CROSS FIRE

A Dipcuseion Amo Experts

On Thursday, June 19th, at the invitetion of Dr. David M. Levy of New York, the

following individuals atiended a speciml showing of the film Crggs Fire and, with

few exceptions, adjourned for dinner and an sxtended diecussion about the film:

Name

Nathen Ackerman
John Cotton
Fllioct Gohen
Mandel E. Cohen
Isadore Chein
Philip Eisenberg
Albert Furth
Jogette Frank

Samuel H. Flowerman
John Herding
Herte Herzog

Marie Jahoda

4. Kerdiner
Arthur Kornheuser
Ernst Kris
Jigfried Krakauer:
Auth Kotinsky

Leo Lowenthal

Paul lazarsfeld s

A. 4. Lumsdaine

-David Levy
Uargaret Mead:
Robert K. Merton ©
John Millet
ficudder Mekeel
Herman Nunberg
John Peatmen
Sandor Rado

Louis Raths

Harry Rivlin
Richard Rothechild
Rudolf Bchindler
John 8lawson
Clara Thompsaon
Frank Tragesr
Richardson Wood
Gerhart Wiebse

3] z F sjonal Affiliat
Psychiatriet
Peychimtrist .
Editor, Commentary Magazine
Profesgor Ressarch Psychistry Tufts Mediesl School
Commiesion on Community Interrelationa
Research Psychologlat, Columbim Broadcasting System
Managing Editor, Fortune Magazine
Child Study Association, Consultant childrens' comics
and radic programs
Department of Sclentific Reesearch, American Jewigh Committes
Commission on Gommunity Interrelations
Research Director, McCann Erickson
Department of Sclentific Resesarch, American Jewish Committee
Ags't. Clinical Professor Peychiatry, Columbis Medical School
Bureau Applied Social Research, Conesultant Industriel Psychology
Psychietrist, Specielist in Propagands
Author - "Caligari to Hitler"
Bureau for Intercultural Education
Institute of SBocial Research, Bociologist
Director, Bureau Applied Soclel Reseerch, Professor
Gooielogy Columbla University
Instituts of Human Relastions, ¥Yele Universeity, Movie
Research Section
Psychiatriset
Anthropologist
Associete Dlrector, Bureau of Applisd Social Research
Psychiatrist - attended movie only
Anthropologist
Paychiatrist .
Associate Professor Psychology, City College of New York
Paychiatrist
Professor Educational Payehology, New York University
Apsociate Professor Queens College, Epecialist Mental Hyglene
Department of Public Edu. and Informatioen, American Jewlsh Commit
Payehiatriet, Vocational Advisory 8ervice
Executive Vigce President, American Jewleh Commitise
Peyohiatrist, Washington School of Psychiatry
National Program Dirsctor, Anti~Defamation League
Specialist Public Opinion Research -~ Movie Only
Research Psychologist, Columbia Broadcasting System

Impedlately after the showing of the film a brief questionnaire was filled in by those

present. The rssults of the questlonnaire are appended to these notee.



co T 0 AR T TR T IR I A S R B L N . T e

B B

-2-

"; The diacuasion centered around two main areest an appraiaal of ﬁhe

R '.r.,; ﬂ

o film and suggestiona for its acientific evaluation.__

. w":;'"‘f-— i ‘

On the whola, the participants at tha discuaaion regarded Crops E re a8

a fine trihute to tha movie induatry, indicating its awarenese of important
social 1saues and ita concern for producing moviea of sociel significance. 4
movie such as Crogs Fire was regarded to be of potentiml value - sssuming that
certain defects could be removed - if it were followed up by eimilar movies.

With some exceptions the genseral consensus of opinion was that the
showing of Crogs Fire would certainly not be harmful. However, with some
individuale disagreeing, it was thought that the picture as a propaganda piece
would not be very effective in a positive memner. This low expectation of ite
positive impact was based mainly on the recognition that prejudice is a. deep
seated phenomenon not easily subject to change; that a “single shot®* could not
be reasonebly assumed to change such deep seated attitudes; and also thet some
ghortcomings in the film itself might impair itse effectiveness.

Many of the statements made during the discuseion were frankly acknowladged
as speculative hunches which might be investigated more thoroughly in e scientific
evaluation. But unleess backed up'by empiriesl research it wae felt that perhaps
these hunches were of limited value. However, it was suggested that in the
absence of formal reseerch dete the contributione made by the diecussents
constituted an advence over the ahsence of any information or knowledge. It
was genserally agr;ed that in order to gather empirical deta it would be & good

idea to have the picture shown as planned by the producers.
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The discussants saw many faults - artistic as well as psychologic - in
the film, some of which they felt were dus to the iranaplantatlicn from the
originai story desling with homosexuaiity in the "Brick Fox Hole" to the movie,
Qrosg Fire.

IIn addition to suggestions for testing the effeots of the film many
suggesti ns were mede with regerd to the film in ite present form.

In conclusion it ought to be said that if the sugpgestions and ideas of
the discussants are of any value then the full impact of their psychologiocsl
insight could have besn most profitebly utilized by the producers and director
of the £ilm in various etages of its production from the early "troatment®

through various phasea of the production.

Appralesal of the ¥Film

The critique of the film can be conveniently summarized under three
mein headingst I. Oritique of the Story; II., Critique of the Characterization;
IITI. Hunches on Effectiveness.

I. Critigue of the Story

1. Some individuals objected to the "Judas" theme in which & "sweet,
dumb, innccent guy" (Le Roy) turns.against a buddy, thus betraying the kind of
ingroup loyalty one would expeot’to £ind in the United States Army. Tt may be
inadvisable to have the Army Msjor approve the Judae operation becauas of Army
eeprit de corpa. Others found no objection to the “Judas" theme, particularly
becsuse LeRoy comes out on the eide of law and order in the end; buddy loyelty,
they felt, has often been considerably overrated and thue GI's generally would

not heve ldentified with Monty.
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2. There was elmost uniform agreement that the ending was unfortunate.
It wes seen as & cold-blooded shooting of m humen being. No clear cut explanetlon
was apperent to the digcussants of why it was necessary to have Monty killed in
the manner in which he was killed. Many suggeostions were made such as having
Menty first open fire on the copsj or having him shot in the leg; or possibly
having him captured. Besides he is alone in the street and is attempting te
flee on fool from 8 squad car of police who could eapily have captured him.

Why then was Hohty killed in this manner?

3« 4 great opportunity was missgd in not showing Monty in relation to
his aoclety How did he develop his attitudes? Merely sliminating Monty doesn't
eliminate the problem of anti-Semitimm. It uﬁuld have heen better to give the
sudience an opportunity to see why and how Monty developed into an anti-Semite,
and that there were other people like him. This could have been achieved, it
was suggested, by making Monty tell his 1ife story after having been wounded;
or by hims buddies discussing him af the end of the ploturs. (Many felt that
the handling of his denth . by hls buddies was sxtremely obiuse and lacking inm
sting). Monty's conflicts are never mede ¢lear and are never resolved.

4. The aotion in the story doesn't ring true because of the effort to

adapt the story of the Briek;Fox Hole which deala with homosexuality ‘o thie film.
II. Critique of the GChara a; i

5. Many people felt that perhaps Monty wes too attractivs, too virile
& character. Others with experience with GIg - thought that Monty in army 1ife
was not likely to be a popular character bscause of his tendency to bully otherws;

that 1f anything he would bs feared more than admired.
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6. The opinions about Mitchell were somewhat varied but for the most
part thers was a feeling that perhaps he was Just a little too weak and aonfused
a character.

7. Sgt. Keeley, some thought, was not played up enough; as one of the
"hero" characters, he did not appear to be as virile as Monty. On this point
tou there was disagresment. Some felt that Keeley was virile but eontrolled his
virility in a desirable manner; and that certeinly he showed his guts, particularly
when spsaking up to "superiorsi®

8. Most people felt that not enough was ever known about the Jew. He
is a figure-head who dlsappears before one can develop any sympathy for hilm.

If the aim of the ficture i# to do something about anti-Bemitism Ii was auggested
that the characterization and portrayal of the Jew would have to be developsd
further go that some identification with him could be achieved. The Jew was
pean as an almoat too rational perason, a kind of “wise guy"™ who stiocka his nose
where it doesn't belong and obtains power over Mitohell. It is never made
clear whether he was badly wounded or not at Okinewa. The impreassion is also
left of the fight at the beglnning of the picture that the Jew doesn't fight
baok hard enough when attacked. The Jew is agtually peen as so mystericus a
character as easlly to be taken by some members of the audlence as perhaps a
erook or gonfidence man. Certainly his characterization is in no way enhanced
by his girl friend; nor is his relationship with her ever made very clear. No
ldentification with the victim ia possible. Hencs if the goal of the film is
1o change a negative attitude to & positive one it does nothing to acoomplish

thisp purpose.
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9. The dete&tive was identified am a member of a minority group and
gome people wvondersed whether this was a good idea. In general it was felt that
sympathy would gravitate towerd this smooth detective. A few psople wondered
whether it was wise t¢ have the tolerance speech acome from a member of the

police foroe.

ITI. Hunchen on Kffegtivenens

10. The sermonizing of the detective sesmed to some people drawn out and
somowhat "preashy". Also because the propaganda message ls "buried" in tho.
context of a thrill movie some belisve that the mespage would have no effects
the overall impression would bs that of a murder mystsry and a oontest betwsen
Monty and the poiice, the propaganda part of the film being only a "straw in
the wind".

1l. The opinion was also expressed that people go to the movies for
entertainment and that therefors the movies cannot be used for reform. Kspecially
in & thriller, they maintaln, the audience would be partisularly seneltive toward
preaching a sermon (like the detsctive's speech about his grandfather) and resent
such interference with their fun to an extent that might prevent the message from
being effactive. These psople felt that education is out of place in the movies
and 1s resented by movie goers. '

12. It was anticipated that with children the effect of the ploturs
would be largely that of ¢ "cops and robbers™ film with considerable identification
with the cop. It is not‘expeoted that the klds will kpow that the nurder was
committed because of the anti-Semitism of the killer. If they do think about
the main theme at all they are likely to bs confused. Perhaps in d sense what

applies to ohildren will also apply to adulte.
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13+ For many average movie goers multiple identifications are possibio
ag carry-overs ffam having seen some of the stars of the cast of Crogg Fire in
other pictures in favorable roles. Robert Young, Robert Mitchum and Sam Levene
ares well-known and probably well-liked, whereeasa Monty le a relative newoomer
to the movie audiences.

14. While only a "etraw in the wind," the film is a step in the right
direction and should not be diecouragad hesause of theoretical objootions.
Howevaer, wa ocannot expect too muoh from a "single~shot" propaganda meseage.
Anti-Semitism is a deep seated phenomenon. We cannot look for easy shifts in
attitudes of anti-Semitism. Whils not dangerous it is doubiful whether more
pictures like Crogs Firs will help or hinder the causse of tolerance.

15. Some people felt that Monty would be regarded in his present
csharacterization as a pretty "normal guy." Thers is a possibility -that the film
may be offensive to white Protestant Ameriéana gince by inferaence thaey are the
prejudiced. The audience is not shown instances of widespread mnti~Semitiem,
but oniy one man who is eliminmted af the end. The orime is murder rather than
anti-Semitism.

16. The film is judged by some peopls as having the ability to strengthen
preexisting attitudes of members of an audience; thaet is to say, that tolerant
_people would feel more tolarﬁnt and intolerant people more intolerant aftsr
viewing the movie.

17. Some diacﬁsaants folt that the film would provoke discussion emong
people and that this would be good because vosalization of prejudics may be
helpful. Prejudiced people who are aware of their prejudices and express them
are considered easier to deal with then individuals who are not awars of their

prejudige.
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18. The net effect of the ploturs might be considerably strengthened
by the initiation of organized group discusaibn throughout the sountry, using
Cropg Fire ag g giimulus.
" 19. ©Oregsg Fire does not challengs an individual's own aystem of values.
20. A questlon was reised as to why the pleture of F. D. R, is #ssen
handing on the wall of the detective's offise throughoul the ploture. Anti-
F. D. R. movie-goers might immediately label the film as a "New Deal™ propaganda

plece.

Miscellanegus Pointsg
21. Most peopla felt that the movie would bs at least a moderats euccese

from a box=offige point of view. 4t lemst 13 of the group felt that the movie
was bettsr than average, amlthough 3 psople felt it was a poor movie. Judgments
of the pioture as a work of art ranged mostly from average to good although a
few people characterized the pioture as vulgar and ocheap, "a wvulgar, cheap,
ambiguous movie with confused characters.”

22. Audience reaction to the sneak preview in Yorkville ought not to
be taken as solld evidence for the good effect of the ploture. 8omse people
folt that the rejection of the detective's act in shooting Monty =~ of which there
was no sign in Yorkvills - should be a criterion of good effect.

Suggegted Methods of Hvagluation

1. Have respondents write a description of each one of the crucial
L]

characters. It is expected that this would reveal how suocessful casting wase.
(Casting is regarded for this pleture as more important than the plot).

2. In order 1o determine the effectiveness of this pleturs it would
be necessary to adminiater attitude measurements to a typlcal audience before

end after aseeing the film,
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3. Depth interviews with a relatively emall sample of respondents ars
suggested in order to determine with whom and with what the audience identifies.
In doing these well scattered depih interviews the hunches developed in this
discussion might be uased.

4, Instead of trying to measure the effect of a single movie, research
influsnos ought to be brought to bear upon implementing the film. Thers was somwe
dipagreement on this point becauss examples wers cited where evan short presentmtions
wers shown to have changed attitudes.

5e Obsorvations ought to be made of informal dissusmions in homes and
public places among movie goers some time after showing the film. Delayed
rather than immediate recall should be tested. A4lso formal group disqussions
might be organized.

6. One type of item which might be used in a "hefors and after” test
is a list of orimes including the orime in this pioture, in an sffort to see
if attitudes towgrd this partiocular orims change as a result of sesing the movie.

7. Becauss of the likelihood that there will be an avalanche of filme
dealing with anti-Semitism it is important to test this particular film as one
of the first in the series.

8. There ought to be some study of the problem of whether it is better
to tell peopls that Jews are good or that antl-Semites are bad.

9. In testing such a fiim 1t would ve bstier to compars it with some
other film rather then to sesek an evaluation of this film alone on its merita.

It is always better t§ ask "is something better or worse than something else."
10. Bome people felt that the ultimate iménct of the f1ilm would be

decided more by informal discussions after its showing than by the actual



presentation. It was, therefore, suggested that the support ¢f voluntary agencicu
ought to be sallisted for gulding disousslons of Crggsg Fire into appropriate
channels. It would be advantageous to have such discussions led by persons
experienced in research of group disoussion techniques uo_that guiding prinociples
of using the film as a stimulus in discusslon could be avolved,

1l. Bacause of the potentiasl unconsecious effects of the movie, indirect
("projective“) methods of testing wers recommended. BSuoh methods are deslgned
80 as to reveal an attituds even though the testee is not aware of his own

feslings or has, at least, not vervalized them,



Queation l.

Queastion 2a.

Qusation 2h.

APPENDIX

SUNMARY OF ANSWERS TO THE QUESTIONNATRE

DISTRIBUTRD AT SHOWING OF THE FILM “CROSS FIRKY

From a pursly commercisl-antertainment (box-office) point of
view, do you believe that the picture will bhes

A very great suocese 2
Moderately succsssful 18
Avarage box-office attraction 10
A flop 1
Don't know 1
(No answer) 2
Total 34

Do you bellave that the film will be offensive to "minority groups
in the population?”

Yas 8
No 20
{No answer) 4
Don't know ' 2
Total 34

Wnish groups are likely to be offended?

Catholics

Jown

Protestants

Negroas

Conservatives
Anti-Semitic Protestanis
Boldiers and veterans
Anti-Semites

None

No answer

rl;hl—‘l-'l-'i—‘l‘\)l-’l-‘c\o\

Total

L
o)
X

*The total excesds thirty-four beceuse some people gave more
than one answer.

Do you believe that the film might be offeneive to native white
Protestants in some arseas of the country?

Yos 16
No 12
Mayhe 1
Don't know 2
No answer 3.

Total 34



If Yes, why?

By implication all Protestanis are
put in the role of murderers

Punighment for race hate

Country club reasons _

Exaggeration of Protestant hatred

One Protestant in film porirayed ams
"Judas™

Extrems attompt to stir up trouble
about nothing

General anti~Semitiam

Reveals own feelings

Prejudiced Protestants will feel
attaocked

Dbjectlion to pressntation of soldlers
in bad light

Film 1s propaganda

Traditional Protestant snti-Semitlsn
and enti~Catholieism 1

Protestant does not taks militant
stand against prejudics 1

Total 18

H MM - RPN

H

One respondent - 2 anawers
"Maybe" response 1

Question 3. On the whole do you feel that the pieture wills

Reduce prejudice 6
Increass prsjudice 7
Have little or no effect on prejudice 16
(Can't deoide) 7

Miscellansous opinions on the queation weret

Crystalize opposition to prejudice 1l
Don't know ' 1
Increasa or decrease prejudice

depending on predispoeltion of

the audiance 3
"Increanss prejudice among very very
fow" 1
Total 42%

#The total exceeds more than 34 beocause soms peopls gave more than one answer,



Question 3a.

Question 3b.

==

(If reduce prejudice will its greatest effect be to1?

"Convert® the prejudiced
Make pro-tolerant persons redouble efforts
Enlist the neutral
(Can't decide)
Maka Protestant persons remain eo
Correct some very mildly prejudieced
Total

(If increase prejudice)

=
G1kﬂk‘ha-a-hld

(1) *"Is the danger of showing this film as it 1s so great thet
you believe it should not be shown &t all?®

(2) "If the .film were to have certain scenes changsed but

Denger so great should nol be shown

Danger not so great

(Can't decide)

Cen't decide - test should be made
Total

Ir-‘l.u oM

12

8till maintain its esasential structure, would you say
that 1t could be shown without increasing prejudice?™

Question 3e.

Yos
No
No enswear
Dont't know
Total

}oowcx

1l

(If "no effect on prejudics") for which of these
reasons do you feael the film will have no effect?

The propaganda message will probably not even

be noticed

Peopls will get the messags but not accept it

{Other . . . what?)
' 8 Total

Reaction ageinst Judas scene

Dissociating self from mesasage

Pisturs too extreme; murderer is bad
man but not repressntative of wide-

spresad feeling

Doesn't emphasize how prejudice
devsloped

Enmotional slements blet out rational
acseptance of measage

Increase and reduction will cancel
out

Don't know

Some will ignore message

Sympathy will probably be on the
wrong side or confused

Propaganda too overt

Much motivation of man appears false

1
1

HEHE HEE e e e

1

13
—2k

25



IDENTIFICATION WITH CHARACTERS IN "CROSS FIRE"

*INDIVIDUAL *#AURIENCE

‘Rank order (intensity) of ‘Rank order (intensity) of
Charagters _ ldentification identification

| (Order of
Choice) lpt 2nd 3rd Total let 2nd 3pd Total

Sgt. Keeley (Mitchum) 10 10 3 23 2 13 6 21
Montgomery (killer) | 0 0 2 2 2 103 6
Capt. Finley (Robert Young) 14 9 2 25 19 2 3 24
Nitohell (lst suspect) i 5 1 13 2 3 6 11
Leroy 0 0 3 3 c 3 0 3
Semuels (Jew) 2 2 2 6 0 1 0 1
Mary (wife) | o o 2 2 o 2 2 4
Ginny (Dance Hall Girl) 2 0 4 6 1 0 0 1
Bowere (2nd murdered) 0 1 0 1 0 o 0 0

*3hows how mambers of the diescussion group pereonally identified with
the characters in "Cross Fire."

*#8hows how the "experts" anticipate that members of a typical movie
audience would identify with the charwoters in “Cross Firse."



Crossfire": A Discussion Among Experts,” June 1947.
Courtesy Dore Schary Papers, Wisconsin Historical Society.



