The Sky Above, The Mud Below

give everything to the government. Especially this government.” Yes, we
can give everything to the government if we want our hard-earned tax dollars
passed to decaying defense industries in the form of “corporate welfare”
they will use to mine asteroids while pretending to protect us from collisions
that will never come. We can pass along all our dollars if we choose to support
a privatized prison system growing by leaps and bounds through further
criminalization of, well, just about everything. With our money, corporate
chiefs can populate a gaseous asteroid called New Australia on which we
will have paid the lease.
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he “free press” is an important and powerful myth in contemporary
western civilization. It is a myth perpetuated by governments, educa-

tional institutions and the press itself. Leading communication theo-
rists are often complicit in maintaining the robust health of the “free press”
myth by ignoring, in their broad academic surveys, the many ways in which
the press within “democracies” are routinely censored and controlled by gov-
ernments, multinationals and other powerful interests. An examination of
press censorship in the United Kingdom, a leading western democracy where
the myth of a “free press” is alive and well, radically challenges popular and
academnic notions of “the freedom of the press.”

In Professor Denis McQuail’s influential Mass Communication Theory
(1994), a standard text on most media and communication courses, the au-
thor contrasts a “free press model (of no regulation)” with a broadcasting
model in which regulation is “deeply institutionalized.” While McQuail ad-
mits to a degree of “institutional limits being set to press conduct” these are
brushed aside as being “in the interests of public order and decency, security
or the interests of minorities” (171-172). Seemingly innocuous terms such
as “security” and “regulation” mask the reality of systematic censorship by
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governments and other vested interests in many “democracies.” In the case
of Britain I will show that “media regulation” is often censorship in the
government’s, rather than the public’s “interest.” T will also indicate how
corporate control of the press arguably poses an even greater risk to freedom
of information, making state regulation ultimately unnecessary. This is an
issue which is highly pertinent to the American media, where government
control is weaker due to the First Amendment. In exploring this largely unre-
ported government and corporate “influence” over journalism 1 hope to in-
terrogate the assumption of a “free press” in Britain, and beyond.

McQuail (1995) defines media regulation as “the whole process of control
or guidance, by established rules and procedures, applied by
governments and other political and administrative authorities to all kinds of
media activities” (373)." It becomes clear looking at the example of the United
Kingdom that different media are subject to different degrees and types of
“regulation” or censorship. Film, for instance, is heavily regulated in the
U.K., mainly it would seem, in relation to one “area of concern,”” specifically;
“morals, decency or public offence (e.g., racism, sexism, undue viclence).”
To this end the British Board of Film Classification was created in 1912 as an
“independent, non-governmental body” to exercise responsibilities over the
cinema which by law belong exclusively to the local authorities (BBFC 1990).
While there is evidence of “political” censorship in its first fifty years of
existence, for instance in recommendations made regarding the portrayal of
British colonies or the royal family (Ward 1989, 105, 120), in recent years
any censorship could only be indirectly regarded as “serving government
interests.” James Ferman (1991) Director of the British Board of Film
Classification says he was never asked to politically censor the films he
classified:

“In the 15 years I've been at the board I can’t remember a single instance
of political censorship, which is interesting when you consider the kind of
pressure that television has been under, especially regarding Northern Ire-
land” (19).} '

Film “classification,” to adopt the term preferred by the BBFC, is an
example of “pre-censorship” or direct “intervention,” regulating and cutting
material before publication. In many cases, however, regulation of the media
in the U.K. takes the form of post-censorship, or self-censorship where ac-
tual “intervention” is less easy to detect. That is not to say that pre-censor-
ship of other media does not take place. The history of mass communications
in Britain has many notable examples of pre-censorship in the interests of
the government (Scannell 1995; Ward 1989, 1995). What becomes clear in

these accounts is that direct intervention, or pre-censorship, was largely aban-
doned as a major plank of government policy precisely because it was inef-
fective and, in most cases, actually counterproductive. Treays (1988) de-
scribes the government’s reaction to the Peterloo massacre in Manchester in
1819, in which a demeonstration calling for parliamentary representation was
attacked by sabre-wielding troops who killed 11 and wounded 500 peaceful
protesters. The Tory government decided to price newspapers and pamphlets
(which it blamed for encouraging dissent) beyond the pockets of the poor.
Recounting the growth, in particular.of The Poor Man’s Guardian despite
the frequent arrest of its publisher Henry Hetherington and more than 700
vendors, Treays shows how sales continued to rise until the government was
forced to change policy and remove the “tax on knowledge.” She concludes:

“The more the government attempted to ban, prosecute and imprison,
the higher the sales of the unstamped papers.” Until the Whig government in
1836 realized, accurately, “that by removing the illegality of the unstamped
press they would reduce most of its appeal” (14).

Ken Ward (1989) gives a similar account of the rise and fall of the
unstamped radical press and the logic of government policy but voices con-
clusions that go further than Treays’ stated confidence in the continuing fail-
ure of government attempts to censor anti-establishment views. Ward sug-
gests the growth of a commercial press actually undermined genuine “media
freedom,” as defined by McQuail® and other media theorists:

The industrialization of the press in the late nineteenth century not only
stifled opposition voices of all kinds, but positively encouraged a particu-
lar, integrationist, soctally cohesive, view of British society. It had there-
fore taken on a political function which was in the interests of the economi-
cally and socially dominant groups in society, and to the detriment of the
mass of the population. What taxation had failed to achieve, the argument
runs, the constraints of commercialism had brought about. (43}

British government policy shifts throughout the nineteenth and twenti-
eth century* from pre-censorship of material likely o damage the interests of
the government to “news management,” the threat of legal sanctions (““post-
censorship™) and reliance on market pressures—including those from adver-
tisers, owners and other commercial factors—to prevent dissenting voices
reaching large audiences. Actual pre-censorship tends to occur most openly
at times of “national emergency” such as during wartime. The work of the
Press Bureau in the First World War was to censor and delay information,
although most of their work was of little importance compared to Lloyd
George’s “Press Gang™ (the popular press, led by press barons who were
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imade Ministers of domestic and foreign propaganda) in securing popular
support for the war. This support was achieved by creating a consistent, sus-
tained picture of the conflict that bore little relation to the truth about trench
warfare. As the journalist Michael Jones writes, a typical headline for the
battle of the Somme (in which there were 58.000 British casualties alone in a
single day) declared: “A good day for the allies.” Film footage of the battle
consisted largely of sequences shot afterwards to sanitize mass, mechanized

slaughter.

The Times correspondent did not report that the French lost some 300,000
men in the first weeks of the war, arguing later that o reveal this would
have sapped the will to fight. At the same time the enemy was demonized;
Germans were shown raping women, tossing babies on fires, spilling milk.
Joseph Goebbels, when he was busy constructing his race lies, said that he
learnt everything from the British in world war one. (Jones 1991, 11)

In fact, while Nazi Germany did practice considerable pre-censorship,
fascist control of the media, like that of the British government o the present
day relied, for the most part, ona battery of restrictive laws, compliant own-
ers and journalists, self-censorship and a climate of fear.” According to
Whitaker (1984) British pre-censorship in the Second World War was almost
wholly voluntary and relied on editors’ goodwill and cooperation. “D-No-
tices,” letters of “guidance,” “advice” from the Ministry of Information who
worked closely with journalists (often in the same building), government
guidelines, and letters of warning from the Scrutiny Section set up in 1940
meant that only four cases were tried in court at the request of the censors.
Nevertheless, as Whitaker adds, despite the success of the “softly, softly”

approach:

The Daily Worker was suppressed in 1941 by the Home Secretary Herbert
Morrison-—though Chief Censor Thomson had found the paper entirely co-
operative. A year later the Daily Mirror was threatened with suspension.
The official reason was a cartoon showing a seaman clinging to a raff after
his ship had been torpedoed—there were heavy losses at the time—and a
bitter caption saying: “The price of petrol has been increased by a penny”.
There is little doubt that this was just an excuse. The real reason was that the
Mirror had been attacking the Army administration as out of date. (66)

The South Atlantic war between Britain and Argentina over sovereignty
of the Malvinas/Falkland Islands is another example where the government
has been accused of muzzling journalists to prevent political criticism in the
name of “national security.” Barratt (1986) describes how the British gov-
ornment directly censored the stories that the journalists (already handpicked
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by the Ministry of Defense for their “loyalty”) were able to send back to the
British press:

Af"ter the war journalists complained that military censors had refused ma-
terial on grounds of style and taste as well as for legitimate military rea-
sons. Even references to the fact that reports had been subject to military
censorship were censored. The government was also accused of being unco-
ol?erative in facilitating the transmission of television pictures of the con-
flict back to British viewers. Through direct censorship, delays in clearance
fgr “controversial” stories, and its control of communications media (espe-
c_lally communications satellites) the government maintained a very effec-
five direct control over what the British media reported about the war. (73)

erhaps stung by precisely such accusations, news management of the

more recent Gulf conflicts have generally involved more subtle forms of
f:ontrol and regulation, with closely chaperoned war correspondents guarded
in “news pools” at a safe distance from the battlefront with access only to
mfo%‘mation and images (usually provided by the military themselves) sup-
portive of the war effort and current government policy. BBC guidelines in
the 1990-91 war, according to Henderson (1991) suggested that “programmes
should make it known in general terms that some information will be held
back for (allied) military reasons and that reports out of Iraq are censored.”
Th_e guidelines further stressed that it must be made plain that the Iraqis re-
stricted western reporters to approved areas. No mention was made that the
allied pool system did the same.? In this way major media institutions were
f:ompl-icit with UK. (and U.S.) government “news management” policies by
imposing on journalists the requirement to put a positive “spin” on describ-
ing serious restrictions to their ability to report the war with any degree of
objectivity.

Disinformation, in these recent conflicts, has been a most commonly
employed strategy to “delegitimate the enemy and mislead the public”
(Hamfrlink 1995, 300). We are expected to believe, for instance, in the latest
bombing campaign against Iraq that 400 cruise missiles were responsible for
no more than “25 unconfirmed deaths” {BBC World Service, December 1998).
“l?t?aths,” in fact, was a word barely heard above the cacophony of strategic-
military analysis, in which “collateral damage” was one of many euphemisms
employed to make the war more palatable. The news organizations heavily
reported the “key-hole precision laser-guided smart bombs” that rained down
on Baghdad in the Gulf War, but not on the continuous carpet bombing of
Basra, Iraq’s second city. Just as effective as “military guidelines,” “off-the-
record military intelligence” and “reporting restrictions” has been self-cen-
sorship by the media. The BBC withdrew a number of documentaries such
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as a Panorama program exploring British arms exports to Irag prior to the
invasion of Kuwait and removed satires like ‘Allo, ‘Allo; Monty Python; and
Carry on up the Kyber as well as more serious war films like the The Naked
and the Dead. The BBC were not alone, Channel 4 cancelled a Vietnamese
film season and ITV cancelled a drama about a disfigured airline pilot and
Soldier. Soldier—a documentary about the lives of servicemen. Some of this
self-censorship reached comic proportions with the 67 pop songs being with-
drawn from BBC local radio and some commercial stations for the duration
of the war. Banned titles included: “Walk Like an Egyptian” by the Bangles,
“I Don’t Like Mondays” by the Boomtown Rats and John Lennon’s “Give
Peace a Chance” (Henderson 1991, 16).

Interestingly, very strong evidence emerging recently that the CIA spied
on Iraq through UNSCOM without the U.N.’s knowledge (as the Jragis con-
sistently claimed) has received little coverage outside a small number of news-
papers. That the accusation is made by Scott Riiter, amongst others, is all the
more astonishing (BBC Panorama, April 3,1999). The U.S. campaign against
Iraq, many critics argue, consolidated Saddam Hussein’s grip on power and
also destroyed UNSCOM’s ahility to prevent his future development of weap-
ons of mass destruction.

One reason for the low news priority given to this story is the current
crisis in Kosovo which echoes (and overshadows) the bombing of Iraq. Me-
dia reporting of this “conflict” is difficult to judge with any degree of critical
distance, but it is almost certain that the media are under the same close
control and direction as in the recurring Gulf crisis. Edward Herman has
recently written in an article entitled “Atrocities Management” of how it is
only when the U.S. government “needs atrocities—as with the NLF
[Vietcong], PLO, or Serbs” that “atrocities come on line with intense focus
and indignation.” He compares the media’s outrage at Serb atrocities to their
silence on U.S. atrocities in Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos, or those of (the
U.S. backed) Pol Pot, Israel, or Turkey. Despite the media campaign it seems
likely, as Edward Said and Noam Chomsky (1999) have recently concluded,
that the air campaign will set a dangerous ‘legal’ precedent for future mili-
tary aggression.

Schlesinger ef al. (1983) distinguish between state intervention in a total
war (World War II), limited engagements (the Suez Crisis, the Falklands
adventure) and a counter-insurgency campaign (Northern Ireland) as occu-
pying distinct positions on a “gliding scale of state control” (111). In the face
of concerted opposition to its (class) interests the conservative government
of the early 1980s chose to regard the fight against unions, and the miners’
L dan oo “war” against the “enemy within.” Milpe (1994)
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details how the security services were used to create disinformation and dis-
credit the union by whatever means necessary. Roger Windsor, subsequently
named in Parliament as an MI5 agent, was the National Union of Miners’
most senior unelected officer during and after the miners’ strike:

He was at. the centre of a series of damaging controversies at the union——
notably his dramatically publicized trip to Libya and meeting with Colo-
nel Gadafy at the most crucial point of the dispute—before he eventually

left to make false accusations of corrupti i :
ption against Scargill
Heathfield. (43) 8 cill and Peter

. This, and the accusation made by Peter Wright that about 20 journalists
in the nationall press worked for MI5 at this time are examples of radical
government “x.ntervention” in the news-making process that go way beyond
the type of “disinformation” and “regulation” that media theorists typically
concern themselves with. In “peacetime” however the main mechanism of
State control of the media on a day-to-day basis is an armory of laws. Hartley
(1982) argues that the interests of government (and the dominant class it
represents) is not justified by reference to power but by appeals to the appar-
ently neutral and all-inclusive authority of the law which “represent” the
general public and the nation (58). Hartley takes this argument further by
suggesting that the “relative autonomy” of the media and their “commitment

‘fo impa.rtiality” are the necessary condition for the production of dominant
ideological meanings:

What is interesting about this discussion of the State and the law is that
both share with television news the mantle of “impartiality.” Neither the
Stat‘e, nor the law, nor the news can work if they appear openly to serve a
paf*tlcuia.r class or group; their credibility in each case is dependent on their
being identified not with class or sectional interests, but with the “general”
or “public” interest. (55)

S uccessive British governments have grasped this point: that extensive
' p?e’censorship as a means of regulating the media is entirely contrary to
thelr interests. Media freedom can be more effectively curtailed by the op-
eration of the law and the free market, Northmore (1990) has calculated that
ther.e are well over 100 laws in the U.K. prohibiting the disclosure of infor-
mation. He concludes, along with many other commentators, that Britain is
the most' secretive state in the so-called developed world (see also Ponting
1990). Significantly, untii the incorporation of the European Convention on
Human Rights into domestic law in 2000, the U.K. remains the only West
European country without freedom of information legisiation. As a recent




left over—what is left over after the laws of confidentiality, contempt and
official secrets have had their say” (12). In addition to ending Britain’s an-
cient right to a trial by jury the present government has climbed down on
election promises ensuring more ‘open government.” The recently redrafted
Freedom of Information Act has been described as ‘toothless, flawed, and a
retreat from Labour’s manifesto commitment to end secrecy’ (Hencke 1999).
Following its reading in May 1999 Maurice Frankell, director of the Cam-
paign for Freedom of Information described the bill as deeply disappointing:
“Tt contains catch-all exemptions allowing information to be refused without
real evidence of any harm.”

But why is a Freedom of Information Act regarded as SO important for
press freedom in Britain? There is only space in this discussion to examine a
few of the laws which are used to “regulate” the media in the interests of the
government and constrain “media freedom” at arms length. Those examples
T have chosen represent the tips of so many regulatory icebergs that apply to

a range of media, but may provide a starting point for a critical analysis of
McQuail’s (1995) “frec press model.”
The Official Secrets Act (1911, 1990) is a “catch-all” act that makes the
disclosure of any information without permission, a criminal offense. De-
scribing the color of the wallpaper in the post office where you work without
authority, is technically a jailable offence. Sarah Tisdall was jailed in 1984
for passing on information to the Guardian about how the then Defense Min-
ister Michael Heseltine had misled Parliament regarding the arrival of cruise
missiles. The information posed no security threat and merely embarrassed
the conservatives (Barratt 1986). The Guardian, faced with legal threats,
cravenly named their source and a young British civil servant spent six months
in prison for exposing a Minister’s lies. Clive Ponting, a more senior civil
servant faced jail when he revealed that Mrs. Thatcher had misled parliament
about the position of the General Belgrano when it was sunk by British forces.
He was only spared a sentence because the jury in his trial ignored the in-
structions of the sitting judge and found him innocent. “Public interest”*? has
not been allowed as a justification for signatories to the Official Secrets Act
“leaking” information despite the practice being routine amongst MPs, min-
isters and “press relations officers.”

Libel Law acts as a disincentive to investigative reporting of the rich,
powerful and influential. A libel (or “gapging”) writ can be issued to prevent
publication. This was a favorite technique of Robert Maxwell (wealthy owner
of the “Mirror Group” publishers) to prevent several attempted exposés of

his fraudulent business practices that might have otherwise saved many Mir-

e i cavinoe. | ibel can also be used to gain damages for
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stories already published. The actor William Roache was awarded 50,000
pf)unds for being described by the Sun as “boring™ and unpopular amo’n st
his fellow cast on the popular British soap Coronation Street (Telegmgh
vaember 5, 1991). In a major recent case (the longest libel case in BritIi-)sI:)
history) three environmental protesters were successfully prosecuted b
McDonalds for suggesting in a leaflet that eating the company’s hambur, ery
was bad for people’s health and damaged the environment. Other claimgs is
t.he leaflet were proved to be true (that McDonalds had poor working condi-
tions and caused cruelty to animals) but technically the defendants could not
prove t‘hat rain forests (defined by the judge as “moist, large-leafed forest”)
were directly cut down by the corporation or that eating occasional ham-
burgers caused significant health risks (despite overwhelming medical evi-
dence that meals with a high-sugar, low-fiber and saturated fat content do, in
f'act, pose a threat to health).'” As a result the defendants were found guil , of
Ez:iigg MtED?Ealldf and asked to pay significant damages. Whitake%" (12254)
es the libel law as i i
e moression m Britain® (gg(;l‘)ably the most important single obstacle to
_ Contefnpt of Court is a law frequently used to prevent discussion of an
issue that is sub-judice. Masterman (1985) explains how the Sunday Times
was prevented for years from giving details of the thalidomide scarfdal be-
cause of writs from Distillers, the manufacturer of thalidomide (93). Simi-
farly the government was able to stifle discussion of the shooting (;f IRA
su_spects on Gibraltar during the inquest. Whitaker (1984) suggests that “If
%chard Nixon had been president of Britain . . . he could have kept the
(7g;?rgate scandal hushed up for years by ‘inquiries’ and minor court cases”
. The Broadcasting Ban (1981) was an act of intervention, or pre-censor-
ship, to .prevent the words of Sinn Fein, the UDA and othe; organization
from being broadcast. Opposition to this measure was strong, although botlsx
the BBC gn_d IBA refused to take legal action over the ban de:spite their ver-
bfal oppos1lt10n to it. Buchan and Sumner (1989) expressed a commonly held
view 'that it (was): “a denial of freedom to the British people, on a dZS er-
ately 1mportant issue, to make an unimpeded and first-hand jud’gément orI: all
‘.che ev1de.nce'. It is we who are being censored” (181). As with much of the
ilr;ter\jentlonlst regulations and restrictions described earlier, it served to un-
a]l;rrgrnfpt;l:dchlemocratlc credentials of the United Kingdom and was eventu-
. The Police and Criminal Evidence Act (1984) has changed the relation-
§h1p be.tween the media and the public in a crucial way by enabling the Brit
ish police to obtain court orders forcing national newspapers, freel%mce pho:
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tographers and broadcasting organizations to hand over unpublished confi-
dential journalistic material. According to Harding (1998) this even puts Sym-
pathetic video activists at risks. He describes how Paul O’ Conner of Under-
currents (a copumunity activist video collective) was beaten up three times in
the 1995 Brixton riots because people belicved the footage might be passed
to the police (92). Combined with other repressive legislation such as The
Criminal Justice and Public Order Act (1994) the 1984 Act has the potential
to alienate even peaceful protesters from the media because of fear of pros-

ecution.
The Prevention of Terrorism Act (1989). The media’s freedom to report

was also serjiously challenged by the draconian provisions of this act which
gave the police sweeping powers to seize journalistic material which would
otherwise be protected under the Police and Criminal Evidence Act. The act
was first used in 1992 when Channel 4 was charged with contempt of court
for refusing to comply with orders obtained under the Prevention of Terror-
ism Act and hand over material gathered in the making of a program. The
program, called “The Committee,” broadcast in the Dispatches series fea-
tured an anonymous source who was interviewed in silhouette alleging wide-
spread collusion between the security forces, loyalist paramilitaries and the

business community in a organization—of which he was a member-—dedi-

cated to a campaign of political and sectarian assassination. Andrew Collins,

Queen’s Counsel for the Department of Public Prosecutions pointed out sev-
eral times that: “In no circumstances does the law find an absolute right for
journalists t0 protect their sources.” (Guardian, July 28,1992, 1, 3). Together
these laws, that 1 have only briefly outlined, make a nonsense of McQuail’s
“free press model” which he describes as basically: “a model of no regula-
tion” (390—see also note 9).

In addition to these and other laws there are a range of other “yoluntary”
methods that lack “legal force” whereby the government has “regulated” the
media in its own interests. The infamous “D-Notices” are part of an entirely
voluntary agreement in which the government wadvises” the British media
on areas of government activity not open to public scrutiny. 1t was recently
claimed, for example, that 2 bomber had crashed near Lakenheath in 1965
and that six of the seven sequential electronic arming locks protecting a nuclear
device had triggered in correct sequence. According to Ian Carter {1996)
« [y’ notices ensuted that no information about these events reached the
British people at the time” (2). Baratt (1986) explains how the government

maintains a very effective control over reporters by means of the “stick” of

the law and the “carrot’” of access to inside sources of information. Editors or
o st e v Tlealy to find that “an important source
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of 1r}f0rmati(_)n about government activity have been lost” (75).In s
punishment is more severe. Private Eye reported in Februar 1l999 Eme CTELSBS
Ge;l'ghty lllad refuged to cooperate with the D-Notice coglmittee (;:d (1)13
g:s ! ;SIII\?: ri;i?ﬁa;gg dln ahll)ok?k called The Irish War about security comput-
: whic store secret information on a millio
two thirds of the population. As a result Harpers Collins’ Lond 3 e
ransacked, their computers thoroughly searched and tie ;)Sth(:; (;ifrlces ! bu
1a{:;:r rellleased (:n bail: “an mc:.reasingly popular device used by the ajflizfi:i):;
when they can’t make up their minds whether or not to prefer charges” (5)

S :g—ceglsorshjp provloked. by fears of legal sanctions has been an extremely
. t}f;*: 1vet_way of silencing the British media. As Robertson (1983) ar
, the routine newspaper response to the battery of 1 icti _
can be published is to “empl T e oapote bofine
e Pl ploy teams of lawyers to sanitize it
publication, degutting public interest stori i i et
: , C stories which might provok
prisals. Press lawyers are inevitabl ive than s be.
‘ y more repressive than press | b
cause they will always e i : D roved wrong”
oS ys err on the safe side when they cannot be proved wrong”
. Ass;)ciated \_Jvit}}’ such “self-censorship” within the “hierarchy of mecha-
latsms o :ie%ulangn descrlb.e-d by McQuail (1995, 389) are the various regu-
bog;y an 1c:enfs1n‘}g1 authorities, advisory, public complaints and standards
e¢s, many of which (like the BBC Board of G
tives of the Broadcasting Standards C i et amointad. Thos
f th ouncil) are government appointed. T’
organizations are mainly, though not wholl it broad: e
which McQuail admits has traditi T mesutatod (1905, 3951
: onally been highly regulated
This may be because (despi i e ey oo
_ pite the laws described above which appl
casting and press equally) as Ton; i o
y Benn has said: “Broadcasting i i
portant to be left to the broadcasters.”? ( in 082, 51). There
! . 12 (quoted in Hartley 1982, 51). Th
is a wealth of literature indicatin i - o e
awe g that such appointmenis h
with highly political motives and e
. consequences suggesting that
) motiv o g that such regula-
1091%{;0\%?;2;:;?; ;1; z;rm ] lengltjh in the government’s interests (see Hagrtley
s WI : Seymore-Ure 1991). In addition, there
constitutional constraints and voluntar rati are mmany oter
: L co y controls -operating t 1
media, often indirectly in the s i B i
: government’s interests, which are described i
detail by Masterman (1985, 96— i , (1586 and
foal ( , 96-126), Whitaker (1984), Barratt (1986) and
everAzrf:a‘l‘bly more .im[io:tant, than legal and “voluntary” regulation, how-
advéme commercial,” “market” pressures, which range from the role of
et thrs t.o tEa.t of owners, r.:md which act to severely “regulate” the media
e six “fields of application” identified by McQuail (1995, 387)."
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Rheingold: i i i mmer-
Rheingold (1994) provides a searing analysis of how t‘}‘le. 1:1se1 oti ;1}:: ;::i e
cial media in the nineteenth and twentieth century has “simuia _

ined

fore destroyed genuine political discourse across t}l:e glol;e gnde?lrtlictlgr;iriid
' i d others: “by inv

“gqublic sphere” described by Habermas and 0 1 kind

tt:thabflj;ab]le arr)ld sellable phony discourse that displaced the genuine kind

(406)."° Rheingold continues:

e . coues are
A politician js now 2 commodity, citizens are cOnsumers, and issu

isi is the
decided via sound-bites and staged events. The television camera 1s t

iti i ion. - ..
only spectatof that counts at a political demons.tratTon or c];)nvenu a.nc -
Whatusedtobea channel for authentic communication has become

nel for the updating of commerci
alysis of the modern role of the media, that

ibed

explains the apparent withering away of regul‘iltory grar_rsﬁ\:;})lr;sB iﬁ;ﬁl ;d
113 3 % an w1

{1(1995). In the “society of the spectacie : ! :

?r)l;gkleg;l:;ri(be as a “simulacra” of political events and discourse taking cen

i iri i d f “in r n-
ter stage classical notions of regulation as requiring some kind o terve
*

tion” (see note 1) become obsolete. | .

al desire. (406)

It is this, more radical an

1.
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End Notes

In fact McQuail immediately narrows his initial definition by continuing, “Thus
regulation is normally an infervention in ongoing activities, usually for some
‘public interest’ goal.” (original emphasis), although he is careful to qualify this
distinction by allowing for the possibility of “self-regulation” (373).

One of three areas of public concern identified by McQuail (1993) the other two
being “the security and integrity of the stale and maintenance of the law™ and
“matters around privacy”(404).

Of course, the fact that appointments, such as that of the recent BBFC President
Andreas Whittam Smith, are made by the government of the day has been used
by some commentators as evidence that governments are prepared to use what
authority they have to gain populist support and thereby, at least indirectly, bol-
ster their interests, In an editorial for Sight and Sound, Nick James (1998)
describes the appointment of Andreas Whittam Smith as “a sop to a Middle
England that knows little and cares less about films. Indeed Ferman himself has
accused Straw of pandering to the ‘puritanical vote,” after Straw attacked the
BBFC’s classification of two porn videos with the new R18 certificate” (3).

As it did in the major capitalist economies {with the possible exception of Ger-
many between 1931 and 1945).

Lord Beaverbrook, owner of the Daily Express as Minister of Information and
Lord Northcliffe responsible for propaganda to enemy countries (Ward 1989,
65).

“Freedom of communication has a dual aspect: offering a wide range of voices
and responding to a wide-ranging demand or need” (McQuail 1994, 140). See
pages 140-148 (ibid.) for a full discussion of this issue.

For example, film histories such as those by Nowell-Smith (1996), Bordwell and
Thompson (1994) and Cook (1996) testify to the remarkably “light touch” of
direct pre-censorship of films in Nazi Germany and fascist Italy, where other
methods worked quite adequately.

According to Henderson (1991) 13 news organizations and prominent journal-
ists said that they would file a fawsuit in the Federal Court charging that Penta-
gon rules restricting press access were unconstitutional. But the pool system
operated throughout the war (“The Filtered War” in ‘Banned,’ 1991, 16).
McQuail’s Free Press Model (389-390) strikes me as being a gross simplifica-
tion: “Basically this s a model of ‘no regulation.” ”’ (390)is a claim that can only
be made if the model is assumed to bear no relation to the real world, or at least,
the situation in the United Kingdom. McQuail’s only concession to the possibil-
ity of regulation: “However, the press freéedom model is often modified or
extended by public policy in order to guarantee the expected public interest ben-
efits of a free and independent press.” (390) seems at best complacent and naive,
and at worse complicit. The fact that McQuail is writing in the Netherlands may
go a long way to explaining the assumptions he makes here and elsewhere about
“democratic societies.”




10. The labour party has made promises 0 include a public interest immunity clause
. into the various laws forbidding “disclosure” although commentators have sug-
gested that the government is drag ging its heels overa Freedom of Information
Act promised in the last election manifesto.
11.In fa[::t the cost of the case was 175,000 pounds and Mr. Roach was only save;l;
-bill for the difference when the judge ordered that News Group Newspap
should pay the costs. ‘ . . ]
12. (See W\?v“{mcspotlight.org for extensive details of "EhlS case \.vhlch’ ha‘s now e
. purned to the courts on appeal.) A summarized version of the Judgf: s findings uc;
the original case can be obtained by contacting your MP. T}’le rulmgj ti‘l‘at fc:;i
in favor of the multinational, seems to be based on the judge’s pedantic “sp 1[1) ! g_
of hairs.”” The report makes terrifying reading as to.what can anfi ca_nn(;lt IE} 12
gally printed without fear of retribution from any giant corporat‘lo'n in t,‘.:. .th.
Despite losing, bizarrely, the media described the cou.rt. caseasa VlCt(.)l'yf o; nfi
defendants which illustrates how little concern the British media take in tree ct)ed
of speech. Clearly, McDonalds, an American company, would not lllave at ijpd .
such a legal action in the United States where freedom of speech is enshrined 10
the constitution. . _
13. A former minister (and therefore one who should know fabout pro{;f:ct;lng gat‘)l\‘;e;;ls
. i ! is of the role of the media has
t interests) Tony Benn's analysis O s
gl:sr;essed the clarity of someone who understands structures of power and domi
nance from the inside.
14. ‘Structure,” ‘infrastructure and technology,
‘content.’ .
15. This debate is also taken up by Blumer (1995), McKenna (1995) and Scannell

(1995) and Golding (1997)-

» «distribution,” ‘access,’ ‘conduct” and

How the Poriish Pressis Suppressed

Davifl McQueen
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Sunrise/Sunset

Divorced from- the cognitive structure that is knowledge
ar{d the reflectively internalized knowledge that is
wisdom, information makes us dumb.

—Richard John Neuhaus, editor, First Things

Michael Himick

ow did it get to be 19997 It scems to me like we

reached the end of the decade pretty damn fast. Any

more, months, seasons, even i -
cade adds up in no time flat, and a lifetime of decadez—ﬁifn‘ll;sr (lz’fyéeAnif:s
are to be believed—wisps away quick enough to catch most of us with
regrets at not having “lived” more.

. For children, time hardly exists. For adults, sunrises and sunsets come in
quick succession, regulating responsibilities with metronomic efficienc
S'omewhere along the line, the body’s clock loses a snooze button. Perce Y_-
tions ch’?nge.. The daily-weekly-monthly “to do” list squeezes ou.t the “ltjo
F)ecome vision most of us crafted a ways back, or at least the one we prom-
ised ourselves we’d craft as soon as we found time. "

Responsibilities increase. No changing that. But there’s also no question
Fhat we’\je accelerated life’s pace. We’ve shrunk the world, expanded the
information-bearing capacity of a second, and, paradoxicall)’I shriveled the
day. It started with comparatively simple Industrial Age innov’ation' the rail-
road, the telegraph and telephone, the automobile and airplane radit; and TV,
Improved transportation and communication shrunk the world’to fit a box. .
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