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As the field of mass communication
has evolved, its conceptualisation has
tended to develop around the para¬
digm of source, content, channel or
medium, audience and effects. For
example, the chapter organisation of
one of the most popular recent texts on
mass communication theory, that of
Denis McQuail (1983), follows quite
faithfully the elements of this para¬
digm. After introductions and a review
of theories of media-society linkages,
he has a chapter on media organisa¬
tion and the process of media produc¬
tion (the source), followed by chapters
on media content, media audiences,
and media effects. He could hardly do
otherwise if he wishes to report the
division of current theoretical
approaches and the state of the art of
different research perspectives.
However, the implications of this con¬
ceptual organisation are much
broader than a convenient way to
divide theories. Underlying the para¬
digm is the premise of "the powerful
media” and the premise of a line of
causality from message source in
media organisation through content,
channel to audiences and effects.
There is often an underlying premise in
much mass communication research
that, regardless of what part of the
paradigm in the research is dealing
with, ultimately the objective is to
explain effects on individual
behaviour.
There is also the tendency for research
to seize upon one of the elements in
the paradigm and to focus on that ele¬
ment as paramount in the mass com¬
munication process. Much research
emphasises the role of the media
organisation as most important. For
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example, research sparked off by
public complaints about violence,
advertising or lack of minority repre¬
sentation in content sees the media
organisation as responsible and sees
the solution in changes within the
media organisation. A second line of
research focuses on content and
either takes content as a text reflecting
culture or as a base for measuring
audience effects. Other theories have
seen media technology as of dominant
importance, McLuhan being a classi¬
cal example. Another line of research
focuses on audience uses and gra¬
tifications and the possibility of active
audience influence on media content.
One must grant that the range of ques¬
tions about the process of mass com¬
munication is vast, and, for any one
research project to be feasible, it is
easier to focus on one element in the
paradigm. There is also a very natural
cumulative historical development in
the field, questioning oversimplified
interpretations and suggesting further
important elements. The introduction
of new interdisciplinary perspectives
adds to the richness of the field, and
the variety of the historical-national
contexts of research brings other
dimensions.
However, the problem arises in the
tendency to isolate the analysis of one
dimension of the paradigm as if it were
a single explanatory factor. There is
lacking development toward a more
comprehensive theory which sees the
dimensions of this paradigm as
interrelated or suggests a completely
different and more adequate way to
organise the field. It is also question¬
able whether the continued debate
between administrative vs. critical or
positivists vs. humanists approaches
is carrying the field forward. The iso¬
lated comments on the special issue of
the Journal of Communication, "Fer-
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ment in the Field" (Summer, 1983),
dealing with many of these issues,
have suggested that these may not be
the right questions.
It is extremely difficult to predict where
such a heterogeneous field such as
mass communications might be going.
But, as I review some of the current
directions of major research
endeavors, I see certain central
trends.

There is increasing consensus that we
cannot speak of any one factor such
as media organisation as predominant
in the mass communication process.
There are many actors in the process:
media administrators, financial
sources, the producers, researchers,
the critics, audiences as individuals or
as organised pressure groups, gov¬
ernment regulatory agencies, etc. All
of these actors are aggressive,
interacting and interdependent. In the
long run, models of negotiated power
or of public forum may be more
adequate, even when the forum is
really a field for social class conflict.
Secondly, there is indeed much
questioning of the linear source-chan¬
nel-receiver-effect paradigm and a
search for a more adequate model.
Mass communication research is not
simply about effects on idividuals but
about a "product" that all actors are
helping to bring about in some way,
namely, the culture and society in
which all of us move and live. The
mass media is part of a collective
search to make sense out of our social
experience and formulate new
explanations of our environment. Ulti¬
mately, what we are doing in the mass
media, as in many other social institu¬
tions is creating our own humanity.
The perspective which sees the "pro¬
duct” of the mass media as our socio¬
cultural reality moves the discussion to
the structural, social level of analysis.
Thirdly, there is increasing questioning
of the dominance of social control
models in mass communication theory
and empirical research. This is, in part,
a questioning of the model of one-way

flow of causality in the source-channel-
receiver-effects model. Whether the
research perspective is that of posi¬
tivistic functionalism or the Marxist
critical analysis of problems of social
equity, we have relatively little theory of
how communication systems change
and how conscious policy planning
can be realised through processes of
social change.
There is, then, an interest in locating
mass communication theory within a
broader theory of social change. This
implies a model for the analysis of the
interrelationship between changing
social structure, changes in culture
and changes in communication
systems.

I am aware that this definition of the
major issues seems to cut across
some of the debates such as the ques¬
tion of administrative vs. critical
research. Some may think that there
should be more direct emphasis on
questions of social equity and
redistribution of social power. But I
think that these issues are included in
the way a new definition of the field is
taking place. In the following pages, I
would like to examine how the three
points of consensus listed above seem
to be developing in three major
research approaches: the tradition of
empirical, positivistic, quantitative
research; the tradition of Marxist socio¬
political analysis; and that branch of
the cultural studies perspective which
I would all the anthropological
approach to mass communication
research.

The Empirical, Quantitative
Tradition: Cultural Indicators
Research

The different cultural indicators
research projects are an example of a
perspective that has attempted to
move beyond the analysis of effects on
individual behaviour and to analyse
communication systems at a social,
structural level. At the same time cultu¬
ral indicators research maintains a
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continuity with empirical, quantitative
research. For example, they find the
verstehen methods of cultural studies
questionable. Cultural indicators
research also places a strong em¬
phasis on comparative, cross-cultural
research. Although the term, ’’cultural
indicators" was introduced by George
Gerbner in the United States, it has
gained strong acceptance as a
research approach in continental
Europe and elsewhere (Rosengren,
1982: 4).
In the early development of the
perspective of cultural indicators
research, Gerbner clearly rejected the
analysis of specific effects on specific
groups of individuals as appropriate
for the study of the significance of tele¬
vision (1972; 1976). The various cultu¬
ral indicators projects take as the cen¬
tral object of study culture, the system
of ideas, values and beliefs taken as a
structural, macro-social phenomenon
predicated of national societies. Gerb¬
ner et al. refer to the "simultaneous
public experience of a common sym¬
bolic environment that now binds
diverse communities, including large
groups of young and old and isolated
people who have never before joined
any mass public” (1976). Rosengren in
Sweden is more cautious in referring to
the causal relationship between media
and culture, but Gerbner sees the
mass media and specifically television
as a major factor in the production of
national cultures.
Gerbner most clearly contrasts his
focus on culture with the tradition of
research on media as the cause of
specific types of attitude or behaviour
change and research on the differen¬
tial effects of different kinds of media
and media content. Television is a
single, interrelated system repeating
the same values and beliefs in all of its
programming. It is therefore difficult or
impossible to separate out the effects
of a single type of programming. In the
view of Gerbner and Gross,
experimental designs which attempt to
determine specific attitude changes
as a result to exposure to certain types

of programming miss the point
because television is a common sym¬
bolic environment, in America at least,
from birth to death. The unity and per¬
vasiveness of television’s message is
derived from its being the cultural arm
of an organic system of political-eco¬
nomic institutions in contemporary
industrial societies. Thus Gerbner, as
well as other cultural indicator
research programmes, ground their
analysis of media in the assumption
that social structure, culture and com¬
munication institutions are organically
interrelated.
The study of cultural indicators does
not assume that the media have a cau¬
sal impact on culture, but is primarily
concerned to trace the pattern of
national cultural change over a longer
period of time. The various projects
analyse media content as the best
indicator reflecting patterns of cultural
change. Gerbner et al have focussed
on television and specifically the vio¬
lence content of television program¬
ming, while Rosengren and his associ¬
ates have used content analysis of
newspapers as an indicator of pat¬
terns of change in eight different
institutional areas: religion, politics, the
economy, technology, science,
scholarship, literature and art (Rosen¬
gren: 1982).
Gerbner et al have extended their stu¬
dies beyond the analysis of media as
simply as indicator of cultural change
to research on how television encultu-
rates its audience. "Cultivation analy¬
sis” thus attempts to link the macro
"common symbolic environment” to
the micro level, the study of how indi¬
viduals tend to absorb the world view
presented by television according to
the degree of use of television. Sup¬
posedly, cultivation analysis is not
concerned with specific changes in
attitude and behaviour, but in tapping
into the basic assumptions and
perceptions of life. In this part of their
research, Gerbner et al. take the con¬
tent analysis as a base for comparing
the television view of the world with
measurements of the degree to which
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viewers hold this television view as an
indicator of the direct causal influence
of television on perceptions. In the
theoretical explanation of cultivation
analysis, Gerbner et al. very explicitly
maintain that television is primarily an
agent of social control. Although they
deny conspiracy theories, they hold
that the political-economic system
inevitably generates a message and
orients media content to conceptions
that will maintain the existing power
structure (1976). The methodology of
cultivation analysis has been heavily
criticised, not only because it brings
the research back into the very effects
tradition Gerbner questions, but
because the results are of doubtful
validity (Newcomb, 1978; Hirsch,
1980).
Rosengren and his associates have
avoided the study of cultural trends at
the micro level with all the pitfalls of
using aggregate survey data to mea¬
sure cultural patterns. Instead, they
choose to analyse the interrelation of
media content, as an indicator of cul¬
ture as a structural phenomenon, with
other macro-social, structural-level
indicators. When faced with the ques¬
tion of whether the mass media are
agents of social change or are rein¬
forcing the status quo as factors of
social control, Rosengren tends to
avoid either idealistic or materialistic
presuppositions and prefers to look for
empirical answers. He expects that
well-designed research will show
varying forms of interdependence
between long-term cultural treds and
trends in political-economic structures
as well as international relations. Thus,
the unit of anlysis is really the national
system, and we can only expect to
determine the interrelation of culture
and other social structures by long¬
term, comparative research on diffe¬
rent national systems. The basis for
such comparative research will be to
establish consensus among resear¬
chers regarding the empirical indi¬
cators so that the data is truly compa¬
rative.
Thus, the cultural indicators research,

especially as this is developing in
Europe, is an example of attempt to
study the relationship of the media and
culture at a systemic, structural level
and to study the media as part of a
long-term trend of social change.

Development in the Marxist
Tradition of Communication Studies

Earlier Marxist models portrayed the
media as agents of the dominant class
transmitting the ideology of class as a
direct manipulation of the working
class and as a planned creation of
false consciousness. Such models,
now termed ’’vulgar Marxism”, are
widely dismissed within the Marxist
tradition itself, as simplistic and as
obviously lacking a fit with the empiri¬
cal reality. Theories of overt con¬
spiracy by military-industrial coalitions,
very much in vogue ten or fifteen years
ago, are vehemently rejected by many
Marxist analysts. Nicolas Garn-
ham would argue that the vulgar Marx¬
ist model in fact is not very much diffe¬
rent from the effects paradigm of the
positivistic, liberal :empirical tradition
(1983: 320). Mattelart observes that
the fascination with theories of hege¬
monic social control has impeded
Marxist analysis of processes of popu¬
lar, class-based struggle to change
communication structures (Mattelart:
1979, 58).
As Grossberg points out in his recent
article on "Strategies of Marxist Cultu¬
ral Interpretation", the classical Marxist
approach tended to treat culture as a
direct reflection or mechanical repro¬
duction of the social relations of power
and domination (1984, 399). The
ideological intentions of the dominant
coalitions are directly evident without
examining the intermediate processes
of encoding. Likewise the media are
assumed to influence audience
responses without consideration of
social conditions leading to alternative
interpretations of media messages.
The meanings read off the text of
media content are read back into the
process of production as intentions
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and forward into the lives of the audi¬
ence. Furthermore, there is no con¬
sideration of how the critic is to escape
the ideological machinations of the
text. Finally, this methodology posed
for the Marxist tradition the dilemma of
how resistance to domination and the
possibility of revolutionary conscious¬
ness are ever possible.
One important response to the incon¬
sistencies of an assumed direct
ideological effect was to attribute a
much more active role to processes of
cultural signification in the construc¬
tion of dependent power relations. A
major line of Marxist cultural studies
developed in Britain out of the tradition
of literary interpretation (Garnham:
1983, 317). Thus, the main metho¬
dological approach was that of textual
hermeneutics and semiotics, influ¬
enced later by Gramsci’s concepts of
ideological formation in advanced
capitalist societies. In this analysis,
culture is interpreted as a text, and the
relationship between cultural texts and
socio-economic power structure is
mediated by the rules of signification.
One of the founders of this school of
thought was Raymond Williams who
was, at the time, concerned with
explaining the cultural development of
Britain in the post-war period. Williams
took the institution of television - a
complex of technology, types of pro¬
gramming, industrial organisation,
etc. - as one key cultural text (1974).
However, the forms of television were
organised by what Williams called the
"structure of feeling”, a kind of cultural
ethos of "mobile privitisation” which
developed in Britain in the late 19th
and early 20th century. And this struc¬
ture of feeling was, in turn, defined by
the social experience of people living
within a capitalist socio-economic
structure. Thus the ideological influ¬
ence of television was determined not
by some conscious design of domi¬
nant classes but by the mediating
influence of the structure of feeling and
social experience.
This more nuanced semiotic analysis
of the ideology imbedded in various

forms of media produced a long line of
research, some of the best of which
has been the analysis of advertising
(Williamson, 1978; Ewen, 1976).
However, in the view of many Marxist
communication researchers, this type
of analysis was concerned only with
the factors of social control and did not
provide an understanding of where the
focal points of resistace to domination
were occurring. The Centre for Con¬
temporary Cultural Studies in Britain,
under the leadership of Stuart Hall,
also took culture as a text to interpret
power relations, but they were con¬
cerned with the posibility of resistance
to capitalist power relations in various
forms of working-class subcultures
(Hall, Hobson, Lowe, and Willis: 1980,
15-47). In order to explain how an
apparently free media still reflects
dominant ideologies, they introduced
an analysis of the processes of
"encoding” through norms of profes¬
sionalism, etc. And to explain how
dissident working class subcultures,
especially among youth, resist
ideological influence, they developed
theories of alternative and oppositional
"decoding”. This approach produced
a series of brilliant studies of youth
subcultures in Britain. However, when
one of the CCCS group, David Morley,
attempted to describe how different
groups within the audience of the
"Nationwide" television programme
actually decoded the text, he found
very little relationship between the
dominant ideology encoded into the
text and the diversity of alternative
decodings made by subgroups in the
audience. He also found no direct
relationship between social position
and decodings (Morley: 1980, 148-
156; 134-140).
In the view of Grossberg, "the question
of encoding and decoding becomes, if
not irrelevant, a misleading way of
framing relations of cultural power"
(1984, 414). One cannot assume that
there is a necessary relationship
between text and one specific mean¬
ing or between a particular social posi¬
tion and a structure of experience. The
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ideological significance of a text or
practice is generated by the connota¬
tions of the context in which it is found.
For example, the ideological signifi¬
cance of a text in the magazine for
adolescent girls, Jacquie, can be
determined only in terms of the larger
cultural and social context of the
magazine and adolescent female cul¬
ture. A second example of this contex¬
tualising cultural analysis is the study
by Stuart Hall and his associates,
Policing the Crisis: Mugging, the State
and Law and Order (1978). They show
how representations of mugging take
on an ideological significance
because of its relationship with other
socio-cultural events at a particular
historical moment in Britain.
An excellent example of this contex¬
tualising research is the study of the
role of the media in the formation of
attitudes toward the poor and welfare
aid during the late 1970s carried out
by Peter Golding and Sue Middleton
(Images of Welfare: Press and Public
Attitudes to Poverty, 1982). The first
stage of the research model assumes
that the images and explanations of
poverty in the press are not manufac¬
tured there, but come out of centuries
of English cultural history. The authors
show a dominant imagery which
explains poverty as a mixture of
unavoidable misfortune and a morally
culpable attitude with associated vices
but also an alternative tradition of the
19th century which rejects paternalis¬
tic philanthropy and sees the solution
in the collective self-reliance of the
poor.
A second stage examines the political
and economic forces which caused
the disappearance of an alternative,
labour-oriented press - a situation
which prevented alternative explana¬
tions of poverty and welfare.
A third element in the model located
the analysis of media content and pub¬
lic opinion within a political-economic
crisis that is deeply and widely felt and
which demands public interpretation
and search for solutions. The context
for the media content analysed was

the economic crisis of Britain, when
the public was looking for scapegoats
such as welfare scroungers.
A fourth stage analyses how the news
gathering organisation of the press
systematically picks up the dominant
cultural explanation of poverty in its
regular news beats with welfare
bureaucracies, the courts, the police
and ultra-conservative MPs. A fifth
stage analyses the media content.
And a sixth stage surveyed attitudes of
media users to discover to what
degree the popular interpretation of
causes and remedies of the press.
Although the press may not have been
the only source of attitudes, by far the
most common interpretations virtually
parroted the image of welfare and
poverty presented in the press. This
last stage of the research model may
have been the weakest because it did
not carry out in-depth interviews with a
sample of newspaper readers to
determine how they used newspapers
to build their own interpretations of
poverty.
A further step away from the classical
Marxist interpretation of the linear
effects of hegemonic ideology is the
conceptualisation and methodology
offered by Foucault (1979). The analy¬
tic task, according to Grossberg's
interpretation of Foucault, is to trace
the origins of practices that apparently
have only a remote political signifi¬
cance, map out the conditions which
have given them political significance,
and describe the process by which
these cultural practices have had new
and unintended effects. Grossberg's
own research on rock and roll attempts
to show how youth's straightforward
search for pleasurable, expressive
experience in popular music created a
space for the articulation of cultural
resistance with very significant politi¬
cal and social change implications
(Grossberg: 1984, 416). The political
task of this analysis, suggested by
Foucault, is no longer seeking to iden¬
tify the conspiracy or structure of
power behind the surfaces of every¬
day life, but to locate those voices and
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practices which have been excluded
by the contemporary technologies of
power and to struggle to open a space
within which their resistance can be
heard.

In Grossberg’s view, ”lt is then the
already existing history and context of
struggle which needs to be organized,
not as the attempt to develop alterna¬
tive or counter-hegemonic strategies
but as the ongoing struggle against all
moments of power and domination”
(1984, 416). Grossberg, Hebdige and
others would argue that the begin¬
nings of political action are often in
unexpected areas of popular culture
such as youth subcultures, sexuality,
fashion and so forth.
Before finishing this analysis of
developments in Marxist media stu¬
dies, at least a brief reference should
be made to the influence of practice
and research regarding the so-called
"alternative communication”. In many
parts of the world, such as Latin Amer¬
ica where there are currents of pro¬
found socio-cultural change and
important worker-peasant movements,
communication theory and method is
being profoundly influenced by the
alliances of researchers with these
movements. Within the movements
there are emerging significant forms of
dissident communication such as
popular radio, comunicación popular,
group communication, etc. In most
cases these experiences are not
necessarily revolutionary but patient
long-term experiences of negotiating a
space for change and a voice for the
voiceless within often repressive
regimes. The analysis of how popular
music has brought profound cultural
change in many parts of the world is
another example of negotiated change
in communication institutions (Wallis
and Malm: 1984). These experiences
are generating an increasing body of
theory and research methods regard¬
ing participatory communication and
the democratisation of communica¬
tion. This, too, is part of the shift in
research perspectives (White: 1984).

The Anthropological Study of Mass
Communication

A third approach to the study of mass
communication, less recognised but
gaining in importance, might be called
’’anthropological” because its con¬
cepts and methods of analysis are
derived from classical cultural
anthropology and ethnological stu¬
dies. It is sometimes referred to as the
cultural studies approach, but there
are various approaches under the ru¬
bric of cultural studies such as the
Marxist tradition mentioned above.
The starting point and focus of analy¬
sis is a particular culture as a whole
way of life, that is, the pattern of mean¬
ing, values and beliefs that character¬
ise a particular national or local com¬
munity. The mass media are thus stu¬
died as an institution which serves as
the focal point for the ongoing genera¬
tion of new meaning within a national
community. Most important, it gives
primacy to the method of verstehen,
entering into the subjective perception
of meaning and the subjective experi¬
ence of creating meaning on the part
of producers, the message and the
users. To separate producers and
users is perhaps an inaccurate
description of this approach because
it sees all the actors in a society as
participating actively in the production
of meaning and interacting around the
formation of meaning in the mass
media. The mass media are defined as
a forum in which new meanings are
generated, tested, and negotiated.
Generally, the anthropological
approach argues that culture, the
generation of meaning, is more fun¬
damental for analysing the role of
media than ideology (Silverstone:
1981, 2-3; Newcomb & Alley: 1983,
18-21). Culture precedes work and its
attendant social relation as an
explanation of symbolic reality. Culture
cannot be derived simply from mate¬
rial existence, and cultural logic is not
simply a practical utilitarian logic
transformed into ideas. The analysis of
the ideology of dominant hegemonic
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groups may be one appropriate way to
understand cultural formations in ad¬
vanced capitalist societies, but the
study of ideology must be grounded in
a more general understanding of com¬
parative processes of culture in many
different types of societies at different
stages of historical development. Thus
the concepts that anthropologists
have developed in the analysis of
smaller, more easily understood primi¬
tive societies-myth, ritual, epic narra¬
tive, folk tales, etc. - are quite appli¬
cable to the study of mass media in
advanced or post-industrial societies.
Perhaps the most distinctive char¬
acteristic of this approach is the insis¬
tence on entering into the experience
of media whether that entry point is the
creative producer, the audience or the
structural experience of the media
itself. Its methods are those of partici¬
pant observation practiced by the
ethnographer who understands by
reliving the experience of others. The
observer tries to enter with few
theoretical preconceptions and only
listens, observes and participates until
it is possible to reconstruct the total
experience as the members them¬
selves define and live it.
The Anglo-American line in this more
anthropological approach traces its
origins back to the thinking of
Raymond Williams, and to some extent
to Hoggart and Thompson in post war
Britain. Williams, in his charting of the
line of British cultural development
(The Long Revolution), conceived of
culture as the active, creative process
by which society organises received
meanings and discovers possible new
meanings. This process depends on
the ability to communicate new mean¬
ing, to find a language to describe new
experiences. Every social individual
takes part in this process, but the most
intense moments of exploration are the
arts, especially literary production. A
focal point for the broader popular
involvement are the mass media.
Thus, Williams and other founders of
the British cultural studies tradition
framed the study of the mass media

within an ongoing process of national
search for meaning (Hall, Hobson,
Lowe and Willis: 1980, 231).
The British cultural studies approach
was linked to the American by James
Carey in a much-cited 1975 article
which was a broadside against the
American "effects tradition” of com¬
munication research. The article was a
review of anthropologist, Clifford
Geertz’ book, The Interpretation of Cul¬
tures, and Carey specifically suggests
that communication research could
profit by the methods of Geertz and
other anthropologists (Carey: 1975).
Carey and others such as Horace
Newcomb have argued that the effects
research which attempts to interpret
cultural, symbolic data by selectively
fitting aspects into psychological or
sociological models leaves behind the
most important dimension of culture,
the subjective meaning. In so far as
the experience of various actors in the
mass media process is defined in
terms of these functional frames of
reference in the behavioural sciences,
it tells us much about the thinking of
the behavioural scientist but little of
what producers are trying to say or
what audiences interpret.

Horace Newcomb questioned the
validity of Gerbner’s method of cultural
indicators and cultivation analysis as a
form of cultural interpretation. New¬
comb praised the efforts to map the
imagery of the mass media, but
objected to the use of quantifiable
measures of violence in their content
analysis of U.S. programming and the
use of statistical survey methods as an
adequate way to understand audience
interpretation of programming (New¬
comb: 1978). In Newcomb’s view
Gerbner’s method of content analysis
"measures the incidence of violence
as they have defined it, imputed
aesthetic and behavioural effects to
the incidence so measured and then
interpret the world of television in light
of that effect" (1978, 270). The prob¬
lem in Newcomb’s view, is that the
analysis of Gerbner et al. operates with
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a monosemic and univocal theory of
symbols.
Newcomb suggested that media
research which purports to be cultural
analysis must use methodologies
which interpret subjective meanings.
1. Content analysis must begin with
the awareness of the complex history
of meanings and the variety of
interpretations that violence or other
symbols have in the American cultural
context.
2. Analysis must also take into con¬
sideration the meanings that the
creators of programming have in mind,
the variation of this meaning in diffe¬
rent programming contexts and the
change of meaning over time. For
example, Newcomb himself has been
studying the changing imagery of the
American family in television over
three decades.
3. Finally, in audience studies, analy¬
sis should be open to the varity of
meanings that different members of a
mass audience can attribute to the
same message and the ways that indi¬
viduals select images from from pro¬
gramming and integrate these into
their own organisation of meaning.
What is needed is a kind of ethnogra¬
phy of audience interpretation.
In effect, Carey, Newcomb and others
have proposed that if we are to enter
into the imaginative universe of the
producers of culture, then we must
take popular television, journalism, art
or other cultural institutions as a text to
be interpreted with the methods of the
humanities and the cultural sciences -
anthropology, literary criticism, classi¬
cal hermeneutics, aesthetics and
semiotics.
The American line of this anthropologi¬
cal approach bases its method on
what Carey has called a "ritual” model
of mass communication. All members
of the public - no just message sen¬
ders - are considered to be actors
contributing in some way to the pattern
of meaning of a nation or region.
Carey, Newcomb and others speci¬
fically object ’ to the dominance of
American communication research by

a "cause-effect”, "transportation
model” which defines communication
as the ’’transmission of messages for
purposes of social control. Public
communication such as television is
more closely analogous to the moment
of ritual in which myths, values and
meanings of life are recalled and re¬
enacted. Communications is thus a
process of creation, representation
and celebration of shared beliefs. The
principal task of communication sci¬
ence is to enter into the subjective
meanings that people are creating in
popular movements, religion, journal¬
ism, everyday speech and mass-
mediated events in order to interpret
these meanings and bring them into a
more systematic picture of the world
view and ethos of a society. The pur¬
pose is not simply to explain behaviour
in terms of the psychological roots of
our actions but to become conscious
of what we are as a people and the
kind of culture we are creating.

Newcomb and Alley, in their recent
study of the art and intentions of televi¬
sion producers, elaborate consider¬
ably the ritual concept of mass com¬
munication. They base their analysis
on Victor Turner’s extensive anthro¬
pological studies of the role of ritual in
societies. For Turner, ritual is the
moment when we draw ourselves
apart from the pragmatic, means-ends
concerns of everyday life and enter
into the drama of an ideal world. Ritual
is the re-enactment of cosmic or
national myths, the world of ultimate
meanings and perfect community. In
ritual we are on the threshold between
two worlds, the world of immediate,
narrow, pragmatic concerns and a
utopian world in which our imagination
and emotions are able to range freely.
Turner describes the ritual experience
of estatic union with a cosmic order a
"liminal” experience from liminus, the
Latin word for threshold. The perennial
human urge for liminal experience is
based on the human capacity of
intentionality, the ability to create sym¬
bols and think of a possible world that
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could be. Turner’s concept of the limi-
nal has been applied quite widely by
contemporary cultural analysts. For
example, British sociologist, Bernice
Martin, interprets the 1960s counter¬
culture movement as an attempt - like
many utopian movements - to live in a
world of permanent liminal experience.
Most societies, she contends, control
the quest for the liminal by framing it
within occasional liminal experiences:
the experiences of community or reli¬
gious celebrations, music and drama
or other moments that permit a free¬
dom of the imaginative and emotional
(Martin: 1981).
Newcomb and Alley suggest that tele¬
vision is today one of the major experi¬
ences of the liminal (Bernice Martin
makes the same assertion quite inde¬
pendently of Newcomb and Alley)
(1983: 23-30). Television, like other
popular media, is a leisure-time activ¬
ity when we leave behind the confining
routines of factory and bureaucracy
and are free to do and think as we
wish. Television is a continuity with
traditional leisure-time entertainment
of story telling, humor, trading gossip,
singing, etc. It is a time when our
imaginations can range freely and
"entertain" in a world of fictional drama
or news as drama, other possible
worlds.
The focus of Newcomb and Alley’s
book is the creative producer of televi¬
sion, following up their earlier sug¬
gested methodology of understanding
the subjective intentions and creativity
of programme producers. Since televi¬
sion is a organisational product, it is
the producer, much more than the wri¬
ter, who creates meaning. If producers
are to attract audiences, they must be
especially sensitive to popular
interests, styles of expression, current
issues and the contemporary symbols
and "language which will easily com¬
municate with audiences”. Newcomb
and Alley compare producers to the
synapses of the nervous system that
collect sensations and by integrating
them create a new level of experience.
Producers thus draw upon elements of

popular cultur, but they also refashion
them into a new set of symbols. If pro¬
ducers are to communicate with
national audiences, their stories can¬
not be far from the common denomina¬
tor of a national culture. Thus, televi¬
sion plays a role in society similar to
the chorus of Greek drama, an inter¬
lude of commentary on the dramatic
action being portrayed and an
articulation of the feelings of the audi¬
ence about the action. Television is a
public forum for exploring in drama,
news, documentary and other pro¬
grammes alternative ways of thinking
about personal situations, national
events or life in general. In this sense it
is a ritual for renewing existing beliefs
and myths, retelling wellknown stories,
but also a time of imaginative freedom
for testing new formulations of social
experience. Consequently, television
is not simply a form of social control,
but a space for gradual shifts in
national culture.

Analysing Television as Myth and
Story Telling

A second approach to an understand¬
ing the subjective meaning of the
media is the study of television as a
contemporary form of myth and folk
tale. In this case, the research focuses
not on the producer but on the narra¬
tive text as a particular "language"
which organises and creates cultural
meaning by its rules of signification.
This approach borrows concepts of
myth from structuralist anthropologists
such as Levi-Strauss or from the analy¬
sis of classical folk tales developed by
Vladimir Propp and Greimas. Cur¬
rently, the most elaborate method for
analysing television as myth is being
developed by Roger Silverstone in Bri¬
tain, but Americans such as Farrel
Corcoran (1982), Douglas Kellner
(1982), Gregor Goethals (1981) and
Michael Real (1977) are also following
a similar line of research. In Latin
America, Jesus Martin Barbera is
studying the mythic dimension of tele¬
vision from the perspective of narrative
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