECEAO x1 0O
AGEEAEOET ¢ i1 OA 1 AET OOOAATI ~ZEAAOOOAO8 $O0OAE O/
within or without the film world to the largest extent, followed by the French, and then the
British and American.

The variation in prominence of discourse component Realitys explained for 40%

Au OEA 1T AAIT 80 OAOEAATI AOG8 'O &A1 O Ail AOAI OAOE
gets used. The prevalence of mainstream characteristics in the revied/@lms prompt more
Al PEAOEO 11 ~ZEEI 1 06 OAI AOGETIT O O OEAEO AAOOAI

104



accentuated far more in the American newspapers than in those in France, the Netherlands,
and the UK., with the Dutch reviews showing the least divegence.

The final discourse component, Experienceshows the least variance, the model
covering 35% of variance found. Lengthier reviews enable deliberations on viewing
experiences but they do not depend on film type. While all European critics talk about
experience somewhat less than the Americans do, the only significant difference is found
between the United Kingdom and United States.

Whereas discourse is constructed with the same schemas of evaluation in all
countries studied, French, Dutch, Britishand American cultural repertoires on film can be

distinguished by their relative prominence.

5.5.3 American Film Discourse

American film critics are least inclined to review a film according to its artistic value; they
deemphasize formal and intellectualaspects of film as expected. The American discourse
AATT1T OOOAOAO A 0O00OTT ¢ AIPEAOEO 11 £EZEEI T 60 OAAI
its actual context in a variety of ways. Especially the stressing of flmmaking processes fits

well with the notion of American evaluating repertoires traditionally being strongly
characterized by a sense of pragmatism (Lamont, 1992). Additionally, as these processes

ET Al OAA AAOI 006 BDHOAAOEAAO AT A DAOAI Oi AT AAOh
importance of (star) actors compared to directors here (McDonald& Wasko, 2008). Actors

have a considerably more prominent position in American discourse than in other

countries (on average, |$. reviews cotain 6.61 remarks on the themdetor s 6 per f or man
and trademarksF=44.27,p=0.000) where the director represents a focus point. This is

another indication of an approach to film that resembles that of a product resulting from
accumulated professional craftsmanship, instead of one that regards film as the outcome of

orA PAOOT 160 AOAAOEOA OEOEI T8 &OOOEAOIT OAR Al

once again proven prevalent in American repertoires of evaluation.

“Muc h of t he film [ ..] was shot -time New
cinematographer, Roger Deakins. §&ntial atmospheric exteriors, however, were shot

in West Texas at the insistence of costar Jones, a native of the Lone Star state. "He
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yelled at us that [New Mexico] would be a mistake," Ethan Coen said at the film's
Cannes debut. [ .demaddadstiiose AVest Texas exteriors, tha mle of

Ed Tom Bell demanded Jones, who gives one of the great performances of his career

[ ..] . Though the Coens I|iked Qg roé¢a ¢f.] J
the filmmakers and the actor worried tat his taking on this part was too obvious a

pick. In truth, however, it's hard to think of anyone who could've brought McCarthy's
impeccable ear for regional speech so convincingly to the screen. When the sheriff's
deputy says, 'lt's a mess, ain't itA'sipure pleasure to hear Jones handle the rejoinder

--"If it ain't, it'll do until the mess gets here** with trademarkap | o mb .

Los Angeles Times

This excerpt of a review onNo Country for Old Mers a good illustration of American film

criticism as it addresses the various filmmaking processes, credibility, and viewing
experience. Not only does the critic discuss filming locations and acting performances, the

review includes information on the dedsion-making processes the directors dealt with.

Quoting directors, producers, or actors on the production process of a reviewed film is an
often-applied method here. Notably, the experience a film offers is regarded as the result of

many different factorsf EAOA & AOO 1 EAO xEOE *11A08 AAOEI
OTATITITT £ O T OEAOh 1 AOGO 1T AOEI OO AZAAAOTI OO O1T A

score in the case oThere Will Be Blood

“Making "Blood's" story even more disturbing is theroubling score by Radiohead's
Jonny Greenwood, powerful, brooding new music that is critical to the film's impact,
creating pervasive uneasiness and letting us know that, appearances to the contrary,
we're not watchingac onventi onal story.”

Los Angele3imes
)yl CAT AOAT h OEA Ai PEAOGEO 1T &£ '1I AOEAAT EEI I AEC
A£O01T AOEIT ET AOAOUAAU 1 EZA8 $OA O OEA AiET AT A
American film discourse can be typified as stressing a populaaesthetic and by its

serviceability to audiences. The length of film reviews in 13 newspapers facilitates
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elaboration and description. Large size of reviews is generally seen to indicate a serious
approach (Baumann, 2001), which rings true here since th&merican film industry is such
an important source of export (McDonald& Wasko, 2008). However, it might also point

towards the value given to informing the public.

5.5.4 French Film Discourse

&OAT AE &ZEI i AOEOEAEOiI O1 AAOI ETAO AET AT A6O AOC
AOl OOOAT A1 OEOCEAO OEAO OANOEOA ET OAOPOAOAOGEI I
any sense, keeping clear of comments on filmmaking processes. As suétench film

AEOAT OOOGA EO 110 ATTAAOT AA xEOE EZ£EI 1860 AAOOAI
work itself as an expression to be analyzed. Furthermore, the stressing of formal qualities
demonstrates the distance kept between cultural product ath its audience, which enables

such analysis. In this review oDas Leben der Andergisee Appendix Bor translation), the

critic assigns meaning to a film by analyzing its various elements as well as the film as a

whole; the development of one characterd OAI AOAA OI OEA AZAEI I 60 160
setting in which the story takes place is another aspect crucial to the senggaking process.

4EA £ Of EO OAAT AO ET OACOAI OiF OEA EEI I 80 j
interpretation bestows the film with merit as the meaning is seen to provide human worth

and depth to the production.

“Ce qu'il raconte, c'est I'histoire d'une conscience qui se réveilime rédemption qui

se profile une remontée des enfers pour un individu qui en a orchesfuelques
descentes. Avec une mise en scéene froide et impeccable, le film démonte le mécanisme
d'un complot sordide en offrant une porte de sortie a un salaud obéissant, changé en
héros révolté. Ainsi, sur une dramaturgie classique, le suspense reborfatitesnent,

non plus sur des situations, mais sur la métamorphose d'un individu. Ce qui donne
valeur et profondeur humaines a un pamphlet politique sur I'histoirecente de

I " All emagne de | " Est ."”

Le Figaro



However, French film reviews also exhibit concer for the viewing experience films bring
about. Nevertheless, even when discussing film experience, the French preserve a certain

distance to the film; they behold enjoyment as an intellectual activity in some regard.

“Elle tient aussi a l'art avec lequédll use de l'ellipse, de la digression, du suspense, de la
scene dilatée et de la cascade de récits romanesques enchassés pour savourer le plaisir
du conte et le mélange du réalisme et du lyrisme, du social et du sentimental, de la

comédie etdudrame,dur i vi al et du métaphysique.
Le Monde

In this review on Le Graine et le Mulegnjoyment of the film is described as rendered from
a mixture of complexity, meaningfulness, emotion and profoundness instead of as the
result of being swept awdJ ET OT -I AOAE E C Ed déscriptod hund in alLos
Angeles Timeseview on| Am Legend

The French evaluative repertoire on film maintains an aesthetic disposition to a high
degree; the aestheticism and intellectualism France is known for remains a definingature
(Lamont, 1992). Within this highbrow discourse, the experience a film offers its audience is
seen to have considerable importance, despite the typical use of the component. This
distinct characterization of the French discourse is fortified by the @mplex and quite

literary style full of ornate language that French reviews tend to be written in.

5.5.5 Dutch Film Discourse

As anticipated, the Dutch and British film discourses find middle ground between the

extremes that those in France and thé&nited States present. The constitution of the Dutch

cultural repertoire resembles that of the French much more in that artistic value is

EECEI ECEOAA xEEI A ZEEI T 60 OAAI EOU EO Al x1 Pl AU
AT T OA@Oh OP A AdhidgEas doimmelkial EdrinGdityAdutcA réviews contain, on

average, 1.40 remarks on this theme, which resembles theS_but strays far from the other

European countries, F=5.88, p=0.000), appears to indicate deployment of a popular

aesthetic (Bielby et al. 2005).
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“Nu de financiéle rol varThe Lord of the Ringsdrilogie op bioscoop en dvdgebied

grotendeels is uitgespeeld, achtte productiemaatschappij New Line Pictures de tijd rijp

voor een nieuwe mythische melkkoe. Zo simpel is het. Zij werd gevondé&hniiip

Pullmans Noorderlicht (His Dark Materialg-boeken. Erg bekend zijn ze nog niet in

Nederland, maar daar zullen de eerste film en de spiksplinternieuwe filmeditie van de

jeugdromans ongetwijfeld verandering in brengen. Verwacht echter geldarry

Potter-hysterie ofLord of the Ringsmagie. Daar kan zelfs een opgeklopt relletje over

de al dan niet blasfemische inhoud vandee r hal en ni et toe bijdrag
NRC Handelsblad

This excerpt of a review oriThe Golden Compa§§E OA O ET OE CE O cofmieddial ( T 1 1 U
1T CEAOh Ag@bl AETET C ET x OEA OG0 MAiifinardial BoordeOET OO0
and needs to be succeeded by a comparable formula. Furthermore, some context with
regard to the original material of the film is provided, and the filmis positioned in the film
canon as comparisons with other films are made.
The prominence of contextual information in Dutch reviews typifies the principally
highbrow approach to film as one that is considerate of the industrial framework that
surrounds it and therefore presents a rather down to earth state of mind. Such level
headedness might be a more precise characterization of Dutch evaluating repertoires than
the aforementioned pragmatism, as it significantly differs from the American repertoire
that focused on actual filmmaking processes. This is mirrored in the fairly straightforward
manner in which critics offer judgment of (elements of) films; compared to critics in the
other three countries, Dutch reviewers are very upfront about their assessment3he used
excerpt provides a good illustration of such forward opinions as it makes it abundantly
clear that nothing can make this film as successful @he Lord of the Ringer Harry Potter.
Dutch critics consider film experience to about the same amourdas their French

counterparts, but do not employ their quite intellectual style.

5.5.6 British Film Discourse
British film critics address artistic value more than the Americans but still far less than

reviewers in the other European countries. This implies the prevalence of a popular
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AAOOEAOEA8 (1 xAOGAOh OEA "OEOO Al 1 irwewitg AAA A
experience; in this regard, they resemble the French and Dutch reviewers. This would

mean that, as none of the evaluating schemas really typifies British film discourse, it
presents the most evenly balanced combination of the aesthetic dispositicand a popular

aesthetic. British cultural repertoires of evaluation are then informed by several notions

and cannot be easily characterized. However, the style of British film criticism is striking;

the reviews are laced with humor and written in a rathe cynical tone of voice.

“Here, via a plot that repeatedly mistakes incessant convolutions for depth and
intrigue, our protagonists are bounced around the known and unknown worlds in a
vague attempt to rescue Captain Sparrow from a Sisyphean afterlifeméroaching
madness, to recruit the nine international Pirate Lords (don't ask) in a battle against

the evil East India Trading Company, to reunite Will Turner with his father Bootstrap

Bill, to punish the murderous Davy Jones, to satisfy the ambitiorSagftain Barbossa

and to, well, it just goes on and on. [ ..]
up as he goes along?" asks a stupefied sailor, as Sparrow swings to safety after another
one of the movie's many interminable skirmishes. He nidiave been discussing
director Gore Verbinski'§im-ma ki ng ski |l | s. 7~

The Times

Neither the movie business nor its products are taken too seriously, ridiculing of film
elements is very common, as read in the review oRirates of the Caribbean:tA Wor | d’ s En
above. This makes British discourse confoundedly different from the serious, lyrical French

analyses, the pragmatic American elaborations, and the Dutch levelheaded assessments.

5.6 Conclusion

While a multitude of resemblances have been edtashed, the film discourses in France, the
Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the United States can certainly be typified on the

basis of particular characteristics. Film discourses in all four countries contains the

AEOAT OOOA AT i BPITAT OO 1T O AOAI OAOGEITT OAEAI AO O
Onw@bAOEAT AAo6h AOO OEAEO AEAEAOAT O AI PEAOAO
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Al PEAOEO |1 EAO AGEIEH OFHA TAE|IAGIOAGAITIT ET AOAOUAAN
reality and experience typifies this evaluation repertoire as being informed by pragmatism
AT A OOOAOOET ¢ A PibOI AO AARAOOEAOEA8 &OAT AE £EEI
informed by aestheticism and intellectualism, critics approach directors as artists, and their
products as meaningful cultural entities that require interpretation. The prevalence of the
aesthetic disposition further shows in the distance kept from cultural productsThe Dutch
and British discourses on film are less distinct and more difficult to typify. Dutch film
criticism is characterized chiefly by a highbrow approach to film, with a particular level
headedness and emphasis on (industrial) context. As none of tegaluating schemas really
typifies British film discourse, this presents the most evenly balanced union of the aesthetic
disposition and a popular aesthetic. The British style further distinguishes this national
cultural repertoire; humor and cynicism putfilm into perspective.

The appearance of the same schemas of evaluation across countries demonstrates
that there is some conformity, which signals the influence of globalizing processes that
disseminate both aesthetic systems. Not only do we see the pfefation of elements of the
popular aesthetic in the Western world; admittance of aspects of the aesthetic disposition
(Bourdieu, 1993) into discourses traditionally not prone to emphasize artistic value
persists. The widespread concurrent usage of botheathetic systems is telling for the
gualification of film as a cultural genre: it illustrates its ambiguity as both art form and
commercial commodity (BarthetBouchier, 2011).

4EEO AOAI EOU A1 O OOOZAAAO ET OEA Ai10060
mainstream or art film proved to bear significant influence on the composition of reviews.
It appearscritics concurrently employ several modes of reviewing; anode for more artful
films presenting an intellectual challenge (e.gr'he Diving Bell and the Bterfly) and a mode
reserved for mainstream films that provide mesmerizing spectacle or emotional fulfillment
(e.g.300, Music and Lyrigs Adjusting the reviewing mode to the movie under review shows
OEA OAOOEAAAAEI EOU 1 £ Ohah padiéutar filln® BaGeEtd 6ffgdr OE A U
audiences, not on what they personally believe film should be. This servibased criticism
can thus be differentiated into modes that are typified by either an aesthetic disposition or
a popular aesthetic, and oppose eaoother as the former focuses on artistic value whereas
OEA 1 AOOAO OACAOAO Z£EI |1 xEOEET EOO AOAOUAAU (<
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exists outside this opposition; the experiential or emotional dimension of film surfaces in
all cultural repertoires, regardless of film type.

Indeed, the distinct national cultural repertoires of evaluation thatThe New York
Timed AEI | AOEOEA -AT T EIA $AOCEO jcmppq OAEAOO
were demonstrated to exist beside each othedespite their partial overlap. Thus, whereas
the art and culture coverage of the national press in Western countries is seen to
increasingly concern popular culture from abroad (Janssen et al., 2008; 2011), this
coverage can still be differentiated acrossountries according to its composition and style.
Further, this different appropriation of cultural goods is not limited to high arts (Lamont,
1992; Lamont& Thévenot) or specific products from the realm of popular culture (Liebe&
Katz, 1993; Kuipers& de Kloet, 2009). This study has shown that Western countries have
distinguishing features that particularize their manner of meaning making.These
repertoires may curently all experience similar effects of global phenomena to some
extent, culture-specific notions of what is valable or worthy nonetheless enablethe
sustenance of international diversity of discourses. The effects of globalization on national
cultural repertoires of evaluation should therefore not be overestimated but require
careful further examination in an array of cultural fields across a multitude of countries.
The cultural differences existent in national contexts may yet prove more influential than
often supposed in an era in which globalization is ubiquitous.

Clearly, while thisarticle adds to our understanding of the consequences of cultural
globalization, it has limitations and thus requires additional research. Follow up studies
might include a larger sample of film titles on the basis of which film criticism is examined.
This would bring further nuance to the differentiation of discourse across film types. Also,
the inclusion of more popular newspapers would give a more complete overview of
evaluation schemas employed in various national contexts. Naturally, the broadening of
this research with more sample countries is another way to test current findings. Further,
whereas this article gives insight into whichcomponents make up film discourse, future
research should qualify how they are employed. Finally, supplementing this sty with
analysis of reviews by regular film viewers (user generated criticism) would solidify the

found distinctions between national cultural repertoires of evaluation.
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Chapter 6

Conclusions

6.1 Recapturing the Results

AEvery great film should seem new every ti me

Roger Ebert

&EI I EO AiiTi1Tc¢c OEA 1100 bpIpOI AO AOI OOOAIT CAT
ascension in the early twentieth century, it has emancipated into a highly diverse cultural
form that includes art and entertainment, and an array of genreand styles. How do
audiences bring order to and make sense of the vast supply of movies the global film
industry annually produces? Whatis a good film? Renowned film critic Roger Ebert
captured histerms of enjoyment in a single sentence, quoted above. Whereas his statement
reveals an interesting take on film quality, italso prompts additional questions: If a great
film seems new every time you see it, what are the features that induce thispeated
viewing experience? Is this logic applicable to all types of film? Do critics generally adhere
to this view? If so, how does this perspective relate to that of general audiences or of the
film industry itself?

| address matters of film classificc ET T AT A AOEOEAOS6 AEMAT OOO0OA
this research The dynamics of classification processes between cis, peer filmmakers,
and public are studied, as well as the actual classificatismmade by these institutional
agents. | irvestigate the film world with equal attention to the artistic small-scale and
commercial largescale fields of film production, anddifferentiate film types according to
three types of institutional recognition (popular recognition, professional recognition, and
critical recogniE T T 8 &EIT | A O&énhéd@dough b-Oehth En@ly3i8, makibg
comparisons across film types and across national contexts.

The AEOOA O ewpigal btudi@s provide insight into the practices of film
classification and the properties of film discourse in the international film worldz they
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improve understanding of longitudinal developments but mostly of current dynamics. This

final chapter first gives an overvew of the findings generated by thefour studies. Then, the

answers to their respective research questions are consolidated in the discussion, where

OEA OEAOEO0S 1 AET NOAOU AT A OEAIT OAOGEAAI EI Pl EA

6.1.1 Boundaries between Film Art and Commercial Movies

The secondchapter is directed by the research questionHow and to what extent do the
boundaries between the restricted and largescale fields of film production between 1955
and 2005 become apparent in the film coverage of Dutch, Frdmc German, and U.S.
newspapers?The examination regardsthe types of film that received attention in quality
newspapers in these countries over timefocusing on whether films canbe typified as
prestigious or popular productions.

$O0A O DPOI AAOGOGAO AT OE xEOEET AT A AAUITA OE
to art status, the extent to which the field of film art could impose norms on the overall film
field was anticipated to grow in the 1960s and 1970s. This strengthening t¢iie boundary
between film art and commercial movie s indeed shown, as m coverage increasingly
focusedon the film director from the 1970s onwards. Additionally,auteur-directors serve
as the sole creative force behind film productions to growing extents, as adapions of
existing material make way for original scripts by these auteurs. Furthermore, the
emphasis on film art principles in film coverage appearsn the data as devotion tomovies
by prestigious directors. The boundary strength is stronger in the European countries; the
trend is less salient in the United States.

Despite trends of commercialization, globalization, and declassification the
boundaries between the domain of he art film and the territory of the commercial film
appear not to have weakened between 1975 and 2005 sincethe attention for films by
commercially successful directors isOAAT 01 AAAOAAOA ET OEA Al
newspapers, while the pool of comrarcially successfully directors remainsmore or less
constant ower the years. This trend appearsin all four countries and doesnot show
significant differences across nationsNot only has te art film gained inprominence in film

discourse,but the aesthetic standards originating there are also employed in discourse on
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more commercial movies. Furthermore, these norms seem to hold despite the occurrence

of trends that are likely to undermine them.

6.1.2 Film Conventionality and Innovation Uncovered
Having mapped trends in film classification over timethe research turnsto current
classification processes.l first focus on the differentiation of film products that are
classified in various ways. Public, peers, and critics reward films with popula
professional, and critical recognition, and thereby influence overall value assignment to
movies (Allen & Lincoln, 2004; Schnutz, 2005). This study examineswhether these
different types of recognition are in fact related to distinguibable film types. It
encompassesOEA AT A1l UOGEO 1T & DOl AGAOETT OOAEOO AT A
appreciated most by public, peers, critics in 2007 in France, the Netherlands, the United
Kingdom ard the United States, and focusesn the conventionality and innovation these
features display.

The traditional distinction between commercid and artistic movies proves to
endure with regard to material practices, but appearsto be continuous rather than
AEOAOAOGA8 &1 O OEA 1100 PAOOKh DPIiBPOIAO EEI T OOE
oriented institutional logic, which prescribes productions to make use of multmillion
dollar budgets, major movie stars, well knowndirectors, clearly signaling genres, and
comprehensible themes. Films that received professionalnd critical recognition fit this
conventional profile far less. The analysis of moviégs OUI AT 1 EA AAZFaOAAT AA
captured in four dimengons. Again, popular films aredeemed most conventional; they ag
judged to conform to Hollywood norms to the largest extent, hold little narrative
complexity, represent familiar themes, and offer easy viewing experiences. Professionally
and critically recognized films scorein opposite direction on these dimensions.

These findings demonstratethat commercially successful and critically acclaimed
films present the extremes of a continum between conventionality and innovation, while
films with professional recognition are found to reside in between the two. The boundaries
between the film types appear rather more fluid than concrete. In this distinction, budget

differences and presentd themes turn out to be the most discerning film features.
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Furthermore, the findings show that films thatbecome successful in more than one country
tend to be more conventional than those thatonly attract audiences in one particular

national context

6.1.3 Considering the Praised and Acclaimed
The research then returnsto film coverage in the media, informed by theforegoing
investigation into differentiation of film products. As the global film world is confronted
with trends of commercialization, globalization, and digitization (Hesmondhalgh, 2002;
McDonald & Wasko, 2008), the question whether the prevailing dichotomy of @stic
versus popular forms of criticism (Bourdieu, 1993) sill apprehends its complexity &
prompted. Given these developments, how can presedgfay film criticism be characterized
and understood? In particular, are films that are ultimately consecrated byopular,
professional, and critical recognition appraised by similar or different criteria? This
research comprises200 reviews published in four quality newspapers in the United
Kingdom and the United States of films released in 2007, which received themost
popular, professional, and critical recognition.

Qualitative content analysis(and quantitative processing of the findingsyhowsthat
OT AAUGBO OAOGEAxO Ai1TOEOCO 1T AAGBEBOAAMAOEROAAT DA
credibility to the directi 08 O OOAAAI[T A OE OreaniAgs. AheHifteénAherbeSrd O A A
collapsed into four essential discourse coponents through factor analysis:@3\uteurisma
Experienced, Processed, and Gontext. All four are present in reviews of all film types,
but the components are utilized to different degrees. The component Auteurism focuses on
the universe of the director as creative visionary. It provesto be significantly more
prominent in reviews of films that received critical recognition, and least so in those on
popular movies. The component Experience consists of various aspects of the experience a
film offers its audiences. It is deployed to a large extent across reviews of all film types, but
most in those on the critically acclaimed. The component Processes addresses the array of
processes that went into making a film. It shows slightly significant variation among
review types; it is more eminent in reviews of films with both popular and critical
rAAT CT EOET 18 &ETAITTURh OEA AT iIiBITAT O #11 O0A@O 1
within and beyond the product itself. The significant diference in the use of Contextsi
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accounted for by the greater likelihood of this component appearing in reviewsf popular
films.

In sum, reviews of various kinds of film reveal similar approaches to criticism but
those of popular and critically recognized movies appear to be more pronounced in their
employment of particular elements, whereas those of films with mfessional recognition
occupy an intermediate position. Critically acclaimed films are reviewed with an epiasis
on the responsible director, and with an eye for culturally meaningful viewing experiences.
The finding that reviews of other (less prestigiou} film types employ these same elements
despite different compositions reveals that overall contemporary film criticism
incorporates aesthetic considerations that draw from both popular and more highbrow
discourses, regardless of either the norms that filnart imposes or the pressures current

trends put on film discourse

6.1.4 Dissection of National Cultural Repertoires
Overal h OT AAUG& O AE I nhore Adin@ldx ith@rCi@ditionBllp As€uked, but does
discourse differentiation solely rest with the type of product discussed? Chapter 8hows
that the boundaries between film art and commercial film discern across Western nations;
such varigion may also exist with regardto the negotiations that go into value assignment.
Whereas audiences across nations consume the same movies to a large degree (Barthel
Bouchier, 2011), and national newspapers cover the same international cultural products
(Janssen et al., 2011), this deenot mean that films are made sense of in the same manner
across contexts (Lamont & Thévenot, 2000; Liebes Ratz, 1993. This study answershe
guedtion: To what extent @an national cultural repertoires of evaluation be differentiated in
present-day Westen film discourse?It does so by studying film reviews published in elite
newspapers in France, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the United Statiesr
this purpose, the datacollection used in Chapter 4 isextended with film reviews from
France ard the Netherlands.

Content analyss revealsthe employment of fifteen themes across critics in all four
countries, with their relative importance varying per country. The complexpicture of

theme distribution is unraveled with a factor analysis, assidore in Chapter 3. However, as



the themes loaddifferently onto the four factors, the discourse components r@ slightly
altered in this crossnational analysis.

AEA FEAAOT O O! OOEOOGEA OAI OA6 OAPOAOGAT 6O A
regarded as the ex )R OOET T 1T &£ AT AOOEOON EO EAO AT1T AAOI
Al PEAOEUAO AT AT UOEO AT A ET OAOPOAOAOEI T8 4EA ¢
EOCO Ai 1 OAgOO Al OE xEOEET AT A AAUTT A OEA £EEII
addOAOOAO A AEEI 160 OAATEOU EO Oxi &£ 1A EO ET.
AOAAEAEI EOU 1T &£ A EZ£EI T 60 Ai1O0AT O xEOEET EOO O
contains the various ways in which reviewers discuss the experience a film bringdbout.

The four discourse components are regarded as schemas of evaluation that occur in

cultural repertoires in all four countries, but whose prevalence differs in France, the
Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Mitiriate analyses hat account

for word counts and film types giveET OECEO ET O1 OEA OAEAI AOSG OAI ¢/
cultural repertoires.

Film discaurses in all four countries aredemonstrated to contain the four main
evaluation schemas, but their different emphases/s0 OEAI ADPAOO8 ' I AOE
Al PEAOEO 1 EAO xEOE OEA EEI 160 OAI AOGEIT O1 10
reality and experience typifies this evaluation repertoire as stressing a popular aesthetic.

French film criticism underlines ci Al A6 0 AOOEOOEA OAI 6An AOEOQE/
artists, and their products as meaningful cultural entities that require interpretation. The

Dutch and British discourses on film are less distinct and more difficult to typify. Dutch film

criticism is characterized chiefly by a highbrow approach to film, with a particular level
headedness and emphasis on (industrial) context. As none of the evaluating schemas really

typifies British film discourse, this presents the most evenly balanced union of the adsittic

disposition and a popular aesthetic.

These findings, like those of Chapter 2 show that while film classification and
discourse are under influence from the same trends of cultural globalization,
commercialization, and digitization in various Westem Countries, they still demonstrate
differences regarding how and where to draw the line between film art and commercial

movie.
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6.2 Discussion and Implications
Below, | return to the literature discussed in Chapter 1 and contemplate the answers the
AEOOAOOAOQCEI T80 & 00 OO0évArEdt®andvarGnd overalireSearBlA Ah  OE

guestion:

In what ways and to what extentan the films appreciated mostybthe audience, the film
industry, and professional critics be distinguished, and hdw film critics in various cultural

contexts across the Western world classify and make sense ofghge of film®

Further, since this research exposeavenues for ftirther investigation, this chapter offers

suggestions for future studies.

6.2.1. The Film Field in Longitudinal Perspective
of film art and mainstream moviesthe diversity of their products and the value assigned to
it, as well as the ways in which they are regarded in filmariticism. The research startsoff
with an examination of the practices of film classification over time (Chapter 2) as the film
world has experienced a number of developments in its short lifespanl study whether
"T OOAEADGGO jpwwacq 1 ATTAO T £ OOOOAOOOET ¢ A EEA
in investigating modern day cultural industries.
The analysis affirms” A O A (2D0F)Gclaim that film went through a phase of
emancipation during the 1960s. Film has gained legitimacy as a cultural product with
artistic merit; the ideology supporting this stance, the auteur theory, is found to have been
ubiquitous in film criticism ever since. This lasting ubiquity points towards the great
ET £ OAT AA A 1 ACEOEI EUET ¢ EAATITCU I AU EAOA EI
aesthetic mobility (Bourdieu, 1993). Furthermore, theenduring prominence of auteur
theory shows that the power struggles that Bourdieu (1993) deems inherent to a cultural
AEAT A EAOA OAOOI OAA ET OEA OAOOOEAOAA EEAT A ]
onto the wider film world. However, whereasfield theory proves to still be current in this
regard, the research also uncoves its limitations with regard to a realm like the film field,

showing the overlap between domains of artistic and commercial culture and touching
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upon the fluidity of distinctions made (Hesmondhalgh2006; Prior, 2005). Not only have
film art principles obtained more prominence in film discourse, the aesthetic standards
originating in the film art world reign in discourse on more commercial movies as well.
Likewise, dscourse on popular music also originates in both the aesthetic dispognh and a
popular aesthetic, resulting in a varied set of criteria applied to the entire genre (Van
6 AT OTTEEh ¢nmwg8 4EA 1T OOATTAOG T &£ "1 OOAEADBBO i
forthright in modern-day cultural industries like those of film orpopular music.

Leading newspapers in all four countries appear to discuss artistic and commercial
movies side by side throughout the research period, implying that both segments of film
production have their place in film discourse across place and tim&/hereas the separate
restricted and large-scale fields of production can certainly be differentiated with regard to
film, the dynamics between the two sections are more complex than Bourdieu (1993)
would have held them to be.The film field still finds a framework in the dichotomy
between artistic and commercial value, but this dichotomy is more ambiguous than often
presumed. Past development have muddied the water, as opposing twentieth century
developments like intellectualization (Baumann, 2001) andcommercialization (Drake,
2008; Schatz, 2009) now both typify presentlay movie production and reception. One
does not exempt the other; the current state of the film world might deliver it to highly
commercialized media majors, but is still partly definedby film art principles (e.g.
auteurism) that stem from decades ago.

Moreover, the traditional distinction between commercial and artistic movies
emerges from this dissertation as one that is gradual rather than strilst dichotomous; in
Chapter 3 differentiation appears alongside a scale between conventionalism and
ETTT OAOEOGAT AOGO8 41 AAUG O mair-dcald dnd GurecaleFiell8 OO x ET E |
cultural production (especially in the cultural industries) should therefore not be seen as
straightforward declassification (Prior, 2005) or an overall shift in dominant production
logics (Thornton & Ocasio, 1999)ver timeh AOO OAOEAO AO o6bPOi AGAOGEI
(Hesmondhalgh, 2006)

The longitudinal portion of this researd spansbetween 1955 and 2005as this time
period contained a number of important developments in the international filmworld.
7EEI A AT 1 OANOAT AAO T £ OEA AECEOAI EUAOEIT OEAC
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taken into account in this research, other trends that result from it still require more
attention. As Web 2.0 applications now enable and encourage culturalrssumers to voice
their opinions online, the ubiquity of consumer reviews further complicates the division of
OT1T A0 ET OAI OA AOOECT I AT O A ReséaierRhasdsbovh that
AT T O00I AOOSd 11 1-tetriekal deakctidels @d Ad Becdssarily undermine the
legitimacy of professional critics (Verboord, 2010), but user created criticism has become
such a substantial part d the overall discourse on cultural products thatits inclusion in
future research will be required to further extend understanding of current dominant

discourses, the aesthetics therein employed, and the role of the underlying cultural capital.

6.2.2 Classification and Discourse across Film Types
The next question prompted is whether the agents involved inclassifying movies in fact
favor films that can be differentiated according to heir various features.| examine the
movie preferences of the three main institutional agentsnvolved in value assignment to
film (Allen & Lincoln, 2004; Hicks & Petrova, 2006; Lampel & Nadavulakereb, 2009;
Schmutz, 2005) Publig peers, and critics are positioned on the gradual distinction between
film art and blockbuster according to the capital they rpresent (Bourdieu, 1984; 1993).
The general public is, with the lowest level of cultural capital, least able to appropriate
innovative film, which is why films that are predominantly recognized by the mass
audience are found on the conventional pole of theontinuum. Critically acclaimedfilms
present the other extreme. Tained to dissect movies, critics have an inclination for
innovation in film. The production on the boundariesbetween art and entertainment is
particularly evident in the films with professional recognition, which tend to find middle
ground between convationality and inventiveness. As said, the differentiation of films
with popular, professional, and critical recognition turns out to be gradual instead of
discrete. The distinction provesto be a quite delicate one, as prior researcbn both the film
world (Allen & Lincoln, 2004) and the domain of popula music (Schmutz, 2005) also
states. The roles of various agents in processes of cultural classification (DiMaggio, 1987) in
Ol A Aultd@rabindAstries appear confused.

This research showsthat the various types of value assigned to film are related to

inherently different types of film, with the variation between conventionality and
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innovativeness being continuous rather than discrete However, in spite of the current
feasibility of this differentiation between films rewarded with different types of
recognition, various agentsin the film field are seen to increasingly make the same value
judgments whereas their disposal of cultural cpital incites to expect variety.In recent
years, both artistic films like Black Swan(2010) and commercial films like Avatar (2009)
have succeeded in obtaining prestigious awards as well as drawing sizable audiences into
the theatres. This suggests the WOOET ¢ | £/ OEA &£EI | AEAI A6O Al
globalizing and commercializing trends (Hesmondhalgh, 2002), but might also point
towards the emancipation of film audiences or the changed position of film criticism.
Furthermore, it should be taken nto account that this study concernsfilms that were
released several years before the research was conductdart of the research considers
AEI I OEAxA0OO6 bAOAADO-EsIpéreeptior isQrifikely tERel complérdlyi BT A A
unspoiled by pior ET T x1 AACA T £ OEA £EI | Obor cartektOhT Oh Al
interesting approach in follow-up research would be to examine audience perceptions of
films that are truly new and free of context to the participants.

Over the course of the twentieth cendry, film has grown up to be a mature, multi
faceted cultural realm with commercial as well as artistic potential. It is not unlikely that
the audience has matured alongside the cultural genre as watching movies features as a
highly popular pastime in Wesern societies. Film is by now completely engrained in our
cultural life and audiences in general might have gained enough experience in deciphering
AETI 1 60 AT AAO C(Cehjoyihghiord innbvatDes flimEON tidel other hand, as the
mainstream public wices its take on newly released films via blogs, social network sites,
online reviewing platforms, and commercial websites, the voe of the professional critic
might be in danger of being drowned out (Keen, 2007; Verboord, 2010).

Meanwhile, a conflictof interest complicates the position of per filmmakers as
valuating agents too. Situating professional recognition in processes of cultural
classification proves a complex tasklhe Academy Award ceremony might be intended as a
prestigious event to celebr® A OEA ET A O G&dnpidiinents,Colith Ga8 @lép
evolved into a highly commercial event that garners a lot of attention in all sorts of
worldwide media. Thus, there is also a commercial interest in garnering prestige. In fact,
marketing campaigrO 1 7T xAAAUO | AEA OOGA T &£# A EEI 1680 DPOAO
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remarks by critics in elite publications (blurbs), programming in highbrow film festivals, or
nominations for well-known film prizes (Baumann, 2002; Drake, 2008). The ambiguity of
peer recognition appears in this research as awarded films display the most moderate
levels of both conventionality and innovation. Secondly, discourse about these movies
seems to be the most balanced between high art and popular aesthetics. It is, in my agin
highly likely that the boundary between film art and commercial movies will become more
blurred in the foreseeable future, film types will grow increasingly hybrid, and valuating
agents will be less easily discernedHowever, as cultural contexts e seen to maintain
influence on classification systems, the extento which these trends will determine film

fields will vary across Western countries.

AsOEA AEOOAOOA Oftf fili disdourdsl ad éntployedebly pESeSsional critics, the
differentiation of more or less comwentional or innovative films is taken into acount.
417 AAUG O £E Is found\te Eoipri€e@ Gék of Essential components, which originate
in more than one aesthetic system. Film criticism is not bound by a strictly detached or
pure gaze even as film has become a more elite art form, nor has the domination of
commercial Hollywood resulted in discourse that is constrained by a solely naive aesthetic.
Whereas Bourdieu (1993) supposed a separation of the two sets of aesthetic crite as

they belonged to populations with varying degrees of cultural capital (1984), both the

AAOOEAOEA AEODPI OEOEIT AT A PIiDPOI AO AARAOOEAOEA A
exemplifies the complex dynamic of value assignment alulture, and demonstrates the
i EOEZEO AAOxAAT OEA EUAOEA 11T AAOT AOI OOOAI ETA

However, the composition of film discourse can be discerned according the film

types under discussion. Tie components that typify evaluation aseither art or

entertainment do occur to various extents in discourse on films with popular, professional,

and critical recognition (Allen & Lincoln, 2004). This signifies that even while the valuating

agents increasingly appreciate the same movies, they ight still come to their value

assignments via different routes, using different criteria. As such, discourse is as

differentiated as film production, and might in fact be highly adaptive to the state of the

film world. On the other hand, adjusting the use reviewing mode to the movie under

OAOEAx OEI xO OEA OAOOEAAAA Ebake0 triticisnEca®thus BeU 6 O A C
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differentiated into modes that are typified by either an aesthetic disposition or a popular
aesthetic, which are deployed accaling to what a film and its aimed for audiences require
(Blank, 2007). Maybe citics now function as intermediaries in the sense that they match
movie and audience by adjusting their discourse accordingly; when the film offers an
experience to be appreciated through the operation of a popular aesthetic by a mainstream
audience, the criticmay choose to writein that style for that public. When a film requires
an aesthetic disposition to be appreciated, criticsnight aim for those with the cultural
capital to do so.

4EA OOAAEOEITAI h 17TOA EEAOAOAEEAAI OI1 A OE
to his readership (Becker, 1982) can be seen to have changed; the critic does not tell us
what we are supposed to like but givedirection in the mound of choices that is the film
supply. As gatekeepers of the restricted film field (Bourdieu, 1993), their tactics have
shifted from strict inclusion and exclusion in the realm of good or valuable film to
indicating differentiations and the worth of several categories of film. This means
distinction is still exerted but in a changed, milder manner. ifms tend to be appreciatedfor
what they are, in the category of movies they serve, e.g. as means of escapism, or vehicles
for intellectual endeavors.Further (qualitative) research into the professional practices of
film critics is needed to affirm this conclusion.Also, while this research has scrutinized
critical recognition, future studies are still required into the specific workings of both
popular and professional recognition.

This research covers a variety of film products; it gives insight into the
differentiation of movies according to preferences expressed by publicpeers and critics,
and then comparescritical discourses concerning these discerned film types. Thidement
of the dissertation greatly contributesto the comprehension of dynamics in the film fields,
particularly the classification systems at work; it modifiesour outlook on film as a cultural
genre.Extending this particular study in a longitudinal fashion seems appropriate. Further,
in this research the preferences expressed in popular, professial, and citical recognition
are limited to specific groups or measures. Naturally, the differentiation of movies and their
audiences couldbe operationalized in a number of other ways. Further research might
ET Al OAA $6%$60 AT A Al xT 1T AAO ET OI 1 AAOOOEI ¢ bi
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awards and film festivals into measuring prestige, and a wider range of (more specialized)

publications into measuring critical acclaim and investigating film discourse.

6.2.3 Terms of Enjoyment in Cross-National Perspective

The analysis of film discoursen cross-national perspective shows that the same schemas
of evaluation (Lamont & Thévenot, 2000) apear in film discourse across various Western
countries, demonstrating a certain level of conformity. This signals the influence of
globalizing processes that disseminate both the aesthetic disposition and the popular
aesthetic (Bourdieu, 1993). The widespead concurrent usage of both aesthetic systems
OOEOO EZ£EI 160 Ai AECOEOU AO Al Owel (Badthel-BRichdr, AT A A
2011). More importantly, it adds nuance to the general idea that globalization in the film
world consists of Hollywoodian norms gaining influence overseag i.e. within overall film
discourse, aspects of the popular aesthetic that stem from Hollywood are counterbalanced
by European notions of auteurism that shape the aesthetic disposition towards film. There
is a definite mutual exchange of ideas on film as art and film as entertainment, despite the
imbalance in the power structure between the American and European film industries
(Baumann, 2007; Bordwell & Thompson, 1997; Elsaesser, 2005; Scott, 2000).

Stated similarities notwithstanding, distinct national cultural repertoires of
evaluation (Lamont & Thévenot, 2000) of film can still be differentiated across countries
according to emphasis, composition and style. These repertoires may currently all
experience similar effects of global phenomena to some extent, culturepecific notions of
what is valuable or worthy nonetheless make for the sustenance of international diversity
of discourses (Liebes & Katz, 1993). National context still provides a frame within which
culture is appreciated; not only does it stipulate which aspects are more or less important,
it also prescribes a general attitude, a tone of voicealVe might all watch the same
Al TAEAOOOAOOh AxAOA xETTAOOh AT A AOEOEAOS [EAC
making sense of themFuture studies should aim to capture the development of these
national cultural repertoires in the years to come as well as extend this research by
including more (non-Western) countries to give yet more insight into the influence of
national or cultural context on evaluative schemasAlso, his research addresseswhat is

discussed in presentday film discourse, but nothow topics in film criti cism were applied or
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qualified - the normative character of film criticism requires further study. My research
provides insight into the composition of discourse, and the relative mmportance of
evaluative schemas. #ure investigations should shed light on how exactly criticsydge the
various film elements in order to lay bare the complex workigs of film classification.

All the tendencies uncovered in the social valuation of filmpoint towards the
(increasingly) complexdynamics of fields of cultural production that include both art and
entertainment, simultaneously answer to various highbrow and lowbrow aesthetic
systems and involve various institutional agents. While straightforward dichotomies
appeared less appropriate for distinctions in culture, several fields of tension are left to
explore further. What does thepower division between public, peers, and criticsexactly
ITTE TEEAR AT A EITx xEII EO AAOGAIT T B ET Ol AA
conventionality and innovation precisely play in processes of classification? How are
OAOET OO0 AT i PI1TAT OO0 ET A OrEuSeE detetated\cEtiOifnia@wd® A ADDC
national cultural repertoires be sustained? Studies that address these qustions are
OANOGEOAA O1T ATIT A O1 mEOI1T O1 AAOOGOAT AET C 1T &£ O1 A

12¢



References

Allen, M. & Lincoln, A(2004). Critical Discourse and the Cultural Consecration of American
Films. Social Force82(3): 871-894.

Anderson, C. (2006).The Long Tail. How Endless Choice is Creating Unlimited Demand
London: Random House Business Books.

Appadurai, A. (1996) Modernity at Large Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Augros, J. (2008). France: A Story of Love and Hate. In McDonald, P. & Wasko, J. Thés.)
Contemporary Hollywood Film Industrg232-239). Malden: Blackwell.

Baker, W. & Faulkner, R. (1991)Role as Resource in the Hollywood Film Industry.
American Journal of Sociolody7(2): 279-309.

Barthel-Bouchier, D. (2011). Exportability of Films in a Globalizing Market: The
Intersection of Nation and GenreCultural Sociology6(1): 75-91.

Baumann, S (2001). Intellectualization and Art World Development: Film in the United
States.American Sociological Revie@6(3): 404-426.

Baumann, S. (2002). Marketing, cultural hierarchy, and the relevance of critics: film in the
United States, 19351980. Poetics30(4): 243-262.

Baumann, S. (2007)Hollywood Highbrow: From Entertainment to ArtPrinceton: Princeton
University Press.

Becker, H. (1982) Art Worlds. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Bennett, T., Savage, M., Silva, E., Warde, A., @M. & Wright, D. (2009).Culture, Class,
Distinction. New York: Routledge.

Bevers, T. (2005). Cultural education and the canon: A comparative analysis of the content
of secondary school exams for music and art in England, France, Germany, and the
Netherlands, 1990-2004. Poetics33: 388-416.

Bielby, D. & Bielby, W. (2004). Audience aesthetics and popular culture. In Friedland, R. &
Mohr, J. (EdsMatters of Culture: Cultural Sociology in Practi¢295-317). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Bielby, D & Harrington, C. (2008)Global TV: Exporting television and culture in the world
market. New York: NYU Press.



Bielby, D., Moloney, M., & Ngo, B. (200%)esthetics of Television Criticism: Mapping
Critics' Reviews in an Era of Industry Transformation. In Jones, C. & Thornton, P. (Eds.)
Transformation in Cultural Industrieg1-43). Oxford: Elsevier

"EAT AUR 78 OQ "EAI AUh $ 8nstituicnalized]Becisidh Making(afdO O
the Rhetoric of Network PrimeTime Program Development.American Journal of
Sociology99(5): 1287-1313.

Blank, G. (2007)Critics, Ratings, and Societyanham: Rowman & Littlefield.

Bordwell, D. (1989).Making meaning: Inference and rhetoric in the interpretation of cinema.
Cambridge:Harvard University Press.

Bordwell, D. (2006). The Way Hollywood Tells It: Story and Style in Modern Movigeskeley:
University of California Press.

Bordwell, D. & Thomgson, K. (1997) Film Art: An Introduction.New York: McGrawHiill.

Bourdieu, P. (1983). The Field of Cultural Production or the Economic World Reversed.
Poeticsl2: 285-487.

Bourdieu, P. (1984). Distinction: a Social Critique of the Judgment of Tasteondon:
Routledge.

Bourdieu, P. (1993).The Field of Cultural ProductiorCambridge: Polity Press.

Buckland, W. (2009). Film Theory and Contemporary Hollywood MovieNew York:
Routledge.

Cawelti, J. (2001). The Concept of Formula in the Study of Populaitetature. In
Harrington, C. & Bielby, D. (EdsPBopular Culture: Production and Consumptiq@03-
209). Malden: Blackwell.

Chatterjee, P. (2001). Online Reviews: Do Consumers Use Them? Paper presented at the
Association for Consumer Research. Provo, UT.

Cheyne, A. & Binder, A. (2010). Cosmopolitan preferences: The constitutive role of place in
American elite taste for hiphop music 1991z2005. Poetics38(3): 336-364.

Chon, B., Barnett, G. & Choi, Y. (2008)lustering Local Tastes in Global Culture: The
Reception Structure of Hollywood FilmsSociological Research Onlirg€1).

Chung, J. (2011). Mapping International Film Trade: Network Analysis of International Film
Trade Between 1996 and 2004Journal of @mmunication61(4): 618-640.

12¢

I OA



Cook, P. (2007)The Cinema Book.ondon: British Film Institute.

Crane, D. (1976). Reward Systems in Art, Science, and ReligiBmerican Behavioral
Scientist19(6): 719-734.

Crane, D., Kawashima, N., & Kawasaki, K. (200&Jobal culture: media, arts, policy, and
globalization. NewYork: Routledge.

Daenekindt, S. & Roose, H. (2011). A Mise-scene of the Shattered Habitus: The Effect of
Social Mobility on Aesthetic Dispositions Towards Film€uropean Sociological Review
published online (May).

Dargis, M. (2011). At Cannes, Synergy but Not Consensidse New York TimedMay 15.

David, S. & Pinch, T. (2006). Six Degrees of Reputation: The Use and Abuse of Online Review
and Recommendation Systems:irst Monday®.

DeNoAh 48 jpwwpds8 - OOEAAI O0AOQOI T ACA Aredcan3 1T AEAI
Journal of Sociolog97: 310-346.

De Valck, M. (2007).Film Festivals: From European Geopolitics to Global Cinephilia.
Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

De Vany, A. &ee, C. (2001)Quality signals in information cascades and the dynamics of
the distribution of motion picture box office revenues.Journal of Economic Dynamics &
Control 25: 593-614.

DiMaggio, P. (1982). Cultural Entrepreneurship in Nineteent€entury Boston. Media,
Culture & Society: 33-50.

DiMaggio, P. (1987). Classification in ArAmerican Sociological Revie®2(4): 440-455.

DiMaggio, P. (1992). Cultural Boundaries and Structural Change: The Extension of the High
Culture Model to Theater, Opera, and the Dance, 190940. In Lamont, M. & Fournier,
M. (Eds.) Cultivating Differences: Symbolic Boundaries and the Making of Inedyali
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Dowd, T. (2004). Concentration and Diversity Revisited: Production Logics and the U.S.
Mainstream Recording Market, 19401990. Social Force82(4): 1411-1455.

Dowd, T. (2011). Production and Producers of Lifestgs: The Fields of Popular and

Classical Music in the United StatesKdlner Zeitschrift fur Soziologi€und
Sozialpsychologi&3 (Special Issues 51): 113.38.

12¢



Drake, P. (2008). Distribution and Marketing in Contemporary Hollywood. In McDonald, P.
& Wasko, J (Eds.) The Contemporary Hollywood Film Industry63-82). Malden:
Blackwell.

Elsaesser, T. (2005).European Cinema: Fae®-Face with Hollywood. Amsterdam:
Amsterdam University Press.

English, J. (2005)The Economy of Prestige: Prizes, Awards, and @eulation of Cultural
Value.Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

European Audiovisual Observatory (2010). Focus 2010: World Film Market Trends.
Retrieved from http://www.obs.coe.int/

Faulkner, R. & Anderson, A. (1987). Sheiiterm Projects and EmergenhCareers: Evidence
from Hollywood. American Journal of Sociolo@2(4): 879-909.

&AROCOOTTh "8 jennmwgs #OAAOEOEOU AT A )T OACOEOU
Psychology and Marketing6(5): 421-444.

Ferguson, P. (1998). A Cultural Field ithe Making: Gastronomy in 19th Century France.
American Journal of Sociolog$97-641.

Ferree, M., Gamson, W., Gerhards, J., & Rucht, D. (208Baping abortion discourse:
Democracy and the public sphere in Germany and the United StaBzsnbridge:
Camlridge University Press.

Friedland, R. & Alford, R. (1991). Bringing Society Back In: Symbols, Practices, and
Institutional Contradictions. In Powell, W. & DiMaggio, P. (Eds.fhe New
Institutionalism in Organizational Analysigq232-263). Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Fritz, B. (2010). 3D proves its valueLos Angeles Time®ecember 28.

Fu, W. (2006). Concentration and Homogenization of International Movie Sources:
Examining Foreign Film Import Profiles.Journalof Communicatiorb6: 813-835.

Gemser, G., van Oostrum, M. & Leenders, M. (2006). The impact of film reviews on the box
office performance of art house versus mainstream motion picturedournal of Cultural
Economics31: 43-63.

Griswold, W. (1987). A Metbdological Framework for the Sociology of CultureSociological
Methodologyl7: 1-35.

Griswold, W. (1987). The fabrication of meaning: literary interpretation in the United

States, Great Britain, and the West Indiesimerican Journal of Sociolog§2(5): 1077-
1117.

13C



Heilbrun, J. (1997)The Competition between High Culture and Popular Culture as Seen in
the New York Times. Journal of Cultural Economizds 29z40.

(AEOAh 48 O 40AT Oh '8 jce¢nmxqs #11 O0OO0OOAO0ET C
Comparative Context.Cultural Sociologyl(2): 165-187.

Hesmondhalgh, D. (2002)The Cultural IndustriesLondon: Sage.

Hesmondhalgh, D. (2006). Bourdieu, the Media and Cultural Industrieldledia, Culture and
Society28(2): 211-231.

Hicks, A. & Petrova, (2006). Auteur Discourse and the Cultural Consecration of American
Films. Poetics34: 180-203.

Holbrook, M. & Addis, M. (2008). Art versus Commerce in the Movie Industry: a Takath
Model of Motion-Picture Successlournal of Cultural Economic32: 87-107.

Horn, J. (2011). Finding just the right platformLos Angeles Timedanuary 6.

Hsu, G. (2006). Evaluative Schemas and the Attention of Critics in the US Film Industry.
Industrial and Corporate Chang#5(3): 467-496.

Jackel, A. (2003)European Film IndustriesLondon: British Film Institute.

Janssen, S. (1997). Reviewing as social practice: institutional constraints on critics'
attention for contemporary fiction. Poetics24(5): 275-297.

Janssen, S. (1999). Art Journalism and Cultural Changibe Coverage of the Arts in Dutch
Newspapers 19651990. Poetics26(5): 329-348.

Janssen, S. (2005). Het soortelijk gewicht van kunst in een open samenlevirde
classificatie van cultuuruitingen in Nederland en andere Westerse landen na 1950.
Sociologiel(3): 292-315.

Janssen, S. (2006). Fashion reporting in crosmtional perspective 19552005. Poetics34:
383-406.

Janssen, S., Kuipers, G. & Verboord, M. (2008tural Globalization and Art Journalism.
The International Orientation of Arts and Cultwue Coverage in American, Dutch,
French, and German Newspapers, 1958B005. American Sociological Review3(5):
719-740.

Janssen, S., Kuipers, G. & Verboord, M. (20Xd9mparing Cultural Classification. High and

Popular Arts in European and U.S. Elite Newapers, 19552005. Kélner Zeitschrift fur
Soziologigund Sozialpsychologié3 (Special Issues 51): 139.68.

131



Janssen, S. & Peterson, R. (2005). Comparative Research on Cultural Production and
Consumption.Poetics33(5-6): 253-256.

Kapsis, R. (1989). Repation Building and the Film Art World: The Case of Alfred
Hitchcock.The Sociological Quarterl0(1): 15-35.

Keen, A. (2007).The Cult of the AmateurHow Blogs, MySpace, YouTube, and the Rest of
T o day ' -genefdtsde Media are Destroying Our Economy, Our Culture, and Our
ValuesNew York: Doubleday.

Kuipers, G. (2006). Television and taste hierarchy: the case of Dutch television comedy.
Media, Cultue & Society8(3): 359-378.

Kuipers, G. (2011). Cultural Globalization as the Emergence of a Transnational Cultural
Field: Transnational Television and National Media Landscapes in Four European
Countries.American Behavioral Scientidi5(5): 541-557.

Kuipers, G. & de Kloet, J. (2009). Banal cosmopolitanism amte Lord of the RingsThe
limited role of national differences in global media consumptionPoetics37(2): 99-
118.

Lamont, M. (1992).Money, Morals and Manners: the culture of the French andefipan
upper-middle classChicago: University of Chicago Press.

Lamont, M. & Thévenot, L. (2000Rethinking Comparative Cultural Sociology: Repertoires of
Evaluation in France and the United Stat€Sambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lampel, J. & Nadavulakereb, S. (2009). Classics Foretold? Contemporaneous and
Retrospective Consecration in the UK Film IndustnCultural Trends18(3): 239-248.

Lee, S. & Waterman, D. (2007). Theatrical Feature Film Trade in the United States, Europe,
and Japan Sincéhe 1950s: An Empirical Study of the Home Market Effect. Journal of
Media Economics 20(3): 167188.

Lena, J. & Peterson, R. (2008). Classification as Culture: Types and Trajectories of Music
Genres American Sociological RevieWB: 697-718.

Liebes, T.& Katz, E. (1993).The Export of Meaning: Crossiltural Readings of Dallas.
Cambridge: Polity Press.

Lopes, P. (2002)The Rise of a Jazz Art Worldambridge: Cambridge University Press.

132



Lupo, J. (2007)Accounting for Taste: Film Criticism, Canons, and Cultural Authority 1996
2006.Unpublished dissertation. University of Massachusetts.

Mast, G., Cohen, M. & Braudy, L. (1998)Im Theory and Criticism: Introductory Readings.
New York: Oxford UniversityPress.

McClintock, P. (2011). The Hispanic effecthe Hollywood ReporterJanuary 26.

McDonald, P. (2008). Britain: Hollywood UK. In McDonald, P. & Wasko, J. (Ed$¢
Contemporary Hollywood Film Industrg220-231). Malden: Blackwell.

McDonald, P. & Valsko, J. (2008).The Contemporary Hollywood Film IndustryMalden:
Blackwell.

McLuhan, M. (2001)Understanding media: the extensions of mé2nd edition). New York:
Routledge Classics.

Neale, S. (2007). Comedy. In Cook, P. (Ed@he Cinema BooK3rd edition) (270-272).
London: British Film Institute.

AT OTTh 28h $TTEEOAR -8h 7ATAIATh $8 O 7EAA(
Economic Inquiry39(1): 1-16.

Peterson, R. (2005). Problems in comparative research: The example of omnivorousness
Poetics33(5-6), 257-282.

Peterson, R., & Anand, N. (2004). The Production of Culture Perspectikanual Review of
Sociology30.

Peterson, R. & Berger, D. (1975). Cycles in Symbol Production: The Case of Popular Music.
American Sociological Revied0(2): 158-173.

Peterson, R. & Kern, R. (1996). Changing Highbrow Taste: From Snob to Omnivore.
American Sociological Revie@d(5): 900-907.

Plucker, J., Kaufman, J., Temple, J. & Qian, M. (20D9).Experts and Novices Evaluate
Movies the Same WayPsychology and Marketin@6(5): 470-478.

Prior, N. (2005). A Question of Perception: Bourdieu, Art and the PostmoderBritish
Journal of Sociolog$6(1): 123-139.

Regev, M. (1994). Producing Artistic Value: The Case of Rock MuSmciological Quartesf
35(1), 85-102.

Rosengren, K.E. (1987). Literary Criticism: Future Invente#oeticsl6 (3-4): 295-326.

13¢



Rossman, G., Esparza, N. & Bonacich, P. (2000 A , EEA Ol 4EATE OEA

Spillovers, and Network Centrality American Sociological RevieWbs(1): 31-51.

Sapiro, G. (2010). Globalization and cultural diversity in the book market: The case of
literary translations in the US and in FrancePoetics38(4): 419-439.

Sarris, A. (1962). Notes on the Auteur Theory in B2. Film Culture27.

Schatz, T. (2009). New Hollywood, New Millennium. In Buckland, W. (E&i)m Theory and
Contemporary Hollywood Movieslew York: Routledge.

3AEI 6O6Uh 68 jcmnug8 2A001 OPAAOEOA #0O1 OO60AI
Greatest Albums of All Time American Behavioral Scientigt8(11): 1510-1523.

Scott, A. (2000). French Cinema. Economy, Policy and Place in the Making of a Cuitural
Products Industry. Theory, Culture and Society7(1): 1-38.

Scott, A.0(2010). A Critic'sPlace, Thumb and AllThe New York TimesVarch 31.

Shrum, W. (1996). Fringe and Fortune the Role of Critics in High and Popular Art.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Silvia, P. & Berg, C. (2011). Finding Movies Interesting: How Appraisals andpé&itise
Influence the Aesthetic Experience of FilmEmpirical Studies of the Art89(1): 73-88.

Straubhaar, J. (2007)World Television: from Global to Locdlos Angeles: Sage.

Tancer, B. (2008).Click: What We Do Online and Why it Mattekdnited Kingdom: Harper
Collins.

Thornton, P. & Ocasio, W. (1999). Institutional Logics and the Historical Contingency of
Power in Organizations: Executive Succession in the Higher Education Publishing
Industry, 1958-1990. American Journal of Sociolodgy05(3): 801-843.

Tomlinson, J. (1999)Globalization and CultureChicago: University of Chicago Press.

Trumpbour, J. (2008). Hollywood and the World: Export or Die. In McDonald, P. & Wasko, J.
(Eds.) The Contemporary Hollywood Film Industi(209-219). Malden: Blagwell.

Tudor, A. (2005). The Rise and Fall of the Art (House) Movie. In Inglis, D. & Hughson, J.
(Eds.) The Sociology of Art: Ways of See(i@5-138). Basingstoke: Palgrave.

134

# 1



Van de Kamp, M. (2009)Where Corporate Culture and Local Markets Meet: Musnd &ilm
Majors in the Netherlands, 199Q@005. Unpublished dissertation, Erasmus University
Rotterdam.

Van Eijck, K. & Knulst, W. (2005). No More Need for Snobbism: Highbrow Cultural
Participation in a Taste DemocracyEuropean Sociological Reviefi (5): 513-528.

Van Rees, C. (1983). How a Literary Work Becomes a Masterpiece: On the Threefold
Selection Practiced by Literary CriticismPoeticsl2: 397-417.

Van Rees, K. &an Eijck, K. (2003). Media repertoires of selective audiences: the impact of
status, gender, and age on media udeoetics31(5-6): 465-490.

Van Venrooij, A. (2009)Classifications in Popular Music: Discourses and Meaning Structures
in American, Dutchand German Popular Music Reviewdnpublished dissertation,
Erasmus University Rotterdam.

Van Venrooij, A. & Schmutz, V. (2010). The Evaluation of Popular Music in the United
States, Germany and the Netherlands: A Comparison of the Use of High Art and
Paopular Aesthetic Criteria.Cultural Sociology(3): 395-421.

Verboord, M. (2010). The Legitimacy of Book Critics in the Age of the Internet and
Omnivorousness: Expert Critics, Internet Critics and Peer Critics in Flanders and the
Netherlands.European Sodilogical Review26(6), 623-637.

Wallace, W., Seigerman, A. & Holbrook, M. (1993). The Role of Actors and Actresses in the
Success of Films: How Much is a Movie Star Wortd®urnal of Cultural Economics
17(1): 1-27.

Wasko, J. (2001)Understanding Disneythe Manufacture of FantasyCambridge: Polity
Press.

Zuckerman, E. & Kim, T. (2003). The Critical Trad®@ff: Identity Assignment and BoxOffice
Success in the Feature Film Industryndustrial and Corporate Chang#&2(1): 27-67.

13t



13¢€



Appendix A.

Film items (%) by type of newspaper article, 19552005 (N=1605, missing 57)

Appendices

A. Entire sample 1955 1975 1995 2005 N
Reviews 26.6 63.4 52.6 51.8 745
Background 2.8 4.1 10.5 14.9 141
Interviews 2.4 5.3 8.5 8.5 100
Announcements 19.7 14.4 13.1 14.0 249
News Items 48.5 12.8 15.3 10.8 370
N 466 243 352 544 1605
B. France 1955 1975 1995 2005

Reviews 23.0 59.8 34.0 455

Background 0.8 5.7 9.0 16.2

Interviews 4.8 4.6 16.7 12.2
Announcements 12.7 20.7 15.3 21.2

News Items 58.7 9.2 25.0 5.0

N 126 87 144 222

C. Germany 1955 1975 1995 2005

Reviews 67.6 58.6 67.8 68.1

Background 14.7 3.4 11.9 13.8

Interviews 0 3.4 1.7 6.4
Announcements 5.9 10.3 8.5 2.1

News ltems 11.8 24.1 10.2 9.6

N 34 29 59 94

D. Netherlands 1955 1975 1995 2005

Reviews 61.3 64.2 69.2 45.1

Background 4 15 7.7 9.2

Interviews 0 6.0 6.2 4.6
Announcements 25.3 11.9 15 24.8

News ltems 9.3 16.4 15.4 16.5

N 75 67 65 109

E. United States 1955 1975 1995 2005

Reviews 11.3 70.0 60.7 57.1

Background 1.7 5.0 14.3 18.5

Interviews 2.2 6.7 1.2 6.7
Announcements 23.8 10.0 21.4 0

News Items 61.0 8.3 2.4 17.6

N 231 60 84 119




Appendix B.

Sample films with popular recognition

France
1. SpidefrMan 3

2. Harry Potter and the
Order of the Phoenix

3. Pirates of the

Cari bbean: A
End

4, La Vie en Rose

5. Taxi 4

6. The Golden Compass
7.1 Am Legend

8. Live Free or Die Hard
9. Transformers

10. Le Coeur des homme:
2

11. 300

12. Un secret

13. Ocean’s

14. The Bourne
Ultimatum
15. le Prix a payer

16. American Gangster
17. Das Leben der
Anderen

18. Dialogue avec mon
jardinier

19. Rocky Balboa

20. Blood Diamond

13¢

The Netherlands
1. Alles is Liefde

2. Harry Potter and the
Order of the Phoenix

3. Pirates of the

Cari bbean: A
End
4.1 Am Legend

5. Moordwijven

6. Ocean’ s T

7. SpiderMan 3

8. The Golde€ompass
9. The Bourne Ultimatum
10. Transformers

11. Live Free or Die Hard
12. Blood Diamond

13. Das Leben der
Anderen

14. American Gangster

15. 300

16. Music and Lyrics
17. Norbit

18. Atonement
19. I Now Pronounce You

Chuck and Larry
20. Saw I

United Kingdom

1. Harry Potter and the
Order of the Phoenix

2. Pirates of the

Cari bbean: A
End

3. SpiderMan 3

4. The Golden Compass

5.1 Am Legend

6. The Bourne Ultimatum
7. Transformers

8. Hot Fuzz

9. Stardust

10. Live Free or Die Hard

11. 300
12. Ocean’ s
13. St . Trin

14. Atonement
15. Run Fatboy Run

16. P.S. | Love You
17. Rush Hour 3

18. American Gangster
19. The Pursuit of

Happyness
20. Music and Lyrics

United States
1. SpidefMan 3

2. Transformers

3. Pirates of the

Cari bbean: A
End

4. Harry Potter and the
Orderof the Phoenix

5.1 Am Legend

6. The Bourne Ultimatum
7. 300

8. Wild Hogs

9. Knocked Up

10. Juno

11. Rush Hour 3

12. Live Free or Die Hard
13. American Gangster
14. Superbad

15. I Now Pronounce You
Chuck and Larry

16. Blades of Glory

17. Ocean’ s
18. Ghost Rider

19. Norbit

20. The Bucket List



Sample films with professionalrecognition

France

1. La Graine et le mulet
2. The Diving Bell and the
Butterfly

3. La Vieen Rose

4. Das Leben der Andere
5. Les temoins

6. Un secret

7. 4 Months, 3 Weeks anc
2 Days
8. Auf der Anderen Seite

9. Izgnanie

10. Milyang

11. No Country for Old
Men

12. Juno

13. There Will Be Blood

14. Die Falscher
15. Michael Clayton
16. Atonement

17. Lars and the Real Girl
18. The Savages

19. Sweeney Todd: The
Demon Barber of Fleet

Street
20. In the Valley of Elah

The Netherlands

1. Alles is Liefde
2. Het Zusje van Katja

3. Dunya & Desie

4. Bloedbroeders
5. Het Echte Leven

6. Skin

7.TBS

8. Tiramisu

9. Vox Populi

10. No Country for Old Mer
11. Juno

12. There Will Be Blood
13. LaVie en Rose

14. Die Falscher
15. Michael Clayton
16. Atonement

17. The Diving Bell and the
Butterfly
18. Larsand the Real Girl

19. The Savages
20. Sweeney Todd: The

Demon Barber of Fleet
Street

United Kingdom

1. This is England
2. Atonement

3. No Country for Old
Men

4. Juno

5. There Will Be Blood

6. La Vie en Rose
7. Das Leben der Andere

8. The Diving Bell and the
Butterfly

9. Michael Clayton

10. Control

11. Notes on a Scandal

12.
13.

Eastern Promises
Die Falscher

14. Lars and the Real Girl
15. The Savages

16. Sweeney Todd: The
Demon Barber of Fleet
Street

17. In the Valley of Elah

18. Elizabeth: The Golder

Age
19. Away From Her

20. Beaufort

United States

1. Sangre de Mi Sangre
2. Rocket Science

3. Grace is Gone

4. Teeth

5. Four Sheets to the
Wind

6.No Country for Old
Men

7. Juno

8. There Will Be Blood

9. La Vie efRose
10. Die Falscher
11. Michael Clayton

12. Atonement

13. The Diving Bell and
the Butterfly

14. Lars and the Real Girl
15. The Savages

16. Sweeney Todd: The
Demon Barber of Fleet
Street

17. In the Valley of Elah

18. Eastern Promises

19. Elizabeth: The Golder
Age

20. Away From Her
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Sample films with critical recognition

France

1. La Graine et le mulet

N

. Das Lebeder Anderen
Pan’s Lab

w

4. Paranoid Park
5. Death Proof

»

. Inland Empire
. Still Life
. La France

0~

9. Zodiac

10. Les
de Celadon
11. Honor de cavalleria

amou

12. Avant
13. | Don
Alone

14. Ne touchez pas la
hache

15. Syndromes and a
Century

16. Atonement

qu
Tt

17. Le Scaphandre et le
papillon

18.No Country for Old
Men

19. There Will Be Blood

20. Away From Her

14C

The Netherlands
1. Das Leben der Anderen
2. Atonement
3. 4 Months, 3 Weeks and
Days
4 . Pan’'s Lab
5. The Diving Bell and the
Butterfly
6. Alles is Liefde
7. Tussenstand
8. Wolfsbergen
9. Duska
10. Blind
11. Red Road

12. Il " m Not
13. Little Children

14. Away From Her
15. Control

16. Lust, Caution

17. Still Life
18. Bamako
19.

Adam’ s A

20. Flandres

United Kingdom

1. No Country for Old Mei

N

. There Will Be Blood
3. Das Leben der Andere!l

4. The Bourne Ultimatum
5. La Vie en Rose

6. Atonement

7. Away From Her

8. MichaelClayton

9. Control

10. Syndromes and a
Century

11. Silent Light

12. Zodiac
13. Climates

14. Inland Empire
15. Apocalypto

16. The Painted Veil
17. 4 Months, 3 Wée
and 2 Days

18. Babel

19. 12:08 East of

Bucharest
20. Letters From Ilwdima

United States

1. No Country for Old
Men

2. There Will Be Blood
3. Away From Her

4. Das Leben der Andere
5. Gone Baby Gone

6. The Savages
7. La Vie en Rose
8. 4 Months, 3 Weeks anc

2 Days
9. Before the Devil Knows
You’'re Dead

10. Atonement

11. The Diving Bell and
the Butterfly

12. Once

13. Into the Wild

14.Lady Chatterley
15. Zodiac

16. Sweeney Todd: The
Demon Barber of Fleet
Street
17. I " m Not
18. Starting Out in the
Evening

19. Colossal Youth

20. Lars and the Real Gir



Appendix C.

Film samplez United States

Popular recognition

1. SpiderMan 3

2. Transformers

3. Pirates of the Caribbean: At
Worl d’s End

4. Harry Potter and the Order of
the Phoenix

5.1 Am Legend

6. The Bourne Ultimatum
7.300

8. Wild Hogs

9. Knocked Up
10. Juno

11. Rush Hour 3

12. Live Free or Die Hard
13. AmericanGangster

14. Superbad

15. I Now Pronounce You Chuck
and Larry

16. Blades of Glory
17. Ocean’
18. Ghost Rider

19. Norbit

s Thi

20. The Bucket List

Critical recognition

1. No Country for Old Men
2. There Will Be Blood
3. Away From Her

4. Das Leben der Anderen

(The Lives of Others)

5. Gone Baby Gone

6. The Savages

7. La Vie en Rose

8.4 luni, 3 saptamani si 2 zile

(4 Months, 3 Weeks, and 2 Days
9. Before the D
Dead

10. Atonement

11. Le Scaphandre et le papillon
(The Diving Bell and the
Butterfly)

12. Once
13. Into the Wild

14. Lady Chatterley
15. Zodiac

16.Sweeney Todd: The Demon
Barber of Fleet Street

17. I " m Not The
18. Starting Out in the Evening
19. Juvenide Em Marcha
(Colossal Youth)

20. Lars and the Real Girl

Professional recognition

1. Padre Nuestro
2.Rocket Science
3. Grace is Gone

4. Teeth

5. Four Sheets to the Wind
6. No Country for Old Men
7. Juno

8. There Will Be Blood

9. La Vie en Rose

10. Die Falscher
(The Counterfeiters)
11. Michael Clayton

12. Atonement
13. Le Scaphandre et le papillon
(The Diving Bell and the Bultterfly)

14. Lars and the Real Girl
15. The Savages

16. Sweeney Todd: The Demon Barbe
of Fleet Street

17. In the Valley of Elah

18. Eastern Promises

19. Elizabeth: The Golden Age

20. Away From Her
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Film sample- United Kingdom

Popular recognition

1. Harry Potter and the Order of
the Phoenix

2. Pirates of the Caribbean: At
Worl d’s End

3. SpidefMan 3

4. The Golden Compass
5.1 Am Legend
6. The Bourne Ultimatum
7. Transformers

8. Hot Fuzz

9. Stardust

10. Live Free or Die Hard
11. 300

Thir
ni an’

Ocean’ s

12.
13. St . Tr i

14. Atonement

15. Run Fatboy Run
16. P.S. | Love You
17. Rush Hour 3

18. American Gangster

19. The Pursuit of Happyness

20. Music and Lyrics

14z

Critical recognition
1. No Country for Old Men
2. There Will Be Blood

3. Das Leben der Anderen
(The Lives of Others)

4. The Bourne Ultimatum
5. La Vie en Rose

6. Atonement

7. Away From Her

8. Michael Clayton

9. Control

10. Sang sattawat
(Syndromes and a Century)
11. Stellet licht

(Silent Light)

12. Zodiac

13. Iklimler

(Climates)

14. Inland Empire

15. Apocalypto

16. The Painted Veil

17.4 luni, 3 saptamani si 2 zile
(4 Months, 3 Weeks, and 2 Days)

18. Babel

19. A fost sau+a fost?
(12:08 East of Bucharest)
20. Letters from Iwo Jima

Professional recognition
1. This is England

2. Atonement

3. No Country for @ Men

4. Juno

5. There Will Be Blood

6. La Vie en Rose

7. Das Leben der Anderen

(The Lives of Others)

8. Le Scaphandre et le papillon
(The Diving Bell and the Butterfly)

9. Michael Clayton
10. Control

11. Notes on a Scandal

12. Eastern Promises

13. Die Falscher

(The Counterfeiters)

14. Lars and the Real Girl

15. The Savages

16. Sweeney Todd: The Demon
Barber of Fleet Street

17. In the Valley of Elah

18. Elizabeth: The Golden Age
19. Away From Her

20. Beaufort



Appendix D.

Oneway IndependentANOVA test linkages factors to reviews of film types (N=194)

Mean F Sig Post-Hoc Test

(Games-Howell)

Auteurism 11,9 13.55 Fkkk Pop Prof

Popular recognition 9,3

Professional recognition 11,8 ns

Critical recognition 14,8 ko *

Experience 4,7 9.06 b

Popular recognition 4,2

Professional recognition 3,6 ns

Critical recognition 5,9 *kk ko

Processes 11,3 4.30 *k

Popular recognition 11,1

Professional recognition 91 ns

Critical recognition 12,7 ns **

Context 6,3 7.89 ko

Popular recognition 7,7

Professional recognition 4,7 Fkckk

Critical recognition 58 o ns

*p <.10; ** p <.05; *** p < .01; **** p < .001; ns: not significant
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Appendix E

Translations of French and Dutch review excerpts, iohronological order:

O4EA OOT OU AT 1T AAOT O OEA AxAEATEITC T &£ A AlTOA
wins ground with someone determined to evade it. Due to the bleak and fantastic res-

scene, the film unravels the system of a vicious plot, and garides an obedient bastard

0001 AA 1 OOET T 0060 EAOT xEOE Al Al AOCAT AU AQEOS
AAT 60 AT ET AEOEAOAI 60 1 AOAI T OPET OE0O8 4EEO Al
DAI PEI AO 11T %wAOOAOT ' A@Fidaloud O OAAAT O EEOOI OuUs

O4EEO AT AAT AO mEOI1T ATETUIATO T &£ OEA 0OO01 OUBO
lyricism, of the social issues and emotion, of the comedy and the drama, of triviality and

DOT £O01 AEddoded

0. 1 x O Eod@f th@ Rigarilogy has basically played its financial part with regard to

both box office numbers and DVD sales, production company New Line Pictures figured the

OEI A EO OECEO &£ O OEA TA@O 1 UOEEAAI AAOE Al x¢
0 Ol 1 iHisDariOVaterial-novels. While not very well known in the Netherlands just yet,

OEA EEOOO #&£EI I AAADPOAOGEIT AT A OEA AT T EO8 AOA
OET 001 U8 (1 x AOAHahy Patlethgstoria AriTit E dkdobthe@®gaagic. Not

evenET £ AOAA EAAAAO AAT 0O OEA OOI OEAOGG A1 1 ACAA
NRC Handelsblad
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Dutch summary

Voorwaarden van vermaak

Film classificatie en kritisch discours vergelijkendperspectief

Samenvatting

Film is een erg populair cultureel genre dat een niet geringe invloed uitoefent op de huidige
Westerse cultuur (Bordwell and Thompson, 1997; McDonald and Wasko, 2008). In
overeenstemming met deze populariteit beschikt film over een omvangrijke industrie @i
een wereldwijd publiek bedient door jaarlijks honderden films op de markt te brengen. Het
enorme aanbod bestaat uit talloze soorten films, van commerciéle films die het
massapubliek naar de bioscoop trekken tot kunstzinnige cinema die slechts door het ere
kieskeurige arthouse publiek wordt gewaardeerd(Tudor, 2007). Het aanbod wordt verder
verdeeld door genres, subgenres en filmstijlen (Cook, 2007). De bioscoopbezoeker dient
zich een weg te banen door de vele keuzemogelijkheden. De benodigde classifecatin
filmproducten komt tot stand doordat het publiek meningen, gezichtspunten en ervaringen
uitwisselt, criteria hanteert en maatstaven bepaalt(DiMaggio, 1987). Deze dissertatie
betreft dit proces van waardetoekenning, hier in een notendop gepresenteerdin
verschillende contexten. Hierbij wordt smaak beschouwd als een sociaal construct dat
iemand niet van nature bezit maar verwerft door middel van socialisatie en educatie
(Bourdieu, 1984). HetOA Ol OOOAAT EAPEOAATI 6 AAO EdahtAT A AA
hieronder verstaat Bourdieu het geheel van sociale en culturele kennis, vaardigheden,
ervaringen, overtuigingen en gewoontegBourdieu, 1984; 1993) waarover men beschikt.
Filmclassificatie impliceert verschillendegroepen in de samenleving wieculturele kapitaal
sterk kan verschillen. Een drietal groepen word hierbij als cruciaal beschouwd namelijk
het algemene publiek, vakgenoten en professionele critici (Allen & Lincoln, 2004). Deze
groepen verschillen wat betreft de hoeveelheid cultureel kapital en dus wat betreft positie
en status in de filmwereld, waardoor de geuite waardeoordelen ook verschillend worden
gewaardeerd (Bourdieu, 1993)De erkenning van hetalgemene publiek is van groot belang

in de filmwereld omdat dit de grote financiéle invegeringen die de producties vereisen kan
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rechtvaardigen, en leidt tot kaartverkoop en groeiende marktaandelen. Dit publiek heeft

niet noodzakelijk heel veel cultureel kapitaal tot haar beschikking. De filmvakgenoten

hebben wel expertise op het gebied van lfn (maken) en zijn dus beter in staat om

onderscheid te maken tussen middelmatige en goede films. Hun waardering leidt niet

noodzakelijkerwijs tot kaartverkoop maar geeft een film wel prestige. Filmcritici kunnen

gezien worden als degenen met het hoogsteehalte van cultureel kapitaal, aangezien zij

zich gespecialiseerd hebben in het analyseren en interpreteren van films en in staat

worden geacht om het publiek van advies te voorzie(Becker, 1982; Janssen 1997; 1999,

Verboord, 2010). Kritische erkenning leidt tot eer en prestige, maar niet per definitie tot

AATTT1 EOAE OOAAAOG8 $A OEECEAOI x6 1T &£ 1 ACEOEAT A

in processen van classificatie. Aangezien smaakvoorkeuren van de verschillende groepen

variéren, is er ook verscheidenheid in de films die door deze groepen het meest

gewaardeerd worden. Populaire films vragen minder cultureel kapitaal van het publiek dan

hun prestigieuze tegenpolen dit leidt tot het onderscheid tussen filmkunst encommerciéle

film. Deze worden geproduceerd indéd 1 EAAO OACAT OOAT 1 AT AA OOAI AA

COT T OOAEAI ECA Z£ZEI i PpOT AOAOEAS j "1 OOAEAOh pwwao(q
Dit proefschrift besteedt aandacht aarhet publiek, de industrie en de kritiek,maar

legt de nadruk op de filmkritiek als een centrale institutie in het proces van

filmclassificatie. Critici, beschikkend over veel -cultureel kapitaal, functioneren

traditiegetrouw als bemiddelaars tussen producenten en consumenten, en drk&n hun

stempel op het discoursover film (Becker, 1982; Boudieu, 1993). In dit onderzoek wordt

filmkritiek op verschillende manieren bekeken. De verhouding tussen kritiek, algemeen

publiek en de industrie in het classificatieproces wordt onderzocht in verschillende

nationale contexten en door de tijd heen.Daarnaast wordt er gekeken wat de

filmvoorkeuren van deze drie partijen precies inhouden en of de meest waardevol geachte

films ook inhoudelijk vallen te onderscheiden. Vervolgensvordt het hedendaagse discours

van professionele filmcritici geanalyseerd met oogoor productdifferentiatie en nationale

context. De hoofdvraag vamlit onderzoek luidt:
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Hoe kunnen de films die het meest gewaardeerd worden door het publiek, de
filmindustrie en de professionele critici onderscheiden worden, en hweerdt deze
verscheignheid doorcritici in verschillende culturele contexten in dé/esterse wereldjeduid

en van betekenis voorzien?

De dissertatie bestaat uit vier empirische studies, allen in een apart hoofdstuk
gepresenteerd. Het eerste artikel betreft de grenzen tussen commerciéle en artistieke film
onder invlioed van een reeks ontwikkelingen in de twintigste eeuw. Onderzocht is wedk
typen films er door critici in Amerikaanse, Duitse, Franse en Nederlandse kwaliteitskranten
besproken worden tussen 1955 en 2005, en of deze gecategoriseerd kunnen worden als
populair of prestigieus. Door ontwikkelingen zowel binnen als buiten de filmweeld werd

de claim voor film als kunstvorm (in plaats van alleen als vorm van entertainment) sterker
in de jaren zestig en zeventigvan de twintigste eeuw. Hierdoor werd de mate waarirhet
kleinschalige veld van filmproductie de normen van het gehele filmyeé kon bepalengroter.

Dit komt in de data naar voren als meer aandacht voor de regisseur als het creatieve brein
achter de productie. Ook wordt zichtbaar dat de kranten in deze periode meer films van
prestigieuze regisseurs bespreken, het percentage artken komt terecht op ongeveer
veertig procent en blijft daar tijdens de rest van de onderzoeksperiode op hangen. Trends
van commercialisering, globalisering en declassificering deden verwachten dat de aandacht
voor commerciéle film zou stijgen tussen 197%n 2005. Echter, het percentage artikelen
over films van commercieel succesvolle regisseurs neemt af in de laatste decennia van de
twintigste eeuw. Geconcludeerd wordt dat de velden van filmkunst emommerciéle film
nog steeds onderscheiden kunnen wordenmaar dat die scheiding minder strikt is dan
voorgesteld. Principes van populaire en prestigieuze film bestaan naast elkaar en
beinvlioeden beiden de classificaties die kranten hanteren.

Dit kwantitatieve onderzoek naar bredere trends in filmclassificatie didt tot een
exploratie van de typen films die bij verschillende classificaties horen. De tweede studie
gaat in op de karakteristieken van de films die door, respectievelijk, het publiek, de
industrie en de kritiek als het best worden aangemerkt. Gekeken axdt of de
smaakvoorkeuren die deze groepen uitspreken ook daadwerkelijk van toepassing zijn op

inherent verschillende flms die van elkaar te onderscheiden zijn met betrekking tot
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inhoudelijke en productiekenmerken.De films met de meeste erkenning van heubliek,
de industrie en de kritiek in Frankrijk, Nederland, het Verenigd Koninkrijk en de Verenigde
Staten worden gecodeerd op een reeks eigenschappen die meer of minder conventioneel of
innovatief kunnen zijn. Het onderzoek laat zien dat populaire film (erkend door het
publiek) zich het sterkst conformeren aan deproductielogica van het commercieel
georiénteerde Hollywood en dus op alle fronten het minst innovatief zijn. Deze films
beschikken over hoge productiebudgetten, beroemde filmsterren, bekendeegisseurs,
AOEAAI EEEA CAT OAEAT I AOEAT h xAETEC T AOOAOEAOA
bieden ze consumenten een makkelijke kijkervaring. De films die door de industrie en de
kritiek als het best worden aangemerkt passen veel minder goed idit conventionele
plaatje; vooral kritisch erkende films vertonen meer innovatieve elementen.De
belangrijkste conclusie van het onderzoek is dat het publiek, de industrie en de kritiek wel
andere filmtypen prefereren; voorkeuren kunnen geplaatst worden p een continuim
tussen conventie en innovatie.

De aandacht wordt vervolgens in Hoofdsik 4 verlegd naar het discoursvan
filmcritici over deze verschillende typen filmz hoe ziet filmkritiek er vandaag de dag uit en
welke criteria gelden voor welke films?De kwalitatieve analyse van filmrecensies uit
Amerikaanse en Britse kranten laat zien datle onderwerpen die filmcritici bespreken in
OEEZAOEAT OEAI A8O UEET OAi AT OA OAOOAT 8 $AU/
factoranalyse tot vier ®mponenten van het fimdiscours gecomprimeerd: QAuteurismA o
EOOAOET ¢coh O0O0OT AAOGOGAT 6 Al O#11 O0A@gdboesg 'I11 A AT
soorten films maar in verschillende mate. De component Auteurismiegt de focus op de
wereld die door de regisseur als artistieke visionair is gecreéerd: dit wordt het meest
gebruikt in besprekingen van films met kritische erkenning en het minst in recensies van
populaire films. De component Ervaring bestaat uit verschende aspecten van de
kijkervaring die een film het publiek biedt. Deze component komt in recensies van alle
soorten films veel voor, maar het meest in degenen over films die gewaardeerd worden
door critici. De component Processen omvat een scala aan pessen die het maken van
een film vereist. Het wordt iets meer gebruikt in beschouwingen van films met erkenning
van publiek en kritiek. De component Context verbindt de besproken film op verschillende

manieren aan diens omgeving, zowel binnen als buiten démwereld. De component wordt
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aanzienlijk meer benadrukt in recensies van populaire filmsDeze studie concludeert dat
filmdiscoursen over verschillende soorten films uit dezelfde elementen bestaan maar een
andere compositie krijgen aangemeten. Er wordeariteria gehanteerd die kenmerkend zijn
voor hoge kunst en populaire cultuur, in verschillende samenstellingen naargelang de film
dat vereist.

De kwalitatieve analyse van dit discourswordt voortgezet in de laatste empirische
studie, waarin de nadruk kont te liggen opovereenkomsten en verschillen irverschillende
culturele contexten. Aangezierevaluatiecriteria sociale constructiesen dus afhankelijk van
hun omgeving zijn, maar alomtegenwoordige trends van culturele globalisering
homogenisering verondergellen, stelt dit hoofdstuk de vraag of filndiscoursen in
Frankrijk, Nederland, het Verenigd Koninkrijk en de Verenigde Staten van elkaar
gedifferentieerd kunnen worden. $A OEAI A8O AEA EIl EAO Ol OEC
blootgelegd komen ook hier weer naar vogn. De factoranalyse EA AAUA OEAI A8 O
discourscomponenten comprimeert resulteert hier in vier ietwat gewijzigde elementen:
O! OOEOOEAEA xAAOAA6h O#1 1 (WA @dnpdnentén2CGhbmtdxtEed A E O 6
Ervaring zijn hetzelfde gebleven als in dofdstuk 4. De component Artistieke waarde
betreft de beschouwing van een film alsexpressie van een artiest, aandacht voor de
formele aspecten van een productie, en de analyse en interpretatie van de filminhoud. De
component Realiteit adresseert de realgit van een film op twee manieren;enerzijds de
productieprocessen die eraan vooraf gegaan zijn en anderzijds de geloofwaardigheid van
de inhoud binnen het door de film voorgestelde universum. Multivariate analyse laat zien
dat, ondanks dat alle componente in de Amerikaanse, Britse, Franse en Nederlandse
filmkritieken voorkomen, de filmdiscoursen wel onderscheiden kunnen worden naar
nationale culturele context.In recensies uit de Verenigde Staten ligt de nadruk op de relatie
tussen de besproken film en healledaagse leven van de kijker, of de functie die de film
hierin heeft. De Franse filmcritici besteden vooral veel aandacht aan de artistieke waarde
van films en de interpretatie van de filminhoud. De Britse en Nederlandse filmdiscoursen
zijn minder onderscheidend en moeilijker te kenmerken.

De dissertatie concludeert uiteindelijk dat de films die als het meest waardevol
worden aangemerkt door het algemene publiek, de industrie en de professionele kritiek

vallen te onderscheiden aan de hand vade mate van conventionaliteit en innovatie die de
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inhoudelijke en productiekenmerken ten toon spreiden. Deze verscheidenheid aan films
wordt door critici geduid en van betekenis voorzien door het hanteren van
evaluatiecriteria die voortkomen uit zowel eenesthetische dispositie en een poulaire
esthetiek. Het discourswordt aangepast aan tijdgevoelige trends, nationale culturele

contexten en productdifferentiatie.
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