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NTI.Y I attended a meetmg in Paris at the headquarters
sco. The main task of this meeting was to-discuss
and hopefully eventually ratify a series of;pféposals for
INTERNATIONA PROGRAMME OF MASS#’&OMUNICATION
ESEARCH, As an mtrod‘action I would like” to look both at some -
f the assumptions on whith thesa»proposals were based, and at
some of the items which weze included in the agenda. T think
it'is worth doing this, for” these proposals from Unesco give a
gvod idea of what play legitimately be.called a new approach
td mass communitation research. It is an’ “approach with clear
p licy implicgtfons which seems to be gaining f'avour over older,
ore conyeitional approaches — albeit rather slowly — and one -
which s quite a lot in common with our own ;éscarch in-

at the Centre. N
e basic assumptlons underlymg these Unesco proposa\J n
‘ Laptiems-tde whoteofUnesco-policy)

"fe.:hmﬁ@ie mass medla and mass communication are matters
of vital 51gmﬁcancc and public concern, yet decisions about the
media which impinge on the lives of millions of people are
- being taken, and policies formulated, by those who have litde
knowledge about the nature of the communication process and
who, apart from their own vested interests, do not normally
think in terms of the capacities, the potential, or the social cg
sequcnces of even thelr own. communication systems. e
béat th?lne&'é tend to. be,Jaken not.in-testns: uf pubf[lc neals  /
r interests — however these may be defined — but in terms { i‘/
nva.;:tmpmfﬂ pohtlcal c:ga diency, and.the- needrm”pres“.w
JHESTO Propesa Ertr T y-rete -

1st1ng~medm&wﬁmugm;"
cation’ pollClxs 2 term whmh is rarely used in this country — .
perhaps it smidks too much of central planning and bureaucratic
control. But in 2 sense. communication policies exist in every
society, although they are frequently latent and disjointed rather
than clearly articulated and integrated. Policy decisions about -
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the media may be formulated in different ministries and : agenc:ies
A telecommunications agency may handle the important subject
of radio ftequency allocation, for example. Broadcasting can be
the province of a-completely autonomous government depart-
mient, or it could be part of a Ministry of Information and
Broadcasting which might also have publishing responsibilities.
Ministries of Education and Cultire are sometimes involved
and the judicial branch may deal with problems of copyright, .
slander and libel. Ministries of Science and Technology, as well
as Ministries which are concerned with the development of
commetce and industry, take decisions about the ‘hardware’ -
the technical basis of the media. The Foreign Ministry may ‘be
involved in the international exchange of news and programme
materials. In many instances, the mlhtary branches of govern-
ment, by the sheer complexity and size of their communications
requirements, exert a significant influence on national com-
munications structures. At the same tlme, there are namerous
non-governmental communication enterprises (newspapers,
motion picture companies, commercial broadcasting organiza-
tions, magazine publishers and record companies) which have
their own policies and take their own decisions. In some countries,
although these decisions may be taken within the framework of
* official policies, it is the non-governmental commercial agencies
that really matter.

" This is one way of illusttating the breadth and complexity of -
the cothuunication picture and, at the same time, it gives some
indication of the nature and scope of our terms of referencc at
the Centre for Mass Commumcanon Rescarch 4

concerns off Mary Whitchouse, ugeq idg ,
Festival of Fight and other grass-root f‘ﬁorahzers Pt



is not surprising for, “sfer 1
our origins in. sex and vxe'- ; 61T know that
the Centre for Mass Commumcatl search isa ¢hild not only
of the University of Leigeste yapf the Home Office
Television Res;g_@@gmmlttee whose main ’?:Q%Sem was with
the influence oftelevision on young people. e

But ye¢ f;.ve broadened our terms of reference sthce those
“days and today our research, although not 1gnoring *gues- .

*ﬁ@mﬂabem*ﬁi%”éffeets - eher eI O R e S aneda
T rre— LV 1ntcrested in the factors that govern
or influence what.the mredia make available, as well as the
factors that govern or influence what use is made of what is
made available. It is necessary to study the production side — the
media industries — for from everything that could possibly be
created or presented, only certain things are produced and
offered to the public, and what is offered is not a matter of
chance. This means that we must study the history and develop-
ment of media institutions (and their relationship to other
institutions, including government). We must ask questions
about organization and structure, and about ownership, contiol,
resources and technology — as well as about the import of media
material from other countries. The professional values and the
day-to-day operations of those working in the media must also
be studied. This comprehensive approach enables us to set the.
media within the appropnate natmnal Polmcal and economic

, mrrother-arer-which-mghebe _ he question
What interests are bemg served by the media? needs to be
asked on the production side as well as on the use or consumption

. side. In addition we are interested in feedback from the audience
to those who communicate, and in public access, and the degree
of public participation in ‘media production and policy. These
aspects are relevant to the democratization of media operations,
which is one of our wider intercsts.

As far as the use or the influence of the media is concerned,
we know that different people use what is made available in
different ways in accordance with their positions in society.
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What is made available by the media, and consequently what .
helps to shape attitudes and values, will be influenced by a
whole series of economic, legal, political, professional and tech-
nological considerations. In addition, how people use and are
influenced by what ts produced will also depend on a wide
variety of non-media factors such as those associated with the
family, school, social class, neighbourhood, and so on. In brief
then, if we are to understand the pare played by the media in
our society, we must study the whole communication process
in these appropriate contexts. B :
So much, then, for a wide general idea of the sort of problems
we have to deal with, and how we might deal with them. But
specific projects have to be thought out, designed, submitted
for approval and support - and several factors guide our decisions
in this connection. One of these is ‘social relevance’. Whether
or not this should be one of the main criteria for rescarch in the
social sciences, is a question I know that is still debated; but for
me it is axiomatic. In our research we should not be morally
indifferent about society or about the role of the media in our
society. We adopt a critical stance and recognize its implications,
difficulties and dangers. I shall return to some of the implications
of this stance later, but for the time being I shall ask you to
accept that there is no basic reason why theoretical sophistication,
conceptual refinement, methodological rigour, social relevance
(and, for that matter, social commitment) should not live and
flourish side by side.
hat then in our particular field appears to be socially relevant
at the present tinl‘L’ej.;]A glance at the media themselves, even
allowing for the fact that they tend to pay too much attention
to themselves, should give us a rough idea of the range of media-
related topics which at least editors, politicians, pressure groups
and a few others seem to think are important in some way or
other. Articles on pornography, the portrayal of violence on
both the large and small screens, the effects of the media on
young children, and general complaints about tastes and stand-
ards, figure quite prominently — and rarely a week goes by with-
out some reference to the political bias of the media. However,
it would probably be a wider concern about developments in
communication technology and about the future of broadcasting
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and the other media institutions which would figure most
prommently, at Ieast in the so-called serlous papers. ¥

have attracted most attention and questlons about ownetship, ;
cantrol, access, participation, the rights of minority 4 roups, |
and the deVeIopment of alternative systems of broadga/tmg are;
covered. Developments in local radio (commercial’ and non-
commercial) as Well as the possibilities of local copimunity cable
teflevmon, would alﬁ‘o be discitssed. We could aldo find references’i
t6 ‘the continuing troubles of the British pyess, and we could |
l:ead of government subsidies to the pressn Italy, Scandinavia, §
and France (something tinheard of in 1 this country). The ﬁlm;
}ndustry would be scen to, have i troubles, and the film,]
glectronic and record sides “of multl-medza business groups§
ould be quite extensively repoﬁed — as also would the affaird
of the advertising world. W¢/could even read about ‘medi
imperialism” and ‘cultural coptamna%xon in developing I'latlDHSg
brought about by fOIElgI};}é};.’OdLICCd medm material and - verv\

ccasionally — we mightieven be taken for. 2 trip into the futur
o have a look at the multi-media two-way communication
ome of the wired €ity, with its video telephon,g and electronic

",

ail and press delfircnes ,
}The 1mportant thing to realize is that the topics _]\hst listed all f
i

Rustrate Ways in which the media might impinge on “oyr lives.
ey are all socially relevant, and they are all problema}\s

cdnnot taekle all of these — we have to make our choices \bu

they an 1l areas in which we require much more 1nformat10n

The general qucstlons involved are not new ones. The medm
have discussed the ownership, control, organization, production,
content and impact of mass media systems before today - and
it is not the first time that speculations on the possible impact of
developments in communication technology have led to ex-
pressions of both hope and concern. Unfortunately, it is also
true that this is not the first time that media planning and policy,
as well as journalistic speculation and prediction, have stemmed
more from ignorance, prejudice and narrow vested interests
than from knowledge, reason and concern about the public
interest. This is what we are really concerned about.
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One of our tasks is to translate these broad areas of concern
into more concrete and specific questions, and I would now like
to put before you a list of questions which ‘emerged from a

' recent communication workshop where we tried to do this, and
map out arcas of possible research.

1. In what way, to what extent, and over what time-period
will the new developments in media technology render
existing communication technology obsolete?

2. Does the ‘communications revolution’ represent an entirely
new factor in the socialization process and, if so, how?

3. -Does the new technology demand an entirely new institu-
tional and organizational structure, or can existing struc-
tures be suitably adapted?

4. How should one decide between
(a) private interests and public control?
(b) public accountability and freedom of speech?

5. Many decisions in media policy are made in the name of '
‘the public good’ and “the national interest’. But what do
these terms really mean, and who decides what is good?

6. Granted existing structures of newsgathering, selection,
and presentation, is it not incvitable that the “free flow of
information’ will work to the advantage of those who
possess the information and the means to disseminate it?

7. Is it not time that the media were demystified, and that we
began to question the restrictions and the possible tyranny
of professionalism? Must we always have the few talking
about the many to the many?

8. Will the multiplicity of channels made possible by the new
technology lead to cultural diversity and better oppor-
tunities for minority interests? In any case, who will
control the software, the input, or the programmes?

9. Is public monopoly the only real guarantee of diversity?

10. Granted existing systems of ownership and control and the
prevalence of western news values, are the media ever
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likely to provide the amount and quality of information
necessary for people to act intelligently in a participatory
~ democracy?

- 11 Is there not a grave risk that we shall become paralysed by
an overload of information? How much can we tolerate?
How much can we understand? '

12. Internationally, will the ‘communications revolution’ lead
to an increase or a decrease in the gap between the haves
and the have-nots?

13.  As far as the developing countries are concerned, is not the
main, perhaps even the sole, concern — how to use the
media in the interests of national identity and development?
Never mind objectivity, impartiality, or balance. How can
one harness the new technology to national as distinct from
sectional objectives?

14. How can we guard against the possible homogenizing
influence of the new teclmology as traditional cultures may
become swamped by the commercial off-loading of cheap
alien material?

15.  What do we know about the processes of media influence?

Now these quesnons, and more could be hsted really clo
presentachallenge. . e _

-am [ regret to say, both with regard to research
ideas and research structures — that we are not very well placed
to meet this challenge

communication research in a&dmon to suffermg from its own
peculiar faults and inadequacies, also reflects the weaknesses of
its contnbutory streams, such as soc1ology and psychology T-he

‘ featt gheory has failed
to keep pace Wlth techmques, domg has prevalled over thinking
and the tendency to do research (almost like American tourists
‘do’ Paris or London) has led to the collection of data before the
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" problems have been adequately formulated. This tendency is
not unconnected with the fact that a great deal of mass com-
munication reseatch has been motivated by administrative,
setvice, or commercial requirements. In this country, millions
of pounds are spent by media organizations on research every
year. It is still not always realized that research is not uninfluenced
by outside factors. As far as administrative and. commercial
tesearch is concerned, the main requirements have been a
. narrowly-defined efficiency and practicality. And these require-
ments have undoubtedly influenced the research effort. This
type of work — much of which is never published or made
available — tends to be atheoretical, and hypotheses are rarely
formulated or tested. It is usually more concerned with sampling
than with conceptualization, and with description rather than
with analysis. The approach is piecemeal, and there is little
integration or emphasis on continuity. Irrespective of the pature
of the social phenomenon under investigation, the final research
report is usually confined to "quantitative statements about
amenable but relatively superficial aspects of a complex issue.
The main aim is to serve the institution concerned.

_Things are changing, but the prevalence of this type of research
in the past has had several unfortunate consequences. First, it
has led to an under-estimation of the potential of research.
Consequently, those responsible for media output, already pre-
disposed by their position to be suspicious. about independent
enquiries into the nature of their operations, have had their
position reinforced. Their inadequate expectations about the
nature and possibilities of research have been maintained, and
this — in turn — has influenced their policy towards funding
research and towards the granting of research facilities.

ournalists claim the right to probe into all areas of society,
but they are not very keen to submit their own operations to
scrutiiyd Clarification and understanding may be needed, but it
is not"wanted. Some ‘creative’ people consider their work as

and theoretical. In many ways this attitude is not surprising, for
we know that some of those who ate responsible for our media
are not very familiar with the needs, potentialities, and reactions
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of their audience. These unco-operative attitudes may present
us with problems but we ought not to be surprised, for media
institutions — like other institutions (including universities) — are
not likely to support enquiries which may question their basic
assumptions, or threaten their vested interests.

Secondly, th1s Iack of theorywmﬁ'ﬁtﬁ

; - otafi advocate
eenmrifﬁ?a’t‘rﬁn has led to an im-
balance in the overall research approach. Mass communication
has not been thought of as a process; the production side, the
nedia industries, have not been adequatély studied and - even
when research has been carried out in this area — it has usually
been at a relatwely low lcvel of the operat1on As—eue-laje

'ot bee.n»systematlcally studied at the several levels of his ope
o'ﬁ";:nd we have StlH o develop a theory Wl'qeh"ﬁﬂw
X CHIATIC™ QYSIS 10 41 Eu)i .

Thlrdly, even in that part of the communication process on
which much time, money and effort have been spent, we are
still paying heavily for the way in which the work was allowed
to develop. The inadequacies of our theories and models have
meant that we have accepted a very limited and restricted
approach to the study of the use, the influence, and the effects
of the media. For example, ‘effects’ has often been confused
with ‘effectiveness’, and we appear to have been obsessed by
attitude change or to have settled for even simpler behavm}instlc
responses, such as imitation. We have had very little to say
about the more complex agenda-setting functions of the media,
or about stereotyping, legitimization, or association. The media
may associate certain types of behaviour with certain groups.
They may confer approval or disapproval on both persons and
values; they may select issues, define problems, legitimize certain
types of behawov{r, label persons, places, and things - in fact,
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structure the whole debate in any given area. Of course, these
processes are mote difficult to measure than attitudes and imita-
tion, and this may well be the crux of the matter. Fhe-chaltenge!

% by mtapz o i A P <
e Libea—er PLIOD 3 o

il o I
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. We are also handicapped because, together with other social
scientists — and almost without thinking — we have borrowed from
the natural and physical sciences without having much regard
for the nature of our subject matter. The usefulness for social
‘science of much that has been borrowed has never been fully
established, yet we persist in our borrowing and unthinking
application. As a result, the images of man and the models of
society implicit in our work often bear little relation to reality.
Frequently in our operational definitions we have disembodied,
fragmented, and pigeon-holed human beings into cognitive,
affective and behaviGgral bits and pieces. We have rid society of
its embarrassing complexity by displaying a totay;c‘ilisregard for
what is really taking placgz._ The situation has been approached,
seen, examined and anal}pagd, according to the requirements of
fabricated model or design. In such circumstances, partiality
and superficiality are practically inevitable. We often stress the
need for reliability, but it is the neglect of validity which has
led to serious distortions of social reality. How vahuable is it to
be precise and comsistent about something that isn’t true or
doesn’t matter? :

One final point about our inadequacies. Just as the lack of
theory is to be regretted, so also is the tendency to ignore
normative ot value considerations, and this seems to have been
another characteristic of mass communication research in the
past. The contention that researchers ought to strive to remain
for ever neutral is being increasingly challenged: perhaps we
should accept that they might wish, or even have an obligation,
to direct their efforts to vital social issues. But there are problems
in doing this, and we shall have to return to these later. In any
case, as far as so-called neutral work is concerned, it wasn’t so
much that values were not present ot had disappeared, but that
the researchers had become so identified with the values of the

" establishment that it looked as though they had disappeared.
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It seems fairly clear that, on the whole, these ‘neutral” enquiries
have served to maintain the status quo. If it is inevitable that
built into our whole research exercise are components which
work in this conservative way, then at least let us face up to it
and not feign a neutrality which is impossible. We need to
recognize that our wotk, and what we do, are embedded in the
system in which we make a living. Research is a form of social
control, although we often tend to rationalize our intention in
terms of clarification, increased knowledge, informed decision-
makingy better understanding, and so on. We should at least be
prepared to look at the possibility that social science is just
another unit in the service of the political-economic system, be
it capitalist or socialist. In the sort of work we do there is need
for constant vigilance and self-examination in this connection.

Let us now look in more detail at a few of the areas where
research seems to be scen as a threat or a challenge by people
both inside and outside the me%ﬁ_j

We know to our cost that theré are still those who think in
terms of crude cause-and-effect models when discussing the
media portrayal of violence and aggression. Some rescarchers
seem to have misled themselves and others by their obsession
Wlth the elegant s1mp11c1ty of one—dlmensmnal analysxs one

ﬁdeqﬂﬁfﬂv"ﬁeneﬁveé-&em@h etttk

qsﬂmghﬁéamhemedm/weieﬂee ronshitpis<orth Stidyimg,
~there-are-many-non-media-factors. szhich hase-£o-be-takeninto
ACCOuRtWeareaecusedrof-being 156 Acrdenic It is not appre-
ciated that we have to bear in mind that violence is culturally
"and even sub-culturally defined, that not all violence need be
regarded as negative, that some forms of violence are legitimized
by the media, that the media may play a part in defining the
problem and in associating certain groups with certain forms of
behaviour, that there is more to influence than imitation and
increased levels of aggression, that as far as television is concerned
violence need not stem solely from the portrayal of violence but
* could possibly be related to relative deprivation or frustration
(which might be linked to other non-violent media material,
such as advertising), that there might be some other relevant
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contributory factors apart from the media, and that it might be
worthwhile studying those who appear to be so violently con-
- cerned about media violence and who also appear to be over-
aggressive or extra punitive in so many other areas. The
approach which takes all these factors into consideration is not
favored by those in the media, for it is-not scen by them as
dealing directly/with their problems as they define them — nor
is it favo’\ﬁed by others who would like to be able to use the
media as scapegoats — and perhaps at the same time absolve
themselves from looking at their own involvement in the

problem. o ’MNW
. In another-problefi aréa, two of my colleagues recently co

i pleted_a project which went under the heading Media and
i the Secon School. When this work was f#6f commissioned
§ it was probably~thought by the sponsors thﬁ{ the research might
{ enable them to make suggestions abo%*f&latively simple curricus
{ lam reform, perhapshwith regard 6 media-appreciation classcs
or media-based teaching; gener I. The results from this wm?'k
- do in fact have implicati}n‘m_ dr this sort of teaching, but thete
: are other implications whiglhgo far beyond this. It is suggested
\that simply to introducg’morc\mass media material into Jessons
'@ill not help to closg’the gap begween the school and the eng-
vironment, or redyée the number 6f alienated pupils, unless i};
istpart of a more/general reassessment™eof basic assumptions an

stiuctures in efucation. Murdock and “Phelps maintain that
ultimately }héargumcnt is not about techniq\us,{c;ieven about
cotitent, But about the quality of the relationship between
teathery/ind pupils and the assumptions on which thesegelation-
ships gest and, beyond that, about the kind of society wwant.
edia then cannot be studied in isolation. The results
this type of research have far-reaching implications and in

pifticular case may present a challenge to many authorities

In another area, journalists (particularly those in this country)
would appear to see a challenge or even a threat in our approach
to the study of news. Because of their training and the ways of
their craft, they tend to think in terms of freedom of the press,
objectivity, fairness, impartiality, balance, the reflection of reality,
true representation, readily accepting a clear distinction between
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fact and opinion, and so on. In view of this it would be foolish
to expect them to welcome research which shows that news is
made, that from hundreds of events a few are selected, and that
these are processed and presented in a highly patterned, ordered
and predictable manner. The organization and structure of the
broadcasting station or newspaper, professional values, day-to-
day routines, and technological facilities are all reflected in what
appears as news. In a sense, news is whatever the media tell us is
news (however un-newsworthy or trivial it may appear by
other standards), and what is not presented is prevented from
becoming news. The media select and structure the pictures of
the world that they make available and, in turn, these pictures
may influence possible modes of action for those who receive
them. For .example, our rescarch shows that the question of
immigration and other race-related issues tends to be presented
by all the media (despite differences in editorial positions) in
such a way as to present immigrants, and cologred people
generally, as a threat and as a problem, Tt is not that the media
change attitudes overnight, or even that a programase or series
of prbgramu%“gs could make people more prejudiced, but that
over time problems are defined, meanings conveyed, perspec-
tives created, solutions offered — and that this all structures
possible modes of action in the population at large.

Deliberate bias, distortion, falsification, or direct slanting are
not the main issues. It is the unwitting bias inherent in the system
as it currently operates that is important. Events typically tend
to be selected and interpreted for their relevance to a basic, pre-
determined news issue. This mcans that, as the same basic news
values prevail in both print and electronic media, despite the
obvious inter-media and editorial differences there is a sameness
in presentation, and a sameness in definitio
across the whole range of media output. Wkex et
papers, and, the concentration of ownershig™ the media, we
are bound tE)"“*as\lg whether we hage~the necessary variety of
channels - (a variety~which is-#fnerally considered to be dn
essential requirement for#€ demverasic society) through whi h
news and opinion cgr’be freely communicatet=deat50 makes it
all the more urgefit that we should give serious consideration to

/ 15




e 'plo;iﬂi the pogib‘i\iitiei‘g ent_j;;eifﬁzl\éw,ﬁq&ﬂnﬁﬁgfk@lnmg
tlzw’éh }%%,y*“be fféred, by the development-oficable tele-
W{lm.

The news values on which the selection and presentation of
domestic events are based are also the same values which underly
the work of the international news agencies. These values,
together with established technology (the wire systems of the
world) influence the international flow of news and consequently
control the pictures of the outside world that are presented to
us. The pictures we receive of small, distant countries are not
unlike . those we have of minority groups within our own
country. Crises and negative stereotypes prevail.

Some colleagues in Finland who adopt a critical approach,
not unlike our own in some respects, in a study of international
purchase and exchange of television programnmes, have drawn
attention to the one-way flow of information and cultural,
material from the industrialized wotld to the developing world.
They suggest that at best this amounts to inadvertent information
and cultural domination; at its worst it could be seen as a new
form of imperialism. . _,m‘,_:__m_wm,m.‘m:;

- Although this exploratory work is not comprehensive, an
thete are many gaps in it, it is worth locking at in some defail,
becausé-i¢ challenges the whole notion of ‘the free flow infor-
mation’ which has played such a prominent part in western
thinking in the post=war years. Most television programmes that
are distributed internationally are produced in-the first place to
satisfy audience tastes in the United States;” Canada, Australia,
Japan and western Europe. Consequently; popular entertainment
dominates the international flow of TV programmes. The two
discernible trends in the iniérngji‘Snal flow of television pro-
grammes are, first, a one—wgy‘}rqﬁic from the big exporting
countries to the rest of thc;,v’\"rorld, and second, a dominance by
entertainment material. h

The onc-way tendéncy and the relative concentration of
sources of supple_fﬁire also noticeable in the, importation and
exchange of newsfilm. The distribution of “television neiws
material is coficentrated in three worldwide agéncies: British
Visnews, i€ (half British and half American) UPI-TN, and the..
Americay’ CBS-Newsfilm. The fourth important newsfilm dis=

Ve
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s c’ -

Gtor is in West Gcrmany There are practicalty no other
worldwide newsfilm distributors, and nearly all ¢ broadcastcrs
of the world, including the socialist countries, rise ﬁlm services
by these agencies in their news bulletins. s

As inight be expected, the present or past olomal and current
economtiic relations of the western Européan, Aountries are re-
flected lQ programme distribution. Th Umted Kingdom has
dominantties with the Commonwealt countries and English-
speaking cuneries in general. Frande distributes most of her
exXports to Riench-speaklng Afric m}d the Netherlands to its
former and prg:‘cnt colonies. The/Fedéral Republic of Germany,

having had no’colonial ties foy’a lono time, exports equally to
Latin America, Asia and Afriga, / '

The situation as\far as ca;s’t/west flow within Europe is con-
cerned is that all Westerd productions (news and television
programimes) constit e/a rélatively larger share of the total
television output in east 1 Burope {(approximately 10 per cent)
~ than do eastern product ns in western European countries
(approximately 2 pet caﬂt)

Despite the- exploratory nature of this study, these findings
and their lmphcatlons certainly challenge conventional thinking
in the media World{ and, as I mentidged earlier, make us question
the pnnc1ples;’0i;(freedom of commauwication and the so-called
free flow of, '1nffeirmat10n in much the sdme way as we have had
cause to logk Again at the concept of frec of speech. Perhaps
we oughy to;be suspicious about those, usuallik from the powerful
and Weaitl;uer nations, who argue for unhinddred communica-
tion. J’I‘ hé development of satelhte communiégfions is very

51gn1ﬁcance when we realize that in most countries in\western
'ug/ ope television is not only the most-used source of ne
dri so—mgardﬁditll_c;m.ostwere&rb}e-soﬂf&—.’“)

Nearer home, our own work on local radio seemed to be
regarded as a very real challenge by both B.B.C. and the govern-
ment of the day, and in view of what happened this is not
surprising- [When local radio was introduced it was claimed that
it repres€nted a new form of broadeasting in the public interest.
Tts atms, as stated by B.B.C. and government, were to rejuvenate
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community life by combating the anomic tendencies of con-
temporary society, furthering cohesion and integration, keeping
people in touch, making people proud of their locality and more
willing to participate in local affairs, allowing new forms of
expression, and reinforcing the distinctive character and the
sense of identity in the selected communities ~ not my words,
but those in the official government paper and B.B.C. publica-
tions. Although the innovation was officially regarded as an
experiment, no adequate steps were taken either by government
or BB.C. to make a systernanc social-scientific attempt to
evaluate the experiment in terms of its declared aims, In fact we

“know that the government attempted to chscouragc independent
social-scientific research.

The independent research that we eventually carried out,
admittedly with help from the B.B.C., may help to explain this
attitude of the government. We were able to show that after
roughly two years, only just over 40 per cent of the adult
population had the necessary facilities to receive local radio, and
whilst 17 per cent claimed to listen on at least three days per
week, at least two-thirds of the adult population in the three
selected arcas were making little or no use of the service. This
hardly represented a high degree of community involvement,
and the research produced little evidence to indicate that the
declared community aims had been met. In view of the am-
bitious claims and the shortness of the experimental period this
is not surprising, but this did not prevent the government from
stating that the experiment had been a success, nor did it stop
government and B.B.C. from collaborating in the development
of further stations. {Incidentally, the financial aspects of the
experiment were also a complete failure.)

interests could be seen or foresha ater pohcy and de-
velopments made it clear, howeve this criterion was no
longer central. Social and (;(‘)yznﬁ‘n)ily factorssyere pushed into
the background by politi and economic cons eratlons, and

eventually the whole” ‘community experiment’
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shadowed by the\decmon to mtroduce commermaﬂocal broad-
casting which, as far 35: %ﬁlerstand it, has g,scﬁnewhat d1fferent\
set of aims and objectives,stated and upstited.
Thasten to add that so far as Iécal,rﬁﬁm in this city is concérned,

I would like to make it ciear,th/twfagl 1ot attempting to argue
about its success or falLurf: — that is not\the point. In fairness it
should be said that lotal radio did manage *{10 find an audience,

albeit a small on"cf but this audience had to bewvon and it did
scem satisfied with what it was getting, In any case\hlngs have
<:I’1;ar1g5;e1""/l since the research was carried out, the ekperiment

pegidd was too short, and the declared aims were quite unrt%itlc
Qﬁ:vx—peaﬂc—s-m- mtivety-differemr-md-nrorefoTdanienta - ong.., s,
(_passiag, It is worth noting that this project on local radio

oﬁ'ers a good example of some of the problems we face. To do
this type of work, and to do some of our other work as well, we
need the co-operation of the organization which is being studied.
We try to adopt an independent critical stance — no strings
attached. We recognize this and what it entails, and insist on
publishing the results whatever they may be, or whoever they
may favour. Our main interest is to contribute to an important
debate, to add to a public body of information. We want no
part in a secrecy which seals off knowledge from possible action.
We are pleased to co-operate with and study a media organiza-
tion, and in doing this we do not have to share its values. Yet
we must accept that when we do research we intervene and that
by the very nature of our work we cannot be neutral. In any
case, as Mark Twain. said somewhere, “Who are you neutral
againist?” In this sort of work our findings, whatever they are,
represent a for or against position. We appreciate that the con-
sequences of this stance do not always bode well for further
research developments. I certain areas the first project could be
the last, the doors may be closed, we may not be granted access.
We do encounter opposition but so far the situation has not been
too bad. However, whatever the consequences it is difficult to
conceive of any other worthwhile approach.

Tfescarch” proposals deals-avith4nformation
needs ' recognizing it 2soc1emes are bgcoming

incregsigglylc d that ghis plalg‘;s/a/vast new range of
demapds on their citizens. ToTinderstard these complexities is a
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fundamental human right which depends on kn_owliéd -and
information. The institutions which influence peoplefs Zlves are
dften out of reach of the ordinary citizen and this/refnoteness

eans that information about the way these instigupf
ang about the provison and operation of vital Social services
oftep does not reach substantial sections of the ﬁulation. This

% rs

can Kead to distress, and prevent full participatjoh in the life of
the cdmmimity. : :

We sk what actual needs have to be met/and how best can
they be'met, and seck to answer these quegtions by carrying out
a systemdtic inquiry into both needs and gources of information.
Both natidpal and local media are cov'd in this work, as also
are official Ypurces (government and }ocal authorities), relevant
associations and organizations, and fibraries, as well as inter-
personal and tgaditional sources. Ng¢ds are examined at several

levels from the\basic or subsisteng? level to the more complex
% np

level of the need\to know aboutfow society works, and about
the personal and ocial implicdtions of different political and
economic structuredand institfflonal organizations.

The role of the ma¥ media £6uld be criicial in this information
process, for not only Yo th¢/media convey information but, as
we have seen, they alsg define problems, indicate priorities,
suggest solutions, and gégierally explain the world (including
their own role in it) to thicl audiences. The public’s conscious-
ness of its own needs, hgw these can be met, and of the situation
generally, is influenced/n this \way; as also are people’s expecta~
tions about the role of the medidand other institutions as sources
of information. Frofd this work\we might be able to identify
needs which the média are not meégting but perhaps could meet,
given new policiés pr structures, '

If we wish to gontribute to thejdebate about the future of
broadcasting and gbout media developments generally, and we
do, we muét logk at new developments in media technology
against the' background of communidation needs. Take television
for exaniple. Fhe television institutions in Europe serve the
nation gtate whatever the politics of the state. Television tends
to be gentralized, monopolistic, and engages in one-way com-
munjcation with a fragmented audiene to whom there is little
accguntability. On the one side there hre the broadcasters with
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their\g\rofessional values and practices, and thiese professighals
select, bgocess and present messages. On the other side, thjt/e are
individuals who make up the non-participating audiences, and
who receive, the messages-in relative isolation. There % a case

tist group, and
¢ it should be.

has widened a little and it now includes sirch gpfestions as account-
ability, access, participation and so on. Staff4
more broadly based thatyjt used to be, ‘acgtss “programmes may
have been introduced, afbeit at inmaccgssible times, minority
groups invited to participite,and so gh. In some ways things
have changed. But these cold be su face changes and ‘we need
to ask whether they have réylly mdde any difference to “basic
communication relationships Withixf our society. S
" In England we now have expg iments in four areas in com-~
munity cable television. It mighg\be thought that this. develop-
ment promised more in the way ofireal change than local radio.
But at present local televisioh is mall-scale, it operates on
shoestring budgets, and it hag to conlpete with the major tele-
vision networks. Moreover, £ven whenylocal television makes it
possible for a simplified géfevision techpology (such as small
portable cameras, simplefcheap studio fagilities) to be made
available to non—profcssioéal local groups, these people still tend
to be members of the ddminant groups. Thelexperiment could
become little more thag{ a local version of the Yame old system.
We are still very limited and restricted in ot views about
how television can b¢ used. We have been conditjoned by our

television in entifely new ways. ‘New Television’ is nit just a
matter of access/and increased worker participation, and it may
call for radical changes in the structuré of existing broadcisting
organizations.fOf course, access and participation are important,
and we musf welcome the changes in this direction which %re
currently tgking place. But perhaps one of our most importaht
21 ‘1%
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cen communicator and receiver, between bfoadcaster -
and audietice, can be changed. This relatlonshlpfxsf the heart
of the mattgr, and perhaps we mlght even thmk of the posslblhty
of removing the conventional distitiction betwegh the two by
means of gengine community access and particjpation. Must it
always be the S¢lect few. talking to the many?

In talking abdut media development — in £t in talking about
most of the sabjégts I have mentioned in ths lecture — we have
been dealing with copics that have wide gocial repercussions. It
is a public matter, 1 is something whiclyfalls within the sphere
of public as distinch, from private i

ferests. In fact, in' some
countries it has been ‘eccepted for sgfne time that decisions in -

this area ought to be Yaken away rom the free-for-all of the
\Eg_,lwgl_ace \ /AN
et me then return to, ‘my sghrting point (the Unésco pro-

posals) for in these proposals itfls recommended that,there must
be communication policy ad planning, and there must also be
related rescarch policy and fplanning. In fact * research should
be problem- and policy-ofietted” for if it isn’t then we shall
not have the informatioyf whidh, so it is claimed, provides the
base for adequate and Antelligept communication policies. In
this country there is 11 -fle hkehhocl in theforeseeable future of
this ‘essential informgdtion’ being\available. However, having
said this and acceptihg that we néed the information, do we
have to adopt the full policy researdli approach recommended
by Unesco? Are there any disadvantiges in such a policy?

‘Are social sciefitists going to l})é content to be systematic
collectors and pgbviders of data for othégs to use? {Admittedly,
many of them fdppear to have P;ospered on this in the past) Is
the proposed &ystem, in essencg, any diffefent from the service
and administrhtive research which T have Just criticized? Must
national intefests (any na‘aonal interests) always predominate?
Must nattonfal pohcy dictate both the charagger and the pro-
grammes of social science in this area? Has die researcher any
alternatlve{ but to co-operate and plug into the ‘pational system
and hopg’ for the best? Ddcs his survival depend &n the amount
of satisfaction he can glve to those who dctern‘lc natlonal

pohcsf?‘

tasks is to 1nvcst1gate the possibility of whether the bas?xelation—

A
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. We are, of course, discussing policy research, the pros and
cons of which have been argued many times before. Wlth the
nation, as with the single broadcasting institution or Aorganiza-
tion, ‘we still have to face the apparently inevitable cldsh between
national intcrests on the one hand, and the requirements of
social-scigntific enquiry on the other. We are xight to fear that
~ where policy needs prevail the critical aspepfs of social science
may disappear, and that the truly social-selentific effort would
be the exception rather than the rule. e don’t need to sub-
scribe to vah\ic—frec approaches to recognize these problems and
difficulties. T am sure in any case that the utility of research to
policy-making Ybodies depends off the maintenance of some
degree of separation between policy making and social science.
It is the nature and extent of thj$ separation that is our problem.
This is the delicate ground where, in our system, we have to
walk all the time.

When he was at th Socigl Science Research Councﬂ Andrew
Shonfield wrote that‘goh makers would be helped in the long
run as the result of th% advancement of basic knowledge and
that the academic world’could be left to decide its own priorities.
But we all know whd ‘%Lord Keynes, another economist, said
about the long run. herc is an urgency about the situation
which is not likely % be m&t by conventional approaches. Still,
it is this separationy its natud , degree and what it entails, that
we must explore. Relatlomlnp between social science and policy
vary from countfy to country; In some countries the research
effort is geared gntirely to natidnal policy, and there is a clear
understanding 6f the role of theysocial scientist. In others, the

two spheres mfght be formally re %f:ed as completely indepen-

g,

dent of each d!ther but in practice different parts of the research
sphere will pi‘obably have different relationships with the policy
sphere. The éaattem can vary from coinplete servitude, to some-
thing apprgaching genuine critical infependence; but there is
more than/a suspicion that independende and purity are usually
inversely jrelated to power, status anﬁ influence in decision
making. ifln this sort of situation, the sort %situation that we are
in, therg is usually considerable confusion dnd uncertainty about
the role of social science with regard to pdlicy. It is sometimes
said with approval that in Great Britain polidy and social science
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o 's;s of idéntity at both

v -stress on problem orienta~

commmuc_aﬂtjl_’o_nw_s_g_ll,,hayﬁ".t more Gl pre_]udlce than on
information.”

media institutions do not want to be troubled by the sort of
information that independent, social-scientificenquiries arelikely
to prod;c’e__l‘ﬂ e have seen cases where non-confirmatory research
has beetiignored (this happens even when the research has been
commissioned by the institution), and it is clear that ignorance
has its function and that knowledge can be embarrassing. In
Britain, both the government and the broadcasting institutions
frequently testify to this in their approach to the media. Even
national enquiries on the future of broadcasting (e.g. Committee
on Broadcasting [Pilkington| 1960) appear to have little use for
social science.

For the most part, what research is done in this country is
still piecemeal and unco-ordinated. It reflects, quite properly in
one sense, the academic interests of those few who are interested
in this field, and generally these academics are free to pursue
their interests handicapped only by lack of resources, teaching
duties, and the reluctance of the media to allow probes into their
inner workings. We have at least in principle a plural base, we

have a fair degree of freedom ‘to pursue truth as we see it’, we -

have some resources, and as yet we do not have to_be mere
service agents for a national communication policy. :Unfortu-
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nately, however, despite the list of projects I refetred to earlier,
... the contributions we are able to make to the vital communication
issues of our time are extremely limited, -

The main reason for this is that the traditional approach to
research generally accepted by most of the bodies concerned is
individualistic. Grants are usually awarded to individual scholars,
mostly teachers in a university, to enable them to carry out
research in their chosen field. There is, of course, much to
recommend this but it is slow, unco-ordinated, wasteful, and
extremely limited in its scope. It is only slowly being recognized
that the structures which may have adequately served traditional
university purposes need not be the most appropriate structures
for dealing with some of the aims and purposes I have discussed
in this lecture. In allocating funds and in formulating research
policies we need not neglect the traditional aims, but we must
also accept new ones. One question we must certainly ask is:
What is the most appropriate way to invest scarce research
resources so that we may adequately address ourselves to the
major social issues of our time?

It is appreciated that this approach is not without its dangers
and that it raises all sorts of issues and problems. In addition to
the problems already mentioned, these include (and I can do no
more than list them here): the role of research within the eniver-
sity, the relationship between research and teaching, the establish-
ment of special units or centres, the problems of research insti-
tutions inside or outside the normal university structure, career
structures in social science research, and the relationship with
outside bodies including media and governments. There is also
the danger referred to several times that social science will suffer
if it is tied too closely to policy and problems.

It wauld be foolish to mdérestiTiate the dithculties, byt
would bé~gorse still to hold back from attempting new ap-
proaches because of a fear of imagined coriscqueg,ces‘f We must
work on the asstmyption that the difficulties be overcome.
Some research whith _has attempted tg-deal with the major
ered on these rocks, but
such attempts should end in
om an official funding and
Council that there

there is no sound reason w!
this way. It is encouraging
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ought to be an increased awareness of the social r/el_evant_e_of
research, and that res€ that has direct bearings on matters

run without erlying knowledge and theory. An
emphasis gu”short-term problem orientation could create
imbalap¢e, and it could be misleading and dangerous to over-sell
socidl science as an immediate problem. solverm s
L:_'Iiimthc social sciences it is rarely possible to pose questions and
provide quick, neat answers, and it is a refusal to recognize this
that has often led to difficulties |t is the nature of most of our
work that it tends to produce ‘useful ideas with an increasingly
firm factual base, rather than clear-cut answers to major policy
questions. We must try to tease out the relationships which have
a crucial effect on policy, and in doing so provide not so much
widely applicable generalizations as a sound, informed basis for
decision making and, at the same time, cut down the area of
reliance on guesswork and prejudice.

Our own specific aim is to contribute to important social
questions so that society might be better served, and we can best
do this by transcending rather than by accepting consensus in
social science, broadcasting or politics. We do not have to be
over-concerned with the restitution of normative patterns, nor
need we fall into the trap of examining the costs of dissensus and
ignoring the price we have to pay for consensus. We can, and
in our work do, address ourselves to social problems without
necessarily identifying ourselves with the values of the establish-
ment, and without pretending to be neutral. The issues that we
select for inclusion in our research programme are a clear indica-
tion of what we consider to be important. In examining social
problems and current issues we do not and should not accept
the prevailing or conventional definitions at face value. We
should insist on the right to redefine. In fact, it often seems that
one of our main functions is to get people in the media, and
othets tesponsible for media policy, to question their basic
assumptions, to re-examine the current ‘common-sense’ ex-
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planations of the nature and effects of their work, to search for
new definitions and understandmgs and to explore genuine
alternatwes j:/

sferredeartier ToHiE question of survzval Tie yourzet
the pre aﬂmg system and values and you are safe; question thein
and you Wy go under. It would be wrong to exaggerate/this
- problem - we are surviving — but we do ask ourselves Arom
time to time how long we are going to be allowed to cgntinuc
with our sort of work. Will those who support the
present and who grant the research facilities (this is ;
matter of funds but alo of the granting of facilities foy'participant
observation, interviewigg and so on) continue to o so if they
consider that the results ¥rom our research mlcrlu'; threaten their
cherished: values? Are we ot naive to thmk that we shafl be
allowed, still less positively dpcouraged, to ptobe and question
as we have done in the past? A¢ first it proffably wasn’t realized
what we are really doing. ;

What developments there have\been jh mass communication
research in this country have largely Feen a matter of chance.
Can we afford to leave developmentgigo chance in the future?

Several years ago the Television Kestarch Committee, recog-
nizing the urgency of the problem, rgcommended that the
Government, through the Social Scienc_e Research Council and
the University Grants Comugtee, should\provide long-term
support for mass communicagion research. It\also proposed that
what resources were made ghailable should noy be dissipated on
numerous unrelated proj fts, but should be uség to strengthen
the existing institutiongd developments in a fé centres of
excellence’. The Social&cience Research Council réycted favo@r—
ably to the general tghe of the report but rejected the idea that
the research cffort ghould be concentrated in a few entres. In
astrict sense we agg still the only Centre of its kind in thé\country.
Notwithstanding’ this, my preference in the present \ircum-
stances in. this g Guptry s to work within the existing systetp with
all its inadeqplacies and shortcommgs rather than search for an
entirely ney system,

nda snof wtilemC@mLm ee

ted, (Tl;tjé}‘&{:jm th‘e‘{ parts of the world might
[mi‘t/cly erent approach \
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Three or four well-established, independent reseapeh institu-
tigqs within the university structure as recommerdded by the
‘Committee would fulfil' the requirement. Thére would- be
probleins, as we have seen, but this developmént would: go a
long way'towards providing the information of. which intelligent
policy formulation depends. Both undue dissipation and frag-
mentation on the one hand, and over-cengfalization on the other,
would be avoidet, Focussing, long-te#t planning on large-scale
operations, would all be possible. $faff could have security of
tenure within a university setting,/A commiittee or group acting
in an advisory capacity), whiclf might include representatives
from the media, could B 1' with co-ordination and prevent
unnecessary overlapping 4Ad\ duplication, without at the same
time supenmposmg a st gt of orthodoxy or official policy.
- lrstaff-ofsplh-Centrednced-not-exist-cither-inpurdah
T mﬂ:he more splexdid xsolanon f an 1vory tower;- but Could

make a tcfhm Aontribution to gher=respeetive finiversitic
SerhapsTiroash otherdepartoremi Che problems are not in-
superable ang/it- cou]d be that the main' stumbling blocks would
be within #he universities or even witpin the social science
fraternity/itself. ,
0 broadcastmg Insfitutions In this\Country - RSt Wh -

challenges without having to change exissfig strugtures, policies
of society\is frequently

institutions.

Histitutions that react in thi § manner,

@ngns about ourselves in the univer-

fidence and with some seturity

It is not only broadcasti
and we need to ask the

capacme <and the University generally,~have taken the lead
en the example. We can only hope tht
folléwed and that in our turn we, as critical reseatehers, will do
perhaps I should say will be allowed to continue to de) what is .
required of us.

.
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