
spent are estimates. Even if they are
cut in half, he says, they show that the
overwhelming number of newspaper
readers are still getting their fix from
ink and dead trees.

P R E S S  &  M E D I A

Cashiering the
Critics

The nation’s cadre of movie

reviewers has been shrinking so rap-
idly that by the end of the year only 10
to 15 American newspapers may still
have their own film critics, writes
John Podhoretz, editor of Commen-
tary and movie critic for The Weekly
Standard. The newspaper film critic
may be well along the path of the
ichthyosaurs, soon to be extinct.

It’s a development much la-
mented . . . by movie critics, Podhor-
etz says. Readers, for the most part,
don’t care. Typical readers don’t know
the difference between a staff critic

and one who works for a wire service
or moonlights as a reviewer after a
day of, say, telemarketing. What the
stereotypical Joe Reader wants, Pod-
horetz says, is not cinematically
erudite film criticism but sports
scores, stat boxes, TV schedules, and,
especially, weather maps.

Although movie criticism has been
around for a century, most of it has
not been memorable, Podhoretz says.
“One can count the standout critics
throughout that time on maybe two
hands.”

Podhoretz isn’t concerned over the
supposed harm done to the “national
cultural conversation” by the decline
of salaried critics. That’s because there
are hundreds, maybe thousands, of
nonprofessional critics reviewing
feverishly on the Web. Amateurism
may be the best thing that has hap-
pened to the field, he says. It will
bring out some “very interesting
work” by moviegoers who are seeking
to “express themselves in relation to
the work they’re seeing” instead of
cranking out 300 words per movie in
return for a regular blip in their elec-
tronic deposit account at the bank.

other writers who believe that the
much-discussed tidal wave of newspa-
per readership moving from print to
the Internet is more fantasy than fact.
A British blogger has written that
online sites account for only 17 percent
of the page views by British newspa-
per readers. An important caveat is
that total newspaper readership—
including paper and electronic read-
ers—has been sliding for 30 years. Cir-
culation has dropped by more than 10
million since the late 1970s, reaching
48,408,000 last year. Many people are
simply getting the news from other
sources—or not at all.

Commenters on Langeveld’s post
questioned whether each newspaper
copy is truly read by 2.128 readers, as
the industry has long claimed,
whether readers look at half of the
pages in their papers every day, and
whether they spend anything like 25
minutes at the task.

Langeveld maintains that the
“pass-along” rate, showing that each
paper copy is read by more than two
people, is based on sound survey sta-
tistics. He acknowledges that his
measures of pages read and time
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managed to elect a party that
destroyed democracy in their
country and left Europe ravaged.
The conclusion has generally
been that the Nazi victory was a
“unique historical case.” Now
an international team of interdis-
ciplinary researchers has

No question of voting be-

havior has been studied more
extensively than how the Germans

compared voting results in six
German elections between 1924
and 1933 with what is known
about economic voting behavior
in other countries. They find
nothing unique about the Nazis’
rise to power. Germans, like many
other nationalities at many other
times, voted according to what
they perceived as their economic
self-interest.

Harvard political scientist Gary
King, University of Texas, El Paso
mathematician Ori Rosen,
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