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It is a writer's obligation to impose narrative. Everyone does this. Even, time you take a 
lump of material and turn it into something you are imposing a narrative. It's a writer's 
obligation to do this. And, by the same token, it is apparently a journalist's obligation to 
pretend that he never does anything of the sort. The journalist claims to believe that the 
narrative emerges from the lump of material, rises up and smacks you in the face like marsh 
gas. 

Nora Ephron 
 

When George W. Bush announced his presidential candidacy a breathtaking seventeen 
months before the 2000 presidential election, he did so on a movie-set stage in Iowa, surrounded 
by bales of hay and a shiny red forklift behind him. The day's news coverage anointed him the 
front-runner. As if to prove their point, reporters noted that Bush attracted by far the greatest press 
entourage, even though three other prominent candidates were also campaigning in the state that 
day. Mr. Bush wittily acknowledged that news organizations have choices about where they assign 
reporters, as he took the microphone on his campaign plane shortly after it took off for Iowa that 
morning. He quipped to the crowd of reporters on board: "Thanks for coming. We know you have a 
choice of candidates when you fly, and we appreciate you choosing Great Expectations." Great 
Expectations was the nickname he gave the plane as part of a larger spin effort to defuse the 
typical pattern of news building up expectations about candidates only to dramatize their next fall. 
Mr. Bush again played flight attendant when he asked the reporters to "Please stow your 
expectations securely in your overhead bins, as they may shift during the trip and can fall and hurt 
someone—especially me." 

This campaign 2000 story was written more in an entertainment format than as a means to 
deliver serious political information; it was personality-centered, well-scripted, and set as a comedy 
scene in which Mr. Bush played a flight attendant doing the pre-takeoff announcement. The story 
was also artificial in the sense of being disconnected from larger questions about the race, the 
issues, or Mr. Bush's qualifications for being president. Most importantly, there was no clear basis 
on which the Washington press had decreed him the front-runner. True, the ability to deliver clever 
lines may be some qualification for being president, but the readers of the news story would be 
unable to know if Mr. Bush uttered that monologue spontaneously or if it was scripted as part his 
advisors' communication strategy to win over a skeptical press pack. Perhaps, in the mediated 
reality of contemporary politics, the distinction between an innate ability to think on one's feet and 
learning to deliver a scripted performance no longer matters. 

A closer look at this front-runner story and the campaign news that surrounded it reveals one 
tangible political condition mentioned in passing that might explain why journalists granted Mr. 
Bush the early lead: money. Mr. Bush had already set a record for early campaign fund-raising. 
Raising the largest amount of money makes a candidate front-runner in the eyes of political 
insiders, as well as in the story lines of the prominent national journalists who cover politics from 
the perspectives of insiders. Pegging the political fortunes of candidates to the sizes of their war 
chests is not an idle measure of potential electoral success. It is money, after all, that indicates the 
strength of business and interest group belief that a candidate will support their political goals. And 
it takes money to bring a candidate's political messages to voters who are more expensive to reach 
than ever before. Yet one of the reasons that people are hard to reach is that they tend not to trust 
politicians or the journalists who cover them. And one of the reasons that people mistrust the 
political establishment is money. Both polls and public interest groups often identify money as one 
of the ills of politics. 

The insider view that politics is bitter, partisan, personalized, manipulative and money-driven 
may be a defensible perspective (it is the inside view, after all), but this does not make it the only 
choice that news organizations have about how to cover government. This is not to argue that 



topics such as money should be ignored in campaign coverage. To the contrary, the question is 
how news organizations decide to play those topics in their stories. 

Consider the choices that news organizations have in how to frame a campaign story in which 
money is a potential plot element. Framing involves choosing a broad organizing theme for 
selecting, emphasizing, and linking the elements of a story such as the scenes, the characters, 
their actions, and supporting documentation. For example the framing of the previous story might 
have been shifted from the horse race to the money chase, with a serious investigation of the 
interests to which Mr. Bush and the other candidates might be indebted. Yet the above story and 
hundreds more that followed it throughout the campaign told the tale of the horse race one more 
time. In the horse race plot, money is generally left poorly developed in the background, requiring 
us to decode the reasons why George W. Bush may be the leading candidate. Also typical of many 
political stories, this dramatized news fragment was implicitly negative. Money has become a code 
for what ails our public life, a disruptive or disordering principle in the democratic order of things. 

The opening of the Bush presidential campaign thus displayed the information biases of many 
political news stories: (1) it was personality oriented, (2) with dramatic staging and scripting, (3) 
that left it fragmented or disconnected from underlying political issues and realities (such as Mr. 
Bush's issue positions or other qualifications for being named the leading candidate), and (4) its 
implicit message (about money in this case) is typically negative, suggesting threats to the normal 
order of things. The result is that while people may tune in to news for its entertainment value, they 
also find reason in many stories to doubt or dismiss politics in general. 

This communication system appears to contribute to a public that is increasingly cynical and 
disillusioned with politics and government. The paradox is that journalists complain about the over-
scripted campaigns, and, more generally, the staged events they cover, but they seem unable to 
find other ways to write stories or to replace the cynical tone with perspectives that might help 
citizens become more engaged. As a result of these and other factors, large numbers of people 
actively avoid politics, while watching the media spectacle with a mixture of disbelief and 
disapproval. Meanwhile more people escape from public affairs and political participation into ever 
more personalized media worlds that one observer has likened to the gated communities and 
suburban enclaves into which many people have physically migrated in society. 

Let's move from the opening story of the 2000 election to the dramatic conclusion. To make a 
long story short, the Bush as front-runner story (with minor variations) swept through the news 
media for a time until it was replaced by other campaign horse race dramas, often with Mr. Gore as 
front-runner, each creating an episode to advance a long running story that must (if we are to call it 
news) continue to develop. Thus Mr. Bush and Democratic front-runner Al Gore jockeyed through 
the primaries, walked through heavily-scripted conventions, see-sawed through the debates, and 
finally headed to the finish line in one of the closest contests in American history. In an unexpected 
twist, the story was jarred from its predictable ending (an election night winner) because the 
electoral vote count was so close that it did not decide the result. The dispute over a handful of 
votes in Florida was eventually ended by a Supreme Court ruling that left many on both sides 
angry at the process that determined the result. 

Did this photo finish in the presidential horse race of 2000 draw a large crowd of excited 
spectators? Hardly. The voter turnout reached a new modern era low beneath 50 percent. 
Continuous weekly polling of voters by The Vanishing Voter, a Harvard project led by Thomas 
Patterson and Marvin Kalb, revealed that a majority of voters did not become interested in the 
election until after it was over and the dispute in Florida broke out. 

The point here is not to place the blame for civic disengagement on the news media. 
Journalists complained throughout the campaign that they had little to work with. How much more 
could they say about Al Gore's woodenness or George Bush's feeble grasp of foreign policy? Yet 
this begs the question: Why were journalists acting like movie critics giving barely passing reviews 
to all those poorly-scripted and repetitively-acted political performances? Why was there so little 
innovative coverage that might stimulate citizen engagement with the election either on the level of 
the candidates (for example, the political and economic interests that they represented) or on the 



level of stirring involvement beyond the momentary act of voting in the most important democratic 
ritual in the civic culture? 

It is remarkable that the leading news organizations not only converged in their horse race and 
campaign strategy coverage, but they stuck with those narrative choices in the face of clear voter 
disinterest. Even in the final weeks of the contest, stories with standardized dramatized framings 
such as the horse race, the war room, and other military metaphors outnumbered stories on all the 
issues in the race, combined, by a wide margin. For example, a study of The Washington Post and 
The New York Times in the final two weeks of the campaign showed that dramatized framings of 
the race or the strategic conflict outnumbered all policy issue stories by a margin of 69 to 45 in the 
Post, while the Times' melodrama-to-issue gap was even greater at 93 to 63. Consider the 
possibility that the choices of such narrative framings of politics contain information biases that are 
far more serious and at the same time more difficult for the average person to detect than 
ideological biases. 

 
A Different Kind of Bias 
 
This [article] takes a close look at news content. The concern is with information biases that 

make news hard to use as a guide to citizen action because they obscure the big picture in which 
daily events take place, and, in addition, they often convey a negative or cynical tone about politics 
that undermines citizen motivation for digging deeper to learn more or to become engaged.... Most 
debates about journalistic bias are concerned with the question of ideology. For example, does the 
news have a liberal or conservative, a Democratic or Republican, drift? To briefly review the 
argument, some variations in news content or political emphasis may occur, but they can seldom 
be explained as the result of journalists routinely injecting their partisan views into the news. To the 
contrary, the avoidance of political partisanship by journalists is reinforced, among other means, by 
the professional ethics codes of journalists, by the editors who monitor their work, and by the 
business values of the companies they work for. 

Another important point to recall is that people who see a consistent ideological press bias (that 
is, across most stories or over extended periods of time) are seeing it with the help of their own 
ideology. This generalization is supported by opinion research showing that people in the middle 
see the press as generally neutral, whereas those on the left complain that the news is too 
conservative, and those on the right think the news has a left-leaning bias. There are at least two 
ironies in this ongoing and inherently unresolvable debate about ideological bias. First, even if 
neutrality or objectivity could be achieved, citizens with strong views on particular issues would not 
recognize it. Second, even if the news contained strong ideological or issue biases, people with a 
point of view (who are most likely to detect bias in the first place) would be well equipped to defend 
themselves against such biases. Indeed many nations favor a partisan press system as the best 
way to conduct public debates and to explore issues.... 

So, many Americans are caught up in dead end debates about a kind of news bias that is at 
once far less systematic and much less dangerous than commonly assumed. In the meantime, and 
this may be the greatest irony of all, these preoccupations with the politics of journalists detract 
attention from other information bias that really are worth worrying about. A more sensible 
approach to news bias is to look for those universal information problems that hinder the efforts of 
citizens, whatever their ideology, to take part in political life. 

The task [of this article] is to understand the U.S. public information system at a deeper level 
than the endless debates over ideological bias. Fortunately most of the pieces to the news puzzle 
are right in front of us. For all of its defects, the news continues to be largely a public production, 
with government press offices, media organizations, and popular tastes all available for 
inspection.... 

In turning to the workings of this system, it is important to understand that the news biases 
examined here have evolved over a long period of time. Their roots can be traced to the transition 
from a partisan to a commercial press in the 1800s.... It is thus helpful to think of the biases that we 
see at any point in time as historical products of the changing system of relations between people, 



press, and politicians. These relations continually shape and construct news and contribute to its 
evolving forms. 

 
Four Information Biases That Matter: An Overview 
 
Our expectations about the quality of public information are rather high. Most of us grew up 

with history books full of journalistic heroism exercised in the name of truth and free speech. We 
learned that the American Revolution was inspired by the political rhetoric of the underground 
press and by printers' effective opposition to the British Stamp Act. The lesson from the trial of 
Peter Zenger has endured through time: the truth is not libelous. The goal of the history book 
journalists was as unswerving as it was noble: to guarantee for the American people the most 
accurate, critical, coherent, illuminating, and independent reporting of political events. Yet Peter 
Zenger would probably not recognize, much less feel comfortable working in, a modern news 
organization. 

Like it or not, the news has become a mass-produced consumer product, bearing little 
resemblance to history book images. Communication technologies, beginning with the wire 
services and progressing to satellite feeds and digital video, interact with corporate profit motives 
to create generic, "lowest-common-denominator" information formats. Those news story formulas 
often lack critical perspectives and coherent or useful organizing principles.... The illusions of 
coherence, diversity, and relevance have been achieved through packaging the news to suit the 
psychological tastes of different segments of the market audience. It is necessary to look beyond 
ideology and the packaging of our favorite news source in order to see the remarkable similarities 
that run through most mainstream news content. In particular, there are four characteristics of 
news that stand out as reasons why public information in the United States does not do as much 
as it could to advance the cause of democracy: personalization, dramatization, fragmentation, and 
the authority-disorder bias. 

 
Personalization 
 
If there is a single most important flaw in the American news style, it is the overwhelming 

tendency to downplay the big social, economic, or political picture in favor of the human trials, 
tragedies, and triumphs that sit at the surface of events. For example, instead of focusing on power 
and process, the media concentrate on the people engaged in political combat over the issues. 
The reasons for this are numerous, from the journalist's fear that probing analysis will turn off 
audiences to the relative ease of telling the human-interest side of a story as opposed to explaining 
deeper causes and effects. 

It is easy for the news audience to react for or against the actors in these personalized human-
interest stories. When people are invited to take the news personally, they can find a wide range of 
private, emotional meanings in it, however, the meanings inspired by personalized news may not 
add up to the shared critical and analytical meanings on which a healthy democracy thrives. 
Personalized news encourages people to take an egocentric rather than a socially concerned view 
of political problems. The focus on personalities encourages a passive spectator attitude among 
the public. Moreover, the common media focus on flawed political personalities at the center of 
mistakes and scandals invites people to project their general anger and frustration at society or in 
their private lives onto the distant symbolic targets of politics. Either way, whether the focus is on 
sympathetic heroes and victims or hateful scoundrels and culprits, the media preference for 
personalized human-interest news creates a "can't-see-the-forest-for-the-trees" information bias 
that makes it difficult to see the big (institutional) picture that lies beyond the many actors crowding 
center stage who are caught in the eye of the news camera. 

The tendency to personalize the news would be less worrisome if human-interest angles were 
used to hook audiences into more serious analysis of issues and problems. Almost all great 
literature and theater, from the Greek dramas to the modern day, use strong characters to promote 
audience identifications and reactions in order to draw people into thinking about larger moral and 



social issues. American news often stops at the character development stage, however, and 
leaves the larger lessons and social significance, if there is any, to the imagination of the audience. 
As a result, the main problem with personalized news is that the focus on personal concerns is 
seldom linked to more in-depth analysis. What often passes for analysis are opaque news formulas 
such as "he/she was a reflection of us," a line that was used in the media frenzies that followed the 
deaths of Britain's Princess Diana and America's John Kennedy, Jr. Even when large portions of 
the public reject personalized news formulas, as in the case of the year-long journalistic 
preoccupation with whether President Clinton's personal sexual behavior undermined his 
leadership, the personalization never stops. This systematic tendency to personalize situations is 
one of the defining biases of news. 

 
Dramatization 
 
Compounding the information bias of personalization is a second news property in which the 

aspects of events that are reported tend to be the ones most easily dramatized in simple "stories." 
As noted above, American journalism has settled overwhelmingly on the reporting form of stories 
or narratives, as contrasted, for example, to analytical essays, political polemics, or more scientific-
style problem reports. Stories invite dramatization, particularly with sharply drawn actors at their 
center. 

News dramas emphasize crisis over continuity, the present over the past or future, conflicts and 
relationship problems between the personalities at their center, and the impact of scandals on 
personal political careers. News dramas downplay complex policy information, the workings of 
government institutions, and the bases of power behind the central characters. Lost in the news 
drama (melodrama is often the more appropriate term) are sustained analyses of the persistent 
problems of our time, such as inequality, hunger, resource depletion, population pressures, 
environmental collapse, toxic waste, and political oppression. Serious though such human 
problems are, they just are not dramatic enough on a day-to-day level to make the news. 

Important topics do come up, of course, such as when natural disasters strike, nuclear waste 
contaminates air or water supplies, or genocide breaks out in a distant land. Chronic conditions 
generally become news only when they reach astounding levels that threaten large-scale 
cataclysm through famine, depression, war, or revolution. But then the stories go away, again 
leaving the origins of and the solutions for those problems little-discussed in all but the biggest of 
stories. Most of these seemingly sudden "crises" are years in the making: deforestation that 
worsens flooding, neglected nuclear dumps festering in the Arctic or in Washington State, or bandit 
governments in African nations undermining the hope for civil society. With a steady flow of 
information provided by experts and issue advocacy organizations, these stories could be kept in 
the news as reminders to publics and politicians that there may be more important things than the 
glitzy media event of the day or the routine political skirmishing in Washington. 

Crises, not the slow buildups to them, are the perfect news material, meaning that they fit 
neatly into the dramatization bias. The "crisis cycle" portrayed in the news is classic dramatic fare, 
with rising action, falling action, sharply drawn characters, and, of course, plot resolutions. By its 
very definition, a crisis is something that will subside on its own or reach dramatic closure through 
clean-up efforts or humanitarian relief operations. Unfortunately the crisis cycles that characterize 
our news system only reinforce the popular impression that high levels of human difficulty are 
inevitable and therefore acceptable. Crises are resolved when situations return to "manageable" 
levels of difficulty. Seldom are underlying problems treated and eliminated at their source. The 
news is certainly not the cause of these problems, but it could become part of the solution if it 
substituted illumination of causes for dramatic coverage of symptoms. 

As in the case of personalization, dramatization would not be a problem if it were used mainly 
as an attention-focusing device to introduce more background and context surrounding events. 
Drama can help us engage with the great forces of history, science, politics, or human relations. 
When drama is used to bring analysis into mind, it is a good thing. When drama is employed as a 
cheap emotional device to focus on human conflict and travail, or farce and frailty, the larger 



significance of events becomes easily lost in waves of immediate emotion. The potential 
advantages of drama to enlighten and explain are sacrificed to the lesser tendencies of melodrama 
to excite, anger, and further personalize events. Thus the news often resembles real-life soap 
operas, only with far more important consequences than the ones on entertainment TV. 

One of the things that makes the news dramatic—indeed, that may even drive news drama—is 
the use of visuals: photos, graphics, and live-action video. These elements of stories not only make 
the distant world seem more real, they make the news more believable. In many ways, particularly 
for television, the pictures may not only tell the stories but help editors and reporters decide which 
stories to tell and how to tell them. 

In principle, there is nothing wrong with the emphasis on sights in news production. In fact one 
might argue that thinking visually is the best way to engage the senses more fully in 
communicating about society and politics. Yet there is often a tension between not reporting 
important stories that are hard to picture and reporting possibly unimportant stories simply because 
they offer great visual images.. .. The economics of audience attention often shade editorial 
decisions in the direction of starting with the pictures and then adding the words. 

It is important to worry about the bases of such editorial decisions because in many ways they 
distinguish between good and bad uses of news drama. When stories are selected more for 
visuals than for larger political significance and context, the scripting of the story may bend 
information rather badly to suggest that the pictures do, in fact, reflect the larger situation. And 
since there is more than a grain of truth to the old adage that "seeing is believing," people may be 
compelled to see aspects of society that simply are not there or that are not there in the ways they 
are dramatically portrayed in the news. The visually graphic coverage of crime on TV is an 
example of this.... At the very least, the selection of news stories primarily because they offer 
dramatic images is one of several important reasons why the news is often so fragmented or 
disconnected from larger political or economic contexts that would provide other ways to tell the 
story. 

 
Fragmentation 
 
The emphasis on personal and dramatic qualities of events feeds into a third information 

characteristic of the news: the isolation of stories from each other and from their larger contexts so 
that information in the news becomes fragmented and hard to assemble into a big picture. The 
fragmentation of information begins by emphasizing individual actors over the political contexts in 
which they operate. Fragmentation is then heightened by the use of dramatic formats that turn 
events into self-contained, isolated happenings. The fragmentation of information is further 
exaggerated by the severe space limits nearly all media impose for fear of boring readers and 
viewers with too much information. 

Thus the news comes to us in sketchy dramatic capsules that make it difficult to see the causes 
of problems, their historical significance, or the connections across issues. It can even be difficult 
to follow the development of a particular issue over time as stories rise and fall more in response to 
the actions and reactions of prominent public figures than to independent reporting based on 
investigation of events. In addition, because it is difficult to bring historical background into the 
news, the impression is created of a world of chaotic events and crises that appear and disappear 
because the news picture offers little explanation of their origins. 

 
The Authority-Disorder Bias 
 
Passing for depth and coherence in this system of personalized, dramatized, and fragmented 

information is a fourth news tendency in which the authoritative voices of officials take center stage 
in many political news dramas to interpret the threatening and confusing events that threaten the 
order of social life. There is bias in placing so much news focus on the largely emotional questions 
of Who's in charge? and Will order be restored? (As opposed, for example, to What is the 



problem?, Why is it a problem?, What are the alternative explanations beyond the official ones?, 
and What can citizens do to make the situation better?) 

It may be tempting to say that government, after all, is centrally about authority and order, so 
why shouldn't these concerns be central preoccupations of the news? The problem comes when 
journalists build themes about authority and order into the news as core dramatic emotional plot 
elements, rather than letting them pass through the news gates more formally when they arise in 
public debate, much the way partisan political views are generally reported. Instead, the focus on 
authority and order is often driven by considerations of what makes for bigger, more dramatic, 
more emotional stories. 

Whether the world is returned to a safe, normal place, or the very idea of a normal world is 
called in question, the news is preoccupied with order, along with related questions of whether 
authorities are capable of establishing or restoring it. It is easy to see why these generic plot 
elements are so central to news: They are versatile and tireless themes that can be combined 
endlessly within personalized, dramatized, and fragmented news episodes. When the dramatic 
balance between order and disorder is not a plausible focus for an event, the news quickly turns 
the plot pair around and challenges authority itself, perhaps by publicizing the latest scandal 
charge against a leader or by opening the news gates to one politician willing to attack another. 

In the past, it could be argued that the news more often resolved the authority-order balance in 
favor of official pronouncements aimed at "normalizing" conflicted situations by creating the 
appearance of order and control. A classic scenario of politics, according to political scientist 
Murray Edelman, is for authorities to take central stage to respond to crises (sometimes after 
having stirred them up in the first place) with emotionally reassuring promises that they will be 
handled effectively. Today's authorities still play out their parts, but the news increasingly finds 
ways to challenge either the pronouncements of officials or the presumption of order in society, or 
both. In short, the biggest change in portrayals of authority and order in the news ... is that the 
dominant news focus has shifted away from trusted authorities providing reassuring promises to 
restore chaotic situations to a state of order or normalcy. Such stories continue to appear, of 
course, but the growing news trend is to portray unsympathetic, scheming politicians who often fail 
to solve problems, leaving disorder in their wake. 

What is the evidence for the proposition that news is more negative and less likely to paint 
reassuring pictures of the return to normalcy following dramatic crises and scandals?... For 
reasons having more to do with the news business than with external realities, the following 
changes have been charted in news content in recent years: 

 
•     increased levels of mayhem (crime, violence, accidents, health threats, freeway chases, 

and other images of social chaos)   
•     greater volume of criticism of government, politicians, and their policies, and less focus on 

the substance of policies 
•     higher journalistic tone of cynicism and negativity. 
 
Many of these order-challenging news patterns are relatively subtle, reflecting the "hidden 

hand" of economic decisions within news organizations. For example,... the news recorded great 
increases in crime stories in the 1990s during a period in which officially reported rates of most 
violent crimes actually declined. This suggests that images of social disorder may be based on little 
more than choosing stories for their attention-getting effects. Images of disorder can be further 
amplified through subtle emphases in news writing. For example, is the traditional American family 
threatened by the increase in single-parent and two-working-parent households, or is the family in 
America simply changing in these ways as part of the normal course of social change? 

The reason for thinking about authority and order as separable but related aspects of many 
news stories is that they are often set at odds with each other to create the dramatic tension in 
stories. Thus it would be too simple to say that authorities are almost always challenged and that 
disorder most often prevails. As news organizations take greater dramatic license with news plots, 
the two elements are mixed to achieve the greatest dramatic effect. A classic news plot represents 



authorities such as police, fire, and health officials as forces of good battling to restore order 
against social evils such as crime, violence, or disease. In one variation on this formula, crime or 
the latest health threat may seem to be running out of control, but officials appear in the news to 
tell us how we can be safe. Given the levels of mayhem and disorder in much of the news, the 
presence of at least some reassuring line of authority is a necessary dramatic counterpoint. 
Moreover, the question of what actually happened in a particular incident is often unclear at the 
time that news teams arrive. So we encounter the familiar news formula that goes: "The police 
aren't exactly sure what happened here yet, but their investigation is in progress, and we expect a 
report soon." 

When authorities are anchoring a scene, dramatic speculation about levels of disorder may 
soar in news scripts. A typical example comes from a local newscast in Orlando, Florida, where 
Channel 6 announced an "exclusive" and promised a report from their "live truck" at the scene. The 
newscast opened with the anchor describing "A shocking scene in a Lake Mary neighborhood 
tonight. A home surrounded by crime-scene tape. A death police are calling 'suspicious.'" As the 
anchor spoke, the screen flashed the words "Neighborhood Shocker." Cut to the reporter live from 
the scene who further dramatized the death of a sixty-six-year-old woman by saying that police did 
not know what happened. As if to document this claim, the reporter interviewed a police officer who 
said that there were no signs of violence, forced entry, or robbery. Although this statement could 
easily have supported either an order or a disorder plot for the story, the local news format clearly 
favored playing the murder mystery/shocker plot. The reporter announced that the police planned 
an autopsy the next day and did not know what they would find. The live feed ended with the 
reporter saying that, in the mean time, they "want to keep a very tight lid on what happened.... Live 
in Lake Mary, Nicole Smith, Channel 6 News." The next day, it turned out that the woman had died 
naturally of a heart attack. So much for the "Neighborhood Shocker." As one observer noted, 
"Journalism Shocker" would have been a more appropriate on-screen warning. 

By contrast, other dramatic plot formulas challenge authority either by focusing on alleged 
personal failings of politicians or by finding examples of government failures. The political poster 
story of the 1990s was about wasteful government spending. Many news organizations, both local 
and national, have run prominent features on "How government is wasting your tax dollars." The 
lure of such dramatic accounts over more representative news descriptions is illustrated in a Los 
Angeles Times investigative series on government spending on computers in different agencies. 
Even though the investigation turned up many positive examples of taxpayer dollars well spent, 
here is how the story opened: 

 
WASHINGTON—After pumping $300 billion into computer systems in the last two 

decades, the federal government has compiled a record of failure that has jeopardized the 
nation's welfare, eroded public safety and squandered untold billions of dollars. 

 
Whether or not most events fit the authority-disorder plot, it is easy enough to make them fit. A 

news show with a regular feature on government waste will, of course, find some alleged example 
of waste every time the feature is scheduled. Also, since there are few features on good things the 
government is doing, examples of government thrift (other than those forced by budget cuts) are 
less likely to be news. 

 
 
 
Consider the picture so far: Each day news consumers are bombarded by dozens of 

compartmentalized, unrelated dramatic capsules. Some emotional satisfaction can be derived from 
forming strong identifications with or against the actors who star in these mini-dramas. But what 
about facts? What about knowledge and practical information? Unless the consumer has an 
existing interest or perspective on the subject, recalling facts from the news resembles a trivia 
game played alone. Most people cannot remember three-fourths of the stories in a TV news 



broadcast immediately after watching it, and information recall about the remembered quarter is 
sketchy at best. 

Communication scholars have developed considerable empirical support for these four 
information biases in the news. There is now a sizable literature that reads like an inventory of 
these problems. The tendencies toward personalization, dramatization, and fragmentation have all 
been remarkably enduring over time, although they may have become more exaggerated with the 
economic pressures of the business.... While the focus on authority and order is also an enduring 
defining feature of the news, the shifting balance from order to mayhem and the unreflectively 
negative tone toward officials has left many observers puzzled and concerned. Indeed many 
politicians say they have left government because of the relentlessly negative media scrutiny, while 
others have surrounded themselves by legions of media consultants and handlers. At the same 
time that many journalists criticize their own product in these terms, they confess being helpless to 
change it under the current system of profit- and ratings-driven business values.  


