exclude anything not in its agenda has reached such
dizzying victorious heights as to allow out-and-out gloating,
crass and sarcastic and half-serious, like most everything else
on TV. Our resistance to such an ugly assertion is negated
by the inclusive irony with which it is made. Or is it?
Nick at Nite, Will McRobb said, is a real version of
SCTV. McRobb meant this to mean a bunch of people who
started their own network and put on what they liked. But it
is a true statement in a deeper sense. Like SCTV, it subverts
the outside world, talking about "TV" while blending, in
dark glasses and false whiskers, surreptitiously into the
audience. TV Land, Nick at Nite says, is a different place
than where you and I live. But the "I" is television, and
including the "you" with that "I" commits us to an
existence that is half televisual.
When Will McRobb uses the corporate "we" in "we like
television," he is not speaking in terms of individual taste,
"We" are television. Particular programs do not concern
television in the long haul. The good ones, like Car 54,
Where Are You?, get covered with the same blanket of
protective mockery as the rest. It doesn't matter in the
slightest that Car 54 is as hip and witty and self-aware as
Nick at Nite itself. "We" don't like or dislike particular
shows. "We" cancel them the second their ratings drop.
So Nick at Nite expands Miller's thesis: "TV solicits each

viewer's allegiance by reflecting back his/her own automatic
skepticism toward TV. Thus, TV protects itself from
criticism or rejection by incorporating our very animus
against the spectacle into the spectacle itself" Nick at Nite
pushes the inclusive sphere beyond animus, and into
identity. Miller writes about TV that flatters "boredom and
distrust," but Nick at Nite does not inspire these feelings. It
inspires jocularity and warm fellowship with TV, and a
sense of being at one with it as it laughs at itself You are not,
of course, at one with hokey Donna Reed, but with the
commercial that pokes fun at her, affectionately. Debby
Beece was wrong. The P.R. people knew their jobs,
Irreverence is what TV is all about,
The success of this mechanism is already spreading. Now
the Family Channel is advertising Batman in a kind of
campy, it's-so-bad-it's-good spot, selling it as camp, when in
fact it is only recycling the strenuous camp of the original
show. If the past means anything on television, and it does,
other networks will follow MTV's lead, in the form of its
archly likable Nick at Nite. Nick at Nite has introduced a
new mode of seduction, that of ingratiation not by selfabasement (TV is too powerful for that) or even of Miller's
subtle irony, but of out-and-out self-love, cooed to itself
while wearing a mask of the viewer's face. What will the real
face look like, as a result?
<^

Seeing Double
by Rudolph Schirmer
He who prefers street corners to ofEces,
Forest nooks to oratories, copses to cathedrals,
And was the apple of his mother's eye,
Not the pilewort in his father's closet.
Will not be devastated if he reads
That one so very like him it astounds
Prefers a marble terrace with a lawn
So like a meadow it could pass for one
Beneath him to a lodgment anywhere
That offers nothing to step out on
Or run off to, only surly hindrances
To all unpolarized activity.
Nor should a vagrant fail to postulate
In every cornered homebody his peer.
Like him in all except mobility,
Identical in everything but whim.
The world is made of opposites, we hear.
But it is also true, and maybe even truer.
That think-alikes and feel-alikes are in
The manifest majority. Who knows
But someday we'll attest the fact it's time
To curtsy to the obvious, eliminate
The rancors that proliferate deep down
And spend the day conversing cheek to cheek.
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The 'Bottom Line' as American Myth
and Metaphor
by Irving Louis Horowitz and Mary E. Curtis

T

he question, "What is the bottom line?" has entered
the lexicon of business as a near metaphysical given. It
is so frequently applied to events calling for tough decisionmaking that it seems advisable to take a closer look at its
meaning. The phrase signals a no-nonsense approach to
business thinking, where presumably decisions are made
without sentiment, but with skeptical, hardheaded realism.
To some extent its widespread use reflects homage to
business nomenclature applied to non-business areas. Just
possibly, it may indicate the triumph of Milton Friedman's
sense of the importance of the "no free lunch" awareness of
economic factors in economically troubled situations. It also
suggests William James' tough-minded thinker has entered
the business world. In symbolic terms the phrase "bottom
line" is often presented as the cultural expression of the
need for intelligent cash management in a tight economy,
where competition for investment and consumer dollars is
fierce.
Whatever its explanation or sources, the "bottom line"
has become a social and political metaphor for modern
times. Consider this sampling of news headlines in the past
decade:
As an expose of accounting practices of American
business: The Bottom Line is the title of a rather decent and
recent 1987 text by Grace W. Weinstein.
As the raison d'etre for the Olympics boycott: "The
bottom line," the President told senior aides at a White
House meeting, "is that if the Soviets are not out of
Afghanistan, we are not going."
Irving Louis Horowitz is Hannah Arendt professor of
sociology and political science at Rutgers University, and
president of Transaction Publishers. Mary E. Curtis was
editor-in-chief of Praeger Publishers and then publisher of
the periodicals division at John Wiley before becoming
senior vice-president and publisher at Transaction.

As to why drafting women in the Army would be a
mistake: an American general declares that "The bottom
line is a fourth floor in a \ A hospital for girl paraplegics. I
just don't want to see gals on the front lines."
As to the advisability of nuclear fuels: "Nuclear Power:
What's the Bottom Line?"
As to the superiority of one hamburger over another:
"The bottom line is that double cheeseburgers are better at
McDonald's!"
Such illustrations can be multiplied one-hundredfold.
Indeed in business, emphasis on bottom line thinking is not
metaphorical, but literal. It refers to the summaries on
profit-and-loss statements and balance sheet tallies in general. Industries that rarely worry about the bottom line —
usually labor intensive rather than capital intensive industries, or service oriented rather than product oriented
organizations — are now making it a major consideration in
the assessment of individual and group performance. As the
popular adoption of the term suggests, the assumption is that
anything can be reduced to its bottom line performance —
and anyone. Industries and companies and individuals who
never felt they had to justify their performance solely on
economic results, who in fact evinced a certain disdain for
such evaluation, have become aware that the bottom line
counts; it may sometimeis be the only thing that counts.
Industries that never considered themselves businesses,
nonprofit organizations, for example, now measure themselves in quantitative terms as they compete for donations.
What does business mean by the bottom line? Simply
put, the bottom line may be any of several measurements of
stability or growth employed by an enterprise to indicate its
relative success or failure, or to evaluate the performance of
various sub-segments within a firm. The factors included in
this assessment are determined by management based on
what it wants the firm to achieve. In other words, the bottom
line is a fluid concept; it may be one thing at one time or in
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