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‘The question of objectivity is addressed in the first article, written by David Detmer.
hile there is some disagreement about the precise meaning of objectivity and its appli-
tion to the news media in a democracy, there is general agreement that media coverage
ould not be slanted heavily in favor of the government. Doing so would cancel one of
¢ functions of the press, which is to keep an eye on government activities and report
pse activities to the public; this ostensibly keeps government in check. Yet, Detmer
ints to various examples where the coverage provided by the mass media in thc‘: United
ates has been unbalanced in favor of the U.S. government. These examples often con-
n foreign affairs, and such coverage serves to create positive impressions of govern-
ent that are unwarranted. After citing the examples, Detmer .offers_ an explan.anon of
s problem, as well as suggestions for hO\fv journalists can avoid their slanted coverage
d thus practice their profession more cthlcally._
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li A specific question concerning the eth%gal limits of media cox:ragc is \_ath
vacy of public officials is fair game, and if so to what degree. As S
points out, studies indicate that the United States seems overly prCOLLupl'ed wi

vate lives of their public figures. On one hand, it can be argued that all .mdl
sess a right to privacy, and that journalists unethically violate that right s
investigate and report on private aspects of anyone’s life. On thf: other hand
argued that information about the private lives of certain public figures, especi
cal leaders, is relevant in a democracy, since some citizens choose their leade
the basis of character. The excessive media coverage of the Bill Clinton—Monica
affair goes to this very issue. Thompson argues for certain general criteria that s
used when evaluating whether media coverage of private matters is ethically pe
In the final article, Fred Mann addresses ethical issues relating not to the
media coverage but to the form of that coverage. Mann is concerned specific
online media. Most newspapers have by now established their own Web sites,
points out that this way of informing the public raises new kinds of ethical qu
issues. Online news has the potential to compromise traditional journalistic val
as honesty, ob;ccpvnty, and accuracy; whcr} the “newspaper” is updated const:
t}_mn once or twice a day, mlSt'flkCS are far more likely to occur. However,
biggest potcnqal facto_r, accgrdmg to Mann, is advertising, Newspapers are §
nesses, an.d' takmg thf.:ll' business online creates new advertising (and thus n
opportunities, which in turn create certain ethical tensions. Mann explores
through his own cxp.eriencc as editor at a m.ajor newspaper, and though he fr

thC.I‘C are more questions than answers at this point, he provides some keys
ethical as we begin this new age of journalism. ‘
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ethical obligations.

Documenting the Problem

Let us begin by considering how the mainstream
media cover censorship of the press when it is
practiced in foreign countries. Since freedom of
the press is obviously a value of great importance
to journalists and to news organizations, and since
press censorship presumably is “newsworthy,” and
of interest to readers and viewers of journalism,
one would expect the press to be ever ready to
focus on it. Obviously, this is not to say that it
would be reasonable to expect the press to cover
all, or even most, instances ot censorship—there
are too many such instances, and there is a finite
amount of space in newspapers and time in news
broadcasts available for such coverage. Thus, we
might well expect even the most responsible of
news media to ignore instances of censorship
which are small in scale, minor in effect, or which
occur in places that are otherwise of little current
interest to their readers or viewers. But we would
not expect a responsible press to highlight censor-
ship activities of our “enemies,” as defined by
those who wield political power in our country,
while ignoring much more serious instances WE
censorship perpetrated by those officially desig-
nated our “friends.” ‘ R
One good test of the resp&nsibﬂﬁw@ﬁ -,
stream U.S. journalism in its cc om
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of the press, then, would be to con

age of censorship as
governments of Nicaragua an

two countries are !
: t
each other and to the U.S., and were 11

there was at that time a grea

two countries to vary in accordance with such fac-

tors as the relative scale and severity of effects of the

censorship in the two nations. On the other hand,
S {iie

since El Salvador was ofticially our “friend” and a

“fledgling democracy,” while Nicaragua under the
Sandinistas was officially our “enemy” and a “total-
itarian dungeon,” we should expect a more partisan
press, a less responsible one, to play up censorship
in Nicaragua while ignoring it as much as possible
in El Salvador. What, then, do we find?

Censorship in Nicaragua did indeed receive
extensive coverage during the period in question.
For example, one study of 104 articles from the
Boston Globe, New York Times, and Washington
Post dealing with the 1984 Nicaraguan elections,
found that 65 mentioned press censorship.2
Another study, conducted in 1988, found 263 ref-
erences in the New York Times to the difficulties of

the Nicaraguan newspaper La Prensa over a period
of four years.3
Coverage of censorship in El Salvador, on the
other hand, was so scanty that I cannot assume my
readers to know of the existence of such censor-
ship, let alone be familiar with its details. Thus, I
quote the following from the September 1985
Americas Watch Report on El Salvador:

Any discussion of press freedom in El Salvador
must begin by pointing out the elimination of
the country’s two main opposition newspapers.
La Cronica del Pueblo was closed in 1980 when
members of the security forces raided a San
Salvador cotfee shop where the paper’s editor

2Jack Spence, “The U.S. Media: Covering (Over)
Nicaragua,” in Thomas W. Walker, ed., Reagan versus the
Sandinistas (Boulder: Westview Press, 1987), p. 192.
3Francisco Goldman, “Sad Tales of La Libertad de Prensa,”
Harper’s Magazine (August 1988), cited in N I
Chomsky, Necessary Hlusions (Boston: South End Pre
1989), p. 42. : ‘
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ticed in the 1980s by the
g d El Salvador. These

Johically proximate to
gcographlta o he 1980s

i 2udience. (Or at least,
to the U.S. news audi ,

o t deal of news cover-
NG ey A
age of these two countrics, in comparison tho T]OS
foreign nations.) Thus, to the extent that t (;1 .l(i
press is unbiased and non-partisan, we s ouh

expect its relative coverage of censorship n the

and one of its photographers
Editor Jaime Suarez, a 31-year-
ning poet, and Cesar Najarro, wer,
eled by machete and then shot,
Independiente Was closed when
rounded its offices. This was the
of a long series of attacks, which
machinegunning of a 14-year-

editor Jorge Pinto. The Arch
station, WMAX, spent several ye
commission after its offices were
bombed. Since 1981 the Salvado
cither supported the government @ :
it from a right-wing perspective. D
pers do not publish criticism . . .
perspective, nor do Fhey print stori
government forces from a human rig
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In contrast to the extensive cover
New York Times of censorship in Nica
far more serious abuses of press free
Salvador have gone unmentioned in t
tion. The newspaper which claims to
the news that’s fit to print” has not
report the use of terrorism by the go\
El Salvador against the press of that r
story (or lack thereof) is very much th
we turn to abuses of press freedoms 11
U.S.” nations. Thus, when security
Guatemalan government in June 19
in “persuading” the editor of La Ej
down that weekly newspaper by fir
offices, stealing its valuable equip
ping its night watchman, and threa
der its “traitor journalists”—not :
Faken lightly in view of the fac
journalists in Guatemala already
dered in recent years—no rep
was to be found in the
Washington Post® Two mo:
events, and one month folloy
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Y * - e press in Nicaragua.

s of ober 1988 Israeli security forces raided
n > Zeof Al-Fagr, a leading daily newspaper in
he offi€®* . ested its managing editor, Hatem
and jailed him for six months with-
Jl on unspeciﬁcd groun'ds. This story was
It vered in the New York Times or Washington

“} In this non-coverage the two papers fol-

od the prccedent.which‘thcy had set in 1986

hen, during the height of their coverage of the

. ension of publication of La Prensa in

fcaragua, they failed to inform their readers that

overnment of Israel had closed two newspa-

rs. Al-Mithaq and Al-Ahd, on the grounds that

eir publication was “harmful to the state of
rael.”8

An appropriately skeptical reader might object
this point that perhaps my examples are unfair.

fcourse it is easy, such a reader might argue, to
d examples in which the U.S. mass media irre-

onsibly ignores press censorship and other
man rights abuses perpetrated by nations
sarded as “friendly” by U.S. political elites,
ile simultaneously, and hypocritically, trumpet-
3 comparable or much lesser abuses carried out
“our enemies.” The problem, to conclude my
iginary reader’s argument, is that there may be
er cases in which the media exhibit the oppo-
bias, or even no bias at all, in which case 1
ild be guilty of making my case by means of a
hly selective presentation of evidence. :

My response to this objection is that there is N0
d to be selective in marshalling the evidence for
simple reason that there is no counter?,\/}dcncc.
sure, one can find a different “slant” in non-
eam journals of opinion, such s The
Z Magazine, Of The Progressive, a.nd an
al isolated article of this sort pccasmnalllly
way into mass media publications s wel.
-ase in which, on balance,

‘can never finda ¢ . _
: 3 the Washington Post, Time

C, CBS, or NBC news

artldes n

“our enemies.” Rather, these
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ok
edia always adopt the perspective of the U.S
i‘:"c;‘nmcn?’ and never—literally never—develop
p ;: ternative, independent framework of theil:»

Readers with a ttle time, energy, access to a
gOOd llbmry, and cagemcss o ’

7 ; understand the
world in which they live can easily verify thi
themselves. Let me suggest one wy ﬂ;fz; o i
Many highly respected Fieinibdiy v bk
PEr e fl{ _organizations are devoted
human rightso bmvcsngatmg and documenting
eyl abuses around the world. Their

ty is suggested by the following partial list:
Amncst¥ International, Americas Watch, the
International Association of Democratic Lawyers,
the International Federation of Human Rights,
the International League for the Rights of Man,
the International Commission of Jurists, Writers
and Scholars International, and the International
Red Cross. I suggest that you pick any human
rights issue that interests you—the use of torture,
the imprisonment of political dissidents, press cen-
sorship, the staging of fraudulent elections, you
name it. Now go through the reports of these
organizations and find examples of comparable
abuses carried out by two nations, one of which
establishes policies and practices conducive to the
financial interests of large U.S.-based corporations
(and which receives lots of U.S. aid, both in terms
of cash and weapons), and the other of which is
readily condemned by U.S. governmental officials
as an enemy (or “communist” or “terrorist”) state.
Obviously, it is in the U.S. corporate and govern-
mental interest to play down the abuses in the for-
mer nation and to play up the ones occurring in
the latter nation. And, in every case, that is how
the U.S. mass media, on balance, plays it.? You,

9] should note one other protocol for this
make the comparison between the two natio
should be taken to note the overall
well as the favorable coverage, they
one might claim to refute me by
U.S. pays more attentiol
than in some tiny “I
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ar reader, can
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countercxample.

Explﬂining the Problem e
Why do the mass media bchaveoscz: b
Must we conclude that they, t g‘ e 1o WY
U.S. government, arc quagcd in a ﬁlg natEe
spiracy to keep information Fhat 1\')\/?1 g i
foreign policy in e:in ugﬂattenng ig
i broadcast: ; :

plllz)‘i;s}:lzdc(zfridence of such a conspiracy c()iusts; [t)cé
my knowledge, it is fortunate that one ,ncc. no t
invoked in order to explain the media’s d.lsastrOLlld
performance. While an adequate analysns wou
have to include many factors and deal with numer-
ous subtleties and complexities, we can go a loqg
way toward understanding the Phcnpmena in
question on the basis of three fairly mmplc and
straightforward principles of news gathering and
presentation, one €conomic and the other two
ideological.

BEATS AND HANDOUTS VS.
INVESTIGATIVE REPORTING

The economic principle is simply that almost all
mass media news is generated either through
established “beats”—places, such as the White
House, Congtess, city hall, the police station, the
local football stadium, and so on, where news is
regularly produced—or else is simply handed to
reporters through press conferences and press
releases. The reason is obvious. These two ways of
gathering news require little time, effort, or, most
importantly, expense, and yet are guaranteed to
yield usable news. Investigative reporting, in quite
radical contrast, is expensive, time-consuming,
labor-intensive, and speculative—it may or may
not result in a good story. Thus, since all of these
defects of investigative reporting are only exacer-
bated when it is conducted overseas, it is under-
standable that media outlets concerned with

10Edward S. Herman and Noam Chomsky have made
extensive and excellent use of this “matched pair” method,
and it is a pleasure to acknowledge my great debt to their
works. See especially their Manufacturing Consent (New
York: Pantheon, 1988); Herman’s The Real Terror Network
(Boston: South End Press, 1982); and Chomsky’s Necessa
Hlusions. ~

maximizing their profits wquld te
this method of news gathering in
reign affairs.

fOr(:vlllgﬁls aéionomic factor alone go
toward explaining why thc': news is t ‘
in one direction. For notice that only -
of society have the resources to provids
with canned news rcgl'ﬂar!y: the gover
corporations, with thc1.r big P.“b“" i
gets. Thus, when a foreign nation acts
governmcntal and corporate interest
powerful sectors of society h‘avc a str
mobilize public opinion against that i
lay the groundwork for intervention -
One way to do so 1s to Pubhc;zc its
real and alleged, by bringing th?sc to th
of journalists. But when a foreign nati
in a2 manner that is favorable to U_.S, ZoV
tal and corporate interests, thcr.c is no 1

publicize its transgressions (quite the ;.
leaving journalists with the task of d
these themselves. It is not advisable to
breath, however, while waiting for this t

OBJECTIVITY

Most mass media journalists subscribe
of “objectivity,” according to which
should present only “the facts” (which
be objective), while scrupulously omi
their stories their opinions, interpretat
clusions, theories, and value judgmes
which are said to be “personal” and

Such a conception of objectivity, i
its many other defects,!! fosters jo
sponsibility of the sort described abo
two ways. First, it discourages inve:
nalism, since reporters who do t
gations are pretty much obliged t
concl.usion's, and this, according
question, is to inject their own
sonal opinions” into the news. M
nalist were to investigate a f
by U.S. governmental and corr
find that he is a brutal dicta
would be constrair o
ity’s” ban or



esent only those .conclusions and valye
g {0 I:s chat can be attributed to others—ang
g dgmccﬂal*rddy seen who these others will be, anqd
¢ hav
:h\’ adly, since Fhe jou‘rnalistic tthry ofioksent

Gecon ands the impossible (that judgments and
gty 9 ‘15 pe rigorously separated from facts
¢011cllx§nolthct these things are inextricably o
whcndlw one another in all thinking and writing),

'C,Ourelgcs journalists to finesse the issue by pre-
v those judgments and conclusions that
sent!” - they themselves nor the bulk of their audi-
II recognize as such. For, with regard to
fcts, typica!ly one hz}s to reason, on the _basis of
widence of some kind, to thc‘ conclusion that
omething is fact. Eagts are oft.en not self-evi-
dent. It requires theorizing, s.electlvc (intelligcntly
gm‘dcd) looking, and (somet1me§) special knowl-
edge to discover thc?m. Thus, since concluding,
theorizing, and the like are banned as supposedly
inconsistent with “objectivity,” what we tend to
get in mainstream journalism are “obvious”
facts—meaning those emerging from the consen-
sus of mainstream political opinion, where no evi-
dence is needed.

And as for value judgments, people think they
are being neutral and objective when their value
commitments, like the air they breathe, are invisi-
ble to them—and that only happens when they are
of the assumed consensus mainstream varicty.
Radical, nonestablishment, or otherwise noncon-
sensus values, by contrast, stand out, are nf)tlccd as
values, and are thus excluded from mainstream

journalism as nonobjective.!2

ence wi

“BOTH SIDES”
The other ideological principle of mas
journalism that tends to result in the jou

s media
rnalistic

s might indeed,
their “pcrsunal
controvcrsial
disagreement

U.S. political opinion—

11, ; ; i :

Itis also worth noting that while journalist

n . o - " 4
With practice, become skilled at bmckctm&,t)
9pinions” and “biases” when it comes £

5 i is

domestic jssues—ones about which there
Within the mainstream spectrum Of. - internation
”]c‘y Ob\'iouslv do not do so when 1t con i When the
i ¥ . P Clitc Consc » £ 'cnd
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J na €
us. government declares anothCI'_S literally ncvcf"l"ow
Or enemy, the media never—that !
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i » ctive.
the slightest dissent or critical ?crs‘sl‘: jety are not
f‘“ respectable members of ON€ SO

ily bracketed.
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Irresponsibility

Journalists, wh,
Present theijr (,
achieve “ob
edness”

iscus ‘ i
SCussed aboye 18 the idea thar

» It must be rec.
i recalled, are nog to

jectiVit;E":‘ig:lZ:t all, can nonetheless
in - €¢,” and “evenhand.
ply by alwfr:slt;n.tmg the opinions of othcc[:? o
YS being careful, when doing sosmt;-

y (0]

y cnt “« y
issue. On to “both sides” of every

Lh‘;:: ?):'mg most 'worth)f of consideration in the
sgl . the rclcvc}nt evidence. Rather, they are

. above, with the result that
mass mc@na “debates” in the United States almost
glways stick well within the narrow range of opin-
1on to be found within the mainstreams of the two
major political parties.

With regard to international affairs, this leads
to a paltry debate indeed, since the two parties,
despite their differences in connection with prior-
ities, tactics, symbolism, and rhetoric, rarely dis-
agree on fundamentals. They do not disagree, for
example, on the identities of the “good guys” and
“bad guys” around the world. Thus, when both
the Democrats and the Republicans trumpet the
human rights abuses of country A, while neither
ever mentions the equal or greater abuses of
country B, the idea that A is a totalitarian dun-
geon and B a land of freedom, dcmoc.racy, and
human rights begins to look not like a highly sus-
pect conclusion or value judgment, but rather like
an objective fact, no matter how v_chcmcntly
Amnesty International, the Interr_mupnal Red
Cross, the United Nations, the foreign press,
world opinion, and the judgments of schnlm

might disagree. "

Suggestions for Improvement

If the analysis prescnth above is
at least five steps that j
would immediately enab

135ec Alexander

(3¢



ftairs,
g some
orts of the
ions mentioned
ntage of the findings
journalists. Similarly,
ge of the information that
such “beats” as the United
World Court. Finally, in consult-
ese alternative sources, there should
erted effort to find and to present to
diences perspectives other than those of
. corporate and governmental elites, so that
ese audiences might be better equipped to eval-
uate critically both mainstream perspectives and
their competitors.
Thirdly, journalists should not allow U.S. cor-
porate and governmental spokespersons to “set
the agenda” for media coverage of international
affairs. Rather, the media should assert their own
independence in this regard, as part of their pro-
fessional responsibility. Thus, rather than remain-
ing content to report the mainstream elite
consensus, handed to reporters, that country A’s
elections are fraudulent because of factor X, while
country B’s are legitimate because of factor Y, the
media would better serve us by drawing up a com-
prehensive list of the factors that tend to push an

14Ben H. Bagdikian, The Media Monopoly, 4th ed. (Boston:
Beacon, 1992), p. 180.

: nce between
former requires the {fimpm
>f opinions, conclusions, and ;
¢ allows, indeed insists upon, these, while
anding that they be well grounded in ey;.
ence, logic, and reasoning, and that they holq
up under the pressure of couptcrargumem and
counterevidence. Objectivity in this scholarly
sense is not undermined by taking a strong posi-
tion, displaying emotion, or anything of that sort,
To the contrary, a strong position might be war-
ranted, or even required, by a scrupulous exami-
nation of the relevant facts and arguments, and
strong feelings might be utterly fitting and appro-
priate. Moreover, to think that objectivity
requires a “balanced,” “play it down the middle”
result is just a confusion. To be committed to
drawing conclusions based solely on the evidence
is to be committed to letting the conclusions fall
where they may. Thus, the fact that a person
arrives at a “one-sided” conclusion is no more
evidence of a lack of objectivity on his or her part
than would the fact that a referee in a basketball
game called thirty fouls on one team and only
twelve on another. Perhaps the one team simply
committed way more fouls. Indeed, for all we
know, the referee might have been biased the
o.th.cr way, so that a more appropriate job of offi-
clating would have resulted in a margin of fo
fouls to two. :
“b(l):tllf’t}slil()i/;sio:rnalilst‘s should also at?andm
' pproach to the presentation
ion. To be sure, there is something to be
airing more than one view when consider
cult or controversial issues, but no s
should be accorded to the numb er 1 '
issues, several different perspectiy
merely two, are wo '
Moreover, when multig
there is less chance




mon by the two sides usually heard
ol in'cof‘:, anchallenged. Or} the other hand,
fom ‘.mll g such as the question of whether or
e issUEs) smoking is harmful to health, are suf-
ot C,garctctﬁ established as to make it a waste of
jently ™ . jer “the other side.” Such an insis-
to Co;ll ways presenting “both sides” even
e currently available evidence is adequate
c one is correct has the unfortunate
ence of suggesting that no issues ever are
n.scql; on the basis of evidence, and that all
decidab cultimat"-ly “subjective.” Thus, journalists
jssues algf: well advised to be guided by evidence in
would £ ing which views to include, as opposed to
gererm'n Ong precisely two views (and two main-
inSlSt,l:goncs sharing most of the important con-
streable principles in common, at that).
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Discussion Questions
is ethically problematic?

effective? Which would be least effective?

claims?
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In conclusion, it shoyld

. 1OrmS, necessary though th
ISM 1S to meet its res
are extremely unlikel
hoped that some jou

be noted that these
¢y may be if journal-
ponsibilities in a democracy,
Y to be undertaken. It is to be

i _ rnalists will attempt them, but
this will require considerable courage on their

part, since it is quite likely that any editor or
reporter who behaved in the manner here recom-
mended would quite quickly lose his or her job.
Until these reforms are enacted, however, those
U.S. citizens who would like to understand the
world in which they live would be well advised to
turn to other sources—the foreign press, scholarly
books and articles, and the “alternative” or non-
mass media—to supplement their careful and crit-
ical use of mainstream journalism.

1. What evidence does Detmer provide in support of his claim that journalists in the
" United States “slant” news coverage heavily in favor of official U.S. government _
perspectives? What is his explanation for this phenomenon? Do you agree that this

Of the various suggestions offered by Detmer, which do you think would be most
Describe Detmer’s criticism of objectivity. To what extent do you agree with his
Detmer suggests that journalists should engage in more investigative reporting and

rely less on “handouts” from government officials. Do you)sce his suggestions as
i not?
consistent with the role of the profession? Why or why
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criticized by their editors, who cla:im thaF suc?
actions violate their newspapers conflict-of-
interest policies.!

| New York Times, April 16, 1989, p. 28.
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ur members of the executive
committee of the Periodical Ifrcss Gallcry, Ofgi
of four Congressional viewing galleries )
journalists, are unseated after r.hcy suglp?l 3
rule that would require journalists to disclo
sources of income—although not amounts—
for admission to the gallery.?

Widely discussed among journa!ists and ll)ly
media-watchers outside the profession as well,
these incidents upset a fragile and uneasy balance
of conflicting values and expectations. Qn the one
hand, we may wonder how can we trust )oumah§ts
to tell us the truth if they are not themselves dis-
interested. On the other, it seems unreasonable to
expect journalists to hold no views about the issues
they cover and to be wholly isolated from inter-
ested parties. Total agnosticism and isolation seem
not only unnatural but also undesirable.

I discovered after extended reflection that my
own responses to these cases were more complex
than I had anticipated. And the attempt to recon-
cile my intuitions was accordingly more difficult.

February 1989: Fo

1he Novelty of Journalistic
Conflicts of Interest

These questions have not always been with us.
When we think of the circumstances in which the
classical theory of freedom of the press was for-
mulated, we think of revolutionaries, freethinkers,
partisans, impassioned pamphleteers, believers in
causes; we think of “a struggle between combat-
ants fighting under hostile banners.”3
Yet the contemporary journalist working for a
major daily, a newsmagazine, or a television net-
work is expected to be neutral, fair, balanced,
objective, and altogether “value-free.” These traits
form part of the norm of objectivity, which is a
cornerstone of the professional ideology of jour-
nalists in liberal democracies.

Clearly our demands and expectations vary
depending on the kind of journalism involved.
Peter Jennings has to satisfy conditions of neutral-
ity that a documentary filmmaker does not.

2See, e.g., Eleanor Randolph, “Query Makes Reporters
Cringe,” Washington Post, January 25, 1989, and Cass
Peterson, “4 Press Gallery Incumbents Lose Seats in
Disclosure Flap,” Washington Post, February 5, 1989, Al4.
30m Liberty (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1956), p. 58.

Similarly, the New York Times ang g,
Journal are subject to different ey eCtatio, et
the Nation and the National Reyjg, N°“‘S‘ they
less, in every corner of journalism chargeg Crthe.
and conflict of interest have become incrcof. i
common. Wingly
What caused this shift to the values of Oy
ity and neutrality in journalism? The ’Camnlemv“
much to do with the nature of the conten e
mass media, which, unlike their ancestors cs :
tute not simply voices in the public for“m’bu: g
forum itself. As a result, mass media Organizys:
have in crucial respects become public instituti(m's
Vested with enormous power, they must myjpy.:.
at least the appearance of neutrality or imparﬁaﬁty
We might elaborate this point in twg fﬁhtc&
ways. First, evidence of nonneutrality, of point of
view, would be seen as an abuse of public respon.
sibility and trust, and so would subject the jour-
nalist or media organization to censure. Second,
the organization’s economic drive to appeal to 5
vast audience compels it to upset the settled ¢op.
victions of as few viewers or readers as possible.
That a news article or program secures wide-
spread and ready agreement within a society does
not prove, of course, that it is objective or neutral.
It may simply mirror its audience’s assumptions—
held so strongly and deeply they go unrecognized
as assumptions capable of challenge. It takes a cer-
tain degree of reflection and self-consciousness to
see that “what goes without saying” may involve
premises that those from a different culture might
question, and that it is not simply irrational to
challenge. Consensus does not entail neutrality.
On the other hand, members of a diverse society
may regard all but the most banal truths as highly
charged and nonneutral.

Case I: The Journalist
as Tabula Rasa

Should journalists participate in politically contro-
versial activities> 1 want to consider four argu-
ments for the view that they shouldn’t.

L. “Journalists shouldn’t hape opinions on contro-
versinl issues; they should be neutral.” This is a bad
argument. An intelligent person will inevitably
form opinions about some important moral and
political issues. Even if opinionlessness were possi-
ble, it is not a trait we ought to cultivate. Engaged




_— cople naturally 'form views about
{ ‘nt({f( 'onfront them, and journalists may be
e ddto doniKETEES i
e ion is whether the mere possession by
E el opinions abopt 'tt‘lc issues  they
jour? it oral, political, sc1cnt1f'1c, religious, or
ove /l,bjccfs’”envelop.s them _In conflicts of
ther $ The argument for an affirmative answer
: I.mcrcst-] cthing like this: The journalist’s duty is to
,Ssolor at least to seek, the truth. But if the
PO, holds an opinion on an issue she is cov-
; will bias her. She will abuse her position
her own view or at least she will fail to
th because she believes she already pos-

ering tha.[
5 advance
seek the T

SCSS‘:S lt i - .
This argument focuses simply on the possession

ofan opinion, ignoring its genesis and the manner
in which it is held. But thlS.lS a mistake, and one
that predisposes the conclusion.

S0, for example, we might say that insofar as a
pcrson’s belief about an issue possesses the right
tind of pedigree or lineage, holding the belief does
not conflict with the journalist’s duty to seek the
quth. If I have arrived at a view through a fair and
areful consideration of the evidence or of the
arguments on all sides, I am involved in no conflict
ofinterest. Why not? First, I have no hidden int;r-
est pushing me to one view or the other; my aim
is to discover the most rational or defensible posi-
tion. Second, insofar as I proceed fairly'in consid-
ering the issues, I am unlikely, even having settled
on a view, simply to dismiss the Ot!lc}‘ Sld_C- .

Is this an excessively rationalistic pICEre o
beliet formation? No doubt. We can, It We sf‘;i:f‘_;
inclined, find causes to undermine even rcepre-
with impeccable pedigrees. But unless i aclusion
pared to slide down the slope tO the L?nbc[icvcs
that everyone is biased and no 0’_‘;‘2‘;6 g
anything for good reasons—ii Wlﬁ‘ ‘dea of good
as well give up altogether Oft 0 cgo distinguish
journalism—we need Sofnc "”ay ments, the evi-
holding a view in light of the 38 outes to
dence, the facts, and other less W
belief, '

We  ofteriNany th.ls“vcs'tﬂdaimm
whether a person has @ T2 ywhetl
tion or not. T e
“something in it for it
motive for believiné ‘t -
believe the truth: e
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Whll‘;f‘l she can appr'cciatc another’s point of view.
” ;'_‘“ft'_‘a“}’ speaking, then, the manner in which
: chef is held matters more than its genesis. In
ight O,f our typical ignorance of the origins of
people’s beliefs and the ease with which we may
cast C.lOllbt on them, how you came to have the
beliefs you do matters less than how you hold
them: whether with a certain detachment or dis-
tance, whether with an appreciation of your own
fallibility and the capacity to see other ways of
looking at things.

In any case, the mere holding of a belief, even
one relevant to a subject one is reporting, cannot
involve one in a conflict of interest. Such a crite-
rion is too stringent, because complete agnosti-
cism is neither possible nor desirable. We may note
in addition that a piece of reporting rarely threat-
ens one’s beliefs in the direct way that the assump-
tion of conflict of interest supposes.

2. “Any journalist who gets politically involved
has beliefs too strong to allow for fair journalism.”
Exactly what is the claim here? Is it that people
who demonstrate or who join political organiza-
tions necessarily have stronger political beliefs than
those who do not? Although some psychological
experiments indicate that taking action can deepen
commitment, it doesn’t follow that joiners are
always more committed than nonjoiners. And
even if joining meant a stronger commtment or
belief, that in itself would not justify prohx?mn'g
political involvements. For the crucial question is
not how strong a journalist’s beliefs are but
whether they disable him from fair and accurate
reporting. Without evidence of a connection
between the two, the prohibition remains unsup-
ported. ’

Some people, of course, are dogmatically com-
mitted to their beliefs. Immune to contrary evi-
dence or arguments, they lack the virtues of
skepticism and open-mindedness that make for
good reporting. Perhaps there are
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ngle-minded passion, wbo st.low
1d not otherwise se¢ while blind-
of looking. But such peo-

animated by a si
us things we wou
ing them to other ways

ple are rare. : ‘ R
Presumably, part of an editor’s job is to asse€ss

the extent to which reporters poSSess the v1rtx;::s
necessary to their role—not to eliminate those who

hold opinions, but to purge those whose opinions
prevent them from reporting fairly. But they should
decide these question

s by examining a reporter’s
work, rather than her extracurricular actiyitic?s. :
We must recognize, however, the limitations 1n
this approach. First, editors, like everyon¢ else, w1}l
have trouble recognizing biases that match their
own. Second, examining a news story is rarely suf-
ficient to expose its biases; for that we need to know
not only what it contains but what it leaves out. The
sins of bias are largely sins of omission. This is a
deep problem for the critique of journalism.
The conclusion nonetheless remains: the prohi-
bition on political action cannot rest on the argu-
ment that action in itself demonstrates attitudes

inappropriate for journalists.

3. “Journalists’ political commitments will
entangle them in relationships that compromise
their ability to report news stories fairly and accu-
rately.” This is a serious concern. It is not so much
journalists’ political beliefs themselves that create
the danger of bias but rather the personal and
institutional relationships that normally flow from
political involvement. A reporter actively involved
in a political organization will probably find it dif-

ficult to write critically about it. Members of the
group are his friends, his comrades.
This example points up one of the most funda-
mental sources of conflicts of interest: personal
relationships, which can exert a powerful pull at
odds with professional duty. Few people can dis-
tance themselves adequately from their ties to
friends, family, colleagues, comrades. For many
purposes we count that as a virtue, not a vice. But
it does create a professional conflict of interest.

4. “Journalists’ political involvements create the
appearance of bins and conflict of interest, and
ought to be prohibited on that account.” According
to this argument, public political commitments
create the appearance of conflict of interest
because the public is likely to infer that a reporter
is biased and incapable of fair and accurate report-

ing from knowledge of her political involyee,, Woﬁaﬁ
In support of this view one mnght point S, vof (gd
common assumption that‘ liberal rePOrtthc \J;d adcd
(reporters who happen to be l_‘bCfa}S) inevitap) - "l‘af"?c SY}‘
gcnerally write liberal journalism (]ournalism Wigh if / “1'15(5
a liberal bias). A o ¢ (et
Furthermore, potential sources may dray % @}u 0‘?‘13{'
same conclusion. Th-ey may be _rcluctam 0 talk \“\Cg‘ltlf‘lc\,
reporters they perceive as holdn}g political belicf '\rﬂy‘t su %
contrary to their own. S.mcc this ‘Co.uld Preven; ¢ et 5 :
reporter from doing his job well, it is understany. " Pf
able that news organizations \iv‘o‘uld prefer thy, rp“cfs‘
their journalists’ political affiliations remain bc\icfs m
unknown. : b cies
But arguments that rest policy conclusions o O sfte
the mere appearance of impropriety require specia| Ihc,‘oush
justification. They naturally arouse suspicion; & s
where appearance and reality diverge, why should wo it
we rest policy on merc and misleading appear- com o
ances? Where they coincide, why not argue [hc; {
directly from reality? If, as I have argued, one’s wit i
political beliefs or involvements need not taint heli® \é
one’s reporting, why should one be bound to keep peoP
them under wraps? Having asserted that neutrality them-
is nearly impossible and in any case undesirable, TC,’
isn’t the noninvolvement policy hypocritical? deny?
To answer these questions, we must distinguish i lik
two different appearance-of-impropriety argu- For t
ments. According to the first, the appearance of the |
impropriety serves as a basis for policy just because nen'
it provides good reason to suspect genuine impro- me
priety. On this view, if noninvolvement policies are ]
Jtlf'i'ifled on grounds of the appearance of conflict eve
of interest, that is because the belief that such ma
mvolvements bias journalists is a reasonable one. de
Is this belief reasonable? It depends partly on hs
how we characterize it. Is it the belief that people t

in gcne}*al tend to be biased by their beliefs, or that
journalists are? Journalists’ professional training
might make them less biased by their political
b(‘:lleS than the ordinary person—not for reasons
9f mor.al or intellectual superiority but because
journalists possess incentives to be unbiased that
the ordinary person does not.

_At the same time, the belief that political
mitments bias journalists seems reason: blw
extent that—as I argued in the previo : e‘t.
such'commitments entangle journalj us Seeel
relationships that make detach o
difficult.

¥

ment and



. frst appcarancc-of—impropr.iety argument,
ThlSVcs modest support to prohibiting journal-

™ itical involvements. According to the sec-
5 P ument, although the appearance of
ond .ty may be nnsl;adn}g, it does not follow
imPr‘;i should ignore it. If people believe that
bt ists’ po]itical views distort their work, that
ermine jour'nal.ismjs cr.cdibility. And this is
Y egitimate reason for instituting policies to coun-

pact such bcﬁefs. ' ‘

Yet sometimes It scems d,ov&fnrlght wrong to
| fishion policies to suit people - false or unjustified
eliefs. Even though people’s racist or sexist
| elicfs may be very powerful, we do not think

olicies should be shaped around them. What’s
the difference? At least this: racist or sexist beliefs
seriously demean and degrade minorities and

women. But the belief that journalists’ political
' .ommitments bias them does not degrade them in
the same way. There is, I conclude, nothing wrong
with designing policies around people’s false
beliefs, if the beliefs do not seriously degrade other
people and if there is little hoping of changing
them.

" To endorse the noninvolvement policy while
denying that reporters can be or should be neutral
s likely to invite condemnation from both sides.
For the most natural defense of the policy relies on
 the premise of journalistic neutrality, while oppo-
"nents tend to assert that neutrality is a ﬁf:tion. Let
‘me say a bit more, then, to defend my view.

First, I do not mean to deny that reporters .(llkC

everyone else) possess biases, and that these t;la‘sttlts
‘may influence their reporting. No one is per c}c; y
‘detached and distanced from her qpxmt())ps.d élt
‘having opinions is not the same as being ’lazlc oi)-,
em. The idea that bias is inescapable «;r;c Ic)n't-
sonous leaves us no way to separate be:(t)tpci nioE 4
ing from worse. If we insist i equ?;v distinction
bias we will simply have to invent a

) [hCnv gl

.our]’]“ll
{m']l und

Lichtenbery: Truth, Neutmlity
b

and Conflict of Interest 383

ments. There are also
values

) Which may

Journalists’ own professional
beliefs: the desire for

;onﬂict with their political
good story, for professional

natur, i ! i

o palil;c;dc.:ncmt; of particular media, which may

L aInst the reporter’ i

o "ter's personal views. So
example, a reporter’s liberal political views ma);

Bl Y
¢ insufficient to overcome the inherent conser-

‘t’ﬁgsft‘)il?tf;lJg}lmsxztSf;lrcliall}gc on official sources,
AR theif o rful political figures to use the
( n advantage, and the effects of

NEws organizations’ formal and informal ties to
large corporations.
. My justification for the prohibition on political
involvement rests, then, on the surprising view
that audiences are more likely to be biased by
knowing journalists’ beliefs than journalists are by
having them. We can, of course, imagine circum-
stances in which the prohibition ought to be over-
ridden. In emergencies, pressing moral and
political concerns—civil rights, the threat of total-
itarianism—may leave the professional with no
alternative.

The force of the foregoing arguments must be
evaluated in light of several variables:

Public acts and private acts. My view that
reporters should not engage in political action
rests largely on the public nature of their activities.
But political involvement can be more or less pub-
lic. A journalist might donate money to a cause,
march anonymously in a demonstration, or work
behind the scenes for an organization. On the
other hand, she might sign petitions published in
newspapers, testify before Congress, or in some
other way make her commitments known.

How visible a person’s actions are depends not
only on the actions but on the person. Acts that

would call immediate attention to Diane Sawyer or
Ted Koppel might go entirely unnoticed if done
by a reporter for a small city newspaper.

The relation between a jowrnalist’s political

i bad.
e oo ﬁ.omon fallacy to over-
. Second, I believe it is a cormm

i alists’  personal
estimate the influence of journ

is mainly
, ) & e peason 15 mal
beliefs on their reporting: al and institu-

. structur o e s
that we are likely t© 1gnor3v ;tich, Bliidough often  Acnvifics and I;ler beat. 1f a }él;vum.alllstsi pﬂl«hﬁi
| forces an biases Jitical commitments, acnv.xtx_c_s are t ougl}t to un arm_m; :e;@lm’ , iim,j‘
pnial -to e e pcrsonal polt credibility or her ability to report fairly, it
;orcl su:“;c powerful- o o whoact as crit-  reason that some connection must exist

also < are €

Riiriong inese SIS 2 s slants and value judg-  bexbertREREE W 3

jou
s and eliminat® obvi
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rtion-rights move-

e ] abo 3
ar active in the 2 "
why a reporter oy but why shouldn

s covsr i nvironmentalism cover
i lved 1In €
a reporter invo
L )
i s  offered. First, reporters

e r
Two reasons might R
often change beats, and so even if a rep

. e S
political activities do not overlap with h(i’.lrl cg;’:(l;;l]% ,
today, that does not mean th;y ncve‘r w i S
political issues do not divide mt? neat };au gm. .
is easy to sece how a reporters invo vlfme S
abortion might have implications for c?r. vd .
about animal rights or population grow'th, 1t' : oet
not require a great leap to see how her Vlcyfls.a bou
environmental questions might also be affected.

The journalist’s specific role and the nature of ‘the
organization for which she works. 1 have defended
my view primarily with an eye to the news reporter
for a mass media organization. By contrast, we¢
don’t expect writers for smaller-circulation period-‘
icals whose audiences have a specifiable point of
view to be neutral in the same way. And of course
editorialists are permitted—even paid—to be
opinionated.

Case I1: The Sound of Money Talking

Should journalists accept income derived from
sources other than the news organization for
which they work? Ought they to disclose the
sources, and even the amounts, of their income?
These are the questions raised by the Periodical
Press Gallery case.

We must consider three basic policy alterna-
tives: (1) honoraria not accepted; (2) honoraria
accepted; sources (and possibly amounts) dis-
closed; (3) honoraria accepted; sources not dis-
closed.

I believe that the first policy is best, but I do
not regard it as a practical possibility, because jour-
nalists as a group would refuse to accept such a
sweeping limitation on their earning power (or, as

they are more likely to put it, on their freedom).
Clearly this claim is arguable, but let us make it
nevertheless. Which of the other alternatives is
preferable?

To answer this question we must explain why
ideally prohibiting honoraria altogether would be
best. The rationale is hardly obscure: financial
interests pose genuine threats to professional duty,
because those who benefit materially from a source

A

have a strong inccnt.ive to favor N v J:Y
portive of it and to ignore informatigy d\f{: sup. M
to it. _ . ; Maging o
In accepung sun.h a view, we mark g g s
between the pull of material interests and & nge 011\0‘
of prior beliefs and values. As I haye i € py| h,‘m{
edged, beliefs and values no doubt biag thwm"“ : 5 ,{
hold them to some extent. But we dom:vhu i
them prcjudicial in the same way as mamﬁa;-m,l“‘ pc‘i

ests. Why not? ‘
Here are several reasons. (a) Many of People
beliefs have some rational basis; i.e. they bﬁm%s o

connection to truth. The strength of the ¢onn.. o
tion is a matter of dispute, but we can ”&.ﬂ:‘ fes
least this much: that a person believes e i
proposition provides some reason f:or thinking i &
true; that a person has a material interest jp the

truth of a given proposition provides no reason o, q
thinking it true. (b) The investment most people <

have in particular political, social, economic, ang ¢
other worldly beliefs—those beliefs reflected in the ‘
news—is rarely so great as to render them immune
to change of view in light of contrary evidence or
argument. The exceptions we call ideologues o
fanatics or true believers. (¢) When money talks,
most people listen. 5

Yet none of these reasons alone supports the
weight of the conclusion, because the truth of
each is qualified. Even together, we may question
how well they distinguish the biases of material
interests from the biases of belief. Further doubt
may be cast by those who, arguing in defense o
journalists, find the imputation of greed and
bribery implausible and insulting.

For the motives of most journalists, inch
those who accept honoraria, are probably
able. Journalists do not sell their souls wh
give speeches for money. Indeed, the typi
ture-circuit journalist probably gives essentia
same talk (to go with lunch: light on subl
and controversy so as not to cause indigestie
yvhatever organization invites him, no matte
its political orientation. So what’s the prol

The conflict of interest arises, how
because most journalists can be bou
cru_dc way. Most people do not simply al
their _scruplcs. for money. For them t
material ‘conﬂl.cts of interest derives p
the relationship created between dc
ficiary. It will be difficult for the rep




f the lobbying group that has just paid
Jf dollars to give speech. He now
pin o mbers of the group; a rcl':ationship
o™ cst“hliSth; the group has benefited him.
s l"'"lnn“‘l““g has gone wrong—they treated
b oless 50" fidn’t pay what they had promised, or
pim D20 er way fumbled—turning his inves-

ome on them will probably feel like a

s¢ O
APO° ‘
an® l nlsdl“{“
me

n $ e
e amml

lwcré.;}:;-in this way, ‘he_ unc_ierl){ing fb.rce it
1 onflicts Of interest is of a piece with the other
i ommon Spedice: personal relationships
nvlloisch can exert a powertful pull at odds with pro:
;‘e s]sion'dl duty. I.n bo.th cases, t‘hc primary source of
he conflict rcsnd;s in the existence of a relation-
pip rather than 1n grced.
What has been forgotten in the current hand-
L wringing about “ethics in America” is that our
vulncrability to conflicts of interest speaks as much
of our virtues—our connectedness to other peo-
|e—as of our vices. Of course some professionals
are corrupted by garden-variety self-interest. And
others can separate their professional duty from
their feelings: they can take the money and run,
writing a critical story that bites the hand that fed
it. (Ironically, as we admire their “professionalism”
we may suspect them as human beings.)
Nevertheless, conflicts of interest often arise from
personal traits that we value highly.
Returning to the practical question, if we can-
not expect journalists to forego honoraria, should
we at least expect them tO disclose tht?m? Yes;
because, as 1 have been arguing, honoraria pose 2
genuine threat of conflict of interest. Disclosure
van serve two valuabIEHICHENE first, tO a‘lertdthc
public to the possibility of conflicts; and ;C%O“Sl;it‘;
deter journalists from undertaking relation B
that breed conflicts. y st y
Is there any inconsistency in journalists scp

ing their beliefs t0 thcmsclves to av‘;)ilstil;l;?;gni:g
appearance Of impropricty Whll,c ca pearancc?l
finances, which may create the Sa‘mtere‘;ts are more
don’t think so. Becil)ui_e ga o garance of con
biasing than prior € jois, S ¢ honoraria
flict o% intcrcst created by d;sdosure @ ?

is less mislcadin_g. iliﬂ_ il :
created by public P9 petween the cases s W
are other as}’mmcmcs. olicy requires sacn.hcc—.
First, al ough €2 wpould prefcr the option of

presumably )oumahsts
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political involve "
QiSCIOse Sourccsmocfnitn,c‘zhﬂe they would rather not
lic 'pOIitical COmmitmenTC-rc.framing from pub-
rara, is already deeply :, {mhkc refusing hono-
norms. It does not ap er: bedded in journalistic
Journalists than can rCaEst‘r- :0 demand more of
different culture—fifth- i ly be expected. In a
founding fathers’—wher u:ntl;lfy Athens or the
considered essential to ca\pl;ullllcl'i’omm]."m“‘ was
might be unreasonable. s dosta
3 Second, receiving honoraria reinforces the con-
ral;zatt\i/stler;sctsliunor}al biases created 'by the corpo-
{@eadiste d Qo organizations and
ists’ dependence on official sources, since
large honoraria tend to come from powerful
sources. By contrast, the biases, if any, created by
journalists’ political views spread out more evenly
along the political spectrum.

Finally, journalists have long exerted pressure
on politicians and public officials to disclose their
financial involvements, on the assumption that
these entangle them in conflicts of interest.
Journalists’ lack of embarrassment at failing to
practice what they preach is remarkable. Their
standard response, when they bother to make one
at all, is that they are not public employees and so
do not bear the same duties as politicians and pub-
lic officials.

But in crucial respects the contemporary mass
media are public institutions. As 1 argued earlier,
they are not simply voices in the public debate;
today they constitute the forum itself, where all
significant debate takes place and to which anyone
who hopes to make a difference must gain access.
Just the concerns that justify financial disclosure by
politicians and public officials apply to reporters
for mass media organizations, who remind us of
their public function whenever they invoke the
First Amendment. Journalists are neither more nor
less susceptible t0 compromising conflicts than \}he
politicians they cover. In both cases, the question
is whether they have motives at odds with their
profcssional duties. : :

But suppose that 2 journalist only gives
speeches for free. Does she not, by my argument,
still form some of the ties that create conflicts of
interest—meeting people, developing relation-
ships, and the like?

She does, but not, perhaps, with the same
degree ofindebtedness. Conflicts of interest cannot
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or finan
ument l’Ol‘ h o

g . ar Y
be entirely Ll tl:rfeasire can at least,coﬂ ones. Those who attend parties
disclosure is that sutnﬂaicts however, will cx1stthieii ey e \bout-are at i

: CcO ) ) . : o ‘
tain them. Other Jationships with o Y icts of interest BN

long as journalists have ].riions
people. The long-term rexatt o
nalists and sources provide an . cxtraordinarily
of conflict. Journalists who depen i
on the cooperation of regular sourc

: jour- AT :
h;ps;ct\l\’ lc: r;ciurce pational hazard for journalists.
adicab

others, those involving money are

; ; Jons
Discussion Questro \ il
‘ -onsiders four arguments that sup_pprt thc'vxcw that jour
L glashienbere 58 al activities. Which argumen

ici i itic -ontroversi

Articipate in politically con ' |

'noL pd:rtilctvf and w]ﬂich are not? To what extent do you agree with her
1n her A ) .

2. Suppose a journalist were O argue that disallowing her to participat

i icti reedom. How wq
activities was an unethical restricton on her personal fre d ;

an argument work? R, " i

3. Lichtenberg says that her view must be cy:aluatcd in hgl;‘t -thscvm:al varial
Describe these variables and assess how, if at all, they flf ect her view.
iving honoraria for speaking eng

4. Describe Lichtenberg’s position on recel 1a {0 eng
To what extent do you agree with her view? What guidelines are ethicall

ate for journalists who want to supplement their income?

Ethical Boundaries to Media Coverage

RAPHAEL COHEN-ALMAGOR

Tt it et o lature decides to disqualify them fro
ton in the democratic process. I n
importance of acknowledging the
“catch” and the need for setting limits
ocratic principles.

Some think that democracy should tolerate all

forms and types of speech, for liberals must not

play the antiliberal game. Those who make this

sweeping claim argue that liberal democracies are Tha 't R o

d}fft:ﬂtﬂt from other forms of government pre- Shii W ol il grqund rul(?s of h.

ClSC.]y bcc:ausc they do not use nonliberal tools rcsy estr]c \ (l ) t(? avoid harn.nng oth
(Skillen, in Graham, pp. 139-159). 1 find this | our wo ore s 25 human beings; (2)
claim both naive and dangerous. Democracy " fzens as an end rather SHES
should set rules for speech as well as for action. 19(;7 chck? g (COhC{l-Almagor, 19
Those who choose to break and to undermine the e l')‘ ; Cmpha,“s 1s on the n
basic democratic rules should not be surprised if, S;]l;l]a lty ’-lt , # all citizens are entitle
in the name of democratic self-defence, the legis- B ;);thloags rfl?;l?;a.l rights. Ev
eir COHCC.ptj
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s they do not harm others. Hence, anyone
Jon® *1 soses violence, terror, and/or racism s
\Vh(,) LconCCPtion of the good should be con-
thcxrncd by dcmocﬁ}tic institutions. There can be
gmc Ompl‘o‘“ises “f/'ltl'] lrcg:arc‘i :io the application
o cmplo)’m‘fnt o] violence and terror in society,
£ the racist phenomenon should be closely
nitored and supervised.

]OThC argument advanced here is that thoughtful
jemocracy will want to placc‘careful limitations
- freedom of action an‘d.frccdom of speech.
Freedom of speech is a guiding rule, one of the
o undations of dcn.mocracy, but, at the same time,
freedom fiocs not 1mply anarchy, and the right to
excrcise free expression does not include the right
o do unjustitied har‘m to other§. We need to dis-
rnguish between freedom of information, of
SPCCCh,‘ and of the press, and excessive behaviour
that infringes on people’s privacy and undermines

journalisnx wh 1

Ethics in the Media

.. Discussions of the normative roles of the
media must be held within the context of the
social system in which we live. Against the assump-
tion that all societies share the same universal val-

ues and that it is possible to create a unified

explanation for moral attitudes and behaviour
d that different sets of

across cultures, it is argue

values are being upheld in different systems of 'rul-
ing; consequently, . . . media in a democracy differ
greatly from media in an autocracy or in any qthcr
authoritarian system. The expectations are differ-
ent, the abilities cannot be similar because the lex-
icon that the media use in authoritarian systems 18

. ch as
largely dictated by the go"c”lrfmn.t : Tsrmif:luth »
“positive,” “negative,” i ear,l-
“cthics.” and “morality” assume Hiherer ¥ mhic
> : i whic
ings against the backdrop of the Sodct}; ldniffcrcnt
they are expressed. The values 1n Iracl] ar s
from the values in Ausrral;a, thgnv;;ltcl]s Iraq and
: ues i j
are different from the va significantly

: re
: alues in Iran 2
ool th:\cv values of the former three

different from €
ieties. : normative
socllcluicover discussions  °" ;h; S ielop s
O ScfiinellialcavnraBe e i
boundaries of ™ articular social con-

the i
at might influence our ViIEws

. y and no . s
exist between e rmative differences that

The freedom gr

b _anted to t_he media is meant to
pression of society’s various subcul

tures and class, ic i

o T o :ss’o;(t)r:s;;ii t;;iublxc opinion, and to
them and their elected rcprcsr;;gxtm essages bctwee_n
seem to serve the public by cnaall)tlli‘:lcs. Th‘c iy
bers 't 3 : g their mem-
. 0 vent their frustration, by bringing their
in?éitiigtct)hctrlrllco; Ethcnum‘] e e
s . e various developments con-
cerning their future, entertaining, criticising the
actions of the government, and exposing corrup-
tion or irresponsible acts of public delegates.
These are the media’s most important roles, which
can be carried out to their fullest extent in democ-
racies alone.

Democracy and free media live, breathe, and
act under certain basic tenets of liberty and toler-
ance, from which they draw their strength and
vitality, and preserve their independence. The
media are not under an obligation to remain
impartial with regard to all concepts: some con-
cepts may coexist with the principles of democracy
while others contradict them completely. It is for
the media to take a firm stance to defend democ-
racy whenever it is threatened. It is reiterated that
cthics in the media requires the preservation of the
very norms that enable democracy to function. On
this issue, my view differs significantly from the
view of some commentators and from media codes

of conduct.!

Sometimes ethics mig
and self-control by the me
aim is the treatment O

———

ht call for self-restraint
dia. An example for this
¢ the Holocaust and

cl

the Radio/Television News Direc@q{s
Association code begins with the unqualified statement:
«The responsibility of radio and television 1oumal'm§; o

gather and report information of importance and’ erest o
the public accurately, honestly, and impartial
discussion, see

Journalism?,” Journal of Mass Md&b :
(1997), pp. 1-5. R L

1For instance,
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ber 1995, a large

ty. In Octo SO

ism in Israeli socie :
iﬁonstration was held m-tifn to the Oslo

Jerusalem to express OPPOY vernment. Some

Accords and the Rabin 80 scers . in « whieh

demonstrators were carrying po cared wearing

Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin appeared FERCED

the infamous uniform of the Nazi ! £ the pop-

the editor of the pop

il e > Vi;fjlt,h Abronoth, decided to

ular dail)}/1 nc:ysr:a}t’g;; ?u:g photomontages were

ac :
vr:ggr; dtu gng the demonstration, but not to plr(;nf
them in his newspaper. The ratlon-:ale for émp yo
ing self-restraint was that such pictures 1‘.11:6 .tC:I
objectionable and do not deserve .pub icatio f
Printing them would only serve the intentions o
those who portrayed Mr. Rabin as a Nazi. On the
other hand, the daily Ma’ariv ncwspaper.chose to
print the photomontages. To my mlnq, the
approach exhibited by Yedioth Ahronoth is the
right and ethical approach. The newspaper d{d not
fail to report the issue and at the same time did not
serve as a promoter of hatred and incitement. In
the Israeli culture, portraying a person as a Nazi
amounts to calling for his or her death. The media
should not play into the hands of instigators who
wish to undermine democracy.

Some might argue that the printing of such

photos makes a difference, increasing public
awareness regarding the phenomenon of hatred,
and arguably creating a much more intense public
reaction to the level of hatred against a designated
individual or government. I agree: it is one thing
to report of such photos and quite another to
actually show them. The effect is much stronger
when they are printed or broadcast. However, this
rationale fails to adequately take into account the
social context in which these photomontages were
presented and the likelihood that printing them
may mobilise hatred and increase the intense feel-
ings of resentment and alienation among those
opposed to the peace process and the Rabin
government.

Media Responsibility

A discussion of journalism must take into account
the political and economic establishments, the
morals of the nation and the state, the citizens’
basic rights, and the conceptions of good that
guide society. The media pass on information to the

cople; some of this information s
ple to fulfil th;lr obhge.mons as
f information shou|
after investing some th.m.xght in
its possible results. This is both a
and moral claim. The Israeli me;
often do this on security issues but, |
they are much more careless whe
individuals is concerned. The media
act with responsibility and acco
regard to all pieces of information.
Journalists who live in a dem
abstract humans living in some
state. They are citizens who are e
port the democratic procedures
operate, and to exhibit respon
reporting. The entry into the world a
does not exempt citizens from this |
bility. On the contrary, because of
den of affecting the lives of others,
expected to show sensitivity and to
Dworkin (1977) terms “liberal
rights,” first and foremost respect fo
not harming others. Here it is relevant t
that Section Five, “Fair Play” of the
Chi (the Society of Professional Journ
says: “Journalists at all times will show
the dignity, privacy, rights and well-bej
ple encountered in the course of g
presenting the news.”
Obviously, the background rights 1
above, respect for others and not ha
should not be held secondary to co
profit and personal prestige. Journali
only mean increasing the sales of a n
promoting the ratings of certain broad
Journalism also means seeing peop
and not as means—a Kantian de
approach. It implies that the ability to
power lying in the hands of journalists
are reporting in the name of the peo
know might cause unjustified harm
now need to clarify the meaning of ¢
unjustified” harm. ‘
When a person acts corruptly,
dcqce to prove it, the media are :
obhgated, to look into the issue
public scrutiny. This is what is
refer to the media as hayj
democracy. To fulfil thi
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s o es for obtaini

e batlon Was not satisfied "all"llr:mg st
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detail and submi
mitted |
Waildtone o lmst:ngthy reports. The footage

vivid - ¢
would nevertheless have told at‘;:ci sgg:;"-rful but it

have been interviewed in

Categorising Events

We may diff 4
ifferentiate am
g ong several types of

exai;j:? Zg :f:aisli’svt[{ 505“7;1'11%_11'5 R
tragic death of Dia;;m}’c') -a B o W Y

: , Princess of Wales; earth-
quz{kcs; a train overturning; missile attacks on the
Qahlee; delays at airports across Australia; bombs
in the London underground; a scientific discovery;
attempts by Dr. Philip Nitschke to fashion a pill
that can end people’s lives; a technological break-
through; the opening of a newspaper; parliamen-
tary elections; corruption in a local city council; a
massacre on a bus; the death of famous movie stars
or public figures (cclebritics).

2. Gossip-events that are of little social value but
ave of interest 10 the public. Frequently reporting
such events might intrude on people’s privacy:

Reporting of these events feeds the voyeuristic\
needs of many of us, to various extents. Many of
us enjoy learning the details of what is thOL}ght to
be unattainable by the common people. If I can-
not be like the “significant others,” at 1east‘1
would like to know about their lifestyle: what liv-
ing in a castle with servants is like; the pros and
cons of living with three wives; wh;thcr Jelena
Dokic, the young and taleqte@ tennis player, .has
time for a social life; what it is like to b‘e an 1dolx§ed
rock star; what Michael Jordan eats tor brcakfas&;
why 2 politician chose to divorce her ‘husgan( b
Many of these gossip events can be quite ar?a.
For instance, millions of women are pregnag?.t
around the globe at any given time. The media
usually do not regard this as newsworthy. ?utixt
might attract public interest if tbe woman 1s 3 ‘soap
opera star or a leading actress in one of the com-

mercial TV series. Many Viewers of Melrose Pluc.e
owing that their

would be very interested in kn :
acter is actually pregnant 1n her

hey would begin to ponder and

favourite char
private life. T
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s: Will the charac-

bout various qu'cstl pregnant %
he acts out in the serics 5 s ¥ i
terlli 5Vill the series produccrs try '
well? i K
pregnancy? Will the star h?allydg]e sl
lacement be found in case t - i
xl:)pt fit the produccrs’ plans? Wwill they

N - ies dur-
forbid, to terminate the mrr}mg Of, th.e >S?[f111€sc are
in thé advanced months of pregn“mq;‘;)llowcrs of
toﬁ priority questions for the captive

he series. SEEE e g
t People often suffer from various ailm 3

minor and severe, and in most cases thesei1 alrlr}?::fis
are not reported to the public. O_n thc:l .c?t‘ et L i;’
mere laryngitis could become of Pub ic m. iidd
it is the throat of Luciano Pavarotti. This b‘}. nch

might have dire consequences that coqld aff,cct t e
tenor’s career in the long run, or the viewer's plans

to attend his next week’s performance.
In this context, we should make two relevant

distinctions. The first is between people who
choose a life of self-publicity, like politicians,
diplomats, and people in show business, anfi peo-
ple who choose a life that would predictably
attract media attention, like artists or footballers.
The media are not usually interested in this dis-
tinction and would cover their personal stories if
they thought this might increase sales and ratings.
People who choose professions that attract public
attention should realise that media intrusion is an
unavoidable side effect. People who would wish to
reduce this side effect should not cooperate with
the media on all matters, positive and negative.
The second distinction is much more impor-
tant, morally speaking. It differentiates between
celebrities and public figures who choose their
position, and ordinary people. For some people,
honour is the primary asset they have. A careless
report might destroy their lives irreversibly.
Ordinary people do not usually enjoy access to the
media and could not adequately respond to media
allegations. Public figures, on the other hand, have
assets and ability to respond. People who have
knowingly chosen to live in the spotlight are aware
of the price they must pay. As success increases, the
ability of a politician or a celebrity to maintain a
private life decreases drastically. In the words of
President Harry Truman: “If you cannot stand the
heat, stay out of the kitchen.” A married politician
who takes a lover should not be surprised to find
this information in the gossip columns. If that

on
speculate a

y does

. ian is known to preach family | &
g?(:lrt;r;, then the knowledge of th%% tt‘iof“\
the front page. s it i o&e

Gossip is not supposed to be stripped of .., . 1"1.}55“
cither. People’s honour must be deal W“Mﬁ;ﬁ 50
and the boundaries of decorum mM&aﬁﬁ:‘y b.b P
tained. Pure voyeurism r'mght. - b t"'(t""‘ |
harm to celebrities and their tanzlhcs, and ﬂ.lf{{lr
attitude does not a‘:id tO 2 pApEr STEPUIEIHSIN t‘J'r“‘

In Great Britain, members of‘ royalty rarely hllpl
complain against the press. One of the rare oo/ | o
sions? in which a complaint was issued tO0k place vy

in 1995, when Earl Spencer filed Complmt&ﬂk

s Complaints Commission (PCC) againg ¢ ;
II)\;:;s 0fth3pWorld, thc People, anq thc'Dﬁmt: o
for publishing stories about his wife’mm e
receiving treatment in a private addiction ¢ T
arguing that they Llﬂ]ll?tlﬁab!y mtrudcd; upon her b
privacy in breach of Sec.tlon's 4 (Pr 6 p
(Hospitals and similar m§t1tun?ng.);_‘,.,m& 4
(Harassment) of the Code of Practice. The com- 9

|

plaints were all upheld. The Commis
that, to justify such an intrusion, the news
required to demonstrate that publication v
in the public interest. The newspapers had
offer any sufficient argument to sustain their
tion on this point (PCC Report).
A further note should be made disting
between people who choose to become s
ures and people who provoke public attenti
result of a deed or speech but would wish t
their anonymity. On occasion, people
unintentionally into the spotlight, under
stances that are not within their control. V
phase passes, they wish to regain their priv
return to normal life. The media should
from intruding into these people’s private
should respect their privacy, especially w

2In 1996, Charles Anson, Press Secretary
complained that an analysis of The Queen’s p
and that of other members of the Royal

a feature entitled “The Rich 500” in the
issue of the magazine, Business Age, was
leading, in breach of Clause 1 (Acc
(Comment, conjecture and fact) of th
The Commission upheld the compla
article presented speculation as estél is!

number of errors (PCC Report (/
No. 34 (London). P“ﬂ? :



- certain details could he}rm.one Or more of
Gure © e involved. quk, for instance, 3t the
e P‘;Os}:or\’ of Oliver Sipple, the ex-marine whe
pgin‘fll(led 2 gun out of the hands of a would-pe
ko< " ¢ then American President Gerald Forg
assasS} Jfter the incident, the media revealed that'
Shof]‘e yas active in the San Francisco gay commy.
SlPPkl fact that had not been known tg Sipple’s
y, who thereupon broke off relations with
‘ His entire life was shattered as a result of this
blication. The good deed he had done brought
Jbout extremely harmful consequences for Sipple.

3, Heighvened events. These are events that acty-
ally take place but are not dramatic enough for
| jeporters, SO they chogse to embellish them a lit-
‘de. In 1985, Armenian terrorists attacked the
Turkish embassy in Ottawa, Canada. They held
hostages in the embassy and during the siege of
the building one of the reporters asked if the kid-
nappers had more specific demands besides the
| general ones they had stated previously. In a dif:
ferent incident a reporter asked the kidnappers if
they intended to set an ultimatum, when none had
been stated earlier (Crelinstein, 1992, pp.
208-238). Supposedly, that reporter was not satis-
fied with the existing tension and he wished to
raise its level. (There have been cases of politicians
interviewing “off the record,” making statements
hose shock value caused journalists to go back
on their word and publish the information.)

4. Exaggerated events and twisted stories. These
are reports of events that have taken place but the
media try to tamper with their true proportions or
to twist the details. When a famous British dlplo’-
mat was arriving in New York, he was warned by a
Ti ic s. One reporter
friend about the American reporter g
sked him: “Do you plan to visit any n:g ;t IL i
vhile you are in New York, Lord SCIW)’!?’-” T;C"Vf}(’)l:
Are there any night clubs in New Yor. g
b o repoll;ter’sa[:lcyw;fgal[:: clubs in
tory bi%:n%ﬁft w‘-l:srctt:cc:icrst question Britltslh
E L Lord Selwyn asked yesterday a564 )e
e r(ijers % Mathews, 1988, p- O%/
examples ca-n.bc :‘:‘;afn

of Israeli politics- ':n 4
he funeral of Prl

at onc
) re Orth th
- media rep ¢ courtyard

Minister Yitzhak
million people
to pay their

Mately 30,060 ptcecl)‘p(ltfimates |

hgl ;\hr':: z’grk Post told the stor
i fcr(::;v ‘til::cacar-old girl on 3 grassy
passing m?torists stoppcdart): attaﬂ‘ highwa'y \'Vhi]c
o il A to watch. The incident

Y of a man whe

11 i .
cars (Kurtz, 1993, Pp.cgs?ggl)r_ld their abandoned

In the financial and admj

me
e e S o
embezzling large S)l,lnl;): lf? S e -y
funds. Long after th ot money from public
‘| e scandal dissipates the charges
are oftf:n dropped for lack of evidence or the
dimensions of the fraudulent act turn out to be
mu_ch smaller in scope than was initially reported.
Thls Is not to say that there is no room for report-
ing such stories. They must be reported, but in a
responsible manner, proportionate to the suspi-
cions, without exaggeration. Obviously, all embez-
zlement must be condemned, but proportion
must be kept. There is a substantial difference
between headlines that hint of corruption and
bribery, and reports of mismanagement of public
funds or auctions. If] after a thorough investiga-
tion the accused is found innocent, the acquittal
must be reported with the same degree of empha-
sis used to report the alleged accusations.

nistrative arenas, the

5. Staged events. These are events that probably
would not have occurred had the media not been
present. Here we must differentiate between cases
in which the media were invited to cover an event,
and cases where the media initiated events.

In Israel, a female member of Kncgct chose to
take a dip in the Mediterranean specifically on the
Day of Atonement, the most sacre.d day on the
Jewish calendar. A photographer “just happcned
to be there” and snapped the shot, showing the

in her bikini.
Mlétl:gcd events can be harmfgl. In March 1983,
Cecil Andrews ignited himself in protest at local
unemployment rates. The event was captured by a
local TV crew that was invited in advance by Mr.
Andrews. After the event, some searching ques-
tions were raised as to the role of the TV crew:
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Andrews have s€t hlmti.cgl; r;1ot. It is
V}YOUIdmA:rre;s not been there? Proba
the ca

3
asonable to €X J crew t'(r)lsttre}-; to Stop

;f:csi(r)ews from igniting hxmsc?lf, i

the film for thirty-seven terrl

that this is a cas¢ of 1

behaviour.
In some cases, t

the Intifada, the Pale
pied territories, foreign te
Palestinian youth to create €ve

: * the
Deputy Head of t : :
g:rr\?ilcci (SI?IABAC), now Member of Knesse

Gideon Ezra (1996), said that dur'ing thcf\lrllfersgﬁ
foreign reporters used to convene in thfj e
Colony hotel in East Jerusalem and 1Ins$ g R
events before sending their photogr:aphcrs to t
territories. He testified that they paid Palestinian
youth $50 for stone throwing and $100 for
Molotov cocktails.

6. Fictitious events. These events have no con-
nection to reality, or at least no tangible proof that

they occurred. ' ;
A notorious false news item was Jimmy’s World,

published on the front page of the Washington
Post. The author, Janet Cooke, won the Pulitzer
prize for that heartbreaking story about an eight-
year-old and a third generation heroin addict, “a
precocious little boy with sandy hair, velvety
brown eyes and needle marks freckling the baby
smooth skin of his thin brown arms.” The story
ended by providing a detailed account of how
Ron, Jimmy’s mother’s lover, grabs the child’s left
arm, “his massive hand tightly encircling the
child’s small limb. The needle slides into the boy’s
soft skin like a straw pushed into the centre of a
freshly baked cake. Liquid ebbs out of the syringe,
replaced by bright red blood. The blood is then
reinjected into the child,” and Ron says “Pretty
soon you got to learn how to do this for yourself”
(Cooke, 1980, p. Al). Later, it turned out that the
story was completely fictitious and that Jimmy was
a figment of her imagination. Janet Cooke was dis-
missed and was forced to return the prize she had
received.

pCCt a

nitiate events. During
ising i ccu-
lestinian uprising 11 thc: o o
levision Crews direc
nts for the cameras.
General Security

he media i

The Boundaries of Media Coverage

I argue that only real events and gossip belong in
the realm of acceptable coverage. In cases covering

O f propriety ..
¥ ties-for-a-day, rules o Propriety
‘elﬁl;lr:i The media shoqld not aid in smg;::;jt be
;poting, or eXaggerating events or p, = Pro-

Moreover, the mcdi? 11aCt' ir{espgmbgozsd
jmmorally 1n all of the following instances.
Reporting events on tt}c basis of mim%
without supporting evidence and Wiﬁmu{
cross checking sources and testimonj 1
Reporting imPrcciscly in the interest of cre.
ating a sensational response. _
Media coverage that shows no consid, b
other than “the public has the right {an
all that I am seeing” without regard to e
consequences is immoral. For instance,
reporting is immoral.whcn th? media b ;
cast terrorist events live, unc'dltcd, and, as 5
consequence, some of the victims’ relatives
are informed of the deaths of their loved-
ones by means of the shocking pictures. s
e The media act in ways that might endanger
lives. On one of the first days of the ﬁ%
kidnapping in Iran in 1979,anN'B(; porter
reported that two American emissaries
been sent to Teheran. The report was bro:
cast against the better judgement of the
government and seemed to contradict un
standings reached with the Iranian goverr
ment. A short time after the report, Ayato
Khomeini stated that the two emissaries
would not be welcome in Teheran (Si¢!
1990, p. 242). Considering that lives
people who were held hostage in a h
country were at stake, it was an irrespe
ble act. It was certainly possible to del
report and to give the diplomatic char
chance to succeed away from the spot

In 1986, Lord Chalfont wrote the foll

Unless newspaper editors, and those who con-
trol our radio and television programs, reco
nise their responsibility and act accordi
they might well find themselves facing pre:
for some kind of legislative regulation ©

reporting of terrorism and the interviewing
terrorists.3

3See the 1988 British Ministerial directives to
the Independent Broadcasting Authority (I
from broadcasting interviews with mem ardl
f)rga‘nizations as defined in the Prevention:
islation. (See Chalfont, 1986.)



Jusion
. should be placed on media coverage.
mn:)t; speech is a fundamental right, ap
I;,ccdonlr anchor of democracy, but it should ot
f‘”m an uncontrolled manner. Unlimited lip-
o | unqualified tolerance mlght_dcteriorate
Frt) ‘Jnarch)’ and lawlessness, and, in such an
into shere, democracy would find it quite diff-
armots(i function and the media would be one of
cultﬁrsr institutions to be undermined.
rhCToday’S public is more aware of the power of
he media and is more Wl,lllng to voice ‘its dissent
when it finds the media’s conduct offensive or
unacceptable. It scems that ten years ago the pub-
lication of a correction was a rare occurrence,
whereas nowadays people complain more and
media agencies are more willing to admit their
mistakes. The media understand that it is better
for them to control their own agencies rather than
for the state to intervene through the legislature
| and the courts.

Cone
Ll'n]i[d[

l'mp()r
be Uscd
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Privacy, Politics,

DENNIS F. THOMPSON

> THE PRESS REPORT about the pri-
s> The most common

be called the rele-

WHAT SHOULI RES!
vate lives of public official
is bz at may :
answer is based on wha o
vance standard: Private conduct should be pul

S
-ized only if it is relevant to the ofhcml s
G2 il ic office. Although this stan
performance in public office. Although THI® =
dard is often invoked by journal@ts and polmuanii
its justification has often been mlsundcrstood, im
the interpretation of its scope has been incomplete
and overly broad. If the standard were more hrm!)f
grounded in the requirements of thc democratic
process, it would better serve as a guide to ma.kl.ng
and criticizing decisions about what to publicize
about the private lives of public officials.

Justification: Why Shonld
the Press Respect the Privacy
of Public Officials?

Any adequate justification for respecting the pri-
vacy of public officials must be based in part on
what the democratic process requires. In virtually
all conceptions of democracy, officials should be
accountable to citizens. Citizens should be able to
hold public officials accountable for their decisions
and policies, and therefore citizens must have
information that enables them to judge how well
officials are doing, or are likely to do, their jobs.
This accountability requirement provides a rea-
son to override or diminish the right of privacy
that officials otherwise have. It is clear enough that
the requirement justifies making some conduct
public that is ordinarily private: the financial affairs
of officials and their family members; health
records; drug use; names of friends, relatives, and
close associates; gifts received; outside employ-
ment; and sexual activity related to the job. Sexual
harassment, as now defined in the law on the sub-
ject, is not a private matter.

Dennis F. Thompson is Alfred N. Whitehead Professor of Political Philosophy at Harvard

University. ;

“Privacy, Politics, and the Press,” The Harvard International Journal of Press /Politics ( 1998),

pp. 103-13. Reprinted with kind permission of the author.

and the Press

The accountability requirement |
implication that is less notic::d but
tant. The requirement provides a
publicity about private 'hvcs. When s
undermines the practice of acco
publicity should be 11.11'11tcd. How
undermine accountalnllty:> The m
way is through the operation of a poli
of Gresham’s law: Cheap talk drives
talk. This is not because people hoa
talk in the hope that they might be a
later, as Gresham thought people
higher-value currency, but because th
attracts readers and viewers, even th
their more reflective hours, would pr
talk. !

Talk about private lives is “cheap”
First, the information is usually more
engaging and more readily compre
information about job performance.
information itself is less reliable, simply b
is usually less accessible and less com
We usually know less about private life
a particular case, but also in past
which we need to know in order to ma ‘
izations about the effects of private co
public performance. .

Given these characteristics, informati
private life has the tendency to domin
forms of information, lower the overall
public discourse, and thereby diminish d
accountability. Informing citizens ab
matters makes it harder for them to be
about other matters. The coverage of
Lewinsky affair dominated media disct
only important new policy proposals o
Segurity, health insurance, and campaif
r_cform, but also attempts to explain
tion on Iraq in preparation for m



ol polirical attentipn. from the pub-

) affects only opinion leadgfs and
i ¥ Siical classes, 1t L'fl’n‘?tlu h'av.e.thc etfect of

» system of auountflbnhty.

(k" o in the absence of scandal, citizens

0 36] éaﬁsélrﬂy pay more attention to the more

i ﬂoflfl  issues of the day. Some citizens would
impormbt mply ignore political reporting com-
10 dq IAnd reporting scandals might even some-
ple ’}ncrcase interest in Politics: Some viewers
im0 1 the pevl\(/s t(? h(r;d (})lut the latest about
i con and Lewinsky, and then stay to see a

eport 0D Jraq that they would otherwise have

missed- 3 i
What exactly are the effects of the coverage of

3 adalous private conduc‘t? This is an empirical

Jestion and one that unfortunately has received
jittle serious investigation by social scientists. But
the considered judgments of most citizens in this
and similar cases is that they do not need to know
about the sexual affairs of their leaders,! and that
the press pays too much attention to leaders’ pri-

vate lives.2
Comparative studies suggest that the U.S. press
is overly preoccupied with private life. Compared
to the press in most other advanced democracies,
our press is much more inclined to report on the
private lives of officials. A recent study of journal-
ists’ attitudes in four European democracies and
the United States found that “U.S. journalists are
the least scrupulous group when it comes to the
private lives of public officials.” Nearly 90 percent
disagreed with the statement that “]ourn‘allst,s:
should not delve into their personal lives

(Donsbach 1995:22).

i alysi e press coverage of
1A comparative content analysis of th Ay o
-0 and Bill Clinton in
Gary Hart in the 1988 campaigh s
found that the stories of the aﬁalr‘s domxl{ S "
of Hart’s campaign but “did not fully ec 1}“ T S
i i iti -ause the press © ;
Clinton’s issue posxtmn‘sfbcga LS e
Gennifer

ercurl

on the accuser,

Star” (Payne and M

2Sixty-four pereeits importan
Wit t 1

hat it is n¢

J hip was” P

. from le
e ship from 5
relation Portant for the public

ghat it B m: d Lewinsky O lie. (]am.cs
j Intern, President Stays in
b. 24, 1998: 1 A, 14A.

dents in 2 February 1998 sur-
¢ for the public to lfnow
en Clinton and Lewinsky.
gal testimony about
to know

vey said
“what the relations
Distinguishing ¢
it, 61 percent i encour
linton “Despitc

lder,
E ﬁrk ﬁma’ Fe

whether €
Bennet with ]
Good Graces,

anet
”

Tkr)mpson; Pripg o,

Politics, gy the Press
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If the relevance sty
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¢y of Publsc
the Press Respect?

. n b
Ity, the scope of Con:iiil;l tlfl ba-sed on accountabil-
less than is often as at it would publicize is

S
b lumcd. T\yo general features of
g rless 'pubhuty. First, because the
accountability are a matter of degre
e’

the standard foc i

Proportic)n.d ;ﬁ;us.cs attention on questions of
whether, but t issue should not be simply
should ée ubl'(?' what extent, private conduct
Y put luzc.d. Th_e standard thus still has
Even th:r?etShl: svtva}::zlt;rlc)ln(;,atc Wil is relevant.
age, it may require adj - Proiby i
time or space d ]us;mg ehie amount of air-
compared tg oth evoted to private conduct

er issues.

A second consequence of basing the relevance
standard on accountability is a shift in focus from
conduct that affects job performance to conduct
that citizens need to assess job performance. This
shift builds into the standard some limits on intru-
sion. Citizens do not need to know, for example,
about the drinking habits of an official because the
alleged effects can be discovered by observing his
actions on the job. More generally, in this inter-
pretation of the standard, the press should con-
centrate more on the effects of private behavior
and less on the behavior itself.

Four main types of conditions or considerations
determine whether and to what extent private
conduct is relevant. The conditions refer to the
publicness of the conduct, the character of the
official in question, the reactions of the audience,
and the effects on the political process. The signif-
icance of these conditions can be brought out by
examining a case that has some parallels to recent
events but is less cluttered with political con-
tention. (The case also has the advantage of offcr.—
ing some insight into how editors think about this
issue, because many spoke candidly about how
they arrived at their decision to publish the s'gory.).

In the mid-1980s, John Fedders, the chief of
the enforcement division of the Securities and
Exchange Commission (SEQ), rcsigned‘sh(.)rtly
after the Wall Street Journal reported on its front
page that he had repeatedly beaten his. wife.
Although his wife’s charges had appeared in the
public record at the start of the divorce proceed-
ings nearly a year and a half earlier, virtually no one
had taken notice until the Journal's story
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nal had been told about the

appeared.? (The ]om’c e decided then against

em a year befor I od that
proct):ting ity) White House officials ldﬁ:: gy’
::l:fle this information begfxmc sodpg;k e(i P
could not remain in office ana 2
resignation.

ifi 1 uge
Can this disclosure be justified? The first refug

of a harried editor in face of such a story 1; ;?ottl;y
to find some connection, however Y
. te conduct and the job perform
between the private con : o
ance. The trouble was that Fedder‘s‘ s penchant
ik e b iceable effects on his job

wife-beating had no noticea 5 s

performance. By all accounts, Fedders’s pe

ance on the job had been exemplary.

Nevertheless, some editors, intent on p
ing the story but not wanting to offend against the
relevance standard, claimed that they had fOLll:ld an
effect on performance. Demonstrating how far an
editor is willing to stretch the relevance standard,

Ben Bradlee of the Washington Post insisted that

Fedders’s private conduct “intrudes on his per-

formance of his duties” because “the fact is that

he’s not at work, he’s in court.” This argument is

an abuse of the relevance standard because its
claims can be shown to be false and can be shown
to be so without publicizing anything about
Fedders’s private life. If the claim is that an ofticial
is distracted from his public duties, the press can
simply report that he is not on the job. (They
could give some general description of the reason,
such as his appearance in court, if necessary to
indicate how long the absence is likely to be and
whether it is justifiable.)

The managing editor of the Journal, Norman
Pearlstine, said the decision to run the story was
“the toughest call I’ve had to make since I’ve been
in the job.”> He finally decided to override the
paper’s general rule respecting the privacy of pub-
lic officials because of the whole set of facts sur-
rounding the case:

publish—

[Fedders had] admitted in public the charges
of wife-beating . . . He is one of the important
law enforcement officials in the country . . .
[There were] questions raised about his

3Brooks Jackson, “John Fedders of SEC Is Pummeled by
Legal and Personal Problems,” Wall Street Journal, Feb. 25,
1985.

4Stuart Taylor, “Life in the Spotlight: Agony of Getting
Burned,” New York Times, Feb. 27, 1985.
5Ibid.

indebtedness . . . The White Hoyge

Was 3

of the issue of famjly violence and scemeq re x\‘c o
concerned about it.8 to be \‘\.\;({5("

/ (3

Pearlstine’s justification captures bettey ‘\; L(ﬂl
claims of other editors the complexity of decig, (le J
of this kind and provides a useful start fo, an‘?ns ]‘o(c 7

ing the conditions that should be il aiyz- ““5;\,’
account in applying the relevance standarg — © . \\f“
¥ { ‘ 19
Publicness of the Conduct e
: = 0F
The first factor that almost all editors Mentione, \x\f;c‘
about this case is that the conduct was already o F;‘.\\\‘S

the public record. Abe F.\osenthal, the exccutiye | ‘
editor of the New York Times, took this as q gy the

cient justification: “Wl‘lc'n stories of repeated Wife. \\;s‘\
beating by a public official . . . _becomc Part of the ) Lg
public record, they must be~pr1ntcd,”7 ‘.’A?

Pearlstine was more careful. For him, Feddery us
public admission of guilt, not just tbc publicnesg mf
of the proceedings, was essential. This may be tgq ‘\\‘
strong a condition in some cases, as We may some- t\\

times want an allegation of wrongdoing to be dis-
closed even if the accused denies it. But we ought |
to require some independent test of the plausibil-
ity of the charges beyond the fact that the charges
are made in public.

This case illustrates clearly that the press itself
often determines what is on the public record that
counts. For Fedders, the difference between a
court record and the front page of the Journalwas
the difference between holding public office or
resigning in disgrace. More generally, the fact that
conduct comes to light whether as a result of court
proceedings or (more commonly) through less
reputable means does not automatically justify giv-
ing it still more exposure. Just because an activity
is public (even legitimately so) does not mean that
it should be more widely publicized. Failure to
make this simple distinction leads to the common
mistake that Rosenthal made. ‘1 '

Similarly, the fact that the story is likely
published elsewhere (“If we don’t run it, S
body else will.”) is not itself a sufficient jus
tion. If it were, almost any story col
considered legitimate, whether actually
already or only imminently so—if not in t
Street Journal, then in the Daily News, or

6Ibid.
71Ibid.



y News then in the Drudge Report. Op
he ,/,lc{vancﬁ standard, properly interpreted, i
the r:‘cl diﬂ_,crcnce where T.hC story lS. Pllblishcd\
make® * e that is becoming more important in
i dittc;mtf_ cyber-publicity. Publication
b o el N in the
rhc.tﬂ or its local counterparF) gives a story
/(W/fl redibility and has more effect on political
re “,(m and accountability than does publica-
151 the tabloids or on most of the Interner.
nof%hc respectable press often tries to avoid this
jjemma by 2 @c.hnique that may be called “mers.
S oorting”: writing about the fact that the less
;:spcctﬂbk press is writing about private scandals,
Thus the New .Yorlz Times publishes 3 story about
the unsubstantiated rumors that the Daily News
has publishcd.al.wom Clinton and Lewinsky—com-
plete \\’{th mlmaugre 1jcprodu.ct10ns of the front
pages of th’e‘News. This technique might be more
justifiable 1f.the. respectable press were not S0
much more inclined to engage in meta-reporting
about stories that feature sex than about stories
that reveal other failings of their fellow journalists.
Thus, although the judgment that the private con-
duct is legitimately publicly known is a necessary
condition for reporting about it, it is not suffi-
cent—and certainly not for determining how
extensive that reporting should be.

Unity of Character

A second condition is that the private condu;‘t
must reveal important charactcr flaws tha;) lariv ;eat
evant to the official’s job. Thatis presun?an XCCth
Pearlstine had in mind when he -f S
’ al debts and spousal abusc
Fedders’s personal de dhial, Citizens may
his role as a law cnforccmcnf)o tc;n.ofﬁt’i e
reasonably want to know 3_0‘1’:ncc and personal
dency toward SCEE. vxfson is responsible for
. 3 e 4 i ¥
indebtedness when that p ulating the finances of
enforcing the law and f€8 ;
ific than the
others. . here is more specific than tnt
Pearlstine’s clatm 8828 - = paracter argument,
s 9 al. The general
more commomn HSEEEs eneral.
e iscriminati® aracter flaws
which is undisett o
. 1er” tc
claim that prVasE Py
nd evel ft
that are bout " ersion © A
a psychOlOglL:iﬁuﬁs: s, per
unity of the ¥

¢ reveals ch flaw
Ltto show up on the ](?b is
he classical idea of th_c
who mistreats his

4
B

k: Focus Turns Elsewhere in
K.

.. NoteboC & Times, Feb. 4, 1998.
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gues; 4 person

t tem :
€ temptag; ; Per is not
¢ shoulq B Warp ation to [je.

far as character is concer

we should be primarily interested in the polilt]ii(il,
virtues—respect for the law and the Constitution,
a sensc. of fairness, honesty in official dealings.
These virtues may not be correlated at all with per-
sonal ones. And the vices that the press seems
most interested in—the sins of sex—are those that
are probably least closely connected with the polit-
ical vices.

Character is sometimes thought to be relevant
in a different, more symbolic way. Officials repre-
sent us by who they are as much as by what they
do: We need to know if their character makes them
fit for moral leadership—for serving as role mod-
els for our youth and virtuous spokespeople for
our nation. But this conception of public office is
too demanding, as most citizens seem to recog-
nize. They seek leaders whose characters display
the political virtues, but most do not believc that
even the president should be held to hlgher.n.loral
standards in his private life than ordinary citizens
are.? The question is not whether it would be

9About 53 percent of the respondents in a na.tifmal survey
in 1998 in the aftermath of the Lewinsky publicity S'A.lfi that
«when it comes to conduct in one’s personal life the
President should be held to the same standard you hold
yourself,” while 44 percent said that he should be held to a
higher standard. (Roper Center, “CBS News, New York
Times” [conducted Feb. 19-21], rclcasgi_ Feb. 2:":, 1998,
University of Connecticut: Public Opinion Online.) An
overwhelming majority, 84 percent, agree thaf “so.mcun_c
can still be a good president even if they do things in their
personal life that you disapprove of.” (Ibid.)
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is as moral in i
but whether 1t 15
he distortions ©

to make pri-

a leader who
plic lite,
and t
required

desirable to have 2
private life as 10 his pu g
worth the sacrifice of pr1v alc,
public debate that wou'lgi wson
vate probity 2 JO lification.

If th haractj i ifically related to the
the ch:

ait is SPECl : :
e } ant is strongel,

: S s S
iob, the case for considering 1t rele i
18 nnection is only symbolic.

s 2son that Pearlstine thought
perhaps part of the reason o
that Fedders’s domestic violence wa il
his role as a law enforcement official: 1t lwa e
that Fedders might actually condone viq emivate
other law-breaking on the job, but that his ‘pr' o
conduct symbolically repudiated the specific v;: le
that an official in his position is sworf to uphold.
Even smoking cigarettes in the privacy of one's

in the case of

home may be a legitimate target -
some public officials. Responding to stories 1 Fhe
William Bennett had to give up smoking

press, ‘
¢ was head of the Drug Enforcement

when h
Agency.

Reactions of the Public

Pearlstine’s allusion to the Reagan administra-
tion’s campaign against domestic violence intro-
duces a third condition. It refers to reactive eftects:
The private conduct affects job performance not
because of what the officials themselves do but
because of the reaction of other people when they
find out about the conduct. If the Reagan admin-
istration had allowed Fedders to stay on the job,
his reputation might have made it more difficult to
continue the campaign against domestic violence
and, more generally, the effort to promote family
values. Anticipating these effects, an editor might
reasonably find the private conduct relevant.

But we should be careful about appealing to
reactive effects. The anticipated reaction of other
people should almost never count as a sufficient
reason to publicize further what would otherwise
be private. The missing step in the argument—the
one factor that Pearlstine and none of the editors
mention—is the assumption that the private con-

duct itself is morally wrong and that the antici-
pated reactions of other people are therefore
morally justified.

Why this step is essential can be seen more
clearly if we consider the cases of the “outing” of
homosexuals in public office. The fact that con-

stituents will vote against their CONServyy
1an if they find out he is gay js g

A blicizing his sexual orj 0 1%
reason for publiciziiig - r 1al orientatigy o @ W a8 ine
mainstream press was right NOT o disclgsey The ne g or
that the chief spokesman for the Pentagey g o e
the Gulf War is gay, CVCn.though some oppe. g -o‘““mﬂ&'r
of the military’s policy of excluding gaygiggrits e a8
military sought to publicize the fact. the e r(s wil
If the congressman had actively oppege B CL"{Q g2 e
cights, of if the Pentagon spo}cesma_n had Prong o\“‘“’
nently defended the military’s policy, the or G 1
would have had a reasontOIHERES his sexua| B p Vio’” J
entation. But the fCasOREEE, simply that e, fout
officials should be pum'shed .fOI‘ their hypogﬁsy The -p\“
but that their hypocrisy is serving a morally objec. Othc‘[ &b
tionable cause. - _\bO“‘bO\
There is an important qualification to the gep. ing ‘ 34
eral rule that reactive effects should not count g, officke i
reason for exposure unless the reactions ape Xf\j
morally justified. If the official flagrantly disregards ¢hat ¢ 1
such reactions—in effect inviting scrutiny of pri- ens
vate conduct that offends many people—the press Jctivit
may be justified in exposing it, whether or notitis othet
in itself wrong. Perhaps the press should not spy ably
on a prominent senator who goes off on a yacht pum
for a rendezvous with his mistress, but when he that
declares himself a family man and dares the press have
to prove otherwise, the press has a reason, though ind'
not necessarily a sufficient reason, to expose his car
activities. The senator is guilty of failing to take val
into account the reasonable reactions of citizens.
Officials who behave in this way display a for w
of the traditional vice of “giving scandal™ s¢
S

Thomist ethics, “giving scandal” is defined as
viding the “occasion for another’s fall” (Th
Aquinas 1972:109-37). In secular terms, Wwe
could say that a public official who fails to
into account the reasonable reactions of Citiz
fails to fulfill an important public duty, and ¢it
cigsel‘ve to know about that failure. If the repe
of President Clinton’s escapades with
Lewinsky are true, he is guilty of “giving scan
Except for the issue of perjury, this may ul
be thc? strongest justification for the press
ing his aftair differently from the more d
alleged relationships of Bob Dole and
Bush. '
: If journalists invoke reactive effects
ing .the relevance standard, they ca
making substantive moral judgments.



L Jisclose on t‘hc grounds that citi-
” ch‘IﬂSC s should deqde »‘\{hetber the con-
;gnS [ht‘:,sriﬁ‘-ll’l"* rhf:y are in effect judging that
dlld y ']ci}mt d l‘CﬂCtl_(,)nS. are' n0t.l?ad CHOLIgh to
e Jn‘rlh he value of mformmg citizens about the
ol'”‘fli Jnce the story is out, the decision has

cof“‘j,' e without judging the extent to which
mati>* 3 1cipat] : o
peen ions they are anticipating are justifiable,

e 1€ will not be able to distinguish between
C"[.n # homosexual and exposing a wife beater.
olm

pﬂoﬂf}’ in the Process

e fourth gondition relates private conduct to
ther public issues: To what extent _d_ocs knowing
Jbout this conduct help or hinder citizens’ know-
ing about other matters they need to know to hold
officials accountable? ‘
In the Fedders case, 1t would be hard to argue
(hat publicity about his private life distracted citi-
zens from attending to more important traits or
aaivities~whether his or those of the SEC or
other officials and institutions. The publicity prob-
ably brought more attention to the SEC. (The
qumber of people who learned for the first time
that the SEC had an enforcement division must
have increased substantially.) And the publicity
indirectly gave a boost to the administration’s
campaigns against domestic abuse and for family
values.
But in most cases—especi
| traditional personal vices suc
sex—the Gresham effects ar
salient. Even when this kind of privat et
some clear relevance for judging the quahhcatlﬁﬁf
| of a public official, it rends to assume more prl(:car-
nence than it deserves. confirmation Nee
ings of Clarence Thomas,
and the Senate Judiciary C
attention to Clarence "
Anita Hill than to hi
Gresham effects are €SP
b this and similafEaaee
' made under tight constrail
' distortions in the process
be corrected- oW
The Gresham ef ?Lglfrcnce
cases like those Oulatlvc ¢

4 -um

Clinton. The %7 ¢ jn num i
cases, as iekess
\d ’

ally when they involve
h as drink, drugs, and
e likely to be more
e conduct has

ricular

d par
ell beyond P " piy)

s an

n: P 1 c 'y P S,

controversies about

ri .«
The more citizens hp vate life than to public life.

on the finer points o?[sl:xth?r skills of deliberation
ual encounters (w
ould he

have really put

prepared };op de\l?cel:) hal}:d'ther(:?)-,' i g
hek e pt Cir capacities to deliberate
g uances of public policy (should he sup-
dclibcrati:)cr:“sgl:trsl (i)I:tSocial Sccu}:ity?). Democratic

_ O a rut—the ru i

might be gallcd. That is not the best ;l:cfcszusér:
duct the discourse of democratic accountability.

Conclusion

To return to Pearlstine’s decision: Should he have
run the story about Fedders? The decision was jus-
tified because Fedders’s conduct satisfies the rele-
vance standard: It is the kind of conduct about
which citizens or their representatives need to
know to hold an official in Fedders’s position
accountable, and the extent of the publicity was
proportionate to the relevance. More specifically,
Fedders’s conduct was already public, and legiti-
mately so. The character flaws that the conduct
revealed were closely and specifically connected to
his job. There was reason to believe that the neg-
ative public reaction was morally justified because
the conduct is a serious moral wrong. And most
important, there were no significant Gresham
effects. ‘ ‘
Just as important as noting thc factors that jus-
tify the story is recognizing the factors that should
not count at all. Just because the 'cc?nd\}ct was
already public does not justify publicizing 1t mor.e
widely. Just because the com.iuct reveals a charag.-'
ter defect does not make it rc?lcvam to public
office. And just because the public or some part .O*
it is likely to react negatively does not license dis-
‘ it. _
LlOSCl)rilgr itntcrcst is not in the conclgsi(.m about this
particular case, but ir} the reasons for 1t. T}\osc r;la-
sons can help identify some gcnc.ral prmupl;s that
should guide journalists 10 x.nakmg——.a{ld, just as
importantly, citizcns.in ]qumg——dcaspns :«}b:out
reporting on the private lives of public officials.
Those decisions affect not only what we read and
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Do Journalism Ethics and Values Apply to New Media: i -
ol ur
: th
FRED MANN ;
3

-+ - BEING A JOURNALIST is what I’ve always been
about. It’s how I have always defined myself.
Journalism and its enduring values and ethics are
very much a part of who I am. I felt the connec-
tion decades ago, when Chris Peck and I worked
together on the college newspaper. I still feel it
today.

But today, in the online world, the challenges
to traditional journalistic values and ethics are
major. I feel very lucky to have grown up profes-
sionally at the Philadelphin Inquirer, where values

such as editorial integrity, balance, fairness, and

Fred Mann is Regional Vice President, KnightRidder.com.

“Do Journalism Ethics and Values Apply to New Media?” Poynter Research
1997). Reprinted with kind permission of the author and publisher.

accuracy were as ingrained as they were a
other paper on the planet, People lik
Naughton and Gene Roberts and Gene Fo
made it a religion for us all. And as a result, It
feel like I can carry those values into this str
new world with as much enthusiasm as anybe

But it is no easy trick. This game 1S SO N
we really haven’t drawn the lines on the :
field yet. There are troubling issues aro

File ( February 22
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I v“"”pm,' o well, we'll act like newspapers and I attended hdstcar as it used to be.

g g 0P : ' nd balanced and accurate. It’s a no- PRI g the Interactive Newspaper
£ 10 pe fair 4 that ve 1an i recently, sponsored by
b 4 ' ! ; nerable . ¢ :

| ‘" ot a no-brainer. For me it’s a—brainer. Publisher. Duri n}elwspapcr blblcz sl
| t> Y - ation here. Just about ey . ng the four-day conference, there
¢ at the situation here.. 3 oLy Bee Was one—count ’em one—hour-lon sess;

: ““‘,“wu an think of is going online. Why? journalistic ethics. A’nd frankly, it gdidn’tors‘h(c):g
i I hey are scared not to. Because they've 3 y

Rocause H

much light on anything. The conference did hand

. old they need to. Because they want to pro- oyt awards (as any self-respecting conference does

* heir franchise as the leading local 1nf0rmatiop these days). A jury awarded these prizes to large
_ider. And because thC.Y hope tha.t there is newspaper Websites (over 100,000 print circula-
_;“’m,\. in it. Maybe there is. But publishers and tion). The big one, for Best Online Newspaper
]‘i aper chain CEOs usually are not going into Site, went to Kevin McKenna’s excellent electronic
j;,‘}:\:-l]]‘cl.lpl'\'. There is hardwarq to buy and staff to publicatﬁon of the New T.ork'Time.r. The second
}}W[c, The cost can be high for larger papers. award, for.Bcst Use of Edltonal_ Cpntent Online,
\ To run these new operations, most newspapers  went—again—to thc. rather plgglslh }I;Ier;_v h)'brk
wchinto their newsrooms. Some put their online g"zmels. lI(was r:: s(tjliré)r:lic:ii.c :evrv‘?:t:l;ic r:10t T?xctd?isrc&
griices under the marketing department or even ut I knew we : sy -rcatl sy
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ublisher of a start-up venture that everyone in pretty

' g { Advertising Online.
jour building says is the wave of the future. You

an aw had ever aspired to.
just That’s not an award I re .
o enesman, 2 businEE It made me wonder: We use advertising to pay

bt : : P i it for? I
tdior. You are expected not just to gathcr and the bills. What do other chsuc.s l-lTlc it o
tport and edit the news, like in the safe old d:ays. accepted with extreme modesty (actua l): nll(oe vint’};
buare expected to do all that, and turmna prafit-— f;mi)cring on embarrassment), shoo

o : and sat down. Man,
$00n! hand, had my picture taken, a

: o m be proud
T & : :omin jes in the newsroo
i Maybe it’s just me. Maybe it’s my ov;’.n S Aft e% wouldn’t my budd
ism.

“rips with the business side of journa f me now? about it, the more I
o ; are O JN I thought 2 ’ :
hwhen an editor becomes a publisher, therchc . But the more okay. Apparently these judges
hvays ey, concerns to struggle with. And W - thought 1t Wasur pandling of ad_vertlsmg-;(}f
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isi P it is the hot
I ¢o on about advertising because' ;::as el
buttfn issue for many of us, but the a

cal concern online are legion. e sy 1
Conventional wisdom (and, in this

Ullde”ld[ IC ‘lSdOln) Sd)s th‘lt thc“"i CC I
that p«lltnct WlSCly Wl“ Uhll“(\tcl\/ win the gdl”e

online. Okay. So you go out and fOI:m \f;l‘rll?el‘ss

types of business alliances with otherl Lon‘ijn 7

You sign a deal with AT&T beciliusc “f:‘é’;to ygour

you the Internet access you ncc‘ t'O]O i major

potential audience. You partnet w1't.1 Yl_ Lk

local bank so that you can offer their online N

ing services on your site and draw a blgger auh :

ence and therefore sell more ads. You ally with a

major health care provider because you Yvant thenf“

doctor database online. You throw in VYlth one o

your local major league sports fmnchnses to co-

sponsor an interactive game which drives your hit
totals and gives the ballclubs lots of easy promo-
tional mileage. You even do business with

Microsoft because, while they may ultimately

devour you, you need their technological support

and, Jeez, they’ll throw money at anything.

Now that all that is in the works, post some
credible business coverage online. Maintain your
high standards for impartiality. Make sure your
readers remember your impeccable credibility
when they read that story about the high-tech
war-to-the-death between Netscape and Microsoft
which appears right next to your advertising but-
ton which says “Powered by Microsoft” on the
screen.

I’d love to say that all these scenarios are hypo-
thetical. They’re not. They are all real. They are all
situations we have faced, with no great sense of
consistency—save one: to try to live up to the
standards we have set for ourselves in print.
Frankly, I don’t think we have always succeeded.
But we have done fairly well. I look to my col-
leagues for guidance and for support.

How responsible can you be or do you have to
be about information you link to online? [s it your
fault if the site you connect with misleads people
or offends them? What about the site that links

from the site you linked #0? What about giving
community groups the tools to post their own
information on your Website? It’s a great public
service. It’s a great communication device. It’s a
great audience builder. Hell, you can probably sell

more ads that way. But what if those community

ad inft ation? Or lip 1
s post bad informa ) el o
%\;1(‘)1:115 if} your bulletin boards, like ours, rb“e?nté
magnets for the most appalling kinds of it Ome
: __stuff that you wouldn’t let ip your p, On.

ering Sl <
l%aper in a million ycarsh—yetlyour lawyers tel) . Qs. :
SANIEE r those boar u
that you can’t censor ds or yoy &

held liable for their content?
How do you create a new brand o
Internet? Something that plays off your g

! ; ; ape
credibility, but is much more hip, much More Cl()m\

the
T ‘1

and Web-friendly. Can hip and cool alsq e fur pe
and balanced? : ' o'

How do you maintain allegiance with the value 0
of completeness when you are busy. dclivering the in¢
personalized news content that online techngly, ful
allows today? Are there a lot of your users B el
there who have programmt_:d their Scal‘chmg @
agents to bring them ‘b?Ck daily reports on More .
than their stock portfolios, baseball scores, traye| A
bargains, and the weather? Think there are a Jo; of d
folks who will be exposed to daily feeds aboy i

inner-city poverty and suffering in Bosnia? Q}
yeah—give me more . . . every h.our!

How are we going to maintain accuracy when
we are not dealing with two or three or four edi.
tion deadlines every night, but rather an edition
deadline every minute? Speed and immediacy are
critical to success on the Internet. Speed and
immediacy are also, as we know, no friends of
accuracy, fairness, completeness, and balance. And
I know that there is not an online newsroom in the
world that has the kind of copy desk and b
editing resources that their print newsroom

Their online stafts don’t even have all
many journalists most of the time. Some
staff came from the newsroom, but oth
young Internet jocks, right out of colleg
more correctly, out of their sophomore year
lege). They make our site go, but they
identity with traditional journalistic ethics
ues than our editors understand Java ¢
in a start-up business, we’ve got everybol
a little of everything. Oversight is vitally |
tant, but it’s often hard to come by.

The list is endless, and I’ve gone
already . . . [but the following topi
spirited discussion].

Sites are tracking their usage ¢

and then giving that user dag?
How ethical is thae? g
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 oackaging audio music clips with
Gites ‘f[-c ' reviews. Very cool for the user.
en they are selling the albums online
e re\,iewg——and taking a cut of the

At 1O :
i s that still so cool?

sales PriCC- p !
-Wc have the capacity to imbed a‘d links into
' cditorial copy now, and charge for those
Who, aside from my ad manager,

links. WhO> .
chinks this 15 2 neat idea?

st for the rcco‘rd, there are some clear ethical
seefits 10 presenting the news and information
e Web. With an endless newshole, we can be
ore complete, we can add more context, we can
nclude more voices, and we can help people more
fully anderstand complex issues. But, also for the
ecord, just because a newshole is endless doesn’t
mean that we can fill it properly. We still face those
wonderful age-old issues of who’s going to fill it.
And with what? Resource and time pressures don’t
disappear just because we’ve moved to the
[nternet.

[I can’t answer all these confusing questions.] I
do have one important answer, however—one that
may seem obvious to those of you still dealing in
column inches and first-edition deadlines, but it is
easy to forget when your brain has been taken over
by megabytes and server software problems. It is
simply this: If we hope to prosper online, it is
because, amid the thousands of Websites—from
Yahoo! to the two guys in their garage in et
Philly—we journalism sites are paid attention to
because we have brand recognition that says we
are credible sources of information. We are believ-
able. People trust us. And if we let our 7€ ;'ncc?la
concerns about quick profits and business alliances

Discussion Questions
1. Why does Mann think that ncwsp'fape‘::z1
' promising fair and accurate news cov

concern?

| 5. One of Mann’s concluding stat

fits and pusiness allk; :
Kketability—W!
siness of

tions towar

}()14 . : y

that go on-line
ge? Do you agre

s alliances run 4
11 be shot.

journalism? Is
siness an

i journalism prof:e
¢ your view? In lig :
enee ) d the end of the article?
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fun away with our g4
ibility—and oy mark

Newspapers on;
Newspapers online.
more, connect with
that are often mor.

traditi
etabc:;ittl;)z1 l values, our cred-
@ will be shot.
¢ have to be 3
They have to gl:(;‘;e }t\han just
rt
Ca New type of audicnceeir;m (:vfzf:r:
tional and chancy. ng Pr}?dlCtablc and nontradi-
Break some rules. Plo\z g, ) oY things.
some things that will make their publishers iior.
and their news their Put_)hShcrs cringc
But in doin §) o S hetion.
§
abandon the uid(c);l;li]gé ;Tf?x?c?tl_thefy iy
tional journalism. For if they goc st(})lcy% (:;voi(lil, ézai:(—)
b g
;r:l(()irihten:)s:}fgr t::)l‘rll_Mlcrosoft and America Online
Sy 'ncwspaper news sources on the
battling thczgiir;:‘lt happ‘cns, ki w_i“ be
S g new competitors on their turf

of slick presentation and hot new technology
rather than content and credibility. And that is 2
game most of us will lose.

Local markets—local content—is what this
global new medium is really all about. That’s where
the value to the user is, and that’s where the adver-
tiser dollars are. These local markets are ours to
capture because we have the content and the cred-
ibility and the history as the premier local informa-
tion providers. To see our newspaper online
services grow into real valuable news sources for
our readers, and real valuable revenue streams for
our companies, we need to keep up technologically,
develop smart business plans, create strong and
user-friendly content, and—the great unspoken—

keep our credibility. We do that by living up to our
ethics and values—the old-fashioned ones that have

served us so well and so long.

un a certain risk of com-
e that this is a legitimate

new media concerns
old traditional values,
” Do you se€ this as a state-

there a relevant connection

d the professions, covered in

ssion? What moral theory (or
ht of this, how would you
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4. From a moral poin iew, ac : .
point of view, are Stacey’s rights more important than

M
e ()URNALlS
GHAPTER g b : { 10 1
S ; P 1
: i ) ,5\?‘1 dccsso‘
CaSCS ' \\/}S 1
f e : t the d Y
-1 s of experiences heads out e ¢ ) S
Gee te 2 journalist with ten years fi)rflg apnew foreign policy initiati - wh
Ronald Hall,T;‘1 i overnment is annou{it “tvended by journalists, 1t will t(cd’
conference- e reﬁce itself will be heavl ybe handed out, and the questior
the press cOn od press releases will b L not alltaR A€
-asy tO COVET; detailed P icefully, This mICans e . > g
g R Jonitored very ¢ his way, and it scems ant
floor will be n ¥ handlc‘j this > X o+ cials Al eval .
i Most large events a7 L ked of the public officials. ) of
finished: : stions being a5 inks there is nothi ts
avoiding embarrassing 4Ue>. - bit disconcerting, he thifiks S SO° v W¢
finds this restrictive apgroath eadi'ng It scems objective, and the governme o; e
b eRORI roce . , 3 3
wrong with t{ns Wa);r?t goth sides of the jssues. n ract
; ; res i
leses botia 2 st the authority of the government and J\cg) <
illing to tru Y > ries
1. Ron seems to be wﬂlmg. ferences. Can you think of any problems it
provided at these Prey i i any, should he take in covering this . W
ing this way? What other steps, lh _ar:y, ries)
about this: . :
What would Detmer say a 33 e {0 bHOR withi chiet
2. Ron thinks that govemmcntal press re v drive this claim? More 14 I
" order and objectivity. What sorts of assumptions drive : b o <
sl e rovide? : use °
sorts of objections does Detmer p ' ‘ S » Hlouse
3. Is this really a good way to make sure the issue in question 115 Propcrly . Georgid
" the media? Does it make a difference that the-governmfnt claims to pro ial. Li
sides of the issue? What could Ron do about it anyway: g
mitee
Case 10-2 \dmitt
Having your work recognized by your peers is gfaufymg. Stace}f Harding 1. Ir
too well. She has been writing a column in a major newspaper for ‘scveral‘ 4
Recently her views on social and political issues have become the focus of 8
groups, and she has consequently accepted invitations for a few speaking en 1
While the attention has been flattering, the honoraria have been even more 1
Additionally, her associates and superiors have been supportive in many ways. ]
speaking engagements have taken her away from her column, coworkers hav E
in to cover some of her responsibilities. Recently, however, the newspaper’s | p

directors has become concerned with her receiving of honoraria. Although th
proud of her accomplishments, it worries that receiving such gifts might be a
interest and, in any case, will give the appearance of impropriety. The board
mends that Stacey cither stop receiving such gifts or stop writing her colum
feels that such a request violates her rights.

1. According to Lichtenberg, does the board of directors have any groun
worry over conflict of interest> What arguments could the board of di:
to support their view? Do you agree?

2. What is the specific right possessed by Stacey that might be compro

arguments could she use to support her position? A

Which position would Detmer’s view support?

At

concern to avoid ic appearance of impropriety? How can these co
be “weighed” ethically? What moral theory (or theories) might be



Cases

, .
e - president Nixon's involvement in the Water

EWS s il
j cjgnation n

‘ 1972, Nixon maintained his innoccnceg';:(ei 5\;& e st 4y

i ¢ o il President Ford.’ In 1997 President Clinton’s ilds fltvcntually PP
by 15 L was leaked to the 1'ncd.1a, and every major newspape ]'V e B RAES o

ceks. Though he maintained his innocence for so&g t'r Sty ety
ime, Clinton eventually

L'cwin,

mimi\;r\:‘d while under oath, that his involvement with Lewinsk

dm ; ewinsky was not

d merely pla-

fonic-
j, What are the morally relevant similarities between these cases? What h
' ¢ differenc Py e ¢ What ar
relevant differences? Would the difterences, if any, imply that they w: ¢ the morally
corts of media coverage? y warrant different
~ How wou!d Cohen—A{magor categorize each of these events? Would you agree?

3. In light of these classifications, is either story worthy of media Soverger Mo} wi
characteristics of the stories make them newsworthy? What moral thegr' (or t’hw 3
res) could support your answers? i v

~ What would Cohen—{\lmagor say about these cases? What moral theory (or theo-
ries) could support his position?

Dig

Case 10-4
House Speaker-elect Bob Livingston
Georgia) were both the focus of the media
trial. Livingston, who later resigned, admitte
vears he had been unfaithful to his wife. Barr,
mittee investigating President Clinton and who ha j
admitted to paying for an abortion procedure for his wife.
1. In your opinion, do you think the media had good justification to ex
sctions of Livingston and Barr? Why or why not.? ' ;
nditions, would Thompson claim that the prwatc'cox}duct of
rr may be exposed? What would be your determination using

(R-Louisiana) and Congressman Bob Barr (R-
during President Clinton’s impeachment
d that during his marriage of thirty-three
who served on the House Judicial com-
d been an antiabortion advocate,

pose the

Using his four o

Livingston and Ba
these conditions? e ; LEAE etermina
Is the alleged hypocrisy of both Livingston an'd Barr relc‘\}fsrt in t&; ant>

f whether to €Xpose these aspects of their private lives? Why or y not! -
f) whethe i o possible to separate private and public virtues. [ 0 y‘op
Thoma ngues tlr answer would moral requircmcnts that ap}’l‘y to onc Sh,bnvati
- ? B« on your ¢ Pl i at is be relevant to this casc:
agrec? Base A public life> How, if at all, would this

life also apply to On€s

tion




