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The dauninq) of the nuclear age provided film wrs with new themes to
. ¢ s : .
- explore. Durtnq the 19508, The Bomo wasg portrayod ay an instrument of poace.'

Above and Beyond “(1952) told the story of the bombirlg of Hiroshima which ended -
- \ - ) ) N
-~. World Naﬁ*[l. Strategic Air Command %1955) described the Air Forca's dotlr‘

'

rent capabilitlel, whiln Bonbcr: B-52 (1957) was a quasi docunentary about its
newest instrunent of poaco.‘ However, in 1959, Stanley Kranuor s On the Bcach,
showed that Thc Boab as sonothing to be fearod (Buid, 1976).

-

¥ Durinq ‘the 1960:, a serios of anti-war' films focused on nan ] ultxoate_
inability to control nucloar wnapons. Hith darkly conodic style, Stanlaey _’
Kubrick s Dr. Strangclovc,‘IOrg ﬂow I Leérned to Stop Hdrrying and Love the

' Bomb (1964) cxplored tho possibiltty of a fnu deranqed indiv{duals in sonsi—ls

tive posltions carrylnq out a preonptive first strike, fail Safc (1964), by

’

'Hax Youngsteln, was more realistic ln depicting the danger of a breakdown in
| the neans used to recall bombers: “In The Bedford Incident,, James Harris‘
showed the effects ‘of - prolonged tension on an Anerican destroyer s officers .

- and craw durino an uncounter uith a Russian’.submsarine (Suid, 1978).

| ln .1982, NBC tolovision offored a viow of Horld Nar ILI,. in which thc
nucl‘)r thrnshold is crossad when noithof the Aoorican Prnsidont nor' “the

Soviet Prooier are. 'any oatch'for’tho tricky, inplacablo red dogs~ of the KEB, *
(Gitlin, 1983, Pe 199). On Novalber 20, 1983 ABC broadcast Thc Day h!ter
toutod to be 'tho nost inportant oovio ue or anyone olse havo ever aade* by
ABC': Brandon Stoddard, and torlad likoly to anosthetize vieners uith its
‘J} ,-ad;ocrity by Tinc; . This paper uill axaoinn the rhotarical vision of’ nuclear

| war up?éoéntgd in The Day nfecr,' considering the notivoi&of thoso involved in

4

producing tho-filo, -the debate over the filo uhich preceded 1ts beinq aired,‘
tho l‘fﬂt‘ of the film’s -n::ago, and how the filo s rhetorical structure

contributed to those consequences. e . o - /

(S
S




- told viewers of CBS's 60 ﬁinutc;lthat The Day After was i"uhat ‘iG novie,‘

! THE MELANGE OF norxvss

« The cynic niqht say that ABC's motive was to boost its ratinqn during a

cr%ticgl' pnriod,' the November sweeps. Tho netuork had=or}ginally scheduled -

the program to air ip'ﬂay {983, but pulled it back at thc 1 st moment, claim—
ing it raquired pore work (thfy, 1983). In the 1ntcrin, bootleggad copies of
the +ilm found their way into thn hands of pro-freezn groupn and’; controversy
surrounding the film’ l.purpose begnn to grou.' ABC raschodulld thl filmn to air

aqainlt the first niqht d‘ an NBC nini-seriel on John F._Kan bdy._ _ ./

One ugek beforedit aircd, ABC Hotion Pictures President Brandon Stoddard

dasigned to explore theuconinqdencas bf a nuclear war. Viqe; President aof

ABC's notion picture aﬂh dini—sbries division, VStu Samuels,’ sthtnd 5u¢ sade.

this. novie for the sake of exanining sonething that in a turrible way is the

1

- most inportant -issue of our tinn,' (Duffy, 1983, P. IE). ltl only nessageqi

that A'nuclaar war is horrible. Network executiv-s told th. press that the

\

film's purpose waé to provoko hational dialoq. Director Nicholal NByer said

! ' \

his purpose was “to inspiru debqte. From debate comes consensus--a consensus

"~ we all ho fully-have been involYéq in,"(uaters, Karlen, Doherty, HuCk, gl

LW

Abramson, 1983, p. 72). - \; - - ’

[y

In respondinq to crit;cisa thht the film nropagandizad on -behalf of a

nuclear freeze, ABC executxves asserted tha; The Day nfter contaxned no poli~

-thal statesents and did not tako a position on how‘a nuclear war might occur.
L

(Naters, Stadtman, & Twardy, 1983). Director Heyer told Tilez ;;“Thehvay k

nfter does not advocate disarnanent, build-down, buxldup, gfreezq. ?I didn’t

;want to alienate any viewers. The movie is like.a giant ipubl{cﬂ%servicn

announcenéht, like Smokey the Bear," (Cocks, Ainslie, & NOrrell,il983, ﬁ;,Bb).l
In developing the project, ABC executives told the préductionvégaff-tﬁat_
4 Y o

‘they Qera not concerned about the ratings. Meyer became convinéed‘that they
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: wqfo: motivated by, the same fears about nuclear war as anybody else (Meyer, - =
1983) « ‘ But furw;thn director; the work fulfilled 'a sensa of missiom P

,cannot live with myself if I don’t make this'nqyin. *How often do you get the ,? 5
chance. to piut your work in the service of your beliefs . . . If this ¢film

N

could sober the.world And slow the pace with which we sewn 'determined jo’ turn .
our planet into a nuclear poréuﬁinp, then 1 guess I'm signing up,” (Meyer,
1983, p.- 8), He doubted the‘fyln would sign{fftdﬁtly affect those who had

but ‘that for .the uncommitted, 'forprOplq who’ (e -
C oy . LN . . ' v ~

‘already made ;p'%hdﬂr nin;;,

simply .avd{ded the issue tharé,\ perhaps, it might do some_ good,™ (Meyer,

1983, p. 120 S | ‘ '

' \ ! . . ‘ B i ‘4 : Lo

, ' In an interview with 69 Ninates, boﬁh”ﬂpgerfand‘uriter'Eduard Hume stated

‘they opposed further developmeﬁt and dabioynent of nuclear weapoﬁs. Huné
» \ N [} ' . . o ; ‘ ~y O

. indicated that when .he had been approathed by ABC to dp;zlqp the screen play
Y - . . .’ A . s ] + ‘ . y. ) C
he .had made no secrut pf .his politicdl views. Heyerdqoncedgd that in making®

-

"thegkilm he had had to keep pis'ohnnbiasés in cpetg.(_“lf the £ifm is perceiv-

ad as propigénda; it will béiq#@lass.', Lgt"the.fachKJﬁeak for 'tgumsglves‘

uithou} eﬂitqnializing e o s “?hech}_h?te(“ i§fa pgfvfew o(‘qo:;ng‘a:trac-'
;thons. As such, accUra;y} ﬁét polittkal?pféjugifé{ iglal}-ﬁ;pditany,‘ (Meyer,

J N

{ . R

N Lo ' S :
Was the fl}n an apolitical statement on the horrors of nucl ear war, or an

n

a(gunent for aynUClearAfreeie?piuﬁatever\{} ués; as a ?atfngsrboosier,lfb? Day
nftcrlléas a.huge fucéhfq;o 'ABd’s ?stiéaggh sﬂare ;f the’pcjné-giqe,qudieq:e
‘ uasfrppéqkably Big;g .. 100 mik}foc viéueri; éeégnd only to the'?areweiﬁknfoad-,
! . cast'éf ayetgtﬂ,“ (Hoééanthaq¢ :§?Bf,'vp, 630.‘”'Mhatever the’;otiyé;, The Dayﬁ
| After waﬁ_.one,o@ the‘mbst u;tcheq ;dd quitsﬁed eﬁﬁntgaindéht of;eriggs inf

\
V

' v . . o 4 : .
televigion history. The_{jlg{itself only lasted two hours and five minutes,’ ..
) , h ) . ‘ B

o ’ . L] ~




o *THE DEBATE OVER THE DRAMA , " - f
| Lo o " N |

. Aftor ili ,of the attention which preceded it, the film’'s prosnntﬁiion'uas
'i ' } " l } : ] l
, .almost anticlinacti .. Talk shows, news pro%pals, editorials, magazine ar— Q

ticlon and nouqupqr stories’ bonﬁ;rdod the potnﬂ&iai audience as 8100 PH, eardé
Y : 4 *
' - an Novombcr 20, 1983 approachod. Buroly no Annrican was unauaro ‘that on

B

. was far frow all they had Tearned about the filj.’

Sunday niqht thoy would"uitnels‘tho dovastation

Lauroncc, Kgncal, But that
¢ fi»,
Plycholoqiltl,‘ thorapists, and oducatorl, offnroo advance, warnings ‘about
The Day thor.l ‘A family thorapil formed roadorl of, TV Guidcy that ‘“Tho_=g:

¢

ioportant thinq is not who: shquld view it, but how it is vioued ..+ « No one--

child, adult or%teen—ager-—should watch it alone. lt%s(a profoundl sturb-, -

/? ing filn“ (1983, P A*i)_ lt as oven suggestedjthat chﬁgdron under )2 not be

> 3

alloued to uatch (Hill?z::}/ Robxnson, Burgower, 4 Rotenberk, i?BS)t Pross

W
' coverage indicated thlt na‘y schools aﬁd parents’ groups uefo planning opecialf

%f
“p_ l é)ﬁd
vieuings of thi film to allow discussion qf ilsuoo with older childreh ”%&{/2,
/
?nly was the quéstion of 'uho lhould uatch“ raised, the question of, 'what will
N s . [
. you ‘be uatching ‘was discussed in detail.
c ) Filn critics sacned to appraciaro tho fact that the novio nade a poncrful :fﬁ

[4

statencnt, but were uniopressed by hou it was made. Txnc £y revieuer stated: B
v - 1 / Y : ‘;vf
Political immediacy is. just about all Day Arter has going far -
-ig.v By any standards pther than: social, it is a terrible ‘movie . .
. Nuclear annihilation may be the subject, but the film appears to
have been the 'victim of.an editorial chain—sau massacre. (Cocks et

sal., 1983, p. B6).

»

.-unich thes viewér’s only notxve;for ugtching was uaitxnglfor the obomps ‘to“

The\fxlm was faulted for its cursory treat-ent of reality, andjas‘o drama in?

-

. ldrop,.
¥ : T e ' : ‘ C,
~Hensweek considered*the fila risky for a network known primarily for its
4 B {7; “escapist fluff" since its' contained “four minutes of the most horrifically'

- #

. searing footage ever ‘to pass a netuork cgnsor, ‘%waters, Karlon, Doherty,'
o e o _ |

ERIC - - e . - o b | -
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Huck, (7 Abramuon, 6995“ p. Mo);l TV Guidqfl critic describad the ftlm as ‘an

P

adpirabln production with “a rualistlc vilton* (Hacknnzin, 1988)., Thn Dotroit

Free Prc:r c-llpd the, flla an £ qobd tntlntions, bhd art, but a ‘powartul

\)

mnssaqn. charactcrizipg it as “The Tokering lnfurno Gou's Global, | which

) v

risked trivializing the nuclear horror tt/lddngglnd (Duffy, 1983).;: Thu Det-
\\

”

roft New: charac%nrized th, flln as “sometimes nearing. xonntinus flat, \but a

film thnt would 6::00. qnq of thﬁ most absorbing and controvorstal film; ever
LY T

made for TV,“ (Detroit Nc#r, 1983, P 1E)

-0

ncﬁbrdtnq to Paul Dictrich, prepident ofisaf COnscrvativu National Cnnter

far Leqislative Research, the: filn comnunicaﬁav thu nessagn of the “radical

b J ~

;'freeze people” (Duffy, 1983). The Moral - Hajor‘ty'h Jnrry Falwell told 60

~

'Hznates viewers that “ABC has shut down de?ate and tﬁ\t*t qunctive of this

-_film _xs to persuade 1ts audienqa to suppdqt tro fracze.m ‘Keprn!antativcs o

the Young Americans for Freedomirhargnd that ABCﬁLAd bcah duped by~th¢ mambars

at .

ot the freeze onelent, that the filn -] producgk writer,’ And dtrectar were -

,« .’

all aqents of, or synpathntic to,~the freeze.' Phylisl Schlafly denandcd equal‘

txne from more than 100 ABC affiixates unde ;he fairness dodtrinc saying that
o

.uthil filn wawrnadn by q?oplf who want to disarn the country anh ar; uilling
to nake a $7 million. confribation to &hat canpniqn,' gﬁh;nﬁs, Karlen, Doherty,
Huck, & Abransuﬂ) 1983, p. 4. ::ﬁf ,." é ) ;?j‘ B J/3

ABC’s denlals not uithstan%ﬁng( neubers of the freeze novenent sek ed to

A

'agree with Nrn. Schlafly. \ Aq;brding to on; acttvist:m,'it uould take us 150” E

years to get’ the sane -as:age out uith our snall bu¢qet o« » 4 All our mee{/ags ;n'

are just a teardrap in the bu

\see this fi;;,“ (waters,

k\.
arlen,

R

Appearinq on 60 N)nutc:, Congressnaﬁ Ed Harkey callud film a “public

i

servx e that would pquyade voters tﬂ‘;lect candidates ;,‘Novenber 1984 who
N ,/ .
N ")f

wau I ‘suppﬁr”fthe freaé;

. R : e
\& q! - g o : . .
e ' ) : o .
] ‘ P '
. o

'onpared to thn nunbeﬁ% /7people ﬁho Jwill”

Doherty, mck.. & Abrasson, 1983, p.,b'b)." U
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For . others, tha film’'s prbblb(a‘offncti Were no lesw clear but mare

!

troubling. A \JVY Guide aditorial called it “an intensely political film,*

. . . | . .
 without assigiilng it a side in the nuclear Bnbagn. “The movie plays on our

¢aotioni.~ What it does nat do is help us to decide which policies can br;hq
. . : - RN )
us closer td" or' take us farther away from a nuclear confrontation,“' (1v

+

Guide, 1983, p. A-3). Lillian Genser of Wayne State University’s Center for
~ - .
Peace and Conflict Studies hypothewized that the film would create “hopeless-

nnlif agd "psychic nunbinq; on the real iwsuss (Duffy, 1983).. In addition to
labnllng the\ftln A% unnquivocally pré-frqozn, Paul Dietrich also. crittciznd
it' as tantamount to “yalling ’FIRE!’ in a crouded theatre . . '. The wmovie

creatnl'a terrible sense of anxicty. a>|nnqd of hopnlnlsnalq and a sense tﬁat

nothinq can Qp/dann e i &}nuers ;;1 just bhecome ancithngl;ld to th:‘horror
b;f nucl aa . War, \(Du*fy, 1983, p. BE). | A

fwas ékb fil; too terrifyinb for youﬁg ch%ld;an to lne, was it tﬁh Qictii

’

of “chain—sau ad{ting'? Whatever it was, The Day After had becane more than a
uade for—TV«novia by the time' it aired. It had become a-media nvant, in and
of itself, and vieuer: approached it uiﬁh expectations built up during the

_precedinq ueek?. What was the result on the day after Tho Jay After?
- b

! ’ 3 . ’ 1
C THE EFFECT OF THE FILM :

»

Time's nationwide surveys dnggrplned that the f{ln chaﬁbcd few opinioﬁs.

’

Vievwers “were qunltioned;bafor.vand after the filn. Tha number who thotsght a

-

nuclear*uaf between the U.S. and tho Boviet Union w.s not likely by the vyear
2000 actually rose slxghtly after thc film, from 32% to 35%," (Kelly, Miller,
»

Nel an, \1983, p. 3IMN. The £ilm didn’t persuade viewers that present U.S.

{ .

- policy would lead to the filge’s 'what'if"scenario. “Thoée who felt that the

Uu.S5. was dqxng all it could to avoid a nuclear conflict ros&“ﬁnnn 374 to 417%,

while VSBZ, up from 547 before the movna? approved of Washxngton's defcnsa

- . ~e

e
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) . Y,

paolicies,” (Kelly ot al., 1943, p. 39). Although the +ilm was set 1n roal
time with a "Reagan-like* Prnsldnnt,‘rﬂonald Keagan did not lose bopulafity as
a rasult of the #iln*s characterization of the presidency. “Ronald Reagan was

bdhbproog:' paired against Walter Mondale, he actually did better after the

L)

fL1a" (353X to 37%) than bufore (49X to 38%),° (Kelly at al., 1943, p. 37,
The viawer's intcrpr?tltloh of tha film’s mossage was dependent on the
oo ' ¢
pr#dtlposition they brought to it (Morganthau, -1983). Nothing illustrated

this more clearly than ABC's panel of experts’ discussion at the film's con-

)
-

clusiaoni . . e
.. « oMost Of the experts clained that it supported thnquz;n differ-
ing viaws. Just as Secretary of State George Schultz arqued  that
The Day After should inspire Americans to rally round President’

_ Reagan, Astronomer Carl Sagan foresaw real danger of all life being

4 extinguished in a .state of freezing darkness. There was  Robert
McNamara arguing that the n?&bnr of missiles must be reduced, and .
there was Kissinger explaining the need for tough strategic think-

ing. The only panelist who laid no claim to being an _expert on /-

nuclear strategy was the writer Elie Wiesel, and to Moderdtor Ted
Koppel’s question of what should be done to prevent nuclear war,
only 'he offered the answer that no expert, undurstandably, ever
‘qivns. Said Nlesul,'“l don’t know." (Friedrich, 1983, p. 100).

Lettcrs to the cditor in Tise and Newsweek indicntcdq\!bat non-experts

possessed °the llll abillty to see the film as an affirsation of their pre- .

v,’
existing beliefs! , )

ABC*s film The Day After is not.a movie. It is q.thrnn-hour coquir-‘
cial for the nuclear-freeze moveadnt and frll propaganda for thn .
Soviet Union. (Time, Dacember 26, 1983).
If we ban our bombs without the Sov}‘%'l banning th.irs, "The Day

. After will coase true, lnd we will deserve it. (Tine Dacember 26,

1983, _ S b / % ~
. ) \
In an era when people would rather stick their heads in the sand and}
ignore their most threatening problem, it s refreshing to sees you-=
and ABC~-confronting it. (Newsweek, Dacesber 3, 1983).
I wonder if ABC will do a two-hour special about nhat\lifn would be
like living under Eoviet tyranny after we abandoned = our nuclear
deterrent, (Nensweek, Dacember 3, 1983).
/tr"
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The ‘Day After did not crhate the ground swell of support for a nuclear freeze
K Y

which somse had p)cdlct¢d| it did not affact swasping changes in viawer’s
opinions) it did not pchvoke public debate on a long tarm hasis as some had
[ !

hoped. How can we understand Qhat hqppcnnd? How can a sessage aovie be

A

wawed as  supporting two entirely Opposite courses of action: a nuclear

fremze and‘an increase in nuclear arss? e
. {
First, message movies ilploY!lnthYI.Iltlc reasoning in attempting to .
- .

accoaplish™> their persuasive ends, Gecond, message movies offer a dramatic

vision of the relationships between elements of the drama that beCUSOI the

' masuaga. Why The Day After producad diametrically opposed reactions is baest

4

o

undarstood 'by cxallnlhq how it employed argument drnuﬁ from an enthymese and
how -its dra,at(t vision focused the asssage. ln the next section of this
papar, we will aexamine the structure of the fila's mewsage on these two

levels.

THE RHETORICAL STRUCTURE OF THE FI1LM

- -

While both the public speech ‘and the movie may offer a .IQIIIQQ, the

structure of that message differs significantly since the medium shapes the
\/ ’ . ' . *
message. In the public speech, listeners expect the use of specific lines of
)] .

',_roasuﬁTﬁq " and proof. A "wall made" speech for or against a nuclear fresze

'uouid ;nclud%{ai§§llcd argusents supporting tha speaker’s poslflon. {/Hovlcs

~

cannot use the same format. ( N

.

First, like a sqéiinr, a movie must attract an audience. This is accoe-

Ll

plished through on-air promotion, "so, 1if you have a movie that takes a long
. N :

time to explain, or it is a-movie that is somewhat dlffusc; 'Vou'rn_qolng to
have a vnry difficult time telling thc audience about it,* (G6itlin, 1983,

166). In the process of attracting viewers, the fila sust be shown to possass

%m . . .. clear stories that tell viewsrs instantly whoa to

“ /7 : LR
. e . *
< \
. . <
. ' ‘ .
S



t ' .

Care  about andg whom to root for,* (Lithin, 1903, p. 161). N For a mevsage
. .

movie to seet,these standards, 1t must necessarily sacrifice the oetatl of

argument that a public spesch would use in atteapting to acconpliuh'thn sasw

{ \ : A :
end. ,Hessage movies, theretfore, emplaoy an enthymesatic structure in uakiﬁqﬂ-
/ .

/e SN
-

. ‘ . s o
' The nature of the snthymeme and its iuqctlon in persuasive speaking bhas

their suasory stateaent,

been bandied about for yeais. In essence the enthymsas may ha describhed as an
arqunentat{vn form in thch iogic does not exist tndependent of the listener
(Dalia, 197¢). \ When the rhetor usas an enthymeas he makes maximum use of what
’ the audience alrcady‘knoul or bn;lnvns about his subject. .Ent?y‘;-aflc argu-
ments arae salient for listeners bacausas they allow tham to participate in tq,
persuasive process by validating their procnllttpq'bnllnfl. 'lf'argun;ntl are
to be built using the audience’s nx;ntiﬁq pradispositions, those predispo-
sitions become the place where many arguments must be sought. Those argusents
would, then, be arranqn& within the listener’s systea of nxiltind baliefs aﬁd
valun;,' (Dnlli, 1976, p. 148). The problea facing the message maker is to
discover what will tap the desired internal statas of the listener.
Just as the members of the spesaker’'s audience bring their bolinfl, atti~
\?udil, and values to the event, the mssbers of a message movie’s audfence view
it éhrouqh perceptual filters iaposed by tﬁosn same beliefs, attitudes, and:
values. In addition, the experience of having been exposed to television and
movies shapes the viewer's perceptual systea f.ldtiv:,to the amedium. The
twelevision audience is !ntinqtnly familiar with the systea of plots, charac-

ters, fundamantal beliefs, attitudes, values, and world views saployed in

< "progra-inq {Thorburn, 1981).

[
N

N\ Viewars know what “should” happen in a television progras before thay
actually sae it based on their experience with similar characters, actions,

# and themes. ' Television drasa functions enthysesatically by “calling-up

11




pinvtuut knowl sdge* (Grodbeck, 1903, p. 233) end thae calling~up af that knuu;
ledge l; aore important than the actual telling of the story. When {hc vi ewer
participates, ne'uses his knowladge af the Jhltnal. habite, and actions cosaon
to. moclety to‘.akc sense of the drasa (Gronbeck, 1(983). Fo; The fay After,

pre-knowladge derived {roa other savies about war in general and nuclear war

»

in particular. . . e

\ War + movias have hecome staples of the preaiua channels, lndcplndcqt
-iatlnnl. late night pruqraltnq; and the llkcl Hallywaod has besn Jtohttdc
Mmerica’s battles wsince ;ovlcl like The Unbelievers bacame popular during
world War 1 (8Suid, 1{978). fAmericans viewed thqnsalvcl as a peace loving

peaple who cndqqad in war only to defend thaaselves or dcnocr:tlc ideals. War
aovies reflected th; perceptions "Thc United Gtates won {ts {ndependence
violently and has continued to IXllf%lﬁd expand through selective but regular
usm of its ailitary power, not aluayl justified, but u:ually spproved by its
.people,” (Guid, 1978; p. 2). This sasant that war -ovlc; genarally ended with
an Ancrlc;n victory.
In war aovies, viewers qcncrallv-dﬁuid cxpceﬁ to learn certain fundssen—
tal infor-atlon nhcthcr the eneay was Brltilh, Garasan, Japanese, Russian, or a
crazy general: (1) Who fired tvclf{yit lhOt.‘ (2) What caused thclﬁhot to be
fired, and (3) How is the lhootlnq/ltoppcd. Fll,l on nuqlclrunﬁr\havc also
' offered their viewers lnforn;tloq relevant to these three key questions. In
fact, the central 13190 in nuclear war filas has been the “causes® confrbnt;—’
tion. In' Fail Safe and The Bedford Incident, cause is tha dfalittc focus.
Even in On the Beach, which begins after nuclear war has cblitarated the
" Northern Heaisphere, an explanation of cause is provided throggh dlﬁloq.

Thus, viewers have reason to expect that they will be told, or will be expect-

ed to provide their own explanation of, the cause of the conflict. This,







I ' o
alonq uith uhat thuv Had li%rnéd prior ta tho broadcast, coipﬁiscd the pre-
knouludgn thatJVicugrs brought to Ihc Day nfpcr on Novesber 20, 1983.

;L To functionupanU|sivclv.‘ The ncy A!ter, had to make a bro<

.fd\-- u,“"rw “b

;;;~than Ehuulcpr uar is nrriblu,“ uhich faw -nnblru bf\tﬁh audiuncu ucfu likuly

.L.~¢.

R ; 5

f,ﬁf to g!bﬂt!lﬁ»%wﬁlt ad to addresg ‘the i--"s n{ cause dirlctly, ‘or allow tpn

z \; ,‘é s ®

’ _audiancn to call it up from their prn-kno«ludqn.y The fil.,focdsgd-on charac-- -
£~ g . .. .

R 'ters and the devastatinq uffuct of nucluar war on then. ~The war’s cadig'was '
.- anly’ sugqnstcd by fraqacntary naws- reports’ uhtqh ;onprtsa-Gth of the broad-

cast’s first 40100 minutes and functionud as a kind of 'oral sccnlry .. Fron a

nearly 1naudibl¢ nu«scast in the filn’s openinq saqulncn, luarn o{ a sas- -

';siva buildup of troops. uith nuclear ueapons along the Elbe River and the

viet Anbas:ador s accushtionN‘b:tNthis is a provocativa action. Later,

B
L4 >

_aWragnentary nJuscasts tull of threu Soviet tank divistonl placcd along the
Fulda Gap, &the bluckadu of Hest Burlin, and the rovolt of 'lpvaral' divtsions
_ of-the'East;Snr-an-Argy.- Thn u. 8. 1ssues an 'ultinatuu' uith thu uarning that
by éseo AN Blrfih tiia, this utll be considured an "act of war.. Tcnsions
build 1n Europu and thu viewar hcars partial raports of ‘troop novelcnts,
bonbinq, and the evacuation of Noscou.» nn ullrgcncy Qroadclst systes “take .
,'shelter « warning to the people of the Kansas City matro arca/;s folloued by -a
neus bu tgn that thrcn nuclear ueapons waere air burst aver advanctnq Saviat
vtroops and that thu President is in direct couiunication uith the Sovint‘

Premiar, followed by the announcesent that r!gional NATO headquartcrs was hit

i
\

with ‘a nuclbar weapon.  Exactly one hour into the broadcast, missiles are
. g

wlaunched fron thuir silcs.

\

ancu the rcports theaselves were inconplete and the director suldon
| brought them center staqe, the viewer was free to creatu' cause, an enthxna~
matic prucqgs in which thn~only 1nfnrnntton conuonly held by all audiahce ‘

; ne-bers was that nucluar.nar had occurred. Perluasion dtd not take place '

'«\ ‘ .11
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bncausl -fhn fil- nas for- uithout substancc. The. vioucr was subjaétcd to

7

gruosola dbnscqucn:éfiuhich.&nply that sosething sust be done to prevent thon..

But since Ibc Dcy nltcr was purpolnly vague rcqardinq tho \yar'n caulc, the

&
vtcucr waS luft to cggl-up his own cxplanations of cause draun from his pre-

knawledge of .othjr. ol lavtns and thn *real world" to nake scnsc out of the R

: & " \ f
,dflnl,4v This allowed ,th! viewer qrqat latitude ;n answering the questian, f’a
"What sh‘:uld" be done?* - '. ' o ‘

. Y ( /‘

Thus, the ftln'l cnthyllaatic ltructure enabled 1ts vieners to regard its

}' “ .
-e::aqn as either pro- or anti-nuclear frecze, depnnding on the personal fraun
of rcfégincn\jrou uhtch pre—knoulndgc Nas callcd-up. Faor those who supportnd

I

S a ltrong tnrrent, cause could be explainad by flllinq in a lcanario in uhich
\,

‘the Russians shot ftrst becausc our ability to deter thon wag not. grcat

4 f

~ anough. . For frcczc proponcnts, cqus‘;ﬁould be found in the -arc'pxistnncc of
increase tension and make ncqotiatinqja

-uoégons<&hfch,"by their very nature,”
step lback'froj’fﬁ;_;:fztanore difficult and-delicate. The Day After »dllo;:
both sides to nake aﬁ cgually convincing case for their ingg?brétation fof
*what happenad* and 'hou can it be preventnd. )

Hhilo audience members noraally possess diffcrino predispositions,‘ a

% successful enthyaeae calls up only those which will msove the audiencc in thn

direction its creator intended. In addition to the fill's failure to cnploy
enthy-n-atic structure cfchtivnly, it is also flawed in its draaaticégg{ruc- '
;> ture. The Day nftcr provides a rhetorical vision of the probability of -

nuclear wWar as unpersuasive as its core argussntative structure.

| _The rhnturical vision of I@e Day After il.anvold ones nan_i tragic flaw.

is tha£ he is stuptdiy bfilli;ht. From Frankghstnin'l nunstcf to slow dcgth
by radiation poisoning a;'dcpicted in The Day After, a holt of filas have E
dealt with this theme. Man’s tnchnoloqical brilliance dnstroyl hin when his |

ltupidity blindl him to the fact that he is only technology,s crcator not its

.G‘

r 12
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: analysis, the 1dcntif£cation of critical ratios asong thnf:

¥

_ iaitlr.\. Man' is ultinatlly undone when ha allows the tlchnog;gical gnnin to

5 s

The rhetorical yision in The Dcy After can bcst be understo

/}_J/'

cscapc its bottle and ‘only then roalizcs that he cannot put tt back’
oﬁf by using

Kenneth Burke's 4(1969)“i¢thod of analyztng persuasive mative

lesents of the

io  In such an

/8 .
pantad providns an assnssllnt -0f the potency of the rhctorttal vision. For a:

ks

rhetorical vision to have impact, 'thc central focus is hon nan is actlnq. By |

doscribinq hon san acts,“ thc critic is ablc to tracc xhe attitude behind the

action, for an - attitudc is a pre-disposition to qét or rcspond, (Chapcl,

1975, p. 86). Ascertaining this attitude is cmg.nl to understanding why The

Day After provoked such dispjratc riactioﬁs aogﬁg viguﬁrs. |
. Previous filas on war in general,. and ndélcaf'uar tﬁ“plrticular,;¥o¢ugﬂd
their rhetorical vision on haw man ' is acting. Thn typical act-hqint ratio in
war movies is one in which thc agcnt, thn -llitary and/or the qovcrn-ont, acts
to ‘gain control over a gituatign. Thl rhetorical vision is typically: nan
ioscs control, man acts to regain guntrol, the act either succucds or fails.
Even when control is lost,. it 1g/£s,a consequencclof acts by speciftc agents

(the ;%B}ﬂwhaukish banbir piloté, or a Navy commander caught up in the thr{ll

/

of . the chase). The developnent of the attitudes of these agents which cause

th%fr acts are central p{yt elenents and are typtcally related to thaeir gcopo-

/

‘litical canstruct systel. As the dominant dra-atic thene, act-agant ratio

provides a clear cut gxplanation of why Eonflict-occurred, gven when it is due

' to'technological ng;functionn. As a result, the motive of persuasion'is to

encourage - tho 7#Giencn to 'ftx' the h uuan or technological grealins so that

they cannot couprolise man’s ability to maintain control aover his creation.

The Day thcr lhiftsvits facus to a different ratios scene-act. We do

not see the agents at- any point in the film, and only learn of their efigtcnce

-

from the fraqunntary “oral scanery” of news reports. During the first 69 on

13 : . *
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] . T ' o ) Y
*aair linutcl,» thn viewer uatchel 27 coanarciall and the daily livns of those
kho are going to dies \ ."There are no peopla here, only targcts, stick figurns

‘on a Hidncltorn landlcapc waiting to be wasted,*” (Cocks at al., 1983, p. 864).

a detailed vision of the scene aspact of sccnn-act ratio.

5 7

_,;_L'aur-ncc, Kansn and lurrmmding arus, -and average Ruricanf

.

flliliﬂl cnqagian in typical American activities expressing thair .nornal
8y

. AZAnerican bulinfl, attitudcs, and values. Tuo of the “targets,“ the surgean-
@\‘*‘“

an§  his uif:, see the evants being reported on the news as “1962 all over

aédih;“ uheankennndy didn't bat an nye.‘ The act«“didn t happnn then; it's

,:hnot goinq to happen nou,' since the newscasts have given then the impregsion

'”that thn agcnt is in control. This proves to be a false hope when the nis—-

siles-arc launchud. ’ . *

.

The depiction oi agent as iupotent, uﬁich viewers knew fo be the  casa,

W asant that thc iupnnding act ‘dominated tha drama and its crit al ratio during

the first 60 minutes of the broadcast. | In fact, there nf > was af clear
indication that agent uas in control or worked to rubain'it. ABC*s Ted Koppel
described the inherent distortion uhich this imposed on the film's rhatorical
viston: » - ' E '
Hhat The Dly After makes no attempt to do is to shon how a crisis
uvolvcs. One is left with the imprassion that aeverything happens
very quickly--boom, boom, boos, there’s the crisis and here coase .the
migsiles. * There’s no sense that the leaders made any effort to
rcsolvn the crisis (Anderson, Redlan, & Samghabadi, 1983, p. 41).
The preeminence of ‘the act conveys a rhetorical vision uﬂich_'nisses dranatic

force becau:e it hll no Center,“ (Cocks et al., 1983, p.'Bb)’

Even aftur the dnvastatiOn of Kansas, the critical ratio remains scene-
act. The . theraonuclear Frankenstu as%&pansforned the scane 0 profoundly .;
that thl “villaqcrs' are rendered inpotent to cope with it, and the agents who
‘were incapable of proventing the act are no better equipped. . The  American

# ’
President tells the people to have tiope, he too has suffered personally, but.

» ii; | o y { L : oo
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he's doinq cv-rything hl can to allev:ate the dnvastitioh. The nilitaryitriec

to rcstorc order and distribute food;_ Agriculture agents try to help farners
‘ restore productivity. Bu\*thnir etforts make little differcnce and less sense
in thc face of ‘what, has happened. The rhetorical vision is one inlwhich act

rcnains doninant, aan--thc agent--cannot assart any unaningful control.

- The broadcast of The Day After concluded uith a craul offering ABC'S plea
for actions: o | - } o
“The catastrophic events you have just uitnnssad are in ‘all liﬁnli-
‘hood - less severe than what' would ‘actually occur in the event of -a
. full nyclcar strike against the United States.

» It is hopad that the images of thxs fill will inspire the nations of :
this earth, their peopléxhgd leadera, to find the means to avert the e
- fateful day._

\. Lt g " B ) i

'Unfortunately, the filn g rhetorical vision is not particularly well suited to

o ' hd

achieving - ABC’: notivef—creating dialog on hou to prevent auclear war. To
achieve such an cdd,' the critical ratio of the drala sust suggest. some role
- for .thé agent other than‘inpotcnt victia. ' That pdccibility appears tq-.haven K
been precluded by The Davlnftgr’s scenu-act'focus. | . ~

While the braiced new world depicted in the fiiu'sithe-final 'hOur_'nay R

have been a terrifyingly accurate vision of nuclear war’s consequences, +it is
'd $

not & particularly effective vision for stimulating inforned considaration.

The film’s critics pointed to its failure to address the critical aspect of

[ A

the agent’s role in this vision:

"The DQ& After,* powerful as it is, increases our horror of nuclear
war but not our understanding of the basic praoblem. We do need to
understand the subtle and complex elements of the *nuclear puzzle,
such as deterrence, verifbable arms control and a strategic nuclear
policy that shows the Soviets we mean business, but are always
willing to compromise so long as they are too. ‘(IV 6uide, 1983, p.
A-3). . o - ’
o ~Jhe ggxt way to reduce the risk of nuclear war, of, coursa is to
ifn Vinprove relations between the superpowers, not just -communftations.
R In that respect The Day After did nothing to lightep the interna-
tional mood of improve the possibility of d%?course. {(Kelly et al.,

1983, p. 49).
{ &

5 | Y
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~ability to play a role in preventing ite -~

CONCLUSION

- The Day Sftcr ua|,|bnéthing uncommon in the annals of television, a fili,

) 5
with no happy ending, no hope for gsurvival, and no indication of how suth a
» . : - g B

holocaust -<could be avoiqqu “#While the film may have succeeded “in gaininq'

prospact denandg,our nnnadiatn attentnon, it offered neithur a cnqent argunent

PEN

" ratings and in portraying'ﬁhe aitérnath of nuclear war as so horrible that itk

as to the causes of nuclear war, (nnr rhetorxcal vision which suggested man’s -

.

B Y

action nay'yet be dotcrninad. ,~Hhiln expécting'a film to havd’an impact one

i
\

yaar latlr may be unrcalistifﬂ ‘T? Conqressuan lekIY was corrqggﬂ Ih; Dcr

“ After cnuld sti.ulatc'voters to elect pro-frnnzef:audndatcs in the 1984 elec-

s i -

tnons. Jts anadiltc impact dnnonstrated that the "true bcliever'}in peace

t<thrnuqh strength Hag -oved to se:jthis fil- as an argument for -more ueapons

4

gpcnding; the *true believer in a nuclnar frenze vas equally able to find

opment of the causes of nuclear war.

Y

Pcthps the problem lies not uithin the structure of this partnculnr
film, but within this nedxua as a suasory 1nstrunnnt. For fear of loosinq
ratings, netuork exncutivcs aru leary of offering any entertainnent' proqran

. N
with a serious political message (6itlin, 1983). Television s greatest

strength is in connunncating visual and enutional elenents nf a nessage, uhnch

¥

Thc Da{ arter may hava done. But as. an instruucnt for suasory cninunication

B Y

on critical issuas:

Perhaps it’s just not possiblc to itjustrate Ntth complete faithful- I

J

-

ness, either in photographs or on movie filn. a big complicated,

largely non-visual situation . . . at some point you have to qualify -
your way toward the truth with words, naiZation, facts--all that
boring prose that tells you hou snnnthxng rks, -and why. (Arlen,
1969, p. 11). T

18

Whether the rasulting nessqu nnyid_or~failqd.to move the uncommitted to’; :

/dbnfirnatton for the wisdoa of his position in the fila’s enthyrematic devel- o

3



£ : . .

) -
\w -our crtticisa ‘of The.-Day After should conclude by applauding

)ABG( tertainnent divuion for.. giving us southing {‘th more to thxnk about ¢
than Thc. l.'ow Boat or Three's Conpcny. " Even the audience for the most care-
Y
garsunive sp:ech is not, neccssarilﬁt-ovnd to action by the
. quality of the argument or tft:e clanty of the rhetoncal vuion. In the words

" fully propared -

BC netnork spokesperson. “;rhe expresnon of concern is up to tISe

. -

1983 p. 8E) .

o)
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