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THE USES AND GRATIFICATIONS APPROACH:
PAST, TROUBLES AND FUTURE

The kind of mass communication research which has acquired the often regret¬
ted, but now unavoidable, label 'uses and gratifications’ is scarcely novel,
except as a convenient focus for theoretical controversy. As such it has largely
taken the place of the more simple-minded kind of ’effects’ research, which can
now, in contrast, be conducted in relative peace and even with some degree of
approval.
Ultimately, my wish is to differentiate between the better and the worse in the
research possibilities which might continue to represent this particular tradition,
since part of my argument will be that the label covers research activities which
will have to be carried out if the mass communication process is to be compre¬
hensively examined. It is for this reason, rather than as a claim to credentials,
that I have emphasized the lack of novelty of the research. Although recent
writing (e.g. in Blumler & Katz, 1974) refers to a ’revival’ of interest, so also
does Klapper in his 1960 review write as if the ’functional orientation’ to the
study of media effects was then receiving a renewed attention. In his account,
this kind of research ’has addressed itself to known consumers of escapist
material, inquiring into why they were devotees and how they differed from
non-devotees, and thus emphasizing the functions which such material serves
rather than its presumed direct and indirect effects’. Even at that time there was
much material to review, covering a wider spectrum of content than this quota¬
tion suggests. Most of the audience uses and functions which are currently
studied had already been named and classified.

In approaching the question of controversial definition in the recent past (the
mid-1970’s), I want to comment first on the diversity of actual research which
can attract the ’uses’ label. Modern critics either acknowledge or point out the
theoretical heterogeneity of the approach but are less inclined to find the
diversity of practice and of purpose so interesting. While there is some justifica¬
tion for Carey and Kreiling’s (1974) view that uses and gratifications emerged
because of the discovered inadequacy of the older tradition of campaign or
effect studies’, the servicing of effect research was not a primary argument in
favour of the approach when it was advocatedby Elihu Katz in1959. 1ndeed,he
only remarked, parenthetically, that ’Incidentally, all this may lead to a consider¬
able increment in our understanding of mass media effects’. While the thought
has been taken up in various studies and is embedded, anyway, in the earlier
seminal studies of personal influence, it is not appropriate to link the approach
predominantly to the investigation of behavioural or attitudinal effects.

There is at least as strong a case for identifying it with the tradition of the study of
popular culture and it was Katz’s suggestion that the 'uses’ approach could
’build a bridge to the humanistic tradition of popular culture’ (Katz, 1959). The
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basis for such a view was that the gratifications which people derive from
cultural material is essential to an understanding of complete cultural experien¬
ces and that communication research might be better equipped to provide this
kind of knowledge than the then established schools of cultural study.

One might summarize the original impulses behind the uses research under two
main headings. Firstly, there was the opposition to deterministic assumptions
about media effects expressed by the contrast between what the media do to
people and what people dowith themedia. This was a part of the 'rediscovery of
people’ which occurred rather earlier in American communication sociology
than in some other branches of the discipline. Secondly, there was the wish to
break out of the sterile debate over mass media taste which by the end of the
1950’s, in the Anglo-American tradition at least, had divided elitist critics of the
consumers and products of mass culture from concerned democrats who
deplored the content but believed in the salvation of its consumers. Amongst
such there were those who blamed the system and also those who accepted the
fact of voluntary complicity by the consumers and were disinclined to make
value judgments about the content. It was to the latter that a uses’ approach had
most attraction.

It appeared as if the problem of mass ’resistance’ to high culture and enlighten¬
ment, which was a generally accepted fact of western industrial (i.e. Americani¬
sed) society might be accounted for on grounds additional to a simple view of
intellectual and moral inadequacy on the part of the majority, or the view that
standards of taste were imposed in a class divided society according to ruling
class interests. It might turn out that if the culture as ’consumed’ could be seen
through the eyes of the receiver, rather than as characterisedby its producers or
its critics, it might not seem so ’low’ after all - at least there might seem some
sense and reason in its appeal and it might be possible to describe it in
non-evaluative terms. Inaddition, it might prove tobe the case that environmen¬
tal factors (e.g. of home and neighbourhood) might play a large part in constrai¬
ning and directing tastes. The argument about ’cultural inequality’ had some
parallels with that over educational achievement and the distribution of innate
versus acquired ability which pre-occupied British sociology in the 1950’s and
1960’s. Just as sociologists argued that educational outcomes might be a
combination of environmental disadvantage and culturally biassed testing, so
was it believed that the pattern of cultural preference might also be a product of
circumstances and of inappropriately applied cultural criteria. The uses and
gratifications approach seemed to offer several attractive possibilities: of sepa¬
rating analytically the people from the product, so that audiences did not have to
be characterised by the content they attended to; of finding lines of division
relevant to cultural choice other than socio-economic status and its correlates;
of testing the influence of environmental circumstances.

I have spelt out this rather old-fashioned sounding argument at some length,
partly because it is rather dated. An acceptance of greater cultural pluralism has
made the problem of cultural inequality less insistent and perhaps largely
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optional. Although the problem has re-emerged in its cognitive aspect as one of
a 'knowledge gap’ the original uses and gratifications tradition was more expli¬
citly concerned with what was non-cognitive, especially with what was then
innocently termed ’escapist’. A reminder of earlier concerns may be necessary
preliminary to understanding later research objectives, some of which, like the
search for a ’structure’ of media functions, were intended as steps towards other
goals, but became ends in themselves.

If we consider the range of core activities which comprise the ’uses’ approach,
we can appreciate better some earlier expectations which were associated with
the approach and also have some basis for a discussion of recent criticism.
Firstly, the ’uses’ of the mass media are considered to be those perceived
benefits of attention which can be expressed, or recognised, by the audience
(the ’users’) for the medium or the content. Consequently, the central activity
has been to collect references to relevant uses or satisfactions which might be
expressed as motives, or descriptions, or reported applications of the expe¬
rience in the rest of social life. Secondly, it has been customary to collect
relevant environmental information about the same audience members - facts
of social circumstance, with almost no restriction on the range and depth of such
inquiry.Thirdly, information has had tobe collected about media selection in the
wider context of other communication and cultural activity. Fourthly, data have
at times been sought about psychological dispositions - mental states or attitu¬
des which reflect personality, social attitude or response to the social environ¬
ment. Only the first of these kinds of data would be strictly required to qualify a
study within the tradition of ’uses andgratifications’, but it wouldbe more normal
to expect in addition some attention to the social context of the audience
member and to his or her actual media choices.

The collection of evidence in the four areas described was from the beginning
firmly entrusted to tried methods of empirical research: the small-group discus¬
sion; the pilot survey; the compilation of a structured interview schedule; the
standardised interview; the formation of indices and variables; the statistical
description and interrelation of data. The dowry for the marriage between
communication research and cultural studies was tobethe combination of such
techniques as well as the concepts for describing and classifying the average or
typical audience. It is therefore relevant to emphasize certain procedural cha¬
racteristics which go with the four key areas of activity. These include: a concern
to put all ideas to an empirical test of validity; an attraction to what is general and
representative; a search for what is fundamental and stable over time; a prefe¬
rence for measures which are replicable at other times, in other places, with
other populations; a loyalty to sequential or causal reasoning and to logical
models for relating the varied components of data. There is little doubt that such
precepts and preferences, while firmly embedded in the empirical tradition and
admirable in their way, have drawn the practitioners away from potential allies in
the community of communication research and distanced them in unintended
ways from the subject which they set out to examine.
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Nevertheless, there is little in this account of research activity nor its conventio¬
nal norms of conduct to prepare one for the carefully directed and strongly felt
criticism which has been voiced contemporaneously with the expansion of
media ’uses’ during the tastten years, and especially in cogent papers by Elliott
(1974), Carey andKreiling (1974) and Swanson (1977). It is not thepurpose of
this paper to summarize and evaluate the varied lines of criticism in any
comprehensive way, but as part of the task of stating directions for the future,
some response has to be made, in the way both of accepting and rejecting
criticism. I would like firstly to attempt a general interpretation of the opposition
and secondly to take a small number of particular points from which the practi¬
tioners of uses and gratifications approach might either learn (or have learned
already from their own research) or which they should resist.

-TROUBLES-

When one looks at communication research in the light of the intellectual and
political developments of the decade from 1968, it is not altogether surprising to
find a resistance to the ideas, rather than thepractices of researchers into media
uses. The ideas formulated about the enterprise of research into audience uses
andgratifications, although intended more to give coherence to empirical inves¬
tigation than to offer any new theory of the media met an uncongenial climate.
Firstly, the research was not comfortably located in any discipline with suitably
protective traditions and belief systems - it was a hybrid of psychology, sociolo¬
gy, social statistics, cultural studies.
Secondly the main disciplines which might have given it a home were not in a
sympathetic phase of development. Psychology was tending more to behavio¬
ral rather than mentalistic enterprises and further away from sociology than in
the early days of communication research. Sociology in its dominant mode was
both rejecting functionalism and system thinking which provided part of the
framework of ideas for uses and gratifications research and also discovering a
more critical position in respect of dominant social institutions. It was also firmly
suspicious of methodological individualism and most forms of positivism. The
realities of class difference were seen as more relevant than the modes of
adaptation to social conditions. In the field of cultural studies, there was a
growing tendency to extend to the products of popular culture the same rights to
autonomy and claims to uniqueness that had once been reserved for traditional
’high’ culture. The students of popular culture had less time for an approach
which reduced the response to cultural experience to standardised 'items’ or
statistical manipulation of these.
In general, the dominant concerns of communication research had also shifted
away from either the audience or mediaeffects andtowards the study of content
and of organisation. Research on ’uses and gratifications’ had little to contribute
on either matter.

When it was revealed, the ’theory’ of the uses and gratifications approach was
found to be deeply flawed: - by its presumption of basic needs underlying the
selection of and response to media content, which could not be independently
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demonstrated; by its emphasis on a concept of an active audience, which was
unclear and possibly contradicted by the evidence of aggregate audience
behaviour or by other assumptions of environmental causation which the 'uses’
approach itself espoused; by the contradiction betweenthe wish to describe the
objective functions of particular kinds of content, and the expectation that any
kind of content might serve almost any function; by the gap between the closed
or completed system of research designs and the openness of everyday life.
When the aspirations to make a progressive contribution to cultural or commu¬
nicationpolicy were compared with the results of research, or taken upby media
policy makers, it was strongly suspected that such research could in general
only support the claims of media providers that they already give the audience
what it wants. Worse, the ’uses’ research might add to this the notion that the
audience not only gets what it wants, but it gets what it needs.
When the early wish to make an empirical or value-free contribution to the
debate about popular taste is looked at in the light of recent research results and
of critical appraisal it seems hard to deny that the uses and gratifications
approach is actually rather insensitive to the essence of cultural variation.

Thus, in three main respects, the aspirations of the uses and gratifications
approach have been challenged - as a theoretical enterprise, as a guide to a
’progressive’ policy, as a tool of cultural analysis. Unfortunately, the strength of
the challenge and its multiple character has had a pre-emptive effect on uses
andgratifications researchers. They havebeen divertedby the more fundamen¬
tal and unanswerable points of criticism from the task of providing a critical
appraisal of their own efforts. A centralpart of this paper is the attempt to look at
some of the criticisms from the point of view of the practitioner of the ’uses’
approach, to accept some, answer some and add further problems to the list. An
adequate specification of the difficulties would quickly become very lengthy and
brief and simple statements of objections will have to suffice. In providing these,
the intention has been less to do complete justice to the views of critics than to
express problems in a form which is most recognisable to those who conduct
such research or are familiar with its outcome.
In their most summary form, the criticisms include the following key points.
Firstly, the approach is individualistic in method and conception and it is difficult
for it to move from a concern with intra-individual data to any formulation of
social structure and process. Secondly, it is 'mentalistic', relying on subjective
reports of mental states and apparently preferring these to objective’ external
facts of classification of audiencemembers, despite the fact that self-reports are
likely to be strongly influenced by circumstances of social position, especially
class and life-cycle. Thirdly, the approach assumes that media behaviour is
based on conscious or rational choice, despite the strong evidence that much
use of the media is habitual and non-selective and seemingly more a response
to what is available than an autonomous outcome of personal preference.
Fourthly, the notion of an ’active' audience may be held to be inconsistent with
that of determination by either fundamental needs or social conditions, both of
which figure as ultimate causes in the 'system' of media consumption. Fifthly,
the 'uses’ approach has little or no time for thesubstance of thecontent itself, the
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latter being considered only in its aspect as a feedback to life experience.
These points could be amplified and others added, but they are sufficient to
specify themain problem areas, which uses and gratifications researchers have
always been aware of: the conceptual content of the gratification idea; the
problem of representing social context and social process; the meaning of an
’active’ audience; and the character of the explanatory model which should be
used to relate the various pieces of evidence about audience selection and
response.

In discussing these points, I will refer from time to time to a study of the uses of
television and the press in which I played a minor part as a collaborator (with J.
Blumler and M. Gurevitch), although the work was an extension of earlier
developmental research for which I had more responsibility (McQuail, 1972).
The study I refer to has not been reported in full, although some account has
been given by Blumler (1977). Its relevance, apart from the convenience of
access is that it represents in a rather extreme form, the kind of research which
the critics have most in mind. It set out, with reference to a random national
sample in Britain, to measure the main general satisfactions derived from both
press and television and to relate the outcome of this effort to data about the
background social circumstances of the respondents, with particular reference
to work experience, social contact and leisure activities. The main purposes of
the research were, on the one hand, to assess the degree andkind of determina¬
tion by social circumstances of the most important media satisfactions and, on
the other, to test some particular expectations about the links between social
conditions and media experience.

In the discussion of problems we need logically to begin with thematter of what a
use or gratification actually is - since themeasurement of this is the ones/'nequa
non of the approach, in whatever form it appears. Typically, researchers have
sought to characterize either the individual, or a certain media behaviour, or a
content example with reference to an expected or received benefit for the
viewer, receiver, listener. The benefits can relate to internal mental states or to
relationships with others and with the rest of experience. The benefits (in these
terms) that have been reported cover an enormous range and can be multiplied
almost indefinitely if they take account of all the possibilities of media output.
On the other hand, the typical and recurring satisfactions are relatively few in
number, and much uses andgratifications research is basedon the assumption
that a small number of basic gratifications can be identified and measured and
that these will be sufficient to explain broad patterns of media behaviour. The
study mentioned is no exception and in fact it strongly represents this generali¬
sing tendency in its reduction of media gratifications to four main indices,
labelled as: ’surveillance’ (information-seeking about social and political reali¬
ty); ’curiosity’ (a more personal version of information-seeking); ’diversion’
(both entertainment and companionship-seeking); ’personal identity’ (self¬
comparison, reminiscence, empathy).
Much effort was spent in the search for this economical and general set of
indicators, chosen on the basis of this and earlier enquiries to maximise the
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chance of capturing the typical self-view of an audience (which means here a
whole national population) and at the same time providing the material for a
statistical analysis in which these same ideas could be treated as dependent
variables or as attributes. In the course of looking for such a general measure it
has become quite clear that the expression or acknowledgement of any given
’motive’ varies from person to person and over time for the same person.
Inevitably, too, the pattern or ’structure’ of motives, of the kind which forms the
basis for the summary gratification indices varies according to the composition
of the population of respondents. In addition, questions about particular uses
and gratifications are answered quite differently as they should be, in relation to
different kinds of media content. In fact such questions tend to be rather
sensitive to relatively minor differences between examples of content which
belong to the same genre. The differentiation which is a sign of success at one
level of investigation becomes something of an impediment when one seeks to
find a more universally valid measure to be employed for very heterogeneous
population groups and a wide range of output (as when motives for watching
television in general are studied). The compromise solutions which have to be
adopted to deal with the most general aspects of the thesis which connects
experience in society to media use may in themselves cause a loss of specific
information about particular sub-groups and special types of content.

It is perhaps the precise meaning of the gratification concept which has most
worried the antagonists of the ’uses’ approach and it is on this point that the
claim to theoretical diversity (Blumler, 1977) can be most readily documented.
The concept has been treated as a ’motive’, a ’satisfaction’, an ’orientation’, an
’expectation’, a ’type of media-person interaction’, a ’response’, a ’use’. The
appropriate explanatory theory connecting social experience with media use
will vary according to the choice of term. The lack of fixed terminology is not a
barrier to investigation, although it does stand in the way of theoretical develop¬
ment and there is a very real difficulty in the inability to separate out the meaning
which is specific to a respondent and to his or her own experience and that
meaning which has the character of a cultural norm which provides the appro¬
priate definition of behaviour in the milieu of the respondent, or as it has been
learnt by socialising experience.
The distinction is very crucial to the aspiration to find variable influences from
experience on the quality of media use. Almost certainly, there will be a compo¬
nent of both available definition and of personal selection in any response. It
seems impossible to estimate how much there is of each and no juggling with
verbal forms in the posing of questions is likely to help, however much this aids
theoretical consistency. Even so, as long as we have no misplaced confidence
that respondents can be obliged to understand the form of questions precisely
as asked, we should still be able to proceed if the enterpise overall is well-
founded. What we must do, however, is to treat the substance of the ’motive¬
use-satisfaction’ complex as a meaning system which has its origins in a
specific social-cultural milieu, fed both by the forms of content and by the
conventions and rules of social life. To accept this recommendation, however,
turns us back to the first aspect of this problem area - the doubtful suitability of

79



all-purpose summary measures of media gratifications.
There is an evident tension between a search for the latter andan acceptance of
the proposition that the relevant ideas are social constructs which may not be
equally ’available’ throughout a society. In this matter, however, uses and
gratifications research is in no worse a position than most attitude and opinion
survey research which presents the abstracted formulations of socially con¬
structed knowledge for the endorsement or rejection of sample populations. It
may even be better placed than other research, in confining itself to matters of
direct personal experience and making efforts to base questions in recorded
views of similar populations of respondents.

The second problem area has to do with the possibility of capturing for analysis
relevant and significant features of social structure and process, by a method
which is so dependent on the assessment of individual motive or satisfaction.
The question only arises when research goes beyond the search for meaningful
descriptions of media use and tries to account for these descriptions by refe¬
rence to facts of social experience, or tries to explore the mediating role, of the
expectedgratification, between experience andmedia use. Crucial to purposes
of the latter kind is the assumption that the recorded gratificationcan appropria¬
tely be treated as a self-standing datum and as a property of a social collectivity.
Does the introduction of the gratification-concept help to clarify the relationship
between social context and media use behaviour or does it obscure it? The
answer is usually given in the negative by critics who perceive the substance of
what is measured by gratification questions as either a reflection of class-
related cultural norms or as the general image projected by certain media
and/or content types. They would prefer to confine analysis to the more objecti¬
vely measurable media choice behaviour or the ’facts’ of class, life-cycle and
demographic position.

The identification of a special problem of this type for uses and gratifications
research is at first sight puzzling, given the amount of evidence which has
already been published which shows that gratifications from media content can
be both related to objective social circumstances and be independent of domi¬
nant socio-economic indicators. In the case of motives for following political
television in Britain (Blumler andMcQuail, 1968, p.80 and136), it seemed as if
viewer expectations were related to occupation and education in rather variable
ways which would have been difficult to predict. Or in the case of the audience
for television quiz-programmes (McQuail et al, 1972) it seemed as if social
class was a factor in accounting for the particular appeals of this kind of
programme, but again in a rather unpredictable way (the educational appeal of
quiz-programmes was highest for those with less education, for instance). In
addition, measures of social contact and family situation seemed, if anything,
more relevant than social class and cut across the latter distinction. Indeed, it is
one of the interesting features of this kind of research that it has introduced into
the discussion a number of indicators of social position which are intermediate
between individual characteristics and facts of the overall social structure.
These include especially such matters as family and friendship patterns, orga-
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nisational membership, organisational participation, leisure interests, work sa¬
tisfaction. The quality of experience in such matters is not entirely independent
of social structure or personality, but, in general, such matters do not produce
unilinear correlations with measures of occupational skill, education or income.
It is true that the evidence on such matters has largely emerged from post-hoc
analyses, in which it is inevitable that some plausible significant relationships
will emerge, and it would take a detailed exposition of successes and failures to
accept any claim to new discoveries.

For those who are sceptical, the ground for doubt is located in the view that
patterns of media use are very firmly linked both qualitatively and quantitatively,
to education and social class differences and to certain other major demogra¬
phic sources of differentiation. In addition, the most general kinds of media sat¬
isfaction which appear in the accounts of audience members, especially those
which separate learning from entertainment are likely to be similarly linked.
Such conclusions are, in fact, a dominating outcome of uses and gratifications
research itself. Iwould like only toargue here that there is sufficient validity in the
gratification concept and sufficient latitude between the three elements of social
structural position, perception or interpretation of media experience and actual
media behaviour, for the second of these to be of some help in elaborating the
fundamental relationship between the first and the third of these. This can only
be done by reference, not to the intermediary aspects of social experience
which I have mentioned, or some particular satisfactions of rather specific
content types (as quiz-programmes or political broadcasts), but by addressing
the links between general media satisfactions and basic indicators of social
structure. The objections have to be met on their ownground. I choose summary
data of these kinds from the national sample enquiry into general media satis¬
factions which has been briefly described. Figure I presents relevant correla¬
tions (Pearson r) between: the indicator of Surveillance gratifications for the
whole sample (N = 945) for the television medium as a whole; indicators of
Social Class, School leaving age, Age and Sex; a measure of overall quantity of
television viewing.

It is rather clear, first of all, that these traditional indicators of social structural
position are related to the degree of television viewing, although only the
measures of social position show more than slight tendencies of association
and the amount of variance in viewing which can be explained is rather small.
More television (in hours per week) is viewed by those with shorter education,
less skilled or paid occupations, women, older people. The most obvious
explanations are likely to be looked for in terms of availability of time and
alternative possibilities of time use.
Secondly, the adoption of a ’surveillance’ motive/expectation has only a very
slight positive correlation with amount of viewing. From this one figure on its
own, one would conclude that television is perceived as relevant for the purpose
of keeping up with political and world events, but that the latter was not a
dominant explanation for variation in the overall degree of viewing.
Thirdly, an inspection of the separate correlations between structural indicators
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Figure I
Correlations between Surveillance from Television, variables of Social
Structure and overall level of television viewing

and the ’surveillance’ indicator prompts the following comments. The figures for
social class and school leaving age are close enough to treat together, and, in
the absence of any progressive relationship between Surveillance and class, it
seems as if television is defined equally as an information source for different
social class groups.Given themodest positive correlationbetweenSurveillance
and viewing and the strong negative correlation between viewing and social
class, the lack of an association between class and Surveillance calls for some
explanation. Such an explanation could lie in some differential compensating
tendency for those at the lower end of the occupational scale to define television
viewing in information-seeking terms. If there is a class-related norm working
against the surveillance motive, then it must be subject to some resistance, for
the equality to be achieved. In the case of age differences, there is a rather
symmetrical relationship in these figures - older people tend to define television
in Surveillance terms and they also watch more, perhaps for its informative
possibilities. The latter is suggested by a more detailed look at the underlying
pattern which shows that at all levels of viewing, the older the viewer, the higher
the score on the Surveillance index. In the case of differences between men and
women, the contrast between a stronger male definition of viewing in surveil¬
lance terms with the female tendency for more viewing suggests that, unlike the
situation just described, higher viewing shouldnotbeaccountedby Surveillance
seeking.
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Figure II presents similar evidence for the Diversion gratification index, relying
only on school-leaving age, which corresponds closely in its pattern to the social
class measure.

Figure II

Firstly, it is clear that amount of television viewing is rather strongly related to the
Diversion indicator. In fact, of all but one the numerous possible predictors of
amount of television viewing, this proved the best. The exception was the
description of television as best leisure activity’, which produced acorrelation of
.37.
Although there is a consistent tendency for the less well educated to both opt for
Diversion and to view more, the former correlation is much weaker than the
direct line between Diversion and viewing. It follows as a probability (not out of
line with experience) that the Diversion possibilities of television are not uni¬
quely perceived by the less well educated. In the case of age, we might
conclude, by comparison with Figure I, that the Diversion appeal matters rather
less than does the informational appeal, for older people. Finally, it would seem
that Diversion opportunities offer the better of the two available explanations
considered here for the longer hours of viewing by women.

While providing very limited insight, the purpose of this demonstration is to
support a claim for the independence of the gratification measures and to
strengthen the case for deploying them in an analysis along with seemingly
much ’harder’ evidence of the facts of situation and behaviour. It seems as if the
inclusion of gratification indicators can be helpful in specifying more closely the
relationships between the latter variables and directing attention towards possi¬
ble explanations.

The third problem area under discussion has to do with the presumed ’active¬
ness’ of the typical audience member, on which research strategy and much of
the theoretical framework of uses and gratifications research rests. As Blumler
(1977) has pointed out, those who work in this tradition have not, despite their
claims, been totally ’ideology-free’: ’their stress ontheactivity of the massmedia
audience stemmed from liberal-rationalist beliefs in human dignity and the
potential of the individual for self-realisation’.
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