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Table 11.3 Gauntlett: ten minute revision

Concept 1: traditional and post-traditional m__..E_:: consi :E,_.:: R
« Gauntlett’s ideas build upon Anthony Giddens assertion that society has
progressed to a stage that Giddens calls ‘late EO%::Q 3 .
+ The conditions of late modernity enable p:‘%r:mn... to escape the N
prescriptive identities that are constructed for them through localised soci
norms and traditional viewpoints. . .
Gauntlett argues that contemporary media has wao_._,&: audiences :Jc
contact é:r, a wider range of representations — m:@, :dnc:p:&f that
audiences can consciously shape their own sense of self.

Concept 2: reflexive identity consti tion st pae
« The media provides a variety of role models and lifestyle templates tha
audiences use to guide their own nurﬂ_h_oﬁuwm., . o -
Audiences are engaged in a continuous revision of :Nm: identities.
Media narratives mirror the process of identity transformation.
« Audiences are in control of the media — adapting and assimilating ﬁa;u
about themselves through the various representations that the mediz

presents.
P

Three theorists who challenge Gauntlett’s E:EQ.:m . §
. Stuart Hall: would argue that the media landscape is not L?m.zp. JH .
saturated with stereotypical portrayals that reflect EF_.E. social :Eﬁ:m ities.
This leads to a deeply problematic portrayal of minority groups ofa
persuasions. ) W

¢ rayals of bla romen are large
bell hooks: hooks would argue that portrayals of black we ena : qn gely
absent from the media and, when they are present, they are prone tc
produce overly sexualis d portrayals. . o
Paul Gilroy: would argue that British media narratives aﬂ not offer
diversicy but are stuck within a colonial mindset that positions non-whites

as threatening, primidve or uncivilised.

12 Ownership effects

James Curran and Jean Seaton

Curran and Seaton’s widely read history of the media in the UK, Power
without Responsibility, is concerned, to a large degree, with narrating the
story of how the media landscape has fallen under the control of a
handful of global media conglomerates.

Of course, the media landscape has changed considerably since the
book’s first publication in 1981, and the seventh edition of Power
without Responsibility (2010) very much reflects contemporary concerns
regarding digital media. But at the heart of Curran and Seaton’s book
remains a core concern — a guiding notion of what the media ought to
be doing, and it stems, in part, from James Curran’s detailed reading of
the development of the radical press in the early 1800s.

The numerous radical press pamphlets and small-scale newspapers
of the Victorian era, Curran argues, were engines for social and polit-
ical change. Made by the working class and designed to be read by a
working class readership, they highlighted the plight of the poor, and
fostered, Curran tells us, ‘an alternate value system that symbolically
turned the world upside down’ (Curran and Seaton, 2010, 15).

The lifespan of this early media form, however, v

as short lived. A
combination of rising production costs and increased competition from
high quality, professionally produced titles eventually drove the radical
free press out of business. Newspapers of the mid Victorian period,
Curran argues, could only be mass produced by those who could
afford the extensive start-up costs needed to manufacture products on
an industrial scale. Curran, too, points to the corrosive effect of com-
mercial advertising which was sold to offser production costs; the
radical press, with its agenda to effect political change, did not partner
well with the commercial activities of advertisers who represented the
system they wanted to undermine. Without advertising income, the
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free press could not compete with their commercial rivals, and the
process of media concentration — the control of the media by ever
larger organisations — began in earnest.

Curran and Seaton suggest that a second and equally turbulent wave
of ownership consolidation took place in the latter half of the twen-
tieth century when economic globalisation and the widespread deregu-
lation of the media industry reduced the number of national press titles
in the UK to just 11 publications. This lack of diversity, in Curran and
sw, concentrates too much power in the hands of a small

Seaton’s vie
aumber of newspaper proprietors — an entirely different scenario to the

news industry’s radicalising OTigIns.

Concept 1: media concentration

Creativity versus commerciality

The media industry is driven, Curran and Seaton tell us, by the twin
_ Media creatives — writers, directors,

forces of creativity and busine
actors and photographers — are tasked to give us exciting, innovative
and aesthetically pleasing products, while those we call the media’s

business managers are res ~onsible for ensuring the srofitabilicy and
2 2 Y

commercial viability of products.
1d Seaton suggest that profit-driven motives take preced-

Curran
creativity in the world of commercial media — that the

ence over
agendas of the industry’s business managers control creative output.
Money wins, while both audience size and audience share determine
content. As Jean Seaton explains, ‘Commercial broadcasting is based
not on the sale of programmes to audiences, but on the sale of audi-
ences to advertisers’ (Curran and Seaton, 2010, 90). Because commer-
cial broadcasters need to secure long-term advertising revenue to
ct eco-

survive programming, she argues, content is designed to att
nomically atAuent audiences wha are able to buy the products that are

promoted during advertising slots.

As a result, peak time television schedules (where commercial space is
most sought after and costly) are dominated by lighter entertainment
formats, while less popular minority interest products are sidelined to
secondary channels or late night slots. Advertising, too, prompts media
broadcasters to make content that focuses on capturing an ABCI demo-
graphic — those audiences that can afford to buy the products that

advertisers want to sell. “The reason why,’ Curran tells us, ‘approximately
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25 per cent of the market sustains half the number of daily [newspaper]
atles ... is because this is the most affluent part of the market, and gener-
ates a large advertising bouncy’ (Curran and Seaton, 2010, 90).

Conglomerate advantages
that the prohibitive costs and risks asso-

Curran and Seaton also argue
dia products has resulted in the

ciated with the production of me
of media companies into vertically and horizontally

oﬂ‘rm.,::mgao:
1 and vertical

conglomerates. [ndeed, the success of horizonta
ans that most commercial print, flm and television-

integration me:
based media in America and the UK is now controlled by just SiX

5. CBS, Comcast, Disney, News Corporation, Time

aligned

global play
Warner and Viacom.

Horizontal integration

Horizontal integration (HI) occurs when a conglomerate acquires
media companies of the same media type. News Corporation is a
horizontally-aligned organisation in that it owns

classic example of a
The Sun news titles in the UK. The

The Times, The Sunday Times and
benefits of HI can be defined as follows:

. Production costs can be minimised. Products can be bought
in bulk while production facilities can be brought together to
rationalise costs. Owning more than one newspaper title, for
example, reduces printing cost through the common ownership
of a printing facility or through the bulk buying of paper.

« Sharing resources. Horizontally-aligned companies have the

and financial means to develop resources that independent

rs are simply unable to develop. The Times and The Su,
have developed a social media analysis service called

power
produce
for instance,
Storyful that investigates and verifies content reported on social
media — a resource that helps both titles to detect fake news and to
identify trending issues on social media.

.  Controlling the market. By owning both The Tines and The
Sun. News Corporation uses its considerable news gathering
resources to control a cubstantial slice of the broadsheet and tabloid
markets in the UK. News Corporation products are also strategi-

cally positioned so they do not compete with one other, while

Owrnersh P ejjects m rrait an 1 Seaton 29
thelir u 8] d f L L. <
C sources n s nurture VE ac &€
se of share —Aﬂ, )
re a PO_:WFEE V ge¢

over rival titles.

Vertical integration

Vertical integrati 4

ver :Mm_“zo: (VI) enables conglomerates to control the pro

duction and distribution of i g
strib of media products. Di i

u: : ; : s. Disney is a good

exa a TR ~ r 3 ) . WJ qOﬁ

xample of a vertically integrated company in that it ow:

s e s subsidiary
organisations that fulfil tl ¢ i ’ i
< £ he following aspects of :
d5pc o ~
process: g aspects of the production

Production divisi i 1

. U.o divisions. Disney owns film production studiocs
1 firams TP STER : )

: Jisniey Pictures, Twentieth Century Fox) and television

W.Q uction divisions (Endemol Shine group, ABC)
istribution i ming S ] i

S services. In owning Sky Plc and Fox Network
sney are able to globally distribute their filmic and television

conte ; I

e ent without the need to employ external partners. This allows
isney to retain ¢ rofits fI i i L

; y p_ retain all profits from product distribution and, more
nportantly s full cor 3 pisie
portantly, allows full control of where and when content is

broadcast. .

Subsidiar i i

; .H y support. Film and media products need to be

lnance ¥ ed : i

at ced, promoted and planned — owning specialist support sub

sidiaries allows Disney j .f . e,

G.E:Q. allows Disney to manage projects effectively. For example
1sney uses rariety of specialis bsidiaries inclt romo.

. ﬂ ses a variety of specialist subsidiaries including promo

ional services (Disney Marketi i . )
- ervices (Disney Marketing), merchandising (Marvel Toys)

and financia 't services 1 ’ .

md nancial/support services (Marvel Film Finance) to help the

conglomerate maximise profits.

The advantages of VI include:

%».%.EE.SW upstreamn and downstream profits. Producing and
ﬂu__..ﬁz_umﬂ:w ?.o.aﬁcﬂ internally creates substantial cost wuer,.r“mn
5.1:25: subsidiaries do not need to pay distributors to streas :
ﬁr.o:. products (thus capturing downstream profits) _.:/‘.m?,:.u M.H‘:
c...__u:.ﬁou. subdivisions do not have to pay QMR:S.H :‘c(‘gm.ﬂmT‘
media content (thus capturing upstream E“omav. S
Oo:‘.u.o_ over all aspects of the production chain. Owning

satellite network means Disney can release products :.g ways :w. _,W

maximise profits. Sky subscri or i

imise profits. Sky subscribers, for instance, are given access to
hrel 1 movie ¢ o i , , ,
premium movie content during the lucrative Christmas holiday
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period. VI also Alows companies to release or schedule products
so that they do not compete with one another.

. Restricting access to competitors. By controlling key distri-
bution outlets, Disney can prevent rivals from dominating broad-
cast schedules and can even charge rivals who wish to distribute
their products through Disney owned networks.

. Cross-media ownership synergies. Owning a variety of media
company types enables the conglomerate to distribute product
benefits across a range of media forms. For instance, Marvel Tele-
vision uses the advanced production processes developed for
Marvel Films. Characters and storylines developed for the Star

Wars film franchise can also be recycled into gaming products.

Box 12.2 Think about it: the effect of horizontal and
vertical integration on set texts

Use the following questions to identify the effects of horizontal and ver-

tical integration on set [eXLS:

ity 1: diagnosing vel tcal integration cffects

«  How do ownership patterns help in terms of product distribution?

What distribution services does the conglomerate own? How do

these distribution channels give the product access O mass

audiences?
. How do distribution subsidiaries help the set text reach a global
audience? How does this increase the profitability of the product?
. What effect does the set text’s distribution have on budget con-

straints? Because the set text is distributed to a mass audience does
it have a bigger budget than it would if made by an independent?

the set text an Oppor-

. Do cross-media ownership patters giv

tunity to be translated into other media formats?

wtion effects

ty 2: diagnosing frorizontal integ

«  Does the product serve a clearly defined target audience as a result
of HI ownership pateerns? What audiences do sister companies

target? Are andiences differentiated to maxinise profits?
. How does the set text use the shared expertise/joint TesOULees of a

sister company to make or distribute the product?

2
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Mass market news, news depoliticisation and hysterical news

valies

Media concentration has significantly reduced the %S&.EJW,GM BEMMH
news titles, while at the same increasing the readerships o ‘S.ovm e
Catering for the needs of those huge readerships, EEW
: down of news content. Mass reader-
1t — often replacing hard news

that remain. :
argues, has resulted in a /.auﬁn.ﬁ:m
ship newspapers are depoliticised as a resu e s
with entertainment-driven content, while the quality anc

coverage 1s sensationalised in a bid to retain audience share.
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Curran and Seaton: a Neo-Marxian approach?
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Box 12.3 Apply it: media concentration and news-based
set texts

This activity is particularly useful for exam-based questions that ask you
identify the effects of ownership on set text news products. Analyse rel-
evant set texts using the following prompts:

Curran Suggests that contemporary newspapers have to compete
for readers’ interests, often using hysterical news values — making
them angry or frightened — to attract and sustain mass readerships.
In what ways do your news set texts support this argument?

Is political coverage minimised or sensationalised in contemporary
news?

Does the editorial mix of contemporary print news feature an unu-
sually large element of softer news features, sports coverage or
entertainment-based coverage?

Do the editorial biases of your set text newspapers reflect the polit-
ical views of their proprietors?

In what ways do set text newspapers rely on official sources for stories?
Do they readily challenge those sources or accept them as accurate?
Are journalists and colummists given the freedom to express ideas
that conflict with proprietor views?

Do newspapers incarporate reader commentary and opinion to
broaden the perspectives offered?

Exemplar: The Daily Mail (OCR). The Daily Mail exemplifies much of
the thrust of Curran and Seaton’s arguments regarding the effect of media
concentration on news reportage. Media globalisation, they argue, has
resulted in the domination of the industry by a handful of politically motiv-
ated propricter owned titles that are dependent on advertising and mass
audience readership to remain commercially viable. A mass marketisation of
news has resulted, Curran tells us, using hysterical news values and softer
news content to maintain mass appeal in the face of cut-throat competition.
The Daily Mail front cover of 17 February 2018 provides ample evidence of
both trends. The now discredited and sensationalist headline ‘Corbyn the
Collaborator” invokes hysteria and fear, and. in so doing, sacrifices objective
journalism in favour of the overt political bias of the newspaper’s propri-
etor. Moreover, the competition strapline positioned above the leader
exchanges prime front page space for advertising as a result of The Daily
Mail’s need to targer a commercially lucraive ABC1 demographic. The
lifestyle-oriented advertorial also evidences the paper’s softer editorial mix —
a clear effect of the need to provide content that has mass-market appeal.

Further exemp for set texts from all exam boards are available online at:
www.essentialmediatheory.com
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and expertise, close links with the advertising industry, brand visibility

and cross promotional resources’ (Curran and Seaton, 2010, 265). As a
result, the natural advantages of media conglomerates meant that they

were able to affect a sizeable web presence very quickly.

In 1996, the internet was a relatively advert free interface; fast
forward 20 years and we barely register the presence of all those web
cookies logging our browsing activity. Facebook mines our personal
dara so that we might be sold to advertise:
uploads, turning cat videos

YouTube monetises user

and vlogs into spaces that can be prefaced
by adverts for soft drinks, cars and hair products. The

web has become
a place of commerce

her than a space to share and discuss. But,
Curran argues, the web is still a contested space. Enough cyber maver-
icks exist, he suggests, to ensure that the world’s digital networks have
not been completely overtaken by major corporations just yet.

Concept 3: diverse ownership creates diverse
products

The free market effect

UK government policy, Seaton and Curran argue, is responsible, in
part, for the widespread domination of the media landscape by huge
conglomerates. Jean Seaton points to the prevailing neo-liberal view-
point of politicians who were in charge of media policy from the 1980s
onwards, with both Labour and Conservative ministers championing
‘free market’ media landscape. Fre

e market neo-liberalism is intended
to produce, in Jean Seaton’s words, ‘conditions of the greatest possible
competition’ (Curran and Seaton, 2010, 371),

1 which media audi-
ences determine content, not politicians, and where companies that

provide the most popular content are allowed to flourish without gov-
ernment sponsored restrictions.

Commercial media provision has exploded as a result of neo-liberal
policy making. In 1980, just 300 weekly hours of television program-
ming were broadcast, yet, by the year 2000, that number had grown to
over 40,000 hours (Curran and Seaton, 2010, 246). The problem,
Curran and Seaton highlight, is that without suitable controls, com-
mercial media companies readily abandon commitments to public
service broadcasting and content diversity. We might have more tele-
vision content, they argue, but the pursuit of mass audience appeal has
produced a landscape that is dominated by format-driven products.
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Media formats that are successful are replicated to deliver mass audi-
ences. The Great British Bake Off, for instance, morphed into The Great
British Sewing Bee, while the dominance of prime time talent shows
such as The Voice and Britain’s Got Talent have spawned a stream of
shows that share remarkably similar formats. Channel 4, too, mines
formats relentlessly — 24 Hours in Police Custody, 24 Hours in AEE,
Countdown, 8 out 10 Cats Does Countdown, etc. The need to produce
mass audiences means that the television industry replicates rather than

originates.

One might argue that the explosion of streaming giants such as
Netflix has helped break the formulaic approach taken by terrestrial
television broadcasters; yet, even here, the use of audience data drives
Netflix commissioning processes. New content is routinely devised on
the basis that storylines replicate the popularity of pre-existing narrat-
ives. Far from increasing consumer choice, media proliferation, in this

sense, has given us products that lack invention.

Public service broadcasting as a counter influence to
cotmercial media
Commercial media has not been allowed to dominate UK television

and radio markets completely. The BBC, as a public service broad-
caster funded through the television licence fee, operates without the

Box 12.5 Think about it: is the media dominated by
format-driven products?

Curran and Seaton suggest that commercial media broadcasters copy
rival products that are successful or rely on trusted television formats to
deliver safe programming. Think about the following questions to test

he truth of Curran and Seaton’s arguments today:

+  In what ways do the schedules of major broadcasters offer similar
products during peak viewing slots?

Can you think of some examples of television programmes/ formats
that have been successful and have produced copycat products as a

result of that success?
«  How far do you agree with the argument that streaming services

like Netflix rely on a formulaic approach?
|
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ﬂnn . 5 . . . " .. .r ad ) = ST -
) d funding structure has garnered the criticism of many free market
advocates Cw - i : ,
o :.m,f some of whom have championed a root and branch scaling
ack of st1 ate fur i ndion
ek S M_MW BBC to stimulate further commercial media expansion
et, the C remair 7er i i ; :
rr :wt remains ever popular — its reach and diversity securing
enough public support to ward oft ¢ i if 5
g vard off any far-reaching or i
: 3 or life-threa
reforms. : =
Curran 2 8 2010 , «
_ urran msn_ Seaton (2010) put forward the following four benefits
that derive from the BBC’s unique funding status:

Hu-.om-,m.zdudmnw standards are raised. Because the BBC is not
part of a larger cross-industry conglomerate it approaches news
with impartiality. The BBC’s impartial approach also V.m?. high
standards that other broadcasters emulate. o

Em.mruasm_.m&\ minority interest programming is provided

Q\:ﬁo:ﬁ the need to make a profit, the BBC can serve ::.:o_.:./.
w:ﬁ:m_znm interests through programming and scheduling, The
wwO.m‘no:E:::a:ﬁ to the arts, for instance, is evidenced Sﬂm BBC
4, while minority ethnic and regional audiences are engaged
through the BBC Asian Network as well as BBC /x\m._n.,ﬁ S.mﬂwr :rﬁ
heavy nn.z:::‘:ﬁn:ﬁ to regional news and radio. (See Box 12.6 mo._.
more discussion on how BBC Radio ereates appeal for niche
audiences.)

It is a unifying organisation. The BBC’s focus is not trained
on the advertising bonanzas achieved by targeting an ABCI
a.ﬁ:om_‘mw_:c. The BBC, as a public service F.ow%mmna_. is inclu-
sive rather than exclusive. .

Box 12.6 Revise it: BBC Radio and public service
broadcasting

.
mmh‘. Radio output provides an excellent illustration of the organisa-
tion’s _.?.:Tnc_d:aﬁ.&a remit to inform, educate and ...:7»2..::3 dqwﬂ_._
.:..u national radio stations and over 40 local stations, the Emﬂ., pro-
vides a range of niche and majority interest radio programming
“u._..woa ,n,o_: profit-driven motives, the BBC can also p_n.:a‘fmﬂ a a?.nﬂu.
sity of content that would not ordinarily survive if it were funded
through advertising. o
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Exemplar: Radio 4 and Late Night Woman’s Honr (Eduqgas).
Radio 4 is one of only a few UK-based radio stations that are domi-

nated by spoken word broadecasting. Woman's Hour 18 dedicated to a
ioht

fernale listenership, while the show’s evening spin-off. Late
Woman's Hour (LNWH), targets a tighter third wave feminist niche
audience with its politically charged debate format.

Issues that you could relate to Curran and Seaton 1n an exam might

include:

- listeners are offered a broadcast that

«  The programme’s forma
focuses on a single topic, facilitating  detailed and informative
discussion.

. Guest diversity: Panellists are invited from a range of cultural,
professional and academic backgrounds to promote a detailed con-
ideration of a wide range of third wave feminist viewpoint.

«  Minority issue debate: The show focuses on minority issues not

normally covered in comim rcial medi
. Choice of presenter: Lauren Laverne reflects the educated,
career-oriented thirtysomething niche audience of LNWH. This
niche audience, importandy, could not be served by a mainstream

media organisation reliant on advertising.

Further set text help is available for a range of products for all exam boards at

www.essentialmediatheory.com

Table 12.1 Speak Curran and Seaton

omimercia edia A reanisatio t C r % a

cial m S ) S
& sation

C ) atl tha akes or dis ribute

products for economic gain. Commercial media
usually make products for entertainment
purposes.

Horizontal i i
integr:
gration  Ownership of subsidiaries that produce similar

types of products.

Hvs ical ne ral . o i
wwnﬁunnm. ws values Sensationalis €ws content used to drve 158

market sales.
M i} .
ass market news 7_,?4,,. designed to appeal to huge readerships
often critiqued for its lack c_..,:w:,.i,, or -
entertainment-driven values. Also known as
news depoliticisation. B
Media concentration/

A term us £S5 ¢ [§ i tion 1 th
sed to des
¢ reduc the

number of media organisations that produce
products.

Media plurali i
P ism A media landscape with a healthy balance of

products made by different media company
types. ['ypically these company types include
public service broadcasters, commercial medi
and citizen-generated media e

Public service

A media producer who i t rell
e s producer who is not reliant on

,:,_em_ﬁ,,_:m to fund production or does not make
w_ oducts for commercial gain. Public service
broadcasting products usu: W

* casting products usually seek to inform and
educate their audiences as well entertain

Vertical inte i ip of
gration Ownership of subsidiaries that enable a media

producer to produce, promote and distribute
products.




140 Ownership effects: Curran and Seaton

Table 12.2 Curra and Seaton: ten minute revision

wall nuniber of companies that make

Concept 1: the nedia is controlled by a
products fo create profit
Globalisation has conc
companies.

Media conglomerates are

entrated media ownership into the hands of a few

horizontally and vertically integrated to maximise

profit.
Large-scale media producers rel
Advertising drives media companies to produce pro

y on advertising to generate income.
ducts that have mass

audience appeal.
on adversely affects media content

Concept 2: media ot nfrati
edia industry takes precedence Over its

« The business function of the m
creative/public service capacities.
« Profit-driven media is softened to create mass audience appeal.

« Minority interest content is pushed to the margins of broadcast schedules.
format-driven products.

« Free market competition produces

e products

» ownership creates di
that free market ideologies have

aton highlight the damage

Concept 3: di

« Curran and S
had on the media landscape.

« Public service broadcasting provides impartial news, serves minority

pions national unity by offering inclusive rather than

audiences and cham
exclusive content.
ht challenge Curran and Seaton’s thinking

Three theorists who mig
asingly driven by

+ Clay Shirky: argues that the media industry is incre
audience feedback systems rather than the top-down control of proprictors.

« Henry Jenkins: would acknowledge that Web 2.0 enables big business to
exploit the web for commercial reasons, but would also argue that the
internet retains the capacity to work as a social good and that online
communities created via ‘participatory culture’ have the power to change
the world for the better.

« Steve Neale: would critique the ide
in a narrowing of product type

He would argue that audiences pro1

and finesse genre-driven material,

2 that media proliferation has resulted

mpt producers to continuously adapt

or the dominance of formula-driven media.

13 Regulation

Sonia Livingstone and
Peter Lunt

Sonia Livings
] » to > D otar 1
e one and Peter Lunt’s academic work constructs a critical
analysis of the chanei re. A Tas
) 1e changing regulatory landscape in the UK over the |
e last

o LU =t EXp
) ears. Central to ﬁ_._bm P:w:/v; 15 an ex _S:_ﬁ_FZ ot T»Of.e ﬁ_:w UK’s

approach edia gover
_u:. to media governance has served the needs of audienc
oth consumers and citizens . meE
Consumer-b: e i Livi
"oy w_ based regulation, Livingstone and Lunt tell us, i 1
sed, first, throug ceeqtion OF i i o g
ences can ch gh the creation of a media landscape in which audi
- cho e 5 caTte - 1 n )
o : - Mo? the sorts of media content they can or want to watcl
and, second, by eiving media pr i . e
y giving media producers the fr
G, ; ; $ reedom to create pr
. L o create products
s diences choose to co ,
: E nsume. A cons r
o ehose au “onsumer-based regulatory
p rk, in short, seeks ¢ i =i
! , seeks to guarantee audience choice : :
N ce choice and promote
Conversely, a cit
b V. 3 Hrar_—hace 71 3
Py +.Z a C_MNCJ based view argues that the media ought to
ay a significant role in shaping soci " t
i g aping society and its cid
. ! g y 2 s citizens — ths
vision, newspapers, radi ] ke
, Sp: . radio, etc. ought t infc
\ . ought to educate and infor ei 1
s gl e i gh . : 1form their audi-
e ? rn.:o:::ﬁ a pivotal function in maintaining the
yeratic hea e nati it ¢
,._:3 of the nation that producers operate within Jm
ernments and gove 1 i , , ol i
et :, x,rrof.::so:ﬁ policy, importantly, play a critical role in
: = 4 Py < “ =
ZZ.._U. €. .En_m of content that the media ought to broadcast or
p mu.ﬁ in a citizen-oriented regulatory framework ) o
“rucially, in Livings , 'S vi .
e ly, in Livingstone and Lunt’s view the media policies affected
successiv e < 7 , }; F
or e governments over the last 20 vears have worked in
at have protected, by : , eda
, by and large, the ¢ ial i :
y arge, COIMIMerci: erests of 1
- gl nercial interests of media




