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New times call for new thinking. Countries in eastern Europelare redesigning -

. their media systems, with one eye cocked to the west in search of new ideas and

models (as well as investment). The domination of public servide broadcasting

in western Europe is weakening in response to a combined commercial and
political onslaught. And the rapid expansion of TV channelsiis transforming
the media landscape in a way that calls for an intellectual adjustment,!

This chapter attempts therefore to do more than merely provide a textbook-
style summary of traditional liberal arguments about the democgratic role of the
media.? It also assesses their relevance for today. Much libefal commentary
derives from'a period when the ‘media’ consisted principallyl of small circu-
Iation, political publications and the state was still dominated by -a small,
landed elite, The result is.a legacy-of old saws which bear little relationship to

. contemporary reality but which continne to be repeated uncritically as if

notbing has changed. It is time that they were: given a decent funeral,
Discussion of the democratic role of the media is bound up with a debate
about how the media shoud be organized. Traditionalist conceptions were
framed partly in order to legitimate the ‘deregulation’ of the press, and its full
establishment on free market kines (Curran 1978). Calling into question

. traditionalist thought thus casts doubt on the free market pragramme that it

was intended to legitimate. But the process of going back to first principles and
reappraising the democratic role of the media also raises questions about the

- adequacy of conventional public service alternatives to the market,

This reappraisal concludes with a revised conception of the democratic role

‘of the media, and a proposal for 2 new way of orgenizing the media. This may
well be rejected in favour of better considered alternatives. Bu? whatever view

is taken, the general subject of the media and democracy clearly requires a
removal van to carry away lumber accumulated through the denturies. What
should be removed, what should take its place, and how the intellectual

furniture should be rearranged is something that needs to be critically assessed.
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Habermas and the Public Sphere

A good starting point for rethinking the democratic role of the media is
provided by a recently translated study by Jérgen Habermas (1989), which has
acquired almost a cult following in the United States aid northern Europe.2in
brief, Habermas argues taat the development of carly modern capitalism
brought into being an au:onomous arena of public debate. The economic
independence provided by private property, the critical reflection fostered by
letters and novels, the flowering of discussion in coffee houses and salons and,
above all, the emergence of an independent, market-based press, created a
new public engaged in cr.tical political discussion. From this was forged a
reason-based consensus which shaped the direction of the state.  * . _

Habermas traces the evalution of the *bourgeois public sphere’ - a public
space between the economy and the state in which public opinion was formed
and ‘popular” supervision of government was established — from’ the seven-

teenth century to the first half of the rilneteenth century. Thereafter, he argues, -

the public sphere came to be dominatéd by an expanded state and organized
economic interests. A nev’ corporatist pattern of power relations was estab-
lished in which organized interests bargained with each other and with the
state, while increasingly cxcluding the public. The media ceased to be -an
agency of empowerment and rationality, and became a further means by which
the public was sidelined. instead of providing a condiit for, rational-critical
debate, the media manipulated mass opinion. It defined politics-as a spectacie,
offered pre-digested, convi:nience thinking and conditioned the publicinto the
role of passive consumers. ' .

Although Habermas wis careful to argue that participation in the public
sphere, in its classical phuse, was restricted to the propértied class, he has
come undér attack for icealizing this period of -history, (Mortensen 1977;

Hohendahl 1979; Curran 14991). He has also been criticized for his characteriza-

tion of the media and the yublic sphere in the subsequent period (Fraser 1987;
Dahlgren 1991).4 There are, perhaps, good grounds for questioning the vajue
of Habermas’s study as Fistorical scholarship. But it offers nevertheless a
powerful and arresting visjon-of the role of the mediain a democraticsociety;
and'in this sense its historical status is irrelevant. From his work can be
extrapolated a model of 1 public sphere as a neutral zone where access to
relevant information affe:ting the public- good -is widely available, where
discussion is frée of domin:ition by the state and where all those participating in
public debate do'sd on «n equal basis. Within this' public sphere, people
collectively determine through the processes of rational argument the way in
which they want to see society develop, and this shapes in turn the conduct-of
government polity. The meadiaTacilitates this process by providing an arena of
public debate; and by reconstititing private citizens as a public body in the

. Torr of publié opinion,

The lingering question bt by Habermas is how can this model — supposedly
realized by a testricted class in the early nineteenth eentury - be wiriversalized
during the éra of mass po itics in'a highly differentiated, organized. capitalist
society? The answer, we sggest; is that the public’ sphere caanot be:re-
established through a simple process of enlargement — by cnabling those whe
were-formerly excluded to. participate in it. ‘Rather, the publi¢ sphere and
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the role of the media in relation to it has to be roconceptualized and re- -~ 1 service broadcabters in this country {Britain] have paid a price for their state~
incarnated in a new form. Bui, first, we will consider more conventional sponsored privileges. That price has been their freedom’. This rhetoric paved
accounts of the democratic role of the media. the way fora n...vco towards deregulation. The 1990 Broadcasting Act author-

ized the auctioning of TV and radio franchises (with some quality safeguards),
the expansion of the private broadcasting sector and the relaxation of content

Public Watchdog controls on oomwﬂonnm& TV apd radio. However, the basic infrastructure of
. . public service broadcasting - the BBC and regulatory agencies enforcing public
Traditionalist liberal thought argues that the primar s democratic role of the duties on ptivate. broadcasters — survived intact (Curran and Seaton 15991).
media s to act as a public watchdog overseeing the staie. Thisis psually defined Part of the reason why the free market-public watchdog argument has had
as revealing abuses in the exercise of state anthority, although it is sometimes LR such resonance lin both Britain and the United States is that it is based on
extended to include facilitating & general debate about the functioning of premises that axe widely accepted in relation to the press. In the United States,
government. This watchdog role is-said to override in impertance all other . the Supreme Cdurt, citing the First Amendment, even struck down in 1974 2
functions of the media, and o dictate the form in wtich the media should be press right of reply law in, Florida partly on the grounds that its effect was to
organized. Only by anchoring the media to the free market is it possible to inhibit, criticism| of public officials and chill robust political debate (Barran
 aneure the media’s complete independence from gove rnment. Once the media ) 1975). A similarjine of reasoning has been regularly invoked in Britain to keep
becomes subject to public regulation, it willlose itsbite asa watchdog and may the press free ofjpublic intervention. For instance, the last Royal Commission
even be transformed into 2 snarting rotweiller in the service of the state. - . on the Press opposed any form of selective newspaper, subsidy because ‘it
“Fhis particolar view seems to have become the corperstone of a new . -would jnvolve inlan obvious way the dangers of government interference in the
consensus in the United States. For instance Kelley aad Donway, two Ameri- : press’. ‘Mo ﬁﬁoﬁn body’, it added, ‘should ever be put in a.position of
can political scientists of conservative sympathies, h ive recently argued that discriminating like a censor between one applicant and another’ {Royal
any reform of the media, however desirable, is ynacc:ptable if itis ‘at the cost | Commission on the Press 1977: 126). . . .
of the watchdog function. And this is the inevitable cost. A press that is These arguments highlight a fundamentat inconsistency at the heart of the
Hcensed, franchized or regulated is subject to political pressures when it deals media system of both countries: the primacy of the watchdog role has been-
with issues affecting the interests of those in power’ (Eelley and Donway 1990: upheld in the press but not in broadcasting. Thus, the right of reply to partisan
97). This argument is restated in a different form ty = politival scientist of . attack has been| authorized in American broadcasting, ironically with the
centrist views, Stephen Holmes: ‘Doesn’t every regulation converting the support of the Supreme Court,even though this was outiawed in the American
media ioto a “neutral forum™ lessen its capacity to act as 2 partisan gadity, press (Lichtenb 1991). Similarly, British commercial hroadeastiog. is still
jmvestigating and eriticizing government in asn aggressive wayT (Holmes 195 run on the basisjof regulatory agencies ‘discrizninating like a censor between
51). Even commentators with strongly reformist views appeat 10 entertain the one applicant anil another’ in awarding franchises; even though this is judged
same fears. ‘1 .cannot envision amy kind of content regulation, -however to be unacceptalile in print journalism. - o . .
indirect’, writes Cazl Stepp, an astringent critic of th American media, ‘that For along tim, this inconsistency was tolerated by free market advocates on
wouldn’t project government into the. position of frvouring or disfavouring the grounds that broadcasting was 2. technically . disabled medium. (Royal
some views and information over others. Even so-call 2d stnictural steps aimed Commission on the Press 1977: 9; of Horwitz 1991). It was limited by the
at opening channels for freer expression would post government in the searcity of frequencies on the electromagnetic spestrum, and had 10.be Tun
jntolerable rolerof super-gatekeeper’ (Stepp 1990: 194). L consequently in the public interest of, as-it was argued in the United States,
These arguments have paved. the way for the increasing deregulation of managed in a way that accommmodated the interests of those not awarded a
Asmerican broadeasting. During the last decade, American TV channels have franchise. In contrast, there are no. physical constraints on the number of press
been ‘freed’ from the obligation to provide 2 mixed .ichedule of programmes tities that can ba lpublished. But this pragmatic justification.for public service
and from the fairpess doctrine requiring public affzirs to be reported from broadcasting bled in the 1980s with the widespread, adoption of new TV
contrasting viewpoints. Rules restricting chain ownership of TV stations have ) technology (Pool 1983}. The diffusion of fibre-optic cable TV .in the United
been relaxed, and the requirement on cable TV com anies 1o Carry over-the- . States meant thatmost areas had many more TV channels than newspapezs 1o
air channels bas been dropped. Even the principiz of Heenss renewal of choose from. Although Britain was not cabled so.extensively; the introduction
broadcasting stations, the coping stone of what residval regulation remains, is of high-powered|satellite TV- resuited in British viewers having access to
now. being questiongd. - - . ~ approximately the same number of TV channels as national newspapers; The -
What happened in the United States has begun to happenin Britain, though doorthus swang dpen to the-deregulation of public servics broadcasting in both
i the latter case in the teeth of considerable opposition. As in the United . countries. A simflar pattern occurred elsewhere with cable and satellite TV
States, it was argued with great force that public re julation of broadcasting * generating an unprecedented choice of TV -channels. .
inhibited critical surveillance. of government (Adan Smith Institute 1984; - : : :
Véljanovski 1989). As Rupert Murdoch (1989: §) uccinetly put it, ‘public S 1.
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means by which dominant economic forces exercise'ir formal influence over the
state .

Critical serutiny of government can also be biunted by Politicai partisanship.
‘In free market theory, partisanship on the tight is ba anced by partisanship on.

a amagm s vn.neowwmau‘ ‘about whether to report a British Watergate affair
becanse of the national harm. I believe in betting for Britain’ (cit.
Hollingsworth 1986: 31). At that timme, Lord Matthews controlled the third

largest:press group in Britain. -

The assumption at the heart of traditional theory that the free market

political interests of parent companies. This is well illustrated by the extra-
oﬁmbﬁ.ﬂ battie that took place in the Observer, a British Sunday newspaper,

the mﬂﬂmﬂ.omwn.ﬁpmmﬁmkn of bankrolling Mugabe's umuccessful rival, Joshua

- Nkomo, in a recent election, Although Rowiand den es accusing his editor of

‘tryimg 16 destroy my business in Zimbabwe’, there siems little doubt that he
was seeking to safeguard his COmpany’s corporate interests when pressing for
the Zimbabwe report to be withdrawn, . i )
Donald Trelford defied his proprietor and published the story on 15 April,
1984, He was backed unanimously by his staff, and by the paper's independent
directors appointed at the time of L.onrho's take-over of the Observer. In the
protracted row that followed {in which Lonrho allege:lly cancelled advertising
in.its own paper), Trelford offered to stand down. Th s putthe proprictorina

difficuit position, To have accepted would bhave undermined the credibility of

the paper, added to itg unprofitability, and generated appalling publicity for

- . Lontho. To xefuse meant entrenching the editor’s position and losing pro-
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prietorial antholity. For a time, Rowiand toyed with the idea of selling the
paper. But in the end, he settled for a face-saving exchange of letters and
confirmed Trelford’s appointment. The sanction of publicity in effect pre-
venteda powerful-conglomerate from manipulating a subsidiary company. But
it did not prevent Lonrho from exerting pressure on the Observer on subse-
quent occasions; when senior editorial Tesistance was not always so determined
{Curran and .mom on 1991,
i
-
|

Public gm&»H Watchdogs: A Reassessment -

Public service ocadcasting organizations have also resisted editorial inter-
ference for much the same reasons. Their audience credibility and strategic
Iong-term interests, the self-conception and self-respect of their journalists,
have all encoursged a defence of their autonomy from government. There is
also in many libéral democracies general support within the political elite for
the principle of broadcasting independence, partly for reasons of selfvinterest.
Ministers know i .

Aaustralia, pubii disapproval has stopped politicians from asserting increased
political control dver broadeasting in a way that directly parallels the sagaat the
Observers ‘ : . L
Indeed, noomL British experience points to a perplexing conclusion that,
both partly suppbrts and challenges the arguments advanced by free market
traditionalists., Mm the one hand, British Somn.nmmmnm lost some degree of

. right-wing government {Cockerell 1989; Leapman 1987; Schiesinger et al.,

1983). Yet, despite this, it continued to €Xpose government to more sustained,
critical scrutiny than the -predominantly right-wing pational press. This pro-
duced escalating lconflict between government ministers and broadcasters, in
contrast to their generally harmonious relationship with the press. "

The contrast betwesn press and broadeasting is illustrated: by the furore over
an ITV documentary, Death on the Rock, which suggested that a Britich army
SAS unit had wiully killed members of the JRA in Gibraltar, and that this
was being'co ed in the official version of events, The Foreign Secretary, Sir

Geoffrey Howe, |asked the ITV regulatory authority, -the iIBA, to prevent

transmission. of the programmes on the grounds that it would prejudice the
official inquest ‘that was dne to take place, The IBA refused, and the pro-
gradime was tragsmitted on 28 April 1988. The then- prime mindster, Mis
Thatcher, nﬁcmwmﬂm her feelings about'the programme ‘as much deeper than
being furious, and her displeasure was echoed in much of the press. “TY Slor
0n the SAS’ was the Daily Star's headline (29 April 1988), Futy Over SAS
“Trial by TV"™’, reported the Daily Mail (29 April) which also published s TV

teview calling thel programme ‘a woefully one-sided look at the killings’. The

Sunday Times tan several articles seeking to-rebut the accusations levelled in
H
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w
progiamme, in which it questioned the veracity of %.Eowu_aan_m mai

witness and the professionalism of the programime makers,

This public flak failed to intimidate. Thames Television, the makers of the
programme, convened an enquiry headed by Lord Windleshain (a former
Conservative Northern Ireland Minister) which concluded that] ‘taken as a
whole “Death on the Rock™ did not offend against the &cL impartiality
requirement of the IBA and the Broadcasting Act 1981°. Although making
some criticisms, this internal report hailed the programme as ;c.nu#rmﬁn. and its
makers as ‘painstaking and persistent’, (Windlesham and ptom 1980:
143). The programme duly won several prizes including the B A award,
the TV industry’s top prize symbolizing the broadeasting community’s rejec-
tion of government and Conservative newspaper criticisms. As 2 fihal snub, the
programme was screened again in 1991 as a part of a celebratory season to mark
the 35th anniversary of the investigative TV programme series, This Week, in
which Dieath On the Rock’ had first appeared. .

"This illustrates the way in which a complex reality can deviate frdm the script
wiitten by traditionalist ideologues. State-linked watchdogs canibark, while
private watchdogs sleep. Yet, often, both cant remain somnolent,

"This points 1o a deal problem. Public service broadcasting offersja number of
levers that can be manipulated by politicians, although the pobition varies
slightly in different countries (Browne 1989; Etzioni-Halevy 1987; Kuhn 1985
{a); Golding and Elliott 1979). Broadcasting authorities can be acked”with
government supporters; financial pressure can be exerted by w.wwo‘.dmnu_noaﬁ
refusing to increase public funding; public fiak can be generated bylgovernment
n an attempt to drive a wedge between broadcasters and the public; informal
and formal representations can be made to promote self-censorship; broad-
casting organizations can also be threatened with being legisfated out of
existence or being reformned-root and branch. Both financial 4 iegislative
yanctions have become more pressing at a time of rising broadcasting costs,

increased TV competition and the legitimation of political opposition to public -

service broadcasting. _

But private media organizations owned by conglomerates are also valner-
able. Indeed it is sometimes easier for the public watchdog role of the media to
be subverted in the deregulated than in the regulated sector of the media,
Ovwmers of private media have greater legitimacy within their organizations
than do government ministers seeking to influence public sector mno»anwmmnm.
organizations. Although this legitimacy does not extend to the promotion of
narrowly- defined coiporate interests, it certainly underwrites influence on
broader editorial concerns that affect critical surveillance of government. The
owners of private media also have more direct'control over the hiring and firing
of semior personnel: They are not obstructed in the same way as W?.ﬁ.anﬁ
ministers by mediating agencies designed to prevent their wuaonmﬂwnaon“ inde-
pendent directors — the equivalent of public trustee. members of broadcasting
authorities — are the exception in private media. Public concern about manip-

ulation of private media is also less well developed than it is in relation to public )

media, and s¢ provides a less adequate form of protection. M
In short, the complex issnes raised by the public watchdog functioning of the
media cannot be resolved by & simple, unthinking, catéchistic sabscription to

the free market. What is needed are practical measures which will strengthen
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the role of the media as a waichdog rather than a complacent endorsement of
one system.

" Consumer Representation

However, the public watchd g perspective is essentially negative and defen-
sive. It usually defines the role of the media in terms of monitoring govern-
ment, protecting the public, preventing those with power from overstepping
the mark. It thus stops short ->f the more positive, Habermasian conception of
the media as an instrament cf the popular will, But there is one strand within
traditional liberal thought with affinities to Habermas's approach. This defines
the role of the media as that of the ‘fourth estate’. Some Victorian commen-
tators argued that newspapers were subject to the equivalent of an election
every time they went on sale, in contrast to politicians who were elected only
infrequently (Boyce 1978). Consequently, they claimed, the press was a fully
representative institution, and should be accepted as a partnerin the process of
government, As Thomas Carlyle argued, the press should be deemed *a power,
a branch of government, wit.1 inalienable weight inlaw-making’ derived from
the will of the people (Carly.e 1507: 164). A

. This argument was reformulated in the twentieth century in less assertive i
terms around the concept of the sovereign consumier, The core premise is that

‘the broad shape and nature of the press is ultimately determined by no one but
its readers’ due to the hidden hand of the free market (Whale 1977: 85), Media_
owners in a market-based sys tem must give people what they want if they are to”
stay in business, and this ensiires that the media as a whole reflect the views and

- values of the buying public and act as a public mouthpiece. This particnlar

argument has been given my hological force in traditional histories of the press
(e.g. Siebert, Peterson and Schramm 1956). In the case of Britain, the received
account is that the press-pre gressed through three main stages (e.g. Aspinall
1973; Koss 1981 and 1984), In the first phase, it was subject to state censorship
and functioned almost as an extension of the state. In the second stage; it was
dominated by the political parties and.served as an extension of the party
system. In the third and final stage (dating from the 1940s), the press came to be
managed by market-led pragmatists who sought to maximize sales rather than
further 2 political viewpoin .. This established allegedly the consumer as the
ultimate controller of the pruss, and transformed newspapers into representat-
ives of the public rather tha1 of organized political interests.

A sophisticated variatior. of the consumer representation thesis is to be
found also in critical, revisic nist American saciology. As cxemplified by Alvin
Gouldner (1976), it ‘acknowledges weaknesses in the traditional free market
argument but nonctheless :ndorses its central conclusion. Gouldiier draws
attention to the existence of ‘huge, immensely capitalized and increasingly
‘centralized media’ and arg es that, in general, ‘ownership generates a set of
limits patterning the media in directions supportive of the property system’,
Yet, he goes on to make a sitark distinction between the market-based media
system which lie views as i Itimately liberating, and public awnership of the

. media which he equates with the Soviet model and ‘a catastrophic regression of

rationality’. The grounds for making this manichean distinction is two-fold:

-~
B

o

(X




92 James Curran

public ownership leads, in his "view, 10 the fusion of official and media
definitions of reality, whéreas the market liberates t} e media even from those
who run it. The mainspring of this liberation is suppe sedly the drive to make a
profit. It propels ‘leading publishers to tolerate (and promote) a counter-
culture hostile to their own long-term property interes ts. . . They willand have
sold an adversary culture that openly alienates masses of youth from their
parents and government because, and so long as, it is profitable’. There is thus,
according to Gouldner, ‘the essential bourgeois contradiction between pro-
ducing anything that sells, on the one side, and allowing only what is supportive
of existing institutions, on the other’. This is resolvelin favour of short-term
gain so that ‘in the end, the system subverts itself because there exists no
protection of its own fusure that might rule dut quick t irnover profits at the-cost
-of the system as a whole’ (Gouldner 1976: 157).

There is thus a selid corpus of literature, written by people from different

disciplines and from different theoretical perspectives, which ail advance
essentially the same argument: the free market produses a media system which
responds to and expresses the views of the people. Like all persuasive my-
thologies, it contains an element of truth. But its overall conclusion is nonethe-
-less profoundly misleading ~ for at least six different reasons.
First, market dominance by oligopolies has reduc:d media diversity, audi-
ence choice and public control. In most western countries, there has been a
. long term reduction in the number of competing new spapers, afid an increasé
in local monopoly and chain ownership (Hoyer, Hadenius and Weibul] 1975;
Rosse 1980: Curran and Seaton 1981). This has been paralieled by a long term
consolidation of centralized control of magazine, record, book, and film
production {Locksley and Garnbam 1988; Garnhan 1950; Murdock 1990;
Bagdikian 1990). The picture in the case of TV is ‘more mixed because
oligopolistic contrcl of commercial TV has been prevented or mitigated in
some countries by regulatory controls. o L
‘The scale of this oligopolistic domination of the me:dia can be illustrated by
the experience of Australia, Britain and the United 3tates. In Augtralia, two
-men (Packer and Murdoch) contyolled in 1989 84 per cent of the sales of the
thirty best seiling magazines; Murdoch econtrolled in 1988 a remarkable 63 per
cent of metropolitan daily circulation, 59 per cent of Sunday circulation and 55
per cent of surburban local circulation; and three men (Lowy, Bond and Skase)
almost totally dominated in 1989 the commercial TV 1aarket (Chadwick 1589},

In Britain, the top five companies in each media sector controlled in the’

mid-1980s 53 per cent of national newspaper sales, 66 per cent of video rentals,
59 per cent of record, cassette and CD sales, 53 per cent of local evening sales,
45 per cent of ¥TV transmissions, and 40 per cent of book sales {Curran and
Seaton.1988). In the USA, three companies control atout two-thirds of the TV
market; three publishers dominate the national news magazine market; and
most-of the local press is contolled by chains (Blumier 1989; Bagdikian 1990).
. Free market apologists emphasize two things in relation fo these trends.
They point out correctly that the movement towards market domination by.a
few corpibrations in certain markets bas not been continuous and uninterrupted
(Royal Commission on the Press 1977; Burnett and ‘Weber 1988). Some also
peintto the expansion of part of the media system and argue that this is reviving
_competition. The growth of specialized magazines, cc mputerized newsletters,
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desk-top vszmmmvwnm* jocal radic stations and, above all, TV channels are all

<cited as evidence of endogenous market regeneration (Pool 1983; Compaine

1985; Dahlgren 1991). These are important qualifications. But what they
overlook are thiree powerful countervailing and interrelated trends that are
resulting in'increasing domination of the media as a whole in a national context,
and increasing market power in an international context. Since 1360, there has
been a rapid scceleration of mergers and acquisitions of corporations in
different medialsectors, producing major multi-media combines. The general
trend towards privatization of broadcasting, and the growth of the new TV
industries, has also enabled media conglomerates to expand into a sector where
their growth had been curtailed previously. And there has been a further shift
towards the integration of the global market in TV programmes, books and
business informhtion (following trends already well established in the film and

record sectors); which has enabled some companie¢ to extend their market

reach.

These trends;have coajesced to produce private concentrations of media
power that are unprecedented. The most far-flung is Murdoch’s News Corpor-
ation which conkrols a newspaper empire stretching east-west from Beston to
Budapest and north-south from London to Queensland, an extended magazing
and book empire incorporating Triangle and Harper Collins, andaTV and film
empire including Fox TV and Twentieth Century Fox in'the US and five
satellite TV channels transmitted by British Sky Broadcasting.in Europe.
Major mﬁo?«mm“.gmnn conglomerates include the Bertelsmann group which
has a massive hook-TV-film-radio-magazine empire in Germany, including
both the RTL Plus television channe] and Germany’s largest cable TV com-
pany, in addition to the American book and record majots, Bantam and RCA,
amongst other foreign media interests; Berlusconi’s Fininvest group which
controls 27 HB&WU TV stations, extensive press and film interests in Italy in
addition to television holdings in France (Channel 5}, Germany (Telefunf),
Spain (Telecinch) and Canada; and the British-based Maxwell: Communi-
catiens Oo@oﬁrmon which controls a major group of newspapers extending

States to eastern Evrope, book companies including the New
York publisher,| Macmillan, as well as TV interests in Britain, France and
Spain. These are matched by-major conglomerates like Time-Warner, Inter-
national Thompson and Sony based respectively in the US, Canada and Japan.
The enormous resources commanded by these conglomerates, their large
economies of mow_w‘ and extensive domination of linked markets; has under-
mined the functibning of the market as 2 free and open contest, a level playing
field in which all| participants have an equal chance of success. g

The second, related flaw in the consumer representation thesis is that the
rising capitalization of the media industrics has restricted entry into the
market.? In Britpin, for example, it cutrently requires in start-up and run-in

costs over £20 miillion to establish a new national daily newspaper, over £30 -
- mpillion to establish a new cable TV station, up to £50 million to acquire a major
ITV franchise and over £500 to establish 2 new satellite TV business. It is still -

-possible to enter more cheaply the marginal media sectors —'such as

local free sheets,llocal radio stations aud specialist magazines — but these have
much less influence by comparison with the commanding heights of the com-
munications mujé.. It is also possible to attempt to launch into the main de-
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depoliticized Sunday Paper (Sunday Spord), a Conservative tabloid bought b
Rupert Mardoch (Today) and two centrist papers Catering for an advertising.
rich, elite audience (Indey endent and ma&&wmwn&maw on .m.g.v. As a conse-
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voting rights .&Qmoumga upon purchasing power of Property rights and yet ’ the free marker Place of ideas, "his produced a chojce woninnn. maawnommﬁnw
access to the mass media, as both channels of informatiop, and fora of debate, i5 |~ diverse papers — conditions in which the ‘public’ could SXercise significant
largely controlled by just such power and Property righty' {Garmnharm m@.m@" 473. \ influence over the press ani be Tepresented by it (Curran 1977). This hag long

uﬁmwuﬁmgo.mwavw catering for the mass matker. The consequences of this pre. politicized newspapers sersed highly differentiated audisnces, no longer cog.
STrueturing can be briefly illustrated by fecent changes in Amjerican television i i i

- expanded by. .nogﬁn.wwogﬂmhm dependent stationg arld, aboye all, by
cable TV stations making available 5 choice betweap <ops wnnhwocvau series, sit

coms, chat shows, game shows, soaps, classic comedy TV ishows, stand-up i Thus onjy 41 Per cent of jts readers vated Conservative jn the 1987 genepal
- comics, Hollywood Bl classics, ape house movies from Urope, newish election - the chojee insistontly fecommended by the Paper, (Harrop 1988)
American films, childrens’ “artoons, foreign language Programmes for ethnic ] Fourth, the revisionist ¢ aim that media controllers subordinate their ideo-
- minorities, apd much more besides, But what it has failed 10 achieve is a . logical.commitments to the: imperatives of the market ig only partly true, Ft is
corresponding incréase i the ideological diversity of Publfic affai program- based on selective argumeats that simplify and misrepresent a complex sity.
ming, The burgeoning aumber of Jocal mdependent statjons Provides, acoord. ation. Thus, it jg claimed t 1at the dispersal of share ownership is producing a
iIng to Entmag's ploneering research, ‘littje political information, ter ajone divoree between ownershi > and contro} of the media; that the fiew breed of
accountability news® (Entman 1989 110). CNN has introduced two new news media controllers are mark st-Jed Pragmatists; and that the media, in a compet;-
chammels, which provide instantaneoys Coverage within H:n% the same ideo. i tive savironment, must sy bmit to the mje of the consumer, In fact, large
logical framework ag the three news Retworks (CRS, NBC and ABC). What number of communication. Sum_oﬁunmﬁmlﬁo?&uw very large and extendeq
none of the new tommercial enterprises has done is to offer a leftish ‘take’ an ones ~ are still controlled by a single shareholder o family (Herman and
the news. Indeed the greatest political diversity is to be found significantly in Chomsky 1988; Murdock 982). A significant

the current affairs o.ﬁvﬁ ofPBS and a Telative dewcomer, C{Span, both non-
profit organizations outside the economic market, which are dercapitalized

and marginalized ment and the growth of olizzopoly has mcreased the relative political autonomy
Sitmilarly, the recent expansion of the British national pr ¥ has led to more - of media owners in Telatio 1 to the market. : .
consumer choice without substantially eXpanding itg ideological range. The : All three points are illus rated by Rupert Murdoch’s career. {(Munster 1985,
introduction of Cost-cutting new technology led to the launch of seven pew ! Leapman 1983). He has tienerally controfled the media enterprises he has
Dational papers between 1986 and 1990, By market leaders forced up'costs by \ invested in; his vi i i ¥ i

mereasing paging ang Promotion in a deliberate attempt jto squeeze out }
competition. In the event, only four new nationals syurvived: Wﬂoﬂo%%&?
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an oﬂwwmmom.v he Mbm wo.&wa to Mﬂmmm Mmﬁ.%w%ﬂ&muuwm" : Mn womnmmmam%ww nxwdwsm?. constituencies seems less appropriate to market-based news systems, as in the
Atother ties, ha e mmed o ogica New Yc | advantageous to s s e dssominaing hommmggn” *PRrUsen and define themscives in trms o
At othe ’ ¢ > d it issemina n a . ) .
NMWM%W_MMM@ Wbmwwamﬂﬂﬂwmmwnwv w{mwmw NMHMMH_. ﬁﬂowmww%mh ﬂwm@ mmrm.ﬁﬁm . ) .H..wm view of wbo.ﬂn&m asa vagm tribune thus seems almost ovmo_.oﬁo. Yet, it
corporate interest to allow editorial flexibility. H: aiso vwa wa%awﬂ ”mwww %ﬁﬁﬁﬁw& %mwm»omm memﬁm Wwwwm MMM._M %ﬁﬂ%&%ﬂwﬂ%ﬁwﬂﬂﬁ
D e i i ey oo Sor 0| i e o e ane e
_ : 3 : - - 8nd a revised conception of the media’s democratic ro e,
tive journalist, Simon Jankins, as editor of the Times in 1990 was a belated ‘ R P
recognition that the T¥mes’s Thatcherite politics was causing it to lose readers )
to the new paper. Yet, whenever possible, he has p ished his papers to the right Information Riole
by hand- icking editors with right-wing views anci by bombarding inherited, —_—
politically centnist editors with aggressively worded right-wing advice (Evans In additién to the concept of the media as 2 watchdog and representative,
1983: Q.mom me@‘.. Indeed what has .&mn.u most striking about these displays of commentators have also stressed its ‘informational’ role. This is usuaily -
m%wwwwnwﬁ%mﬁawwwwﬁﬁﬁ%@%%oﬁﬁs%h%wmﬁmm End. caabling. oblonne aating self-expression. S ifterors Taemaonslity
> 1es — and ena ective self-determination. These ons -of the
OPPposition to the views of the majority of its reader:: (Curran and Seaton 1991). - media can omww e fulfilled adequately, it is argued, through the processes of a
To see Murdoch a5 a passive absorbent of market dictates is to adopt too free market, * ,
WMMWMMMMM uwwmﬁwmﬂv%wwu.n Mb Manﬂ oMH the BMHW .wﬁa it m.w% _underestimates Thus, the m.nm market i supposed to promote a culturé of mnoo‘m,wmmmgm
* Fifth, the oowo&uw of moﬁwgommﬂ M%mmwﬁﬂwww Mou ..womoﬁmmwwawmn variety of MWWHWQMM_VZO o%oﬁwrouma o M.__EW mmﬂhmm nnw " mwmmuﬂwwun mﬂmm“ o mhMW&am ; Sanm
] > C SOV NET COn I e : ut sho & apie 10 express freely what they think whomever they want.
NMMMMM.MMM_UM% wwwwoiumw%w Mmmmmmw Mwﬂwwn% w. ﬂwmmmmﬂwmmwmwwowm * This Mmmomns. oMmosn,m_ mo wnmé»mﬁmo:. is safeguarded allegedly by the right
> R s C re: , to publish in a free market, :

+ the reality of highly bureaucratized media organizations, with fixed routines %wa free market is also equated with efficiency in the pursuit of the public
and structures, whose Journalists rely heavily on a festricted range of sources. . interest, The freédom to publish ensures that all significant points of view are in
It simply overlooks, in other words, the voluminous saciolégical literature play in the public domain, and that a wide range of information is made
which shows the varied Ways in which audienct: pressures are selectively” | . ygiiable.from iverse and-antagonistic sources. This makes for good judge-
interpreted, ‘refracted” and even resisted within m=dia organizations. 12 _ ment and wise gbvernment. Originally, this claim was advanced in an assertive

Sixth, the idealized notion of market democracy ignores the central financial . form based on the assumption that truth would eonfound error in an yare-
role of advertising in commercial broadcasting and the press. Critics of stricted debate.| But jn response 1o the decline of naive empiricism, this
advertising tend to focus on the direct editorial influence exerted by advertisers argument came to be reformulated in a more circumspect way, Typical of this
through the witholding of advertising support for ideological Feasons, and the more cautious approach is the American jurist, Oliver Holmes’s much quoted
pressure that this generates on media clients to accommodate to or anticipate contention ‘that|the ultimate good desired is wonnon reached by free trade in
advertisers’ ideological concerns (Hoch 1974; Barnouw 1978; Bagdikian 1990). ideas — that the|best test of truth is the power of the thought to get itself
The extent of this influence 15 relatively smaH an tends to be exaggerated, accepted in the ¢ompetition of the market . . .’ (cit. Barran 1975 320). This
certainly in Britain (Blumler 1986; Curran 1980) The more important way in argument has bepn presented in a variety of guises. The fres market mobilizes
e ek detna e B | e e e e radenaicy by
per meage s iences bocause the former gonerates 1 larger advortiug ahr L courses'of acioh. O, mote sy s 1 the knowledge of has & seif
per reader (Curran 1986). This is true t0 a lesser extent of commercial " righting tendenc¥ to nmnnnn errors and biases’ {Kelley and Donway 1990: 90),
television cnmwﬁm.n Programmes select and deliver audiences with less precision The market Y .nE is also celebrated as the best possible way of facilitatitg
than press publications. However, advertisers stil] distort television becase . self-government. Free market media inform citizens from a vatiety of view-
they tend to reward high tatings rather than intensit: of audience demand, This points; they keep open the channels of communication Between government

“generales Strong pressure on general interest channels to aim for the middle A and mmggma u.%a between different gron s in society: th rovide a neutral
market and to conform to middle market values anc. perspectives (Gitlin 1983 Sone for the 1 ion of public ot - group ety; they p
Br: 1989). ; - zZone ow.m m@» em“ ation o mzm ro,ev_.ﬂo? mumwon. the processes of the market

There is also 4 MOTe general sense in which the traditional conception of the ﬁw,mmwn wommmu amemnwo mmua H.«Moﬁmuq, ttack _ ithin the camp
media 23 a public representative docs Botseemo fi the contempor. di nitte cytem, Oungly under attack even wi o
A view formed when most media Wore pacs: y tIMporary media, committed to nw gwmn system. One line of enticism. has been that marker

. & partisan and ‘spoke for’ clearly defined failure has limitéd individual freedom of expression, and consequently pre-




- form that alleged that the presssure to- maximize sales an

© ton, stereotype rather than human complexity, (Gitlin 1983;

w8 James Curran

55 émmﬁwn debate from being adequately informed by a_Tu,mo Souices, As
- the influential Hutching Commission argued as long ago as %&ﬁ after survey-
ing the m%mw%ama of the American media: ‘the Tight of fre¢ public discussion

- has therefork lost its earlier reality’ (Commission Report reprinted 1974). This

then prompted the argument that public rationality has _unwu impaired, and
collective direction has been weakened, because Ppeople withisomething usefut
to say have not always been given a chance to say it. Asthe American political

(Meiklejohn: 1983: 276).

Critics also opened up another line of attack, arguing
characteristies of the market deplete the informational role df the media. The
British equivalent of the Hutchins Commission ~ the 1947~ Royal Commis-

sion on the Press ~ claimed that the press was failing to infor adequately the

" . people because it was a product of the market. ‘“The failure of the Press to keep -
pace with the requirements of society’, it concluded, ‘is attri utable largely to
the piain factithat an industry that lives by the sale of its products must give the

public what the public will buy’ (RCP 1949: 177). By implitation, the inad-
> Press was merely a reflection of the inadequaty of the public,
printed large. This paternalistic judgement was subsequently reworked i a
ratings led to

cominon deneminator provision that underestitated the abilities of the public

* {Foggart 1957; Thompson 1974). This very British debate w superseded by a
less overtly moralistic analysis, on both sides of the Atlantic, which highlighted
some of the characteristics of news produced within a market oriented system:

information “that is simplified, condensed, personalized, amoouwnﬁcmmuoa.
with a stress on action rather than process, visualization rathier than abstrac..
Newcomb 1987;
Inglis 1990).12 Since many of these criticisms were predicatedion the assump-
i iencies were a by-product of processing Mews as a com-
modity for the mass market, they were an attack, by implication, on the notion
that market processes safeguard the information! role of the shedia,

Professional Wﬁvﬁ.&vﬁq Model

At this point, it is worth following 2 short detour. Across the horizon loomed at.

to the shortcomings that they diagnosed. Journalists were urged to adopt the
professions. In this way, the media would .be able 10 falfil its
informational role and serve the public interest {Commission. 1 4; RCP 1949),

concluded at about the same time-that media professionalism Mﬁ the solution
Their reports were followed by a series of Tinging public endorsements of

comumitment to-higher goals ~
wuth, It involved nwm adoption of
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certain procedures for verif ying facts, drawing on different sourges, presenting
rival interpretations. In ths wiy, the pluralism of opinion and information,
once secured through the clash of adversaries in the free market, could be
recreated through the ‘inernal pluraism’ of monopolistic media. Market
pressures o sensationalize and trivialize the presentation of news could be
offset by a commitment to i form. The democratic role of the media could thus
be rehabilitated without structural reform.

The ideology-of professional responsibility has found numerous celebrants
for a variety of reasons, nt all noble, 1 But at its core is a seductive idea:
professionalism means that the journalist’s first duty is to serve the public. Tt
proposes — certainly, as pre sented by its more radical advocates —that journal-
ists should act as a countesweight to forces, both internal and external, that
threaten the integrity of ths media, including media controllers, advertisers,
publicists and government 14 By emphasizing accuracy and facticity, media
professionalism seems to b2 defining the role of the media in a way that will
assist people to make up their own minds for themselves. Professionalism is
thus seemingly a philosaphy of empowerment rather than of control; profes-
sional self-interest appears . in this case, to coincide with the public interest.

But professional commitinents cannot existin a vacuum. Journalists operate
within certain structures wt ich infiuence — and can distort - their definition of
professionalism, (Tuchman 1978; Schiesinger 1987; Bevins 1990}, The exercise.
of professional judgemen: also presupposes a high degree of autonomy.
Although most American journalists stress their operational: freedom, the
evidence suggests that jour 1alistic autonomy has declined in the US since the
early 1970s, partieularly ir. large news organizations (Weaver and Wilhoit
1986). Journalistic autononr ¥ has also been revoked or curbed by intervention-
ist media managements elst where. (Ericson, Baranec and Chan 1987 s Curran
and Seaton 1991), Put simply, professionalism is not assured within media
organizations which do not have as their central goal the realization of
professiorial norms. This is, indeed, one of the arguments for public service
broadcasting. . . .

Professionalism is also vulnerable because it is not clear on what basis it is
justified. Journalism does 110t have the eniry requirements, credentials and
seif-regulatory controls non nally associated with a profession. Journalists have

Y
.

consequently an ambiguow:. status, and this can be 2 vocational weakness. A -

repeated criticism levelled against journalists is that their kack -of critical
scceptance of the social order, and to over-ready
adoption of the definitions provided by the powerful (Hall et al. 1978; Entman
1989; Abramson 1990), Bt this is inscribed within a particular set of pro-
fessional beliefs which defir.es implicitly the role of a journalist as a subaltern
one of mediating authoritatively-sourced infonmation, Another verston of
professionalism stresses tn.th-seeking but this too is often interpreted in a

Testricted and defensive way. One truth-seeking strategy is the attempted

‘scientization” of news reporting: the focusing on technical, strategic and
insider perspectives of politics in a way that enables journalists to avoid being
exposed as necessarily subjsctive participants in the political process (Halfin
1985). Reporting elections, for example, in terms of campaign strategies and
game plans, as a glorified hotse face rather than as democraticinquest, enables

~ the journalist to take refuge in a ‘nentral’ form of interpretation, Another
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" "The second defect of the traditional approach is th
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defensive strategy involves an almost mechanistic 1 eliance on market-defined
news values i .

structured, visually integrated, narrative texts wiiose mezning is relatively
‘closed’. In Italy by contrast — and, indeed, in much >f Europe ~TV news tends
to be more ‘open’, with more ‘talking heads’, in wiich greater prominence is
EIVeD 10 contrasting interpretations of events {Hallin and Mancini 198435 Thig
divergence reflects the more dominant political anc interpretive role of politi-
cal parties in many European countries compared v-ith the United States, and
. the more ratings-conscious commercialism of Amer:can TV. Bur italso reflects
a different definition of professionalism, predicated on a different understand-
ing of the place of broadeasters in society, In “he US, the accant is on
nbﬂngﬂmﬁ and disclosure Teporting news as a structured ‘story” whose
meaning is ownmw&\ signified by the reporter. In piany European countries,
greater emphasis is given to the role of broadcaster as a factual witness
and passive mediator, who enables the viewer to have access to competing
Interpretations of the world. 16 . .

In sum, the Eoo,momwbm professionalism does not provide an adequate way of

interests within mozoamcm@.oﬂmmanon society, affcrd a.source of protection’
against tie exercise of private economic PoWer, orpanize political choice in 4
way that enables people to choose (in theory) betwoen programmes as well as

.individuals, and provide a variety of means of infiu sncing public opinion and

exerting democratic pressure. on the state. Traditonal thought ignores the
cﬁ;&ﬂmgonﬁ of modern liberat democracy and so'}ias nothing construetive to
_say abouthow the media should telate to themand e thance their performance.
atit maintains an artificial
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and untenable mu.mmbnmon.ven%oon information and representation, Jt does this
by detaching information from its social context. Thus, the criterion for judging
the successful functioning of the informational rolie of the media is normally
held to be one of two things: the richness of media discourse defined in
subjective ternis of ‘quality’ or the nuraber of media outlets which, as Horwitz
(1591) shows in an admirable e85y, is increasingly the vardstick being adopted
in American jurisprudence. :

Missing m.ouw this analysis is a recognition that ideas and systerns of rep-
resentation are; part of the ideological arsenal which competing groups use to
advance their interests. This point can be understood in a very simple. and

. rudimentary way in terms of political agendas. Political parties on the right

"aua.mnmonn.no oﬂvwﬁwuawméubnoann.a&oun@gm international
relations becaubse they are often seen by voters as being partienlarly strong on
these issues, Parties on the left tend to emphasize welfare and employment
because these hunn areas where they are often rated more highiy. Rival poiitical
parties consequently vie with each other at election time to get broadcasters to
make their ‘issties’ the dominant themes of election coverage. How broadcas--
ters respond to - and, in effect, arbitrate betwsen ~ these rival agendas can
have-a significant influence on the outcome of tight elections. 17

A comparable but more complex process of contestation takes place be-

tween social groups. Different ways of signifyi g and making sense of society,
different linguistic.codes and conceptual categories, different chains of associa-
tion and <omm=mmpnw of ‘common sense’ privilege the interests of some social
groups while dvantaging others. Put another way, the media’s informa-
tional role is never purely informational; itisalso a way of arbitrating between

the rhetorical claims of rival interests—in a form that has an indirect outcome in
terms of the allocation of resources and life opportunities between different
social groups, -

The case for|media diversity is thus not simply that it promotes a rational

interests in theiy own terms and promote them in the public domain. It is in this
context that thejrole of the media in forming a consensus should be understood,
Traditionalists e that the media should facilitate social agreement through
the disseminatipn of accurate information-and contrary opinion. This is an
entirely reasonable proposition on the face of things. But it can mask, in

reality, a process of manipulation in which one class ot social coalition is able to

- naturalize and universalize ity interests because it dominates the chaanels of

cultural - produgtion. The media may give the appearance of distributing
accurate Ewo%nou and facilitating a debate based on conflicting argument.
Indeed, it may actually be doing both these things. But by confining this debate
to ‘legitimata’ b.nwm of controversy, and by grounding it on assumptionsthat do
not nnm:onmﬂmo structuré of sqcial power, it may also be engineering a

* contrived form iof social consent.

- -“The third .. tation of.the classical .mvon.& model - wb.m“ one that is often
alluded to - is ﬂ%ﬁ it overstates the rationality of public discourse. As Chatee

(1983: 294) putsiit, ‘I can no longer think of open discussion as operating like an
electric mixer .|, . Run it 2 little while and truth will fise to the top with the
dregs of error me.bm down to the bottom’, His rescrvations were based on
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a scale that is impossible for any one

-sutbjective element in making judgements (cf. Peterson 195

aRiortions .H.w..&u.m..%mﬁwﬁm% of information, the outpourin

P
;
!
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mation, the outpouringof infgrmation on
individual to assimilate and, above all, the
6). This last point

~ has been highlighted by research emphasizing non-rational efements in opinion
- formation, and by studies emphasizing the highly selective way in which people

assimilate communications (Tan 1985; Graber 1988). In rhality, public dis. -
course does not follow the rational pathways of

the classic iberal model.

This has wider implications that tend to be ignored. m,uﬂoﬂ.vmﬂanﬁ is usuaily
omitted from conventional analysis of the media’s dem .M.Hwﬂo functioning

because it does not conform to a

exchange between the rulers and rujed.

classic liberal concepti

of the rational

But in fact media entertainment is one

means by which people engage at an intuitive and expressive level in a public

dialogue about the direction of society {Curran
int this sensean integral part of the media’s
There is another reason why entert

1991). Media entertainment is
‘informational’ role,
alnment is wrongly excluded from

traditional accobnts, This stems from the conventional assumption that the sole
purpose of the public debate staged by the media is to .
government policy and exercise democratic controf over the state, But this
implies too narrow a definition of public dialogue, and itoo restricted a

definition of its purpose, rooted in a conventional

Public dialogue should encompass

ect changes of

distinction between private

and public spheres which the slogan ‘politics is personal’ nwwaﬁw challenges.

outcome should be to revalidate or revise social attitudes
relationships; Media fiction is one important dimension in which this dialogue

takes place. -

the common processes

f soelal life: its

patterning social

The fourth weakness of the traditional a.homom is, of course, that it fails to
publish, and the Gncmon..wn reality limiting

distinguish between the legal right to

that right in real terms. For reasons that have already
market entry restrict individual freedom of expre:

been given, limitations on
ssiont. But it also restricts -

* and this is a category that does not feature in traditional analysis—~ freedom of

group -expression. Whole groups in society, not merely individuals, have

restricted aceess to the public sphere

through the media, This

nitions.1® The democatic process for making collective judge
"development of society has thus been weakened because it has
adequate and attainable sense, collective,

Media and-the Public Sphere

ments about the
5 not been, in an

rethinking the

tition, it may be

helpful to draw together briefly the main argurnents-into an ordered whole.
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individuals to reinterpret thsir social experience, and quéstion the assumptions
and ideas of the dominant culture. Xt should also enable everyone, on the basis
of diverse perspéctives ani sources, to decide for themselves how best to
safeguard and advance the r welfare in collective as well as individual terms,
and to set in the balance riv.d definitions of the public interest and claims based
on equity. ‘ T : )

This will be emancipatory in a.npumber of ways. It will give subordinate
classes increased access to ideas and arguments opposing ideological re-
presentations that legitimaie their subordination, and enable them to explore
more fully ways of changiny: the structure of society to their advantage. Media
fiction that enables people to explore imaginatively what it is like to be other
people, in different circums tances and with different formative experiences, is
also likely to promote ermpathy and understanding rather than the opposite.
However, the key rationale for pluralism is not progressive social engineering:
it is émpowerment, giving )eople the right to define their normative vision of
the world and their place n it through access to alternative perspectives of
society. . - : .

Another (and complemeiitary) democratic function of the media system is to
act as an agency of represer tation. ft should be organized in a way that enables
diverse social groups and o ganizations to express alternative viewpoints, This
goes- beyond, however, siinply disseminating diverse opinion.in the public
domain. Part of the media s ystem should fanction in away that invigorates cjvil
society. It should assist colli:ctive organizations to mobilizesupport; help them
o Operate as representativi: vehicles for the views of their supporters; and aid
them to register effective pr otests and develop and promulgate alternatives. In
other words, the represent:tional role of the media includes helping to create

the conditions in which aliernative viewpoints and perspectives are brought

fully into play.

- o

This implies a break from a ‘postmodernist’ approach in which the act of |

media consumption is equ:.ted with political activity; the private holding of a
political opinion is equated with political activism; and the guiding democratic
force in society is -deemec. to be enlightened public opinion in ‘the public

sphere’ shaped by the intei play of argument and evidence in the mass media,

This is a recipe for control from above, given the extent to which mass media
are currently infiuenced by dominant elites, even if media audiences display a
healthy degree of independience, ’ ‘
One way to step out of :his seductive framework is to visualize the public
sphere as a core surrounded by satellite networks and organized groupings.
The core public sphere is tiie public space where all intérests interact with one
another in seeking to establish agreement or compromise about the direction of
society. Feeding this core are a number of umbilical cords that connect itto the
life force of civil society - different interpretive communities with a shared

. normative conception of -ociety (such’ as greens, ferhinists. and marxists),

different organized groupings (such as political paities and pressure groups), -

ditferent sub-cultures.(such: as those of ethnic minorities), and different social
strata with distinctive interests and social experiences (which are only pastly
organized and articulated). .The.representative role-of the, media can be
conceptualized in relation to this, One part of the media system'should provide
a public arena of debate roughly coterminous with society in whick differeat
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104 . James Curran

interests are represented; another should provide channels of communication
linking organized groups and social networks to this public arena; another part
should facilitate the functioning of these groups w-thin their respective constit-
vencies; and a further part should be composed of unaligned channels of
communication between the common public sphere and different social strata
and congeries of individuals,

The third democratic function of the media is t assist the realization of the
common objectives of society through agreement or compromise between
comflicting interests. The media should contribute to this process by facilitating
democratic procedures for resolving conflict and defining collectively agreed
aims. For example, the media should brief the eiectorate sbout the political
choices involved in elections, and so help to corstitute elections as defining
moments for collective ‘decision about the publ ¢ direction of society. The

mdividuals and groups.

-Omne problem arising from this conception of a democratic media system is
that it will probably make the attainment of natior al agreement more difficult.
Indeed, it will almost certainly reinforce existing centrifugai and fissiparous
tendencies within society, A genuinely pluralistic media system implies en-
abling dissident groups within the working class to command effective com-
munications rescurces, fostering sectional loyalt es. (whether in the form of
class, ethnic, gender or other group solidarities), and staging an open public
debate that weakens adherence to dominant political and social norms: This is
in miarked contrast to the experience of most covntries whete the media are
usually integrated into the hierarchy of power and where the media function as
agencies of social integration and control. i

However, there are vadous ways in which the centrifugal impact of a
pluralistic media system ¢an be nitigated without s ubtracting from the pluralist
cominitment that underpins it. One convention:} and legitimate way is, of
course, to establish a legal framework that lays do'vn acceptable (but minimai)
limits to freedom of expression, such as restrictions on incitements to racial

of public dialogue in which conflicts of interest ar: brought into the open and
resolved in a democratic, non-viclent way.

 What m.b..wmw: this media system look Jike in terris of structure and organiz-

et ey
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ation? What kihds of journalism would it foster? These guestions beg further

. questions in the sense that the design of any media system needs to take into

account the gederation of pleasure and cultural provision, which are issues that
lie cutside the s of reference of this essay. Any prescription based only on
what serves the democratic needs of society can only be a partial input 0 a
larger debate. %E with this qualification in mind, what does a re-evaluation of
the amﬁoﬂ.mﬁmo_ functioning of the media imply in terms of concrete practice?

i
Towards a JJWHEN Meodel

The outline setiout below may seem to American eyes detached from political
reality. But although it does not exist in any coundry as a functioning model, it
draws upon composites features derived from the practice of different

" European countries. Indeed, it is proposed in this form precisely becaduse it
- WOrks with the lgrain of what is attainable. _

The model be viewed at a glance in Figure 5.1. It has a core sector,
surrounded by|media organizations which are organized on different prin-
ciples, The coredsector of generalinterest TV channels reaches a mass andjence
and provides a rommon forum of societal debate. It offers an opportunity for
different classes and groups to take part in the sarme public dialogue about the
direction of mo&on%. it provides scope, therefore, for them to interact with one
another and epgage i 2 reciprocal discussion. it also provides a single:
emporium in which individuals can explore where their self interest lies, and-

. telate this to rival definitions of the common interest. Lastly, it offsets the

particularistic features of the rest of the media system by providing a common
symbolic enviranment which reinforces ties of mutnality.

Fig. 5.1 Model of democratic media system

The peripheral sectors are ooﬂwo%n.&‘sn&m HamoE.um more differentiated
audiences, and pre organized in a way that is designed to produce a vigorous .

. plurality of competing voices, One sector consists of private enterprise organ-,
- izations; another sector promotes the maximimum journalistic and creative

freedom;.a third sector is dominated by media linked to organized interests;
and the Hoﬁﬁm fosters innovation within-a modified market system. The
diversity of Eomm media is designed to feed into and invigorate the core system;
it entrenches a system of balance and checks-that promotes pluralism; and it
strengthens the democratic institutions of civii soclety. . .

; .
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appomntment to broadeasting authorities by “franchising’ represéntative

In principle, the best ™2y 10 organize the core sector is o Set up competing . E.Mow”_owmgh.www«oﬁwmwmwﬁwmwwmwﬁm wm%wewmﬁmmgﬂﬂpm
‘ Ezﬁ.mmwsﬁ orgamizations (whether in the form of publicly owned or publicly organizations tend to be (lominated by elites (even if they offer more ideo-
- - regulated commercial organizations). Potentially, this offers Wnun best prospect " logically ‘open’ and divers: systems of representation than commercial TV in
of opening up broad social access to the airwaves, and enabling viewers to plug the United States). The (ierman and British broadcasting systems both ex-
into different views and perspectives. It also creates the nd%.méo«x in which . emplify this weakness, Thus, the output of British broadcasting has tended to
general interest channels maintain a high priority to news and current affairs be structured in terms of t} ¢ assumptions of dominant power groups (Glasgow
 programmes, and fulfil wider sucial objectives in its cultural provision. The University Media Group 1976, 1980 and 1985), aithough jts minority and
system of payment for public service organizations also m:mJ.nu that there are fictional output ‘has been more heterodox (Schiesinger et al. 1983; McNair
no second class citizens excluded by price from the general forum of public 1988). The ideological raage of its programmes has also expanded during
debate. A deregulated commercial system will, by contrast, tdnd to restrict the . ﬁnmomm of heightened political conflict (Curran 1990} and widening social
range of views and social interests represented on general interest chanmels, debate (Tracey 1983). But the concept of the impartial public servant seems to
give lower priority to public affairs coverage and subordinate|social objectives lead to the mediation of z narrow range of discourses, particularly during
to maximizing audiences. . , . ‘ _ : periods of relative consens 1s. The German broadcasting system, by contrast, is
But the theory of public service broadcasting does not n cessarily corres- more overtly pluralistic. G »rman broadcasters have a public duty, in the words
moua to M@Emwu.u Owa vMuE@E is that mo<m»uﬂmmm can =naod.mwna @»M indepen- ‘of the 1987 German inter-state broadcasting agreement, to grant ‘means of
ence ot public broadeasting institutions, and restrict ‘the public debate i foni itical: § i d social forces and groups’
conducted through their channels, The travails. of the m.namowvvwowanmmmnm i 2ociety, and i b et polttcal, ideslogical an icasting

in society, and this is reiniorced by pluralistic representation on broadcasting

. System provide a particularly stark caution tale in this 1 spect, although authdrities, But in practics, its definition of pluralism is overdetermined by the

government control has diminished during the last aanwaoﬂﬁuoﬁmm 1976;

Kuhn 1985). Two rodels {with various national &mawnnoamw have been de- Bmmwm% nwwmwwm“pw»nn%“mwﬂ ~mproved. Broadcast representation in Germany
veloped to tackle this problem. One is a corporatist model in which diverse should include more nomisiees from the new social movements, while ideologi- -
| Lopteseniative groups are incorporated into the-command stricture of brosd, + cal and cultural diversity should be adopted in Britain as an explicit pubic
casting. The other is a neutral civil service madel in which;broadcasting is service goal. But the fine tuning of broadcast rules and structures can achieve
gstablished as a depoliticized system staffed by fmpartial ‘gublic servants’, only limited improvemients, This is because the nature of the public dialogue
Both approaches are viable. ) X - T conducted through public service TV rejates to the wider public debate taking
A successtu] corporatist strategy for preventing official control is exemplifieq - place in society. The basic strategy that has been adopted, as we shall see, isto
by the German broadcasting system. Its core public service jinstitutions are umprove core public servie:: broadcasting by reinvigorating the debate on which
decentralized confederations in which opposed political tendencies are locked ) it draws. . : i o
Ew.u 3 System of aﬁ:mm checks and balances. This wmwu E&Mﬁa Organizations " This entails regenerating sectionalist media. To offset their particalaristic
which it is impossible for government to capture without the equivalent of 3 ct, it ma irable to impose a public daty on.public service core
prolonged, wca,m?ﬂn.w@m_mm battle against broadcasters with Eiﬁ‘m& political . Mmmwgmnwm%—w RWMHMMOS € Bv.wnuwwwa g%ﬁaﬂmu&awwagw«n groups through
allies. Right-wing politicians in Germany have sought to get round this " the expression of diverse values and perspectives in its fictional output, It has
problem by seeking to establish a Pprivate enterprise sector, modelied on the , an integrative impact, moreover, almost by virme of its functioning as a mass
Agnerican System, on 9.0 grounds, partly at least, that this would be inherently . audience medium .ww m w&wmb.m public events to a large undifferentiated
sympathetic 1o their political outlook - But thishas been blocked by Germany's ) audience, by ?o&.&um a common stock of shared experience and by offering
e Oommmﬂann.ﬂw.w Court which has insisted on commercial u.ﬁonﬁumuwnonm being up commmon symbols of icentification to be shared and also exchanged, core
run on pluralistic public service lines. A highly complex system deliberately - pubiicservice institutions terve as a focal point of collective unity and reinforce
.. fashioned 1o prevent a repetition of Qnﬂuww%.m Ppast history, which has been ties of social association i1 society (Peters 1989; Scannell and Cardiff 1991).
protected by constitational Euarantees and public support, has frustrated every . Brief reference should ulso be made to the potential impact of the new TV
SErous attempt to impose government comtrol, (Williams 1976 and 198s; ~ industries ‘on public sersice broadcasting. Satellite and cable television
Browne 1989; Porter and Hasselbach 1991 mand(®)). | . |- .- threaten to disperse the TV audionce and, consequently, to fragment the forum -
The alternative civil service model, typified by the British system, has also + of societal debate.establit hed through public service television. Secondly, it
succeeded in sustaiming, aswe have seen, a critical relationship Mo government, : also threatens to destabitize the cconomy of national public broadcasting
But the limited official iriroads made during the 1980s suggest that further | systems by establishing « new distribution system for globally syndicated
nsulation between government and broadcasters is needed. One insulating programumes. This under-ts the cost of making programmes for national
deviceis to limit govemment financial control by linking rises inthe license fes . sudiences and bypasses cxisting protectionist amrangements. Its fongterm
to mwo nationsl earnings index: another is to- limit. mocogmnnn powers of effect could be to encourige some public service broadcasting systems, with
|
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falling audiences and revenues, to rely increasingly on cheap imported pro-
grammes, Beyond a certain point, this would redue: their capacity to facilitate
collective self-refiection in a national context.

But public service organizations remain both dominant and resilient in most
coumtries (Collins 1989). At the end of the day, amechanism is available for the
protection of national public service broadcasting, thould this seem advisable,
Omoﬁuw.noummﬁ satellite broadeasting is subject to iaternationally agreed con-
trols — in the context of Europe through the EEC a)1d the Council of Europe —
and these can be revised. But a satisfactory case for strengthening these
controls has vet to be made. :

Civic Media Sector

Diversity of Iepresentation — in'its dual sense of ¢ presenting the wosld and
representing interests - is best secured by having we ] articulated viewpoints in
play in the public domain that journalists, subject o the constant pressure of

mﬁm,»@mmmm.. . ;
. . The civic media sector i in Romw..uw. The party plitical press has wilted in

{Curran 1986). The large increase in private oo, ing
rTan, 2 a 30 prvate spending on corporate business
Bnamw.wmm also contributed to 2 lop-sided development of Organizational

Mass Media and Democracy 109

The civic media sector can be reinvigorated intwo'ways. One strategy is to
give large social and political groups control over part of the minority broad-
casting systemJ This could include: direct control over radio stations, time
share and part use of technical facilities of 2 minority TV chansnel, must carry
rules for cable| TV operators. There are precedents, however, for a more

‘assertive version of this approach in polarizad or ‘pillarized’ societies, Italy has
" given, in effect| two TV channels to rival political parties (Sassoon 1985); the

Netherlands has allocated control of two TV channels to rival programme-
making organizations, each representing distinctive cultural, political and
religious traditions, on the basis of the size of theirmermbership. (McQuail and
Siune 1986; Browné 1989). : :

+ The other (though not mutnally exclusive) appreach is to establish a public
agency, m.iam,.m by an advertising tax, to assist the launch or development of
civic media. The agency could have all-party representation, and assist those

- projects which{ most ‘contribute to the vigour of the civic media. It could

function as a modified version of the Swedish Press Subsidies Board {Hulten
1984). )

Professional Media Sector

Journalists working for adversarial' media linked to organized interests func-
tion partly as jpropagandists. Those. working for traditional public service
organizations operate within certain constraints; they tend to adopt a detached
rather than committed stance, with a stress on mediating competing truths
rather than Hoéﬂwm the truth. Those working for profit-driven organizations
often define professionalism in terms of market values, All these.different
approaches contribute to the plurality of perspectives that a healthy media
system should promote. But there is also a need for an additional voice — that of
the independent, truth-seeking journalist — operating within an environment
that encourages journalistic autonomy. .

Establishing [a professional sector also Tepresents a way of establishing a
section of the media that speaks to the publicin a different way. It can relate to
society not in teérms of organized groupings - as public service broadcasting and
the civic mediado in different ways, nor in terms of audience ratings and sales
as i the case of commercial media - but as an aggregation of individuals in a
voice and idiom that it can define. C :

What voices pmerge will depend on how journalists and programme makers
respond to the opportunities given to them. But thereisa vacuum that needs to
be filled: the revival of a radical, unaligned, populist style of truth seeking in
fiction and its ¢quivalent in journalism, During its heyday in late nineteenth
century Europe and America, its effect was to expand the boundaries of social
conscience by highlighting the plight of the vuinerable, and of those who, due

" to their lack ofjorganization, were not in a strong position to agsert.a claim on

the rest of society. | . . .

The professional sector will not simply add to the diversity of the media
system. It also;builds into it an important watchdog element. Pubjic service
broadeasting m linked to the state: the market sector is dominated by big

business; the givic sector ~ or, at least, the most influential part of it - is
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santalled By collectively.organized inferests. There s 2 :o.&.wﬂ a professional

S : : ez - ’ i A pr re-gstablished as a level playing field, Its centrepiece is a complicated re-

: Ww@m%&m a Mﬂm nwh wmm_wwmm%m Emwmgnmanw and which can be reliéd upon to distributive system, finetu:ied over the years, which supports low circulation
 to the ﬁ.rww. o public oﬁmnmwnnﬂo POwer centres in society, wa@mxﬁ%m them papers with a graduated subsidy. It has succeeded in helping to maintain press
: An institijtional setting needs 1o be established that-wil} anww_n prograrume’ mﬁwﬁu@ﬁﬁwﬂmmwww%m '© government control (Hulten 1984; Picard 1988;

- makers to work in conditions of maximurm freedom. This Smﬂ take the form of

- two skeletal: Organizations - one controfling a minority TV channel, and the
other a minority radio channel — which wouid comymission rather than make
programmes. This would ensure that programmes were Emnﬂwﬁmaw insmall,

An alternative approact - and one that is more easily realizable in societies
that lack Sweden's tenacio s social democratic calture  is to establish a social
market sector as a way of r egenerating the market system. Its central role is to
incubate new forms of competition, rooted in social forces underrepresented in

informal production companies. Members of boards running the two channels © the market, as a way of extending real media choice
could ww w.bammma by people workiing in the radio and v manmﬁ_ﬁnu in order to 1 .ﬂmm.og.mnmﬁ omw be w.qﬁomom in three ways. Innovatory forms of media
ﬁammnc eir independence from govermment Funding for ﬂma two channels organization-can be established in a way that extends diversity of output. A

) nom nm supplemented by spectrum fees charged annuaily oncommercial TV successful example of this is the establishment in Britain of Channel 4 witha -
mM radio mﬂbogmm holders as a way of relieving market pressure. The gitn, in remit to innovate and se:ve minorities, funded through advertising and a
w HMMM an Mwm M.WMM%”M ideal conditions for two showcase chagpnels run by the guaranteed safety net income from the main commercial TV network. The

Channe! 4 model - a crcss-subsidized centre of innovation operating in a -
. competitive context — can be extended to other media. .
5 . Second, a public fundiny; agency can be established tofund challenges to the
mvﬁcﬁw Enterprise Sector : . media nomﬁoﬁnuﬁ.om frora groups with limited resources and a reasonsble
ition ol . rospect of success. One s :ctor where such an agency can have a considerable
Competition between commercial media encourages responsiveness to aggré.. - Wnu%nn is local radio, where entry costs are mmhmow»o%qoﬁ low.
mm,ﬁm mﬂ&n%om demand. Its presence within the system thus proyides a counter- Third, tough anti-moncpoly measures can be introduced to mit market
EﬂwMWMb euo.mmaogd influence to that of other for ces - ranging from the - domination by the major conglomerates. This can take the form, not merely of
journatism profession to organized interests ~ that will shapq the rest of the: | setting ceilings for expansion, but of curbing excessive cross-media concenira-
media systent. The tendency of private enterprise media to privilege right-wing Hon through enforced divestment. But if this is to resuitina broadening of the
perspectives will also contribute to the diversity of the media as a whole. social base of media own srship, a public agency has to be in place to assist
underfinanced groups to :iequire divested media, Otherwise, anti-monopoly

.‘.Pﬁﬁ,ﬁmnm mumawﬁnu@wonanm_uo strengthens, to some extent, the watchdog
role of the media. The conventional assumption thatitisa wholly independent controls could merely lead to one media conglomerate selling to another which
is eligible as 2 purchaser 1 nder the new monopoly rales, .

check on the govermment is, as we have seen, mistaken. | But a private
enterprise sector is vulnerable to government influence in a different way from
erganizations: formally linked to the state. And in this differénce, the
modest measure of security. i

A mmvmgmﬂ private enterprise sector should have 2 major wnﬁoawa in the Nﬁwowmnnﬂ«n ) A
: WM@%%M%MMWNWWWMMMM&HMMWMMMMM&% A deregulated commercial, over -the Implicit in this prescription is a complex set of requiremerits for s democratic
the pluralism of the rest of the poes o owever, because it would undermine media system. It should empower people by enabling them to explore where
wnd% we needed to < e wdcasting system. It would scoop advertising 1. their interest lies; it should foster sectional solidarities and assist the function-
e o Comrge. tovars o i et o RS || ol opion: sy o o e o e
: et a 3 e, . e : F e Y
provision and minority perspectives, < nxﬁn:wn OF minority. . Interests; it should sustan vigilant scrutiny 'of government and centres of

| power; it should provide a source of protection and redress for weak and
_ unorganized interests; ard it should create the conditions for uoww societal
. Seci et Sect n ; : agreement or compromis., based on an open working through of differences.
w.n.nmw zmﬁw.m.n Sector ) : i rather than a contrived -onsensus based on domination.. This can be best
R . . : . . i realized through the -establishment of a -core public service broadcasting
Mw .,Mw mumammamwwow%moﬁm an market sector s that it no longer functions in the way © system, wn&n&ww by a priate énterprise, social Bwu.wnwor professional and civic
cOmpetitice bk e Facory. Market domination and economies of scale limit media sectors. These latter will strengthen the functioning of public service
Smmmwnn Qmmm.\a Nﬂgn% ommx.w exerta form of ideological control;restrictions on broadcasting as an open system of dialogue, and give added impetiss to the
" One response 8%””.&: .MW_& nftnepce. o] collective, Do-It-Yoursel{ tradition of civil society. In short this represents a -
ron L ponse to this problem, exemplified by the Swedish press subsidies . reworking, in a contemy.orary context, of Habermas’s historical idyll with
System, is to miodify the ground rules of competition so that thel free market is which we started this cha ster, . ,

M 4 -
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Notes - .15 Hallin »_xw Mancini’s penetrating essay relates to only one European country,
: L Ltaly, which has 2 distinetive TV system and political, culture, But there are affinities,
’ . nevertheless, bethveen TV news in Ttaly and other European countries. . .
1 My thanks 1o the staff and students at the I3¢ partment of Communications, 16 This definition was made particularly explicit ity Germany, following a wide
University of California, Sagp Diego for helpful sug:estions incorporated into thig public debate abbut the role of the broadeaster., See Willizms qumu.. .,
<hapter, . : . 17 TForanexample of the way in which media agenda setting and ‘priming’ can affect,
2 ‘Liberal is a confusing word, meaning different things in Britain and the United election results, see Iyengar and Kinder (1987, .
States. It is used here in its Brisish historical sense, and tefers to the body of thought 18 A minor but telling illustration of the way in which &Wouo.nﬂ Eroups can be
deveioped by liberals in the eighteenth ang nineteenth conturies, Foranaccount of their ignorant of whatlthe other thinks, even though they live cheek by “jowl in ostensibly
thinking in nineteenth century Britain see Boyce (1978 . ang Cutran (1578); and for the integrated commumities, occurred when I conducted jointly two group discussions inan
cighteenth century, in both Britain and America, see | [olmes {1991). L East Anglian villige for the Eastern Counties Newspapers Group. When asked about
3 Recent studies of the mediz which have drawn hiavily upon Habermas include, what most concetned them, the first group of working class couples said that they were
2mong others, Dahigren (1987); Elkott {1986); Garnh.um {1986); Hallin and Mancinj " - worried about tHe lack of good job prospects for- their children, the lack of Jeisure
(19%91); Keane (1989); Scannell (1989); and Skogerbo {1950). facilities for the wo:bw. and the problem of social discipline among teenagers. The
4 . Indeed, Habermas himselfrevised Imiplicitly his es rlier, pessimistic assessment by second group of middle class couples were mainly concerned about the environment and
cmpbasizing subsequently audience adaptation and res istance to mediated meanings, the threat of iner trbanization in the area {which would generate a wider range of
See Habermas {1584 39111 ) which confusingly was tran slated and published in English jobs and more Yai facilities”) and were convinced that the fitst group fully shared their
before his first book. (1989). . wounnnmu. When thformed that this was not the case, they were visibly taken aback, with
5 It should be noted, however, that exposés of stete Hegality occurred in, state. some arguing rightly that the local paper should have alerted them to what other people
linked mediza in Sweden and the USSR, while broadcas ing in the US (then subject to in the community were fecling. This may seem to illustrate an aspect of rural, socialy
mote unwﬁﬂﬂon than now) also played a role in the: Watergate saga, In reality, : stratified England. But other monepoly papers also fail to ﬂnoc.mmo an adequate chanrniel
Investigative journalism is not confined to free market 1 2edia. - of communication. between social classes in their local commnnity, ..m.op” example the Los
& Estimates for tha Proportion of public affairs content in contemporary media are . Angeles Times, mamumzw one of the best daily papers in the United States, with
provided by Curran and Seaton (1991); $trid and Weiby [ {1988); and Netmann {198¢) €NOIMONS resources at its disposal, is nevertheless guite extraordinarily uniformative
cit. Abramson (1990), : : ' about what members of Los Angeles’s large tinderclass are thinking and fecling. .
7 A useful, evaluative survey of different approaches in the political economy " 19 For the why in which media-for sexual minorities can have an indirect but
tradition is provided by Murdock (1982). A persuasively circumspect presentation of ’

important organidational role, see Gross (1989).

!
8. This is patticularly well documented in Etzioni- Halevy's (1987) Comparative i m
study. For additiona] information about the British gcvernment's failed attempt to References
Suppress a ‘Real Livey documentary about sectarfanisin in northem Ireland - with
striking parallels to the Observer 58ga — seo also Leapm in (1987, ‘

the radical politiea] economy approach is provided in the #say by Golding and Murdock
in this volume. )

1973: Politics and the Press, ¢. 17801850, Brighton: Harvester.

W.w The two argumengs are linked in that marker dom inance has forced up market Mwmﬁb%%b.»“.ﬂﬂg » 1980: ‘Four Criticisms of Press Ethijcs’ mnwﬂ&nw Lichitenberg ed,
eRtry costs. . edi - New York: Cambridge University Press. :

10 This is Allustrated by the difference between editorial and electora] opinion. >cﬂmh._. Mzﬂﬂdmﬁbﬁmﬂﬁ.oi&a Report: Communications Policy, London: AST.
Thus, in the 1987 peneral election, the Conservative Pres: accounted for 72 per cent of ASCHERSON, NEAL, 1978: ‘Newspapers and Internal Democracy’ in' James Curran ed.
national daily circulation, although the .Qoumﬁdwm.xo Party gaineg only 43 per cent of " The ,ma.nmww Press, London: Macmillan., )
the vote. ) ] . : . ' BAISTOW, TOM, 1985: Fourth-Rare Estate. London: Commedia. i S
_ 11 Michae] Sehudson’s chapter in this volume provides 2 usefy summary of this BARRON, JEROME, 1975; Freedorm of the Press for Whom?, Ontario: Midland Book.
literature. ¥ora striking account of the way in whieh Jormalists can both resent and , BAGDIKIAN BEN, 1990 The Media Monopoly. 3rd edition, Boston: Beacon g

. fesist audience pressure, see Gans (1979). ‘ , BEVINS, ANTHONY, [1990: “The Crippling of the Scribes’, British Journalism Review, 1,2.

12 Agood cXample OMHEm.vanomnw,hm provided by Haijlin {19913 who shows that the < .wﬁcxrm..xg Ay, 1986- “Television in the Unjted States: Funding Sources and
average “sound bite’ ou.m,n.uodﬂh network TV news declin ed from over forty seconds in : E,ownwﬂﬂo, Consequences’ in West Yorkshire Media in Politics Group, Research'

~ 1968 to undey 10 seconds in the 1980s. - on the Range Quality of Broadesst Services. London: HMSO,

13 For iconodastic accounts of media professionalise , see in particular mng%.o.:

(1978), Schiller (1981), Tuchman (1578} and Elliotr (1973, o Bt 14

: ‘Multi-Channel Television in the United States: Policy Lassons
kle Foundation Report (mimeo). -

14  This Jeads Iogically to 2 demang sither for induseri; | democracy (see Ascherson " BoY G 8: “The Fourth Estate: The R praisal of A Concept’ in George
(1978} or'for legat protection of .woﬁﬂmmwﬁm.n avtonomy (sec Baistow (1985)). Though wommwommwwgmm” : and Pauline Wingate R_nn.wkmm&h.enﬁn\ History. London:
these mu@_uu”m.& 2reseductive, they also rajse 4 problem. fournalists teng 1 share the Ooaﬂ.mamn S

. 13 . ¥ H v h L
MHWQ %onmoﬁn%mvwmmwa No.wcum mauo WMMM MMM Maﬂwmw MMM Mw hwwmﬁmmwwwgmﬂﬁg»s ‘BROWNE, DONALD, [1989; Comparing Broadcast Systems, Ames, Jowa State
: f w:m.w. . ¢ botentially, therefore, 1o iversity. : - o .
. Breater editoriag wniformity. wﬁmw. for this reason, the Droposal at the end of ,Emm ' wwm.w““mnw_\.nmcmr $89: ‘The Case for the Consumer Market in Cento Velfanovski

¢d. Freedom in Broadcasting, London, Institute of Economis Affairs.
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