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11 Market Censorship Revisited: 
Press Freedom, 
Journalistic Practices, and 
the Emerging World Order 

SUE CURRY JANSEN 
Muhlenberg College 

This essay undertakes a wide-ranging assessment of the ways current transforma
tions in global political formations are being configured within Western news 
discourses. Inspired by but not modeled after Raymond Williams's (1976) Keywords, 
this analysis identifies some of the structures, conditions, and theoretical issues that 
need to be addressed to construct a vocabulary of key terms in the current interpretive 
crises. Situated within the assumptions of media-critical theory, it examines the 
relevance of recent feminist and philosophical approaches to metaphor, how terms 
become naturalized in political discourse, key terms in post-cold war political 
linguistics, and their implications for democracy and the critical spirit. 

RAYMOND Williams begins Keywords: A Vocabulary of Culture and 
Society (1976) with a brief autobiographical story. Returning to Cam
bridge in 1945 after 41/i years of military service during World War 

II, Williams reports that he experienced a profound sense of estrangement, 
All of the familiar faces were gone and everything seemed different, After 
many disorienting days, he encountered an old acquaintance who had also 
just returned from the army. They eagerly shared their impressions of the 
strange new world around them. Then Williams writes, "We both said, in 
effect simultaneously: 'The fact is, they just don't speak the same lan
guage,' " (p, 9), 

Williams, of course, used scholarship to cope with his disorientation. He 
undertook a review, or, to use a more fashionable term, a genealogy, of the 
formation of key terms and concepts in the English language, Originally 
intended to serve as an appendix to Culture and Society (1958), Williams 
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subsequently spent 25 years revising and refining his vocabulary of keywords 
before it was finally published in 1976. 

According to Williams (1976), each of the 155 "keywords" he examined 
"virtually forced itself' on his attention because the probl~ms of its me~n1ngs 
appeared to be inseparable from the problems it was bemg used to discuss. 
According to Williams, the words are "key" in two connected senses: "They are 
significant, binding words in certain activities and their interpretation" and "they 
are significant, indicative words in certain forms of thought" (p. 13). . . 

Williams made modest claims for his compilation. Acknowledgmg that it 
was neither thorough nor neutral, he invited readers to become ~~llabor~t?rs 
in the work. Indeed, he even convinced the publisher of the ongmal edil!on 
to include blank pages to encourage readers to make their own notes a~ ".'ell 
as to signal both that the inquiry remained open and that the author solicited 
corrections and amendments for future editions. Williams himself continued 
work on the project throughout his life. His final public lecture, "When Was 
Modernism?" which explicated postmodernism as an enemy tdeolog1cal for
mation, was in many ways the coda of this endeavor. 

Raymond Williams died in January 1988 at the age of 66. In the 5 years 
that have passed since Williams's death, planet Earth has undergone epochal 
transformations that appear to be rivaled in scale only by the revolut10nary 
political and cultural developments that precipitated the Western Enlighten
ment and the birth of modern political cultures in the eighteenth century. 

These transformations have been accompanied by changes in the lan
guages, categories, and assumptions of contemporary politic~ and .cultur~. 
These changes are so dramatic that E. P. Thompson (1990) claims history is 
now turning "on a new hinge" (p. 117). 

Thompson's assessment may be premature. Some suggest that the old h.inge 
of ethnic tribal conflict, frozen in place since World War I by the long wmter 
of Soviet repression, has simply reasserted itself in the wake of the collapse 
of communism, and that, as a result, the twentieth century is ending much the 
way it begun. Moreover, as David Harvey (1989) points ?ut, "There is always 
a danger of confusing the transitory and the ephemeral with more funda~ent~l 
transformations in political-economic life" (p. 124). Nevertheless I thi~k. it 
is possible to assert, with some confidence, that t~e press and _the off1~1al 
sources that supply it with information are experiencmg profound mterprel!ve 
crises because the political ideologies and rhetorics secured by the mytholo
gies of the cold war have lost their resonance. The old political mythos, based 
upon polarized, binary, categorical structures, have collapsed, ~~t th.e ne_w 
discursive system (or systems) for making sense of world pohllcs is st!ll 

struggling to be born. . , 
When he was president of the "new," now former, Czechoslovakia, Vaclav 

Havel emphasized this radical discontinuity, this epistemological rupture, tn 
political narratives in an op-ed editorial in The New York Times, "The End of 
the Modern Era" (1992). Havel maintains that the collapse of commumsm 
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has not only profoundly challenged the assumptions of our (Eurocentric) 
political and social theories, it has also undermined the foundations of 
rational inquiry: 

The end of Communism has brought a major era in human history to an end. It 
has brought an end not just to the 19th and 20th centuries but to the modern age 
as a whole .... The large paradox at the moment is that man-a great co11ector 
of information-is well aware of all of this, yet is absolutely incapable of dealing 
with the danger. (p. El 5) 

The altered political landscape of the 1990s is far more bewildering than 
the milieu Williams encountered at the dawn of the cold war. Presidents, 
premiers, policymakers, political pundits, and managers of paranational cor
porations-not just returning soldiers and old reds-are now disoriented and 
actively engaged in mass-mediated races to locate, secure, name, and claim 
key formations in this brave new world dis/order. 

THE INTERPRETIVE CRISIS: 
TRANSCRIBING FIELD NOTES 

This essay will examine some of the discursive practices and framing 
devices that Western policymakers, social theorists, and media organizations 
are using to attempt to make sense of these changes. Most current scholarship 
and speculation focus on how these transformations are altering institutions 
and structures of knowledge in the former Soviet Union and Soviet-bloc 
nations and how the emerging nations of Eastern Europe are being reposi
tioned in relation to the West. 

My work gives some attention to these questions, but its primary focus is 
on how these changes are altering discussions of and warrants for freedom of 
expression and the production of knowledge within Liberal (or post-Liberal) 
democracies, especially the United States. More specifically, I will argue that 
these changes are accompanied by or precipitating domestic changes within 
Liberal democracies that have, to date, attracted relatively little systematic 
commentary or analysis. These changes appear to be further eroding the 
remaining residues of Enlightenment-based concepts of participatory democ
racy and press freedom while, at the same time, creating some openings for 
new forms of critical discourse. -

My agenda is modest, sometimes painfully so. It identifies some of the 
constituents of the current interpretive crises and explores some of their 
implications for social theory. It offers no sure recipes for resolving the crises. 
Moreover, it underscores the significance of these crises and the importance 
of critical engagement with them but also profiles some of the obstacles to 
this engagement. In short, it examines some of the elements necessary to 
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critical analysis of a fairly narrow and elite form of communication-inter
national news-in light of the dissolution of its master narrative or defining 
trope, "the Cold Wa:r." 

My analysis takes international news as a site where governJIIent, corpo
rate, and media elites communicate with one another, compete for control 
over national and international agenda-setting processes, and rationalize and 
seek to legitimate political and corporate policies and practices. 

I recognize that most news consumers, at least in the United States, do not 
invest very heavily in consumption of international news, that they do not 
rega:rd it as having much relevance to their daily experience, and that they do 
not conceive of themselves as participants in either the events or the dis
courses of international news. Moreover, I acknowledge the accuracy of these 
structural assessments. Most citizens are seldom more than spectators or 
eavesdroppers on these conversations of political and journalistic elites. 
Nevertheless, this form of spectatorship offers one of the few open windows 
routinely available for observing elite thinking about global issues, even if 
these windows are usually tightly screened ideologically. 

My effort to make sense of some field notes on international news recorded 
during the interpretive crisis precipitated by the end of the cold war is inspired 
by, but not modeled after, Williams's "Introduction" to Keywords. My tran
scriptions of these notes identify some of the structures, conditions, and 
theoretical issues that, I think, need to be addressed in attempts to construct 
a vocabula:ry of "key terms" in current public (mediated) discourses about 
post-cold wa:r configurations of global power. Unlike Williams's inquiry, 
however, my assessment is not informed or tested by the perspective of time. 
It is an initial draft, a set of field notes, prepared during a period when the 
grounds and parameters, not just the vocabularies, of public discourse are 
shifting very rapidly. Moreover, it is a study in contemporary political 
linguistics with only modest gestures toward historical semantics. Although 
I cannot give the reader the gift of blank pages, my effort is, of course, much 
more partial, arbitrary, and incomplete than Williams's. 

My argument is secured by five interrelated textual moves. The first part, 
"Media-Critical Theory and Political Discourse," situates the inquiry within 
the assumptions and precedents of media-critical theory. The second part, 
"The Winner Names the Age," establishes the relevance ofrecent philosophi
cal and feminist studies of metaphor to analysis of keywords in contemporary 
political discourse. The third part, "Hanging the New Hinge of History," 
considers some of the processes whereby terms become naturalized and 
amplified in mass-mediated forms of political discourse. In the fourth part, 
"Keywords and Information Markets," some key terms in contemporary, 
post-cold wa:r, political discourse a:re identified and briefly examined. The 
final section assesses some of the implications of what Herbert Marcuse 
(1969, p. 73) called "political linguistics" for Liberal or post-Liberal concepts 
of press freedom. 
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The designation media-critical theory is used here to signal affiliation with 
dialectical approaches to critique that recognize both (a) the importance of 
sociological analysis of formations and structures of power and kn~wledge, 
including the power of media, media organizations, and their positioning 
within ma:rket systems, and (b) the significance of cultural analysis of the 
complex hegemonic and sometimes counterhegemonic processes whereby 
mediated messages acquire meaning and exercise influence in socially strati
fied, heterogeneous industrial societies. The term is also intended to convey 
a continued appreciation of the critical spirit of the Frankfurt tradition, 
especially its insistence that it is only "by the refusal to celebrate the present" 
that the possibility of a more humane future might be preserved (Jay, 1973, 
p. 299). 

The hyphenated form media-critical is intended to convey an inclusive, 
eclectic, perhaps even somewhat preemptive positioning: one that attempts 
to foreground what Hanno Hardt (1992) cha:racterizes as "a notion of critique 
that is inherent in the idea of democracy and can be defined as thinking about 
freedom and responsibility and the contribution that intellectual pursuits can 
make to the welfare of society" (p. xi). For the purposes of this inquiry, I 
relegate to secondary consideration current struggles for theoretical and 
epistemological purity within and among va:rious theory groups in the field 
that have been set in motion by what Jiirgen Habermas (1972) has called the 
linguistic turn in contemporary scholarship. 

The Critical Spirit 

Both levels of engagement with the critical spirit are necessary and useful. 
Nevertheless, I believe the current context requires theoretical flexibility, 
even some compromise, for three interrelated reasons. First, this flexibility 
is a pragmatic, even a strategic, stance. What is at stake in current struggles 
to define the future is nothing less than the idea (and/or ideology) of democ
racy itself and with it, of course, the survival of any viable form of political 
critique. To defer critical engagement until more reliable tools for cultural 
analysis are available is therefore not only irresponsible but dangerous. 

Second, currently ascendant approaches to the problem of meaning and the 
rhetoric of inquiry can easily disable interventions in these struggles. Con
structivism, poststructuralism, and most versions of the ubiquitous and poly
morphous postmodernism persuasively display the follies of naive realism. 
These positions support profound doubts about referentiality: about the ways 
words may be said to refer to the world (Benson, 1992; Eco, 1986). For those 
"stuck in the post," Williams's Keywords can only be read as exercise of 
"naive realism" (A. O'Connor, 1989). To seek to emulate that work today is 

: 
:' ,,,.. 
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not only to invite a similar indictment in the court of philosophy but to do so 
with wanton and reckless abandon. 

Third, those engaged in realpolitik and the media organizations that repre
sent their activities as "news" are not deterred by the problem of referentiality, 
by postmodern ennui, or by the prospect of the philosopher's stick. To the 
contrary, their struggles are aggressive, strategic, and institutionally routi
nized. Moreover, they command the material and organizational resources 
that ensure mass distribution of their messages. Whether motivated by naive 
or crackpot realism, Machiavellian calculation, or market considerations, 
they are fully engaged in struggles to locate-when possible, even to create
capture, colonize, and control keywords within the referential fields that 
define, construct, and cultivate hegemonic constructions of social reality. 

In sum, I recognize that the referents of "events" represented in mass media 
are always linguistically mediated. This antifoundational recognition is, 
however, tempered by a strategic form of sociological realism that embraces 
the venerable Thomas Theorem: If a situation is defined as real, it is real in 
its consequences (Merton, 1968). Powerful forces are currently proclaiming 
the emergence of new global realities. These proclamations have real conse
quences for realpolitiks. 

The New Hinge of History 

The new hinge of history is being defined now. The current moment of 
hegemonic disjuncture, if not rupture, presents extraordinary challenges as 
well as extraordinary opportunities for both critical communication scholar
ship and counterhegemonic struggles. 

Our options are, however, limited. We can remain at the post, aspiring to 
the wisdom of gods and the purity of angels. Or we can accept our limits, 
acknowledge the paradoxical character of our activity, and craft our concep
tual tools in the trenches. In this essay, I take the low road. 

In doing so, I emulate feminist theorists like Sandra Harding and Donna 
Haraway, who have been to "the post" but are not stuck there. These scholars 
have engaged fully in current dialogues on postmodernism and standpoint 
epistemologies without being disabled by philosophical or political uncertain
ties. Their critiques of key terms and concepts in the discourses of Western 
thought, such as objectivity and rationality, do not only expose the ideological 
limitations of current constructions of these terms. They also recognize the 
political and rhetorical resonance of these concepts and consequently refuse to 
surrender them to the opposition. Instead, they treat them as "indigenous" 
cultural resources of the West (to use Harding's, 1992, term), and they try to 
retool these concepts to serve more inclusive and just ends. Thus, for example, 
Haraway (1988) defends the objectivity of "socially situated knowledge" and 
Harding (1991) develops the concept of "strong objectivity." In short, they do 
what Williams did, but they do it from positions beyond the "post." 
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Herbert Marcuse (1969) described "political linguistics" as the "armor of 
the establishment." He maintained that "one of the most effective rights of 
the Sm'.ereign is the right to establish enforceable definitions of words" (p. 
73). W1lhams (1976) acknowledged that he found his interests in historical 
semantics "closely echoed" in some of the later works of the Frankfurt school 
which co_mbine "analysis of key words or key terms with key concepts" (p'. 
22). W1ll1ams was presumably referring, at least in part, to Marcuse's analysis 
of political language. 

Neither Marcuse nor Williams intended their decodings to serve only, or 
perhaps even primarily, as academic exercises. Both saw their critiques of 
political linguistics as acts of resistance and even as potential admission 
tickets to emancipatory praxis. Marcuse made this explicit by linking the idea 
of political linguistics to linguistic therapy. He acknowledged that the idea of 
linguistic therapy is a utopian vision, whereby art and politics-what he later 
called "the aesthetic dimension" (Marcuse, 1978)-combine to rescue key
words from the control of hegemonic forces and recruit them to the service 
of emancipatory ends. He offered no recipes for organizing these rescue 
missions, but he did provide some lucid examples, such as the refusal and 
inversion of the language of oppression by black civil rights leaders in the 
United States during the 1960s, a form of semantic intervention that for a 
ti1ne, replaced resignation with a collective vision of transcendence. ' 

On the surface, Williams's project is more esoteric: to chart historical 
changes in the range of meanings ascribed to key terms that are also associ
ated with, or indicators of, shifting social formations. Yet, Williams's gene
alogi~s were also politically charged. He saw them as means to raising 
consciousness of the social conflicts present in and sometimes papered over 
by changes in usage (A. O'Connor, 1989). 

Feminist Contributions to Political Linguistics 

Feminist approaches to historical semantics and linguistic therapy (see 
Haraway, 1988, 1989; Harding, 1986, 1991; Keller, 1985; and many others) 
owe more to the linguistic insurrections of Mary Daly (1973, 1979; and 
others) than to either Williams or Marcuse. Feminist studies of language are 
nevertheless relevant to this argument because they demonstrate that studies 
in political linguistics are not merely exercises in negative dialectics or 
utopian forms of wordplay. 

Within feminist studies, semantic digs have been used both to organize 
research projects and to formulate policy recommendations. Thus, for exam
ple, feminist research in the history of science, especially the work of Carolyn 



488 MEDIA, CULTURE, AND DIVERSITY 

Merchant (1980), Evelyn Fox Keller (1985), and Susan Bordo (1986), has 
systematically attended to the use of language, particularly metaphors, in 
scientific discourse. It has documented the sexual and sexist character of the 
founding metaphors of Western science. This, in turn, has provided rationales 
for political activism that has produced so~e modest tran~forn_iatio?s in 
pedagogies in science and mathematics and 10 research practices in science 
in the United States. Thus, for example, the National Institutes of Health has 
changed its research protocols to include women in health research, and the 
National Endowment in the Humanities recently (1991) sponsored a summer 
institute on science as culture practice that produced a document that encour
aged integration of gender issues in science and technology programs in 
higher education. For fuller development of these ideas, see Glazer, Heath, 

Jansen Lewis, and Rooney (1991). · 
Feminist inquiries in historical semantics differ from the studies of Wil

liams and Marcuse by virtue of the fact that they are informed by a sociology 
of knowledge and a methodology, the so-called strong program (Bloor, 1977) 
of the Edinborough School, that was explicitly formulated to decode and 
critique the discourse and epistemological foundations of sCientific objectiv
ity.2 The Frankfurt tradition of critical theory, especially the work of Hork
heimer and Adorno, was also committed to radical critique of Western dual
ism and instrumentalism; however, the arguments of critical theory were 
framed within the meta- and "master" narrative conventions of traditional 

philosophy (Fraser, 1989; Jamieson, 1981). 

Metaphor and Scientific Objectivity 

In contrast, the research agenda of the "strong program" of the sociology of 
knowledge was undertaken by scholars, trained in traditional scientific fields, 
who applied the analytic tools developed by the "ordinary language" philoso
phers, especially Austin and Searle, to the study of scientific discourse. The 
strong program examined the scientific careers of specific words, metaphors, an.d 
models. Eventually, those associated with the strong program enlarged therr 
inquiries to include ethnographic studies of scientific talk, texts, and practices. 
In short, the strong program operates at a relatively low level of abstraction and 
therefore has been able to provide detailed maps of the ways specific scientists 
construct rhetorics of objectivity to advance specific interpretations of nature. 
The strong program has demonstrated that metaphors play crucial roles in the 
construction of scientific texts. David Bloor (1977) describes metaphors as the 
primary agents of ideological and social transfer in scientif~c dis~o~rse. Working 
independently but along parallel lines, feminists are usmg s1m1lar forms of 
textual analysis to decode and map patriarchal markers in the discourses of 
modern science, philosophy, and political discourse. . 

Social studies of science have demonstrated that in scientific revolutions, 
as in political revolutions, the winner takes custody of the conceptual Armor 
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and redeploys it to the service of its cause. These studies have shown that 
"mobile armies of metaphors" (Nietzsche-see Rorty, 1986, p. 3) provide the 
rhetorical assault troops necessary to achieve and maintairi paradigmatic 
dominance. That is, the strong program has demonstrated that metaphors 
empower scientific vision; they provide the scaffolding for arguments, color 
the language of assertion, put poetry in the paradigms, and guide inquiry. In 
short, they make science possible. And, contrary to the tenets of older theories 
of knowledge, the processes by which they achieve this empowerment are 
rat10nal be~ause, as Mary Hesse (1966) points out, "rationality consists just 
rn the contmuous adaptation of our language to our continually expanding 
world, and metaphor is one of the chief means by which this is accomplished" 
(p. 177). 

What holds for scientific narratives applies with even greater force to news 
narratives because scientific storytelling is constrained by nonhuman phe
nomena and actions while most news stories are fully embedded within the 
hermeneutic circle of human agency and interests. Metaphor is the chief 
means by which the referents of President Bush's "New World Order" and 
President Clinton's "new world" (see the 1993 inaugural address)-both 
hyperbolic if not counterfactual metaphors-are conceptualized and colo
nized. Metaphors are therefore significant indexical markers of keywords in 
current struggles to name and claim the political future. 

The next section explores some of the ways "mobile armies of metaphors" 
function within political discourse: how they are represented within the 
"objective" genres of news narratives and how they become naturalized 
within hegemonic discourse practices. 

HANGING THE NEW HINGE OF HISTORY: 
METAPHORS, FRAMES, AND NEWS PARADIGMS 

Hyperbole appears to be a constituent of all forms of power knowledge. As 
James Baldwin put it in an address to the National Press Club (Washington, 
D.C., December 10, 1986), "Every society has a model of itself, and everyone 
of those models is false." Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, Machiavelli, Marx, 
Burke, Bentham, Gramsci, Habermas, Foucault, Rorty, and hundreds of other 
~tudents. of political and social theory have examined the meanings and 
imphcat10ns of the disparity between theory and practices for both the 
governed and their governors. 

The ability to effectively recruit and strategically position "mobile armies 
of metaphors" to fill and police the resulting voids is, of course, the hallmark 
of effective statecraft. And, conversely, the commitments of democratic 
covenants to closing the gaps that separate theory and practice provide the 
historic justification for protections of free speech and freedom of the press 
in democratic societies. Thus, for example, Thomas Jefferson's salutary 
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description of the mission of the free press has become a sacred canon of the 
professional ideology of journalism: "The basis of our government being the 
opinion of the people, the first object should be to keep that right; and were it 
left to me to decide whether we should have a government without newspapers 
or newspapers without government, I should not hesitate to prefer the latter." 

Metaphor and Journalistic Objectivity 

The political press envisioned by Jefferson and James Madison is, of 
course, history. It was replaced in the United States and in most other parts 
of the world by the commercial press (D. Schiller, 1981; Schudson, 1978). 
The commercial press has not entirely relinquished its claims to service as 
the watchdog of democracy; however, profit, not politics, has become its 
primary master (Jansen, 1988). So much so that A. J. Leibling's dictum, 
"Freedom of the press belongs to the man who owns one," is almost as well 
known today as Jefferson's apology for an adversarial press. 

The commercial press secured its claims to authority by embracing the 
rhetoric, though not the methodology, of scientific objectivity. The ideologi
cal constituents of this rhetoric have always been relatively transparent. Gaye 
Tuchman (1972) characterized journalistic objectivity as a "strategic ritual." 
Dan Schiller (1981) characterized it as a "cultural form" and a "myth" in 
Barthes's (1972) sense. Nevertheless, Herbert Gans (1979) contends that 
journalism is "the strongest remaining bastion of logical positivism in Amer
ica" (p. 184). Following Harding (1992), I would characterize journalistic 
objectivity as one of the "indigenous" resources of the Western press: flawed, 
incomplete, and hyperbolic but also harboring a tarnished fragment of demo
cratic idealism that continues to value the quest for something more than and 
better than simply reproducing hegemonic definitions of social order. In 
short, I suggest that this strategic ritual is a democratic accomplishment, 
albeit an imperfect one, as well as an ideological cover, and that its functions 
and promises can best be plumbed by adopting what feminist epistemologies 
conceive of as both/and logics, logics that acknowledge the Janus-headed 

character of most powerful ideas. 

News as a Cultural Form 

Since the early 1970s, a virtual cottage industry in news analysis and 
critique has developed both within communication research and in the alter
native press. This work has examined the historical origins, ideological 
foundations, organizational routines, narrative structures, and most recently 
the gendered constituents of journalistic objectivity (see, for example, Gans, 
1979; Hartley, 1982; Rakow & Kranich, 1991; D. Schiller, 1981; Tuchman, 

1972; and many others). 
There are a number of reasons that news analysis became a growth industry 

during the last quarter of the twentieth century. The primary reason is, 
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~:~~:e~s t~~u:;~ased presenc.e, visibility, and social power of the mass 

twenti~th century a~~a~::;~:;:~::s:\~~ua~tit~ively and qualitatively, in 
a~d fundamental leadership in the cultural~e hI~e ave establtshed a decisive 

sivdy. colonized the cultural and ideological ;pher~'; (~pT~=~-~~~~ progres-
. In1t1ally, cr1t1ques of this colonization sou ht sim 1 . 
ideological constituents of the fr . g p y. to document the 
organizational ractice am1ng c?nvenhons, narrative structures, and 
(Gans 1979· J:mn 19~~s';? t~ accomplish the strategic rituals of objectivity 

strated that ~ews i~ mad~, nu~t ~:~~;:r:~;' ::~ 0t~:::;· i!ha:~;· they demon-
ways that are congruent with the d . t g rally made rn 
society that produces it. This was a o:~~~:l ~~~~:i ~fo~~g~ification in t~e 
represented and k d . ecause news 1s 
Critical t d" ~ar ete as a u~ivocal and naturalistic rendering of events. 

. . s u ies o news production demonstrated that ne . 
a h1stoncally and socially situated cultural form. In short,:~i~s~a:~d ::r~ be, 
only ~xposed the presence of cultural values and ideological bi:ses in ~:t 
soc1a construction of news, it also documented the historicall e 
character of the concept ?f journalistic objectivity itself. y dependent 

More re~e~t communication research has built upon these foundations 
Conci°ptuahzrng news (like science) as mediated by "paradigms " and "f t ,; 
as ru e governed and paradigm dependent this work o ' ac s 
for inquiry (Corcoran, 1991; Hackett 1984· and othersp)elnts ulp newdavenues 
the 1m t f . ' ' · a so un erscores 
ing th po; an~~ o an.alyztng the visual constituents of news narratives includ-

polyse:ii~~~~~n~~~~~~=ehtaepgheomrs ~erdf~rm i~ enhancing the intertextual, 
' • on1c 1mens1ons of mass · . 

(Hallid~y, Jansen, & Schneider, 1992; Medhurst & Benson lc9o9~~umcat10n 
Despite its debts to the work of Thomas K h ' . 

this research has not been influenced by eith ~ n (1970)'. to my knowledge, 
strong program in the sociolo er em1n1~t ep1stemolog1es or the 

'bT . gy of knowledge. Yet, it does foreshadow th 

;ho:~~~i~tfo;ic~~::~~~~~~~~::c~; ~ritical _news analys_is that illuminate bot~ 
1mens1ons of pohhcal discourse. 

Framing Conventions 

. B;. expl~i~g the founding metaphors that secure political visions commu 

~:~:g·~~ds~u~i:~t~an begin to track the roles framing devices play i~ natural: 
. . . ng hegemomc construct10ns of social reality The "p d. 

matlc cns1s" produced by the collapse of comm . h . ara ig
rendered visible long established and lar 1 un1~m as, f~r example, 
for th . ge y unquest10ned media practices 
ea~ain er1ng, organizin~, a~d constructing international news. For over 40 

Yh U.S. news orgamzat10ns, the master trope "the Cold War" 'd d 
t e news net the bifu t d . ' ' provi e 

f 
' rca e categorical structures and the framing d . 

or conceptualizing · t · 1 ' evices m ernat10na news (Corcoran 1991 · H ll'd 
Thompson, 1990). ' ' a I ay et al., 1992; 
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During the period of open hegemonic rupture that extended from the fall 
of the Berlin Wall in 1988 until the start of the Persian Gulf War in January 
1991, this paradigmatic crisis was evident as routine Manichaean strategies 
for encoding foreign news seemed increasingly to invite, even court, ironic 
decodings. The spirit of the times was captured in newspaper headers such as 
"The loss of an enemy is a frightful thing" (The Washington Post, October 
12, 1989) and "Three European views on the risks of peace" (The New York 
Times, March 12, 1989). Similarly, the struggle to find new ways of organiz
ing representations of events in Eastern Europe was transparently played out 
in the pages of The New York Times, which first embraced metaphors of 
natural disasters in its running headers, such as collapse, earthquake, storm, 
then shifted for several months to evolutionary metaphors. In short, for a time, 
"media frames," not just mediated events, acquired news value. And. no 
appeals to the strategic rituals of journalistic objectivity could conceal their 
social, cultural, historical, rhetorical, and mythic character. 

Derived from Wittgenstein's linguistic philosophy, the concept of "frame 
analysis" was, of course, introduced into sociology by Erving Goffman 
(1974). It gained currency in news analysis as a result of the contributions of 
Gaye Tuchman (1978), Stuart Hall (1980), and Todd Gitlin (1980). Gitlin 
(1980) defines "media frames" as "persistent patterns of cognition, interpre
tation, and presentation, of selection, emphasis, and exclusion, by which 
symbol-handlers routinely organize discourse, whether verbal or visual" (p. 
7). According to Gitlin, these frames are normally "unspoken and unacknow
ledged" devices that organize the world for both journalists and, to a signifi
cant degree, for those who rely on their reports. Media frames are what 
"makes the world beyond direct experience look natural" (p. 6). They endow 
messages with "an eery substance in the real world, standing outside their 
ostensible makers and confronting them as alien forces" (p. 2). 

Within news analysis, the ·framing process is seen as a site of contention 
and a source of hegemonic power. For this reason, framing conventions have 
attracted a great deal of critical attention. Gitlin, for example, demonstrated 
how major me9-ia used "frames" derived from crime reporting to (mis )repre
sent the antiwar movement. In short, frames have usually been analyzed as 
conduits of ideological distortion. 

Critical scholarship in news analyses, like Raymond Williams's study 
Keywords, generally have been launched from counterhegemonic (left or 
left-Liberal) positions. As a result, they sometimes appear to be coming from 
less contaminated (because less immediately materially invested) epistemo
logical positions. This perception, in turn, has continued to nourish the 
impossible dream of escaping from what Nietzsche called the "priso'l-house" 
of language. It has kept alive the realist's dream of stripping away the frames 
and apprehending the real "facts," the real "reality." And it has done this 
despite the phenomenological disclaimers of its more philosophically sophis
ticated practitioners. 
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Focusing on the role metaphors play in securing news paradigms and in 
advancing intextuality and polysemy bypasses this temptation. It serves as a 
constant reminder of the mediated character of all communication. It provides 
the critical resources necessary to identify and analyze "the armor of the 
establishment" as well as to envision alternative or counterhegemonic frames 
for interpreting events. In short, it acknowledges that frames are sense-making 
devices-"semiotic technologies" (Haraway, 1988) or conceptual lenses
that expand human vision by narrowing it. 

The Problem of Relativism 

This approach to critical media studies recognizes that real "reality" exists 
but also that it can only be apprehended from "God's eye" and that it therefore 
lies beyond the ken of media scholarship. Feminist standpoint epistemologies 
demonstrate that this discovery is the beginning, not the end, of the quest for 
rational and objective knowledge. According to Haraway (1988), "The alter
n_ative to relativism is not totalization and single vision, which is always 
frnally the unmarked category [of the dominant group] whose power depends 
on systematic narrowing and obscuring." Rather, "it is precisely in the politics 
and epistemology of partial perspectives that the possibility of sustained, 
rat10nal, objective inquiry rests" (p. 584; for further development of these 
ideas, see also Jansen, 1989). 

What critical-media theory can do therefore is recognize the radical his
torical contingency of all knowledge and set itself the task of identifying the 
rhetorical and social constituents of media frames as well as tracking how 
they operate within fields of power relations. Analysis of the roles metaphors 
play both m securing news "paradigms" and in acting as agents of "ideologi
cal transfer" would appear to be a very important part of this task in an era 
where mass media play central roles in cultivating hegemonic constructions 
of social reality. Metaphors do the "border crossings" that take messages of 
elites from thmk tanks to speeches, headlines, sound bytes, sitcoms, and 
advertising slogans. Defining, master, or mythic tropes like "the Cold War" 
or its would-be successor, "the New World Order," are generative structures. 
These root metaphors shape, instantiate, strategically position, and ensure 
both the authority and the mobility of keywords in ascendent forms of 
political discourse. They propel the conceptual leaps necessary to capture, 
contain, and communicate new realities but do so by foreclosing alternative 
formulations. The mythos buried in these root metaphors readily call up and 
thereby privilege certain constellations of words and word associations that 
operate in the political linguistics in the ways Lakoff and Johnson's (1980) 
"metaphors that we live by" operate in the conversations of everyday life. 
This is how "key" words become both/and "significant, binding words in 
certain activities and their interpretation" and "significant, indicative words 
in certain forms of thought" (Williams, 1976, p. 13). 
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KEYWORDS AND INFORMATION MARKETS 

Williams's lament, "They just don't speak the same language," assumes new 
significance in the emerging global marketplace. Political discourse is deliber
ately, carefully, cautiously, and collectively constructed in the media culture of 
late-twentieth-century industrial societies. Television, advertising, public rela-_ 
tions, litigation, and political action committees have largely eliminated sponta
neity from the speech of U.S. politicians and policymakers. What little sponta
neity remains survives in the netherworld of revealing misstatements, slips, and 
errant "off-the-record" statements that are breached onto the record. · 

Writing from a neoconservative standpoint, Irving Lois Horowitz (1991) 
acknowledges, "Every epoch redefines what of the past remains relevant and 
what needs to be discarded" (p. 27). What distinguishes current forms of 
revisionism, according to Horowitz, is, however, "the hyper-consciousness 
with which'this cultural redefinition is being constructed." This hypercon
sciousness extends to the ways policy positions are constructed, commodi
fied and marketed for media consumption, that is, the ways they are prefra
med and packaged as sound bytes. It also largely determines how these 
messages are disseminated, often simultaneously, through many different 
media "windows" in efforts to "bandwagon" public opinion. Successful 
media plans for the distribution of informational and policy positions now 
involve deliberate (and sometimes deliberately deceitful) exploitations of the 
ambiguity and polysemy that make commercial media, especially television, 
accessible to heterogeneous mass audiences. 

Much has been written about the privatization of public resources, spaces, 
media, and information in Liberal democracies (Elliott, 1983; Smythe, 1981; 
and many others). This privatization movement has, of cou:se, been acco~
panied by ideologies and policies (Thatcherism, Reaganom1cs) that valonze· 
the rationality and wisdom of the marketplace. Mainstream Western media 
organizations have largely filtered their framings of the collapse of the former 
Soviet Union within the assumptions of these ascendant and stJll largely 
unchallenged discursive screens. Market terms-in the case of the former 
Soviet bloc, development of market economies, and, in the instance of the 
United States, attending to national and trade deficits-seem to have largely 
replaced political definitions of the relations of the old coM war rivals in 
international news constructions. Reports from the East configure resurgence 
of ethnic rivalries as obstacles to the development of market-based econo
mies. In the United States, discussions of the national deficit, taxes, entitle
ments, and the spiraling costs of health care-economic issues of_unquestion
able importance-dominate or, more accurately, supplant political discourse. 

These structural transformations in global capitalism, long in the making 
in the West but significantly accelerated in the 1980s, have been theorized by 
neoconservatives as a transition to postindustrialism, by the left as a move to 
post-Fordism, and by many of all ideological gradations as the advent of an 
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information or postmodern age. Writing from a neo-Marxian position, David 
Harvey (1989, p. 123) describes this transformation in capitalist expansion 
as involving a new configuration, which he calls "flexible accumulation." It 
is "characterized by more flexible labour processes and markets, of geo
graphical mobility and rapid shifts in consumption practices." Within this 
configuration, access to and control over accurate and up-to-date information 
as well as capacities for instant data analysis become highly valued commodi
ties. The value of scientific knowledge to global competitiveness is also 
increased; and control "over information flow and over the vehicles for 
propagation of popular taste and culture have likewise become vital weapons 
in competitive struggle" (Harvey, 1989, p. 160). 

The commodification of culture, including political discourse, makes ex
plorations of political linguistics more difficult than they were when Williams 
began his work in 1945. Print-based references like the Oxford English 
Dictionary are largely irrelevant to the task at hand. Television has turned up 
the heat and hyped the pace of political discourse. It has also cut the cord that, 
in the early years of the medium, made visual images extensions or exempli
fications of print narratives. Media cultures privilege visual images and 
increasingly draw upon the distinctive "grammars" of their "languages" to 
communicate and cultivate their messages. 

The disjunctive narratives of the new media culture are not random 
scattered, or meaningless as some (print-biased) postmodernist and postref'. 
erential theorists suggest. To the contrary, the MTV-ing of political discourse 
represents, in the cultural sphere, what the political economy models of 
communication, developed by the late Dallas Smythe, Herbert Schiller, and 
others, have long described within the structures of media markets. 

In this discursive form, as in scientific discourse, metaphor acts as the agent 
of ideological transfer. Metaphor is the boundary crosser, mediator, epoxy, 
and occasional translator that makes the new form of individualized and 
consumerist communication and sense-making processes of the media culture 
possible. The new forms of sense-making are not forms that print-based 
thinkers and democrats like Williams or I comfortably recognize as rational 
in Hesse's sense (see the section in this essay, "The Winner Names the Age"). 
Yet, in mediated discourse, as in scientific discourse, metaphor does facilitate 
"an adaptation of our language to our continually expanding world" (Hesse, 
1966, p. 177). This adaptation may more closely approximate rationalization 
(in Max Weber's, 1947, sense of that term) than it does the substantive kind 
of rationality valued by philosophers like Hesse, but it is nevertheless respon
sive to the changing material, social, and cultural arrangements of our time. 

Agenda-Setting Technologies 

The new discursive forms of media cultures have been implicated in 
undermining the print-based binary logic that secured cold war mythology. 
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Some analysts see them as contributing factors in the collapse of communism 
(Thompson, 1990; Wilson, 1992). The friendly imperialism of the glamorous 
visual imagery produced and CNN-ed throughout the world by Western media. 
cultures are seen as having cultivated desires for consumer products that 
state-controlled production systems could not and would not satisfy. 

What was framed in the Western press as a clamor for democracy can 
perhaps be more plausibly reframed as a clamor for Western technologies and 
consumer goods, especially communication technologies,_computers, VCRs, 
FAX: what Ithiel de Sola Poole (1983), in my view mistakenly, called "the 
technologies of freedom" and what I would call the technologies of consum
erism. Like all technologies, the designs of commercial technologies transmit 
more than just the material cultural markers imprinted in transistors and 
circuits. They also carry social values and designs for living. They are, a& 
Dallas Smythe (1981) put it, agenda setters and teaching machines. These 
technologies make it easier to say and do some things while making it 
difficult, although not impossible, to do others. 

Within the media cultures, this agenda-setting process becomes a major site 
of cultural contest. Thus, for example, at one point during the 1992 U.S. 
presidential election campaign, former Vice President Dan Quayle appeared to 
be running against Candice Bergen, the actress who plays the lead role in a 
popular television series, rather than Democratic contenders Bill Clinton and Al 
Gore. Charging that Bergen's character Murphy Brown is responsible for under
mining family values, Quayle's position was a direct extension and reflection of 
the new post-cold war agendas of conservative think tanks and policymakers. 
This agenda casts the entertainment industry and popular culture in the role of 
prime mover in America's cultural malaise and crisis of leadership. It also 
deflects attention away from critical analysis of the high levels of hegemonic 
closure that now operate within elite news media in the United States: a closure 
that was apparent in the responses of most major media organizations to govern
ment censorship and press controls during the Persian Gulf War. 

To be sure, this closure is not complete. The credibility and "strategic 
rituals" of the Western news media are dependent on circulation of some 
counterhegemonic messages. Proactive conservative lobbies, think tanks, and 
media, including the growing conservative presence in cable broadcasting 
(for example, the news programming and analysis on Pat Robertson's Chris
tian Broadcasting Network), appear to be committed to finding ways to 
exercise greater control over the flow of counterhegemonic messages (J. J. 
O'Connor, 1992). In attempting to retain their autonomy as commercial 
enterprises as well as their ideological attachments to their historical mission 
as watchdogs, mainstream media organizations increasingly possess but sel
dom overtly exercise the power to undermine the authority and legitimacy of 
governments (Entman, 1989). This culture power is largely contained and 
disciplined by elite media organization's dependence upon official sources 
and increasingly conservative think tanks for information (Soley, 1992). The 
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"End of History" debate (discussed in the second part of this essay) as well 
as. press coverage of the Persian Gulf War are striking examples of the 
this dependence works. ways 

Think Tanks and Sound Bytes 

In .identifyi?g the key:"~rds that are both "significant, binding words in 
certain activities and their interpretation" and "s1'gni'f' t · d' · . . 1can , 1n 1cative words 
in certain f~rm~ of t~ought" in the United States, it is increasingly necessar 
to track their m1grat10n from think tank to sound byte. Lawrence Soley (199{; 
has d?cumented the growing reliance of elite journalists on think tanks 
especially conservative think tanks, as news sources by comparing a sampl~ 
of ne:vs reports from. 1979-1980 with a comparable sample for 1987-1988. 
Washington-based think. tanks.' addressing national and international issues, 
are suppler~iented by reg10nal mstitutes and foundations that supply the local 
press with 1nformat1?n on domestic and regional economic and social issues 
Sol.ey has also exam1~ed the increasing presence of journalists as fellows-in~ 
residence. at these .thmk tanks, which are generously funded by corporate 
contr1butio_ns. Unhke academic knowledge producers, whose intellectual 
autonomy is protected, at least in theory, by academic freedom and tenure 
the knowledge producers supported by think tanks must return to position~ 
In ?ommerc1al media after a year or two in residence. For this reason Sole 
pomts out, they do not "want to be identified with unpopular p~litic?i 
;os1t10ns, such _as. supporting Nicaragua's Sandinista government" (Soley, 

992, P· 64). Withm this context, the meanings of and relationshi'ps 
"k 1 d " " • among 

no:" e ge, res~arch," and the always problematic pursuit of "objectivity': 
are highly responsive to market conditions. 

As a result of the growing dependence of news media on private, corpo
rate-fund~d, data and p~licy sources, many-perhaps even most-of the 
keywords that have acqmred currency within US poli'ti'cal d' · h 1 · · 1scourse since 
t e ~ar Y 1980s have been fabricated within conservative think tanks Jik th 
Her1tag~ Foundatio_n, American Enterprise Institute, Cato Institute, ~Ii~ 
Fou~dat10n'. Counc!l for Social and Economic Studies, Hudson Institute 
Foreign Pohcy Inslltute, National Institute for Public Policy and th ' 
Moreover,. these organizations are playing crucial roles in sup~lying :x;~:: 
tise, tannmg resour.ces, and conceptual maps for restructuring and privatiz
ing_ t estate economies of the nations of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet 
U mon. Indeed, some cynical ( counterhegemonic) readings of the process 
s~ghgest that Western experts are supplying Russian President Boris Yeltsin 
wit media consultants and a new "made for TV" - - persona. 

Keywords in a Global Village 

h
.The definitions of democracy and freedom that are being exported by these 

t ink tanks to former comm · t t · un1s na ions conflate democracy and capitalism: 
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terms that always coexisted in modern Western Liberal societies in uneasy 
and occasionally conflictual unions (Bowles & Gintis, 1986; Jansen, 1988). 
Within this new vocabulary, the keyword of Liberalism-democracy-is 
increasingly drained of its critical, resistant resources and becomes fully 
synonymous with free enterprise and consumer sovereignty. Here a set of 
terms-freedom of expression and freedom of choice-that were borro\ved 
from politics and used metaphorically by U.S. manufacturers and advertisers 
in the early part of this century to herald the promises of consumerism become 
literalized. The equation of free/private enterprise and freedom from govern
ment regulation with political freedom by conservative consultants and ad
visers reinforces one-dimensional interpretations of democracy. 

When such interpretations become naturalized within the political dis
course of leaders and citizens of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet 
Union-people who have little access to or presumably interest in the prehis
tory or metaphoric associations of the languages of Western democracy-the 
meaning of democracy changes. Freedom of choice becomes the freedom to 
choose between SONY, IBM, Zenith, or Toshiba. When this political dis
course is reimported as "news" from Eastern Europe and represented in 
Western news media, virtually all residue of its site of origination-U.S. think 
tanks-has been scrubbed away. To be sure, this import also bears the 
imprimatur of its reception and reinterpretation from the perspectives of the 
experiences and national identities of the former communist nations. Never
theless, the naturalization of market-based definitions of democracy within 
the reportage that have come out of these nations since the late 1980s, and 
that have circulated widely in the Western press, have presumably also 
contributed to domestic redefinitions of these terms. 

The following examples illustrate the way this migratory process works. 
When, for example, representatives of the American Enterprise Institute 
appear on U.S. television informational programs like Nightline or The 
McNeil-Lehrer NewsHour, their affiliations are noted, and sometimes mod
erated, if not always countered, by an expert representing an alternative 
position. This practice is a lingering residue of the FCC fairness doctrine, 
which mandated that information carriers using the public airwaves strive to 
achieve "balance" in the presentation of political views. Always problematic 
in theory and practice, this mandate nevertheless reinforced strategic rituals 
of objectivity. 

Exporting and Importing Facts 

When, in contrast, positions developed in U.S. think tanks are refracted 
back to the United States from Eastern Europe, the signatures of the expertise 
of the American Enterprise Institute or the RAND Corporation are no longer 
attached. For example, in the period immediately following the dismantling 
of the Berlin Wall, when Gorbachev or Yeltsin's advisers issued policy 
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positions after meetings with former U.S. Secretary of State James Baker's 
staff and their ~d~isers, they were articulating Soviet or Russian positions, 
not RAND pos1t10ns. These articulations become "fact," and, within the 
rituals of U.S. journalistic objectivity, facts do not require the same kinds of 
signatures as "opinions." By framing their reportage within the established 
s:ructu~es of news narrati:es and relying on routine news-gathering prac
t1ces-1n short, by conduchng "business as usual"-U.S. news organizations 
are thereby valorizing rather than monitoring U.S. foreign policy. 

The U.S. news media are also, implicitly, contributing to a kind of collec
tive social amnesia regarding the history and constituents of Liberal democ
racy. That is, they are providing their readers/audiences with unreflexive 
representations of the views that U.S. foreign policy experts and corporate 
developers are exporting to countries that do not have established institu
~i~~al .structures ~or regulating, monitoring, taxing, or resisting privatizing 
1mtiat1ves. In domg so, they are also further eroding their own, already 
severely compromised, ideological claims to autonomy: claims that provided 
the historical warrant for privileging press freedom in the First Amendment 
to the U.S. Constitution. 

Perhaps no term, phrase, or metaphor better displays the hyperconscious 
effort, by those in power, to redefine social reality and cultivate new key
words within contemporary political discourse than the Bush Administra
tion's counterfactual valorizations of the New World Order (NWO). Political 
slogans have, of course, been a characteristic of U.S. politics since the 
American Revolution. Manifest Destiny, the New Deal, the Square Deal, the 
New Frontier, and of course the Cold War are all master tropes that advanced 
visions of American futures. Moreover, the Cold War was a media-made term, 
coined by journalist Walter Lipmann in response to Winston Churchill's 
announcement on March 5, 1946, in a speech in Fulton, Missouri, that an 
"iron curtain" had descended upon Europe. 

The New World Order 

The concept of a "new world order" has, however, been articulated within 
a new communication environment: one in which hyperconscious myth-mak
ing has immediate and global resonances. Moreover, the New World Order 
and the occasion of its articulation represent extraordinarily innovative exer
cises in political linguistics for several reasons. 

First, its articulation, in a televised speech by U.S. President George Bush 
on January 17, 1991, 2 days into the Persian Gulf War, when television 
audiences throughout the world were acutely attentive to U.S. news, ensured 
unprecedented levels of immediate global visibility. 

Second, coupling the articulation of this vision with the announcement of 
ma.ssive bombing of Iraq elevates to the level of political praxis poststructu
rahst doubts about the ways words may be said to refer to the world. So much 
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so that Herbert Schiller (1991) suggests that President Bush's assertion that 
mass bombing of urban centers constitutes "the rule of law, not the law of the 

jungle" raises a "psychiatric question" (p. 12). . 
Third, the term represents a hyperconscious attempt to approp~1ate coun

terhegemonic languages and practices at a number of levels. Sch1l.ler ex~m
ines the most immediate and obvious antecedents of the term in United 
Nations initiatives, the New International Economic Order, and .the New 
International Information Order. Responding to pressures from Third World 
nations, NIEO and the NIIO were designed to redistribute both economka~d 
information resources in ways that redressed some of the enormous 1nequ1hes 
between industrialized societies and the rest of the world. Supported by more 
than 125 nations, these initiatives were opposed by the United States_ and 
largely ignored by U.S. media (Schiller, 1991). The NWO_also _appropr.rntes 
the language of another and less well-known but prest1g10us mternat10nal 
effort. The World Order Models Project, founded in 1966, which pubhshes 
the journal Alternatives is a transnational association of sc~ol~rs and poht~cal 
figures engaged in research, education, dialogue .. and pubhca~ion of materials 
aimed at "promoting a just world peace." Its advisory boa'.d mdudes, am?ng 
many others, left and liberal social reformers like Paulo Freue, Elise _Bouldmg, 
and Henryk Skolimowski. In addition, the NWO appropnates or piggybacks 
onto the language of U.S. government-sponsored 1492-1992 commemora
tions of Columbus's "discovery" of the new world. The term, of course, also 
has other less salutary historical associations in the rhetorics of both Mus
solini and Hitler, who used the term extensively (Rundle, 1992). . . 

Fourth, these appropriations have amplified the resonance, amb1gmty, and 
polysemy of the NWO but also of course its openness to_ iromc renderings. 

Fifth the Bush administration's articulations of the v1s10n of the NWO was 
accom~anied by sophisticated scripting of visual representations, especial~y 
during the Persian Gulf War, where sets, video technology, and tnythic 
narrative patterns, developed for television coverage of sports,. sp.ectfically_ 
football were simulated in military "press briefings." These bnefmgs were 
actually, live U.S. government broadcasts directly to the people of the "global 
village," which were, presumably, intended to nega~e the power of Journalis
tic mediation. The sporting metaphor extended to v1Suals. So that, for e_xam
ple, photo opportunities were effectively used to convey the layers of hierar
chy and the distributions of power as well as the gender order of the NWO. 
Not only were Saudi military press officers used at some news confe.rences, 
formally posed official photographs of the coalition military leadership care
fully replicated structures of global power with Western troops. centrally 
positioned, Middle Eastern figures at the near penphery, and Thud World 
representatives at the margins (Jansen & Sabo, 1992). . . . . 

The war naturalized the NWO metaphor. It became famihar furmture m 
editorial headers and talk show conversation. It also quickly infiltrated the 
language of the television talk show circuit. After the war, the press trans-
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ferred this framing to analysis of events-the destabilization and disorder
in the then Soviet Union. The resonan~e of the phrase appears to owe as much 
to its openness to ironic inversions as to its "bandwagoning" effects. More
over, the vastness and vagueness of its terms permit an unusually broad range 
of meanings to find refuge under its umbrella. So much so that the titular 
author of the concept has been plausibly charged with misunderstanding it. 
Thus Lester Thurow (C-SPAN, Booknotes, May 31, 1992), charges President 
Bush-"the Cold War President"-understands less about the new world 
or??r than most policy analysts because he conceives of it primarily as a 
m1htary phenomena when actually the most dramatic structural transforma
tions are occurring in global market systems, not in military formations. This 
example is doubly significant because it is one of hundreds that demonstrate 
the migration and naturalization of the metaphor, NWO, in the statements and 
publications of would-be oppositional mediated voices and publications.3 As 
yet, it is too early to tell whether President Bill Clinton's speechwriters will 
be able to effectively mobilize new metaphors to describe the transformations 
in international political formations. In Clinton's inaugural address, they 
appeared to be trying to erase former President Bush's imprimatur from the 
slippery NWO metaphor by simply referring to "the new order." 

This brief analysis of the NWO only scratches the surface. It demonstrates 
that the term is not new, that the "world" it evokes is highly selective both 
economically and geographically, and that the "order" it valorizes, so far, has 
no material referents. In Williams's sense, the NWO constitutes an exemplary 
case of a set of keywords that disorient because the problems of their 
meanings are inseparable from the problems they are being used to discuss. 

The difference between this set of keywords and the keywords that troubled 
Williams in 1945 is that the obfuscation that accompanies their articulation 
is deliberate, hyperconscious. Some other keywords in contemporary medi
ated political vocabularies that warrant further examination in light of the 
above conditions are freedom includingfreedom of the press andfree market; 
competitiveness; democracy; history; evolution; environment; energy; pub
lic/private dualisms; science and technology; knowledge/information; media 
culture/popular culture; totalitarianism, and authoritarianism. Analysis of 
th? inversion_s and migratory patterns of these terms is beyond the scope of 
this essay. It ts, however, a task of significant importance both to media-criti
cal theory and to the preservation (or recovery) of democracy as a political, 
as opposed to a purely economic, form. 

Democracy and the Critical Spirit 

When Herbert Marcuse wrote One-Dimensional Man in 1964, the book's 
title and its argument were correctly criticized as hyperbolic. The thesis he 
put forth is still somewhat overdetermined, but current structural relationships 
for the production and distribution of knowledge and their representations in 
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news media now come much nearer to approximating Marcuse's model. 
Ironically, conservative think tanks mastered Marcuse's lessons on political 
linguistics and are now very effectively practicing what he preached against. 
Meanwhile, many of his erstwhile friends on the left, who first embraced and 
then abandoned his critical insights regarding media cultures, are now devot
ing enormous intellectual resources and energies to the pursuit of residues of 
political resistance in products of the U.S. entertainment industry like Ma
donna, soap operas, hip-hop, and heavy metal. 

In a speech to the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, 
Jacques Attali (1991) described the new global market formation in these· 
terms: "The world is becoming an ideologically homogeneous market where 
life is being organized around common consumer desires, whether or not 
those desires can be fulfilled" (p. 422; Wilson, 1992, pp. 209-210). Within 
this new postindustrial or post-Fordian world order, political candidates, 
positions, and programs are brought to market like music videos, waffle irons, 

and dandruff shampoos. 
Whether the keyword of Euro-American political linguistics during the 

first half of the twentieth century, democracy, will retain its historic resonance 
within this new world order is open to question. Citizens and scholars 
committed to its preservation would be well-advised to accept Hanno Hardt's 
(1992) challenge to recover the critical spirit "that is inherent in the idea of 
democracy and [that] can be defined as thinking about freedom and respon
sibility and the contribution that intellectual pursuits can make to the welfare 

of society" (p. xi). 

NOTES 

1. The title for this section is based on the title of Lillian Smith's (1978) book; the subtitle is 

from Marcuse (1969). 
2. While feminist work in science has been influenced significantly by the strong program in 

the sociology of knowledge, the strong program remains virtually untouched by feminism. . 
3. Many left-oriented publications have contributed to amplification of the term: some 1n 

literal ways, Others with irony and inversion, For example, the Socialist Register devoted an 
entire issue to the NWO in 1992, while in March 1991 Marxism Today published several articles 
under the header, "New World Order: War of the Imagination." 
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Commentary on Jansen 

Communication 
Technology as 
a Metaphor of Power 

JOHN J, PAULY 
Saint Louis University 

L ET me respond to Sue Curry Jansen's tale of a dark New World Order 
with a lighter story of my own. For the last 2 years, my former 
university has invited a veritable host of scholars, journalists, diplo

mats, economists, and assorted glitterati to town for a conference on interna
tional affairs, This conference has been a big-think production from first to 
last-lots of geopolitical speculation, lots of publicity, lots of opportunities 
for hobnobbing alumni and trustees. Its function has been to display the 
university president's commitment to "globalization" and-nominally-to 
educate faculty, students, and the community. 

There has been just one problem: Students rarely attend any sessions of the 
conference, much to the dismay of the president. It is not that students are 
uninterested in international affairs. They regularly enroll in courses in 
intercultural communication, everyday life in the Third World, the politics of 
China, or the history of South Africa. More students are seriously studying 
foreign languages than at any time in my 25 years in universities. Students 
turn out in significant numbers to attend Amnesty International meetings or 
to support service projects in Central America. But, even after being hectored 
by faculty and administrators, they refuse to attend the international affairs 
conference. 

Is the problem that students are apathetic and provincial, as many of my 
colleagues believe? Or do students cynically recognize that such conferences 
are designed to guarantee their attendance but exclude their participation? 
Students, after all, have little say about the speakers invited or the topics 
chosen, and the format of the conference discourages engagement with the 
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audience. As a result, students exercise the only power left them: They refuse 
their presence. Students got our disinvitation but decided not to attend our 

party. 
This modest parable usefully balances Sue Jansen's account of power in 

our age. There is little doubt that modern elites behave in just the way Jansen 
has described-turning the world into markets, insinuating their views into 
every conversation, clearing a space for capital in everyday life. Having 
dismissed citizens as participants, however, elites must always reassemble 
the public as a chorus to lend legitimacy to their own accomplishments. It is 
not enough, as Max Weber noted, for rich people to be rich; they must get 
everyone else to agree that they deserve to be rich. Thus elites now devote 
much energy to producing a public that ratifies their actions-through polls, 
press conferences, educational campaigns, and various other forms of com
pulsory communication. After each barrage of information,_ how~ver, the 
disenfranchised climb out of their bunkers and go about thelf business. In 
some sense, the media now need us more than we need them. 

As a loyal son of Chicago, I enjoy a good con as well as the next person, 
and so I admit a certain dazed respect for the chicanery of the elites that Jansen 
describes. But I do not take their claims of intellectual authority or moral 
grandeur very seriously; nor do I think that the sheer scale of their ambition 
will guarantee their success. Jansen, too, recognizes the poss1b1hty of failure, 
but her description speaks more eloquently of domination. Like Milton, she 
has given the devil all the best lines. Her project is to describe the forms of 
social control likely to emerge in a post-cold war world. She hopes to 
demonstrate the power of metaphors by tracing the paths of "ideological 
transfer"-from the intentions of the powerful, by way of the channels of 
production and dissemination, through narrative practices, and into the be
havior and attitudes of the audience. 

Jansen reminds us that the end of the cold war signals a moment of 
profound change. The breakup of older colonial empires, following World 
War II, is now nearly complete in Africa, Asia, and Eastern Europe. Without 
a shared eneµiy, we struggle to articulate a sense of national identity. Without 
the corporate welfare payments provided by a permanent military state, the 
economy founders. We imagine ourselves victors at the dawn of a new day 
but spend our nights counting our losses. And we fear that one of those losses 
may be democracy itself, as William Greider (1992) has recently argued: 

The permanent mobilization bas altered democratic relationships profoundly, 
concentrating power in remote and unaccountable places, institutionalizing se
crecy, fostering gross public deception and hypocrisy. It violated law in ways that 
have become habitual. It assigned great questions of national purpose to a 
militarized policy elite. It centralized political power in the presidency at the 
expense of every other democratic institution. (p. 360) 
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For Greider, the central question of the post-cold war age is this: Who will 
tell the people that their hopes of democracy have been betrayed? Jansen 
shares this gloomy assessment (as do I) and finds little cause for hope. She 
stresses the enormity of the forces at work, the subtle powers of the enemy, 
and the relentless coalescence of a new system of domination. She expresses 
an understandable frustration with the self-satisfied role of the postmodern 
intellectual, particularly those communication scholars who study residual 
cultural forms such as "Madonna, soap operas, hip-hop, and heavy metal" (p. 
502). In the end, Jansen offers little solace beyond a call to "recover the 
critical spirit." 

What is it about critical theory that compels it to haunt this morbid ground? 
Why does such theory always imagine power as that which tattoos our wrist 
and sends us off to the work camp? For a time, critical theory offered a bracing 
alternative to the functionalism that once dominated U.S. social science. It 
forcefully argued that functionalism amounted to little more than an apology 
for the status quo, a naive insistence, in the face of blatant force and fraud, 
that consensus governs American society. Critical theory noted that pluralists 
left no room for irreconcilable differences. All groups played their role, and 
the system would efficiently monitor and readjust intergroup differences. 

Today, oddly enough, critical theory has come to invent its own form of 
functionalism. Ii now resembles the older style of social science it once 
critiqued, not in its politics, worldview, or conclusions but in its style of 
analysis. Critical theory and functionalism both assume that different insti
tutions play identifiable roles in maintaining the totality of society, though 
neither fully specifies what that totality is. Both believe that only those who 
grasp society as a whole can exercise intellectual authority, and so both tend 
to overestimate the power of elites. Both show a certain contempt for the 
uncritical masses and remain indifferent to the evidence of personal experi
ence. And both display an insensitivity to the artful ambiguities of narrative. 

In short, I myself find it difficult to discover in critical theory the spirit of 
solidarity, mutual aid, and tolerance needed to sustain democracy. So I 
propose to reinterpret Sue Jansen's essay in terms that are more idiosyncrati
cally my own. In the process, I hope to honor her essay's most worthy 
impulses, but in terms that recognize the possibility of democratic renewal. 

Let us start with her judgment of our own historical moment. What does 
that moment look like to the powerful groups that Jansen describes? Do 
political and economic elites now feel themselves ascendant, exhilarated at 
the prospect of a new imperial age? Quite the contrary: U.S. intellectuals of 
the center and right, for example, are suffering from a premature case of the 
fin de siecle blues. A few years ago, as the Soviet Union was breaking up, the 
Berlin Wall falling, and Iraqis dying with admirable efficiency, these same 
intellectuals subjected the country to an endless litany of fatuous and self
serving eulogies to the American way. Everywhere now, however, the talk is 
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of ruin, of America's declining wealth and influence, its loss of national 
mission and civic virtue, its inability to reinvigorate its economy or educate 
its children, its steady drift toward class warfare. Conservative intellectuals' 
prideful arguments about "the end of history" have now soured. Far from 
acting self-assured, power everywhere finds itself disputed, divided, and 
desperate. 

Not surprising, talk about communication often figures in this discourse of 
decline. By this account, when the national interest can no longer be equated with 
national security, the country devolves into a Babel of chattering tribes. In the 
absence of widely accepted principles by which to adjudicate differences, politics 
turns into a free-for-all and respect for authority declines. Political leaders find 
themselves stymied by the unregulated demands of contentious single-issue 
interest groups. Conservatives and liberals may disagree about how to cast the 
roles in this drama, but they largely agree on the plot. 

Jansen speaks of this moment-quite properly, I think-as a series of 
"interpretive crises," a void into which powerful institutions hope to insert 
their own meanings. For her, metaphors chosen by the media are powerful 
weapons in mobilizing citizens. As do most critical theorists, she asks us to 
imagine an ominous chain of command and influence that connects large
scale economic and political structures to small turns of phrase and, ulti
mately, to habits of mind. 

There is a different way in which we might speak of media power, however. 
Instead of stressing the power of metaphors, we might speak of communica
tion as itself a metaphor of power. James Carey (1990a, 1990b) has argued 
that communication technology is perhaps the root metaphor of modern 
societies, a very totem of social order. Rather than look for power in the 
metaphors of the moment, we might focus on communication technology as 
a metaphor for the social order that elites hope to design and control. Thus 
the new role of writing, reading, and printing sustained eighteenth-century 
bourgeois intellectuals' faith in the public sphere, and the digital computer 
sustains the twenty-first-century knowledge elites' vision of an information 
society. The very nature of modern intellectuals' work encourages them to 
pledge allegiance to one or more technologies-to the book as repository of 
Western thought, or the daily newspaper as watchdog of government, or the 
computer as database. In each case, communication technology metonymi
cally represents the architects of the system-as men of letters, as well-in
formed citizens, as programmers-and synecdochically represents the social 
whole, offering a blueprint for the world that intellectuals hope to dream into 
existence. 

This way of talking about social order in terms of communication may seem 
characteristically American. Lewis Lapham ( 1986) made this very point a few 
years ago in a provocative and subtle essay titled "Paper Moons." In that piece 
for Harper's magazine, Lapham reported his encounter with an "intellectual 
mercenary" named Townsend, a consultant who during the 1980s had enlisted 
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in the campaign to promote the Strategic Defense Initiative and supply-side 
economics. Townsend and his fellow mercenaries have now been invited to 
help the federal government solve its trade imbalance. Townsend is holding 
forth at the bar, matching wits with his fellow consultants, when he asks 
"What is it that Americans know how to make and sell better than anybod; 
else in the world?" His fellow consultants guess: "fast-food restaurants ""fash
ion/' "videotapes," "ammunition," but Townsend just shakes his head. 'Then he 
answers his own question: What product do Americans make the best? "Meta
phors," Townsend replies. "Metaphors and images and expectations." 

What American cultural empire sells, in short, is the dream of cultural 
empire. Our fevered talk about "the media" testifies to our lavish (and 
characteristically American) hope of remaking the world by rewiring social 
relations. To be sure, Jansen senses what is at stake in this debate. She 
understands that U.S. media conglomerates are busily assembling the infra
structure through which they hope to sell packaged information and entertain
ment worldwide. She also recognizes that, in a world of large-scale media 
the division of symbolic labor between producers and consumers will loo~ 
larger and constitute a new class distinction. 

What she sees less clearly, I would argue, is the likely source of communi
cation technology's most powerful effects. The most profound ideological 
effects may be exercised not through the content of media products but by 
changes in the very infrastructure of everyday life. Like the students at my 
university, we will always be able to marshall irony and indifference to shield 
ourselves from media bias. But how will we defend ourselves against a global 
business system that conjoins computer networks and satellite communica
tion? It is this prospect-of a computer-powered global market in capital, 
labor, and intelligence-that undermines our ability to control our own 
destiny. It is this prospect, and the possibility that the United States will lose 
this new economiC war, that is scaring U.S. intellectuals. 

It is always useful, as Jansen advises, to maintain a sense of skepticism, 
and where possible to contest others' images of us. But, in the days ahead, 
such action will not be nearly enough to protect U.S. democracy. The new 
metaphors of power are embedded in the communication technologies them
selves and in the social relations they prefigure. Resistance will need to take 
many forms. It may appear as a new Luddism, a defense of countervailing 
oral traditions, a principled indifference, or a program of ridicule and satire. 

Above all, we should remember that our problems are not unprecedented 
and that the history of oppositional social movements offers strategies for the 
future. Such movements have themselves been a characteristic outcome of 
the communication revolution. They exemplify what Carey (1969) has called 
the c~ntrifugal force of communication, the tendency of the new technologies 
to articulate and join special-interest groups across space. These movements 
have historically put international communiCation in the service of difference 
tolerance, and brotherhood. ' 
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Above all, for our purposes here, these movements have imagined an 
alternative "new world order," parallel to the emerging global marketplace 
but not dependent upon it. Long before the lines of commerce were fully 
established or the modern techniques of marketing fully exploited, social 
movements were establishing international communities of sympathy and 
interest. New technologies of communication have expanded and enabled 
such movements but have never subsumed them. All of the grand modern 
campaigns for justice-to end slavery, lynching, Jim Crow, and apartheid; to 
win the vote and contraception rights for women; to demand an 8-hour day 
and combat the depredations of capital; to ban nuclear weapons; to protect 
prisoners of conscience; to limit environmental pollution-have begun with 
local acts of courage, then echoed into the far corners of the earth. 

This is why the end-of-history arguments ring hollow to me and why I 
remain more guardedly optimistic than Jansen, U.S. intellectuals of the center 
and right, fearing that the United States will no longer dominate the new 
world order, despair of any future whatsoever. But democratic renewal never 
comes from that quarter anyway, as Greider (1992) has argued: 

This renewal, if it comes, will not come from books. A democratic insurgency 
does not begin with ideas, as intellectuals presume, or even with great political 
leaders who seize the moment. It originates among the ordinary people who find 
the will to engage themselves with their surrounding reality and to question the 
conflict between what they are told and what they see and experience. (p. 410) 

When power admits to being so divided, so vulnerable, so surprisingly at risk, 
then there is good reason for the rest of us to keep hope alive. 
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12 Interethnic Communication: 
The Context and the Behavior 

YOUNG YUN KIM 
University of Oklahoma 

Issues of ethnicity and interethnic interaction have been extensively investigated 
across social science disciplines for several decades. This essay presents an over
view of some of the concepts that are prominent in the literature and proposes a 
conceptual framework in which many of the existing concepts can be integrated from 
a communication viewpoint. The current description of interethnic communication 
is grounded in some of the metatheoretical assumptions of pragmatism and systems 
theory, which emphasize the inseparability and interdependence of the context and 
the behavior of communication in any given interethnic encounter. Based on this 
perspective, interethnic communication is conceptualized in the form of a transac
tional matrix that consists of the behavior (encoding and decoding) and three layers 
of the context: the communicator, the situation, and the environment. 

ETHNIC passions continue to boil around the globe. Hardly any day 
passes without reports of some new incidents of interethnic coiiflict. 
Many of the major conflicts today are being fought within states, 

engendered by issues of ethnicity-from the long-festering conflicts in places 
like Northern Ireland and South Africa to the new or renewed violence 
erupting in the Balkans and beyond. The continuing salience of ethnicity is 
accompanied by an increasing polyethnic norm of human society: Today 
fewer than 10% of the 186 countries are ethnically homogeneous and the rest 
are multiethnic states (Talbott, 1992). The "average" U.S. citizen, by 2056, 
is predicted to trace his or her descent to Africa, Asia, the Hispanic world, the 
Pacific Islands, or Arabia if current trends in immigration and birthrates 
persist (Talbott, 1992). This changing interethnic landscape has been accom
panied by an explosion of books discussing various societal strains as ethnic 
groups that cling to their units of identity clash in neighborhoods, college 
campuses, and business organizations (e.g., Schlesinger, 1992; Terkel, 1992). 

Even though issues of ethnicity are of universal concern, each locale, each 
encounter, and each individual presents a unique set of conditions that define 
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