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Abstract

In 2009, Michael Schudson published “The Reconstruction of American
Journalism” with Leonard Downie Jr. on Columbia Journalism Review, with
analysis and suggestions on the status quo of American Journalism, which had
garnered worldwide attention and caused strong repercussions. In this interview,
Schudson reviewed the investigation process, shares changes in the “new
journalism ecosystem”, and reiterates the necessity of setting up the government
funding for American newspapers. In addition, Schudson, who has created a
social research path in journalism history, shares his intellectual experience in
the study of media and democracy, looking back to the traditional division of
Communication studies and forward to the future of journalism research. He
calls for the researchers to face the limitations of theories, always keep refining
our concepts in scholarly advancement.

Citation of this article: Huang, Y. (Ed.). (2014) Communication study from a
sociological perspective: Journalism, democracy and its future. Communication
& Society, 30, 1-26.

Yu HUANG (Professor). School of Communication, Hong Kong Baptist University.
Research interests: media performance and political economy of media and
communication.



HESRA T HERTR

Bl - SFREAZREN

BICH - &T7EAR (Michael Schudson) - X358 BIVR FL2 28 ) O A
Fhgr B > WA PR AL G B A 1976 2 1980 4F B A 2 il BF K BT
# > 1980 4F 2 2009 AR AU i R EL I M oF BF 34 - 2005 4FEESHAT N
I K B2 B b 2 R 43 A% SRR A BU e DR B2 B2 B A - BT 35 B RF A EL
CHYNE Sk J5 e rdt

PR ARBAZ I EEOT T Ty ) B B SO S~ RSB B R
BUig o i FH i fHY > 32 45 ¢ Discovering the News (1978) ~ The
Power of News (1995) ~ The Good Citizen (1998) ~ The Sociology of News
(2003) ~ Why Democracies Need an Unlovable Press (2008) % JL i
F o Hoo CEE B ) (Discovering the News) Fy i) il 4 4E > BHAI T 3%
2 5 ] S A2 AL e R R > = T AR AR o ALEIT I M
AR CHFA R) (The Good Citizen) 75 N ) FLASGEAE » E Hf B {E 1522 7
5L E KA %

2 RAEAFER TR 2 > WG BT AR I & L (Guggenheim fellow)
M L 17 2 B2 5 SR OBE 5C o0 (Center for Advanced Study in the
Behavioral Sciences, Palo Alto) EF#ifff 7% B ~ 28 yini 3R A% (MacArthur
Foundation “genius” fellow) - W #1512 5 - 318 & £ ) o 58 il wl 8¢
(Murray Edelman distinguished career award) o 2012 4F ‘& %38 /£ 3 [5 25 fiif
BB} B2 [z [ 1 SIf7 48 7y il A% 2 S5 AR K2 (University of Groningen) 4% 21
B o

UM EE © 2009 4F 11-12 H [ > {B 4% 2L B2 34 78 7a fF - &7 £ 7% (Michael Schudson)
S CHE R TR ) AT LA T AR /M A - BB JE (Leonard Downie Jr.) B &85 >
fE CRMf bC R BT B B ) BB T A [ BT M E R EE | R R o S
é%i&%@?ﬁﬁﬁ;éﬁﬁi#ﬂ%%mﬁwﬁﬁ FIRERE K2 - w4
ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%lﬂi%%ﬂ%ﬁ’]%ﬁ%ﬁfﬂ%‘Z* AT 5 8 A L 0 A 2 [ o
fx 20144E5 H > WS IR & RS E LB B B 12 518 Bk sz 0 i =2 B 1 R
et B [ B B 32 S5 A B P RELER 97 T ST AE AR R -



(EEFEAELT) - (8) %304 (2014)

HY: &1

MS: &FfEAR

HY:

MS:

HY:
MS:

3 25 T AR R AR T B OR B AL o SR AE 2009 AR B/ i
MR - FERBERRE S RE BN | Wl Tl
R & BE S B o Aok im H B s b o BERE) T SR BT
BHEARR RN TTRRER - B —REBA ORI ZIE - KIF
VY A i D] A5 IRE A i o A BLEE BT RO AR T 2 AR B KR o Heil b
A AT o] 7 BESOE R H 5 WS ?

AN AT SCHE BIR By ey o A A5 52 B A1 5t B 22 BRE 1Y 2 FRAM 3
FBH I EE AR — R YV (AR5 A A R TR
BI5 BT o BEAE 2008 4FF1 2009 4F > A28 SA 75 ik 31 55 (20 7 ] 278 08
BT RS o

2008 4F R FE 1 bl o

SR o i BH R AR KRS R B I AR ER - WHIZER B R CBA
F5E - ARG — R B AR o B SRR 2 35 BN - R 10 e 5l
el EARE o EHT B BRSO B R AR B4 7K o Craigslist (32 B
T 2 o3 K B A A ) AN A — 2B AR RS A AR B ) > T
WP B R T By o 8 B R 2 BERk AR S #E —FE AR/ NIRK
(A5 BB B9 25%-35% ) = i T1) b A 70 JE B 445 46 F- 72 — IR T IH
& B RR NER AT L e B AT A W E  F R A
o EIRE o R ROGH R Bt IE A R R AR E TR
H o RTEER/NEIBE LA ~ BRI o RAMBARE T
PRI H > [T 2 VR 2 SRR R 1T 2E o 7 R I 2R B
b= e il - #7% (Nicholas Lemann) 5% Bh 4= e [F] 4= 22 BL3E 355 %
TR 7 T SE 00 3B R - T 5% BT [ S 0 E A ) A i R A PR AR
HEW -

] AL A - FRAR N o i B 7 1 i [ B Bl | i o) o
2009 45 > FRAM Fk i 7E S T A8 B 20 RN 48 I S A 1 T M 2 TR R 3
Prepolh o ERE > A IZER AN 5 E B ZER E R PR - 1
A YNBSS B A SR LT AR - RAMER S > ERAN



HY:
MS:

HY:
MS:
HY:
MS:

HESRA T HERTR

AR EE > HEED A C YR S X b AR R
7% o FRAMAY [ FFE L8 > ZEIPL L L TAEM R N LA
15 > A EE R P al [ 3% 180 262 A s DR g R n &) | i 81
Ao FLBLIRER > B8 T A — A 3 A KB A T A B D) (The
News About the News) > Z AN IHHALFE T E B AHHZE o

P ARG > #R3E SE BB [ SE A B LAY -

FAM B b B A AR o — AR R E TSR AR
7 TR i > R A% T LAORER o 014 © AR AE M 2 B A IR
FH A o ABMARARLE - MFRMAERZEE N AN LR (5
FRERAMAL [T B RRAO BT B AR, © 1 55— T > (A0 SE 2 1
o W2 LR AR 3 I B0 = 408 Y B 0 A A B A
& o LU DA AR EEAE o B TRAM L B WIANE R
H i s B RS (e g 4
SR AR o W R B UG A RO > R AR R - E R
— RS T T o 7 BHCE ARG RSN AN o BIE R AR 3 ik
ZRERAH T o R R W R E AR AR RS
HABHF A1 o FRAMIEZZ ME R - 80 mm s R ST - 3
BRI o FF 2 M ACHIBR A B A ( » EL 4 RF 0T I 2B -
SR > FAM f5 32 Bl T O 4 w2 1 AW B 418 14 < S s = i
E K 2y 5 AL B MR AR B SO 0 — RS L - BT ABIURF AT LA
AEER - FHE > FFErd s a R R iam i - Eih
AN BT - fEBR AR A ek o
BRRBUEE D) ?
LR 5K > o 0 U S % A A R SRR R O B -
VLB o BN E L - PR - PRSI B A - A 4R A
EHHEEBUTEY > AR A I o O S S BUT A o
TR o BN AR > B S S RN o S
#2w] (BBC) Bt — M i R B I H Bl 1 o L2l §2 51 (19 75 L 3¢
1 > #B A A —E 15 it mT LA A ) 38 i (R AU ) i




(EEFEAELT) - (8) %304 (2014)

HY:

MS:

HY:

PHIC o TR G A AEAS I AT AT B ply AN 338 55 B th 5 W0A TG S 5K« ]
WM KA T AL EREA A (PBS) 4Bl A 4L 5 E & (NPR)
TR RN B o BURF AR > (EAE 370 1 R4 2 21 B B
AR Bl - IRLEERE B 4R o LANPR S0 - 7EEUN & B — 4k
FFR > NPRUSR T — 82T ~F {18 T A2 DA S B4R (487 i 57 1 o i
5 o Ga (A LB BT R AR - ELE 1970 4 A BRI R AR o S

FEB AP RIS G - BRBEMEE G ZASCEEE > W
ik JEE S ) 2% ] SR T AR AR o MM A — 2 I AT DGR B 22
Z o~ BT RN AR W AR 52 B B A R 8 - BRAR
I >l 2 L S 4R [ SE AN REAE AR A > AP RE A A I A - (E
BT - BEEMUVEE - BUFSRATE 4 B M B
ABLBELFpE o BT ATRAE RIS L A (9 S sl 2 A28 T - B/
AEANE A PRI o AT > BRI F RE TR - BB
HIE T AR E A o FAM S 2Bk A R AR K B
THESS o WIS — PR R A E UM AL - HE M EETE R
TRBE - RN E%E -

Fe A8 55 Hb— 16 v BB Y B > 2009 AR = 45 148 B S IR R M B
AR AR » —SL AR AR TR T -

FE o FAE 2014 4F AT AT REZE A Bk E] - HUB A S D kAR
HABOE o %8 W E I 1950 A CLAAC B fre e B o BB - BUAE
AR 20 ZMARBEE - AR A 10K 72 A - 9 Rm s im
o Ja fE R ARSI o SR - SR A 2 A A s 11 S e AT e
EOREY o B U ER T H A B o CERHE) ~ CEHHY
JEE R ) ~ et WE BR By ~ R ] R S ) 1 s AZ TR R )
HMABIRE A s > RE AL B TN =02 —5—F -

FRAL T WAk A6 P PR IS bR — (A B - W R A AR 2 88 mT DAHES
(] 55 AT BEZ (Y RO & AR T i it LA R IR L e R I 2
NAH) 2 2502 WFRF—F i T o Rk R A
M > HHGFRE B T GE > AR IR -

Fe i A v R R Y TR S A R R A WS 2 IR N s
WS R L o T RS B TR 2 AR T 2



MS:

HY:

MS:

HY:

MS:

HEERATHEREAR

JITRE [T A R ] s T AR RB R & ) ANt — R o IR Y[
B> WA E R o B R TR Al DA EAAE - FER —EREET
R EAE o RARE MY E M - 758808 R A 1T o B
FEAFEHT - EFR (Twitter) Fog — T A=) » BIAE A5 56 B Rl #
WARHD TR > A2t B [ A IR it o
rb gl s A ALY P & o e B o B A5 b Facebook B 32 #K3 - Bl 1
P Ty RE AN Twitter B8 25 FHAE o B 45 35 SCHY 5 11T 5 1R A5 T B8 € ] ey £
v~ SRR Z AR B P & o AR HRRRERAME
AL -
AR — B Twitter BE HF HABEE X 140 719 B AURE > Rk
FIBER BT » TS NMMATBEABE T o XA g EAG KM
BAH — 1% YouTube ‘B AT-F- & o 45 AMEA T — (8t F 2R
AR AR o RAZ M Al DLTE [l i Ry ] 1) SRS 7 R Rk At
A0 RN Rk SR o AP FT AR R AR/ N SRR B AR o 7 B R R (4R 1D
M T H o BLMERE > A S E AR DA B I A8 20 ) i) A vk 7
BRI MR > A B 46 R AR A IRE ) ~ b A JLRE R TR
B ECH T AR A E o 5 450 M E R U AR Ak TAR K ek -
DIHTRLE A g M8 TR TA1E > A5 RA R EMR - ad
SR A B — 03 o BRI L Wt 2 B DABOR 3 AN RVE Q0
far L MERE A ALY > HE R 2B E
& AR E e GO J) &) (The Power of News) W3] » #i
WEHE N W o AR P EURR - 5L > SRS m Ty
PR T B) o FEEBK - B ERE R R FERPWNE)
RGP Z PR S R o R A ERIER A
B s B0 6 A 36 s ) Co i b SCH R o A b B 2R g S 5 1E T
BB o 5% A B 3 v R A R A Bb — B o AR W B AL
BB 2 AHIE M A 35 55 v B A 0k A 2 B 7 S R 1) 5
g% o
a3 B BA R E M EAE > RHECFAR « REALAEF L) EAR
= R ISE E—E e M EBEJUAR - iy B IS (Jirgen Habermas)
(3 56 > DA R o I E lUE I R o FR R e BRI > A



(EEFEAELT) - (8) %304 (2014)

HY:
MS:

A~ RER BT RAL g B R /ALK~ LT AL Y Y kB
SR o S5 [ S BT A B R R A S T IR B LA > S0 T
EMH —— RNERIEVT T BAVT 25 o AMERZBEGE )
(58 MRS RHEE AR R @ 1 - R T a5 /AL
RARKGHE o W HUS TR Ay A LA E A RS B B R 8 A TRk
5 o EA BN TAM J 2 B IR0 28 IR AR ) AR ] 5 A
B B o oy B2 AR RRGIR RE TR 5 — K o LASER 2 ) - R 0 L4
SN FA SRR BB 2 L o I B A S
S I HIURBEA M E AR o RR— B 2R —
LA b T R A L AC R AR o 0 R R A DA
B o PRI HRAE T T T2 - SR [ AN ] JBE S BR300 8y 2 R AR 3 7 il 52
B ERRAIERE » A s ¢ SRR R AL T ANIA I
—FEBHEA BT AN > FETE W A RS BT o SR IS T AE A
AHRIRE R > REM WA AR - RMAHARERS
B A 25 AR A E PR BRTE R i 2 5 o T PRER AT 5
HEH BB A AR > R At A SR R N RE SR - B IR
S RBBLA B — KRB - BB f THIRM G ER ENEEE
Bt [ FRA IR AL > R M m] R 12 B 3 - TR
ZHREEE A I7 AAGRA M BOA 75 - MRt > MR RERA
BrEtE > EEBUA > BT E RS T —BAEZ
MERFAZERE  REASEEHBIRE o RE MBI 2
Rkt g AR B o 2y RAL & AF 7R BUF 2 4 > 2 IR R —
I8 E IE AR o HEDBESHE H Ak MIEE AR H P —5F -
BEAR o A U BRA AL N ~ R 4 B AN G AL AR i A H
T2 FE T o v S5 R BB S > ) B ) ) ) A T — {1
FEL o TR 3 5 22 OB % BT 465 I 4L T A5 G A6 1 5 DU RE A 408G - B
[ S R 2 RO MR S A 2 SR DU R HE g o

RRTRH PR — R PR o B R AR TR AR5 DY B P

FERY > R ELAR A TR DUHE o FRAA B RS - B A
BUECALAK o ARSI - S I BT A 9 28 JF U ALAR7E BUIR R
Z rh PR B B 1 AR o MM Y A A A A5 AL A fOR R %




HY:

MS:
HY:

MS:

HY:

HEERATHEREAR

FMfRRE > EE R EE o EABMERWEEER > BRI
AT R T2 Hhlm H f5 2= 288 sk -

EBE LRI 6 SR B S8 i 1 AR AR S ~ FE BOUR AL AR 2
R ?

ATDUE R o B 20 p AR RE BV R BT BOR A RE R — 40 ©
T S I R 0 20 R A e v [ 2 R P 5 5 2 BT R A T
REERPEEMNE - AANRLHERHEREEMEE  GA
IR Z 2 W o BIE > BB b - AW S » Bl BE
it REMEMNERREE - WMESORA IR E e ?

34 R Y LRI AS R R A B AR AR T — R R AR
R N RFZI#R A A2 BB o BIZERLF AR ATHER > 8
B BETRE ] > il DIGERMIBERT S — U HEYREZA MR ER
- mEER A —EER BERARAEEE ENRARTE
B> R > R R NSRS H Bl -
A AR S 7 At AR 1 AR o IR SR 48 1) B UL R0 T
HAAAE o AL R R R RLAE > HIRM A 2 i —
B o AEFRAR AN BRCIREE > 1933 45 7 Hp ) 4% B 428 i o 7 [ A I - R
RHAEZIER EERAHT2RBE] - Praf R E > BIETHEAN
ARENG SN 2 B 5~ SR > s E AR ) o HATE
INRBUAGHEFZ R RAENERZ T AARFE - BEVRIEE
FEWEREIE - BIAAL GRS HMRFOBTRE SR LE M » A2
REME > A RER 2RTE] - BEAFRA 0B E
BX > €I D SRE S48 BUR AT BUBRE - W JH A N 2 BE 2008 SR AT I
BEAE o STYE MR - T M I A R B P A e B Y R A B R B R
B DARECRRE 738 RO B 3T o TR T 0 8 25 B THT 19 BE ) 0 I i 15
PLEB AR 2RI T KLY » B A —5 (U BB
B m T B R R EARAEEBRPEHR
F) o

Rk I O BIF 7 A B A S B A A i R o SRR P AR B 1L
afii 3C > MR SRR T — ER R M Z AR (KRR BT - R g+
& %) » Discovering the News: A Social History of American



10

(EEFEAELT) - (8) %304 (2014)

MS:

Newspapers) o 22 N Z B8 » B PIBIZEREE - fEE K
11" 43 5= — B AR ) B 7 K8 B 2
TG B e 2R B A 7 o eI DI R B At
S i@ H G BARK o FIRRH IR B 2 TR A WAL H0E T 1A
LA Hop— 72 FFH e # - H 7 (Daniel Bell) - fth 2 — % i
H o ARG E) MY TRENECE - HAWLBUE > BIRZHEES
BeET T KSR SCHE o AR AR BF KA R — 7 A 1 sk 2 B W AE o
A A% B OB IR Y SO AR R > 75 R4 Sy CRRkE BB 1R #¢
%) (The End of Ideology) W) SCHEEE A TARKSL B o P9I L 22
SCHEBAC S HOAT R A A 5E DAE S o EIRE > At B S TE BRI
B0 BERAL Ty 58 Sy MURE R AT AR T B A o FRAMIAG Ath— (1 18 22 A
M g ARAE o HALE S LR A AERE T2 > AR
SEABSE L e R o BRI S SC R E A o Oy — IR
BB REI RN - B2 (David Riesman) » — {7 H144 14L&
ELELZE S A AR R EN) S AR o M ASCE AT IR R
REGEKIEE S L - BRI (Louis Brandeis) FBhF o H i SR
HAT BB A REBRL > Wy ]S AR 2 B R B2 1) 28 sk 280 8 7l P 4K
WE o BTS2 BARZME KB GER - [ - MR A#%
T RIBE o Fi > EARAEHEENARTE R > BWMIAR
P AL B AN 4G T IRAR K2 o AF 2 BILER [ 02 19 ik 43
T MM R AIAE B ik > R - Ak R ERUNE
RETE > BB B IRALET o aoROE R BB Rk o
HHEFEE MBI AERA — R - ST > REE
TMagEGRE > VIRES TIHE > ME LM LAEEE
LT Y o SRMTIE RS M IR RCEE - TER B A
I5F > 2 Rl A BH B 40 0 S - TR 25 TAM B A - B4 &
ik o AT ERMWED - [HHIREINNEY - | REZEHACHE
B o AIRAMANEL [ > AR o R R B R A
BERIMEY - RO TEABCH—EMH > i85 MEE R
MERZ B AR » SIS E T o BRI e o R K
TEREVR T 0 RO PR R & & o an SR b i IR 25 b 5 B A e



HESRA T HERTR

PREEAT — L8 > J2 AR M e HUAR & A SR — LSe35 g > 3R & >
o3 o WJEAT MBI IR AT A Fe 4 > SOEC R AR PR R BT 3 o fBefi
e AE A 3 ) BF 7T A=A AR 22 — B - TR — M8 JF W R Y B fil
T o REGAEHS > B AR — DRI GRHRE
BE o WFIUAESERTIMAE MG < h > BBl 715 S a1 o BLERAR
o AR o B SR ALARIT B — AT 3 o PRl A OB
& HENTERIER IR R o BWARG o MEREE
AR AR N PR L BB IEE - B T AEIRATAF
B BME XA B HOEHNER > M IEAERE RS
# o

H— B > B SR —RE R A ORI - A R ES A
TG > A B PR A AR B 2 AR O IR ] P AN e R A S IR s =
WREL N A O P TR SR B A A Bk B IR SRR A M R
FL A ERER PR RRAR B AR o AN X B s Y B IR a
EMAE S T - RAUEH - [H > JREESA XEIRERMEE T - /R6E
At A 7 LB S 2 IR AT RE AR E A AR T - R
B2 AR ER AT A R M > RS — B B AR R -
R BB B - iE B KM T REILEREMEEE ]
FRETE AR B A BB - fE B A PR B B R AR SR Y
A UR BT A — Ay o R IR AT LA — (P > (E
PR AR ZH Y 1 — 7 A7 1 118 2wy S 8T 9 M7 o TS R A L
PR S EHT 5~ ) BE A8 B A 10 SR o G R AR BE A B i B T
Z AR E SR > ARAR TAHE T o AL AT & R REA 2K
AR — 2 T A Y PR o AL ER LA R S A PR AR
BTy o R NI S 0 o FAM R A7 £ R e 22
o kg ULAATERIRZESL o H AT UG AR 2R - A
JRE s ok o A S ARUR O BUAE Bz A B B AR R T b o A ALA
il A LR RE P A 1) S T o % A% R 14 Bl vl LA AR5 1 AN T
AR o FRAM T B L8 B B M Em S o AT AR AR M A 238
— o [P A PR R B0 25 ) AR B L T T — R R
AR > TREE A DA I B AT R o B I W] 7 L B

11



12

(EEFEAELT) - (8) %304 (2014)

HY:

MS:

AT BB - MPRAFF GRS EEE E L > —WKFIREBEE
(I RB AL o b 7E A HE S B G 0 468 - PR R B Er i
STHEFIRE A BT SR RE > B 2 SRS f W 5 | A AP ) By o HE
IR 5 A — 1 F B S [ 75 BB 4G T L ] i B o At 75 22
SFalE TR AR AR R > ATANBIER > RO - RRE -
A B M E A R EE  IEEF L -

18 28 25 3% 1005 B SR 2 A0 B K P o — R R R AT I
Bra s 55— B v o R a6 4R B 5 A S AL g B R o
F A 260 228 A% P O 7 8 SR AL €7 BRI o UL o KRB TR —
F 7 P 9 2 ch A R R B 40 S 2 JE AR A A R A ML IR S 2 AR ARG
BIE > BT W KD #F & 15 B 28 5 3 o Bed) - M E
Wk TE RE ~ B SRR A T IR AR JE > i S AR Wk o fH—
Be N 58 % 75 R B 3 AR AT AE o BB ILP IR A 4 VB AR A —JF - S
HEBCRER T ALK —EL 8RS8 -

B R A AL Er B ) R R AR B AR T ORETR B L o
T 1 A ) 4T BB YR B R B YR TR B0 2 R > IR E ARRE T
WA o TR S A BT o AR BRI AL SE R (Paul
Lazarsfeld) 1Y SCF o fth— B B 208 i R Z2 IR > BT 234 (Theodor
Adorno » W AR EIRFCRAY)) G 1E - 58 W K IR I R R
SRIM AR > 7 Fl B sl g B R AR SRS > MM R BB 4
ILWFSE - % HhE =T AR AT TR B 0 1) 22l e HEYINIENDY PR
HEFI R T —FERFEE o FEFRBR > Frag iy [ ) w2 48 A 4% 2 Uk T
HTA TS o VRANEEEE L FIRE ) > 1T L3 B L R ) e 2
TR o BIIRRBNAKET IR > 5655 JR PR 2 i 58 ik 1 s JE A\
IR G R E B AL o B EE Y A AL - EE
BH oo SR B ARG A CEAAE I R EZ BN - R
RAE MR B TAE - FRIREMMENEE > AR
FM7 A 12 R R (BRI o AE Ly T M FR IR AN (AR S
B BB E B R o SR BRA
o EHARHA —EFEER - HEKREAACHEGA Y » L
FrRE - WA RFIREHAEA W FEA A OB > HiE R




HEERATHEREAR

e FIT 0 A0 ) BB R e 0 i B 2R ) o R A A 1 Y B — (B T 52 IE
H oo ARG T SOREE I R A o 5 A R BN A SRR P 1

HY: 17 BB IR AR AR 6 05 B R o 9 B ) S a0 R DR 2

MS: HiBBARIRCBGA TG o 78— LS E Bl AR
FERETIA THUA R > RBCERD > S E WS - A —
SEUH s 14 N BIFTE AT 8 IR V8 A R R S o Al Ml A 2 AR
TSR > RUE— RO B EGE LY o SRTA 7 — 8t
FIBTFEAIBE TS BBRAE « [ AL - FRAMF Z BRI - BRR - [
A > FATIE AL o I AMHEDT SR AR - YRR - PERRSE
— LRI L o B R R > FERIENR T EIER L
5 3l Hig Rl s R Rk 1Y -

B - TREAZFEER

Schudson, M. (2013). Reluctant stewards: Journalism in a democratic society.
Daedalus, 142(2), 159-176.

Schudson, M. (2010). Political observatories, databases & news in the emerging
ecology of public information. Daedalus, 139(2), 100-109.

Schudson, M., & Anderson, C. (2009). Objectivity, professionalism, and truth
seeking in journalism. In K. Wahl-Jorgensen, & T. Hanitzsch (Eds.), The
handbook of journalism studies (pp. 88—101). New York: Routledge.

Schudson, M. (2008). The “Lippmann-Dewey debate” and the invention of
Walter Lippmann as an Anti-Democrat 1985-1996. International Journal of
Communication, 2, 12.

Schudson, M. (2008). Why democracies need an unlovable press. Cambridge:
Polity Press.

Schudson, M. (2007). Citizens, consumers, and the good society. The Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science, 611(1), 236-249.

Schudson, M. (2006). The troubling equivalence of citizen and consumer. The
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 608(1),
193-204.

Schudson, M., & Tifft, S. E. (2005). American journalism in historical perspective.
In G. Overholser, & K. H. Jamieson (Eds.), The press (pp. 17-47). New York:
Oxford University Press.

Schudson, M. (2003). The Sociology of News. Nova lorque: Norton.

Schudson, M. (2002). The news media as political institutions. Annual Review of
Political Science, 5(1), 249-269.

13



14

Communication & Society, 30 (2014)

Schudson, M. (2001). Politics as cultural practice. Political Communication, 18(4),
421-431.

Schudson, M. (2001). The objectivity norm in American journalism. Journalism,
2(2), 149-170.

Schudson, M. (1997). Sending a political message: Lessons from the American
1790s. Media, Culture & Society, 19(3), 311-330.

Schudson, M. (1997). Toward a troubleshooting manual for journalism history.
Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 74(3), 463-476.

Schudson, M. (1989). The sociology of news production. Media, culture and
society, 11(3), 263-282.

Schudson, M. (1981). Discovering the news: A social history of American
newspapers. New York: Basic Books.

FFHEAR (2011) o BBR S8 o JbaT - R At -

FPTERR (2010) o FRRIALEEL o Lt - ER AL -

EFERR (2010) o SHLIEREFREAERGH A o a0 - FE At
FPTEAR (2009)  BEARHTH - SCBHRGEAAEE L o JURT : JERURER T IRAL
EFIERR (2003) o B - WUMEAY SR o LA - R ML -

#IE 1B R

Downie, L., & Schudson, M. (2009). The reconstruction of American journalism.
Columbia Journalism Review, 19, 2009. Retrieved from http://www.cjr.org/
reconstruction/the_reconstruction_of_american.php

AR5 g

AR (HR) (2014) o GEEr 240 A T AEEOFTE B~ RERERAR) o (HE
Bl ErEL Ty » 5304 > H 1-26 o



Communication Study from a Sociological Perspective

Academic Dialogue with Michael SCHUDSON

Communication Study from a Sociological
Perspective: Journalism, Democracy and its
Future

MS: Michael SCHUDSON
HY: Yu HUANG

HY:

MS:

HY:
MS:

The news media have experienced a myriad of changes in the
past twenty years. In 2009 you published “The Reconstruction of
American Journalism” with Leonard Downie Jr., which has
garnered worldwide readership. In this very influential report
you talked about the future of American journalism. To us, it
serves as an inspiring index of leadership. Four years later, when
you look back on this report, do you have any new views? Is
there any need for further improvement?

I looked at it again not long ago. The part that got the most attention
was a set of proposals. I think the better part was all the other stuff—
the analysis of where things were. In 2008 and 2009 when people all
of a sudden saw the depth of the crisis of American journalism.

The financial tsunami broke out in 2008.

Right. The people in journalism had already been in trouble, quite
apart from the general financial downturn. But in a way the press was
slow to respond. There was a lot of talk, and a lot of journalists were
hopeful about the new technology. But the news organizations were
seeing their profits withering away. That was a big deal because
Craigslist and other online advertising sites just wiped out
newspapers' classified advertising, which represents a significant
amount of income (25%-35%) for most American newspapers.
Basically it disappeared overnight because everyone could announce
sales of used cars or rental apartments for free. The journalism school
here at Columbia was just beginning to move into a new position
where they were not only training journalists but also studying
journalism as an institution with a small Ph.D. program. A new
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master program was emerging in which “History of Journalism”
course would become a requirement. The dean, Nicholas Lemann,
was interested in getting the journalism school's voice involved in
this broad conversation. Our “Reconstruction” report was Dean
Lemann's idea.

In retrospect, what I was most pleased about with the report is
its general tone of what I called “guarded optimism.” We were trying
to find a middle ground between the newsroom responses by the
summer of 2009, which bemoaned the great American institution
disappearing down the drain, and those who embraced the new
technology as full of utopian possibilities, which seemed to us far too
hopeful. But we thought there were reasons for hope. There were
also reasons to be distressed as people watched their colleagues lose
their jobs. Our “guarded optimism” sympathized with the people
losing their jobs but we did not sympathize with the view that
American journalism was just the greatest thing ever invented.
Earlier, Downie wrote a book called The News About the News,
which is very critical of American journalism. It says television
news—Ilocal television news—could disappear tomorrow and the
country would not be any worse off for it. And he was certainly
willing to criticize the American news. I am, too. So we were about
on the same page.

The proposals are comprised of two sorts. Several of the
proposals were basically saying that “here are some developments we
see that are good and they should continue.” For example, the non-
profit news organizations that have been springing up all over the
country. They looked good to us, and we want to say to
philanthropists—*"“support news organizations that are valuable to
your communities.” The conventional legacy news organization is in
big trouble. But many journalists are working to find new models and
put some money into it. That has already been going on. We didn't
have to invent it.

And now it continues.

Right. It continues. The universities were beginning to produce news
for the general public. That seems like a perfectly good idea. Writing
news stories is not the same as doing brain surgery. You can have
relatively inexperienced people produce relatively good work under
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the guidance of experienced supervisors and teachers. Do more of
that. Those things continue, and they are growing in fact. They
produced actually extremely good work in some cases, including
Columbia J-school. But our recommendation that got the most
attention was that the federal government should put some money
into this. News seems to have become one of those public goods that
the private sector is not adequately supporting any more. So the
government can be useful. In fact, most American journalists who
read and commented on the report said “this is a good report, except
for this recommendation which is horrible, dangerous and ridiculous”.

You mean the government funding?
Yes, the government funding.

Some European countries, especially Scandinavian countries have
government funding.

They do, such as Sweden, Norway, Denmark, France and Austria.
There are some direct financial subsidies from state agencies to news
organizations, which, however, do not turn their independent new
media into agencies of the state. That is in the newspapers. For
broadcasting, we know of course there are state subsidies. The BBC
is the single most influential example. And in all of these cases, ways
have been developed to insulate the news organizations from the
funding organizations, like the government. We thought there was no
reason on earth we could think of why the US couldn't do something
like that. Actually we do something like that in the Public
Broadcasting Service and National Public Radio. The state
contribution is relatively small. But it was there from the beginning.
It is real money. And in the case of National Public Radio, it helped
to create one of the great journalism success stories of the past half
century in this country. National Public Radio is a fine news
organization. It began in 1970 and didn't exist before. Then we have
other examples in our minds—The National Science Foundation, The
National Endowment for the Arts, and The National Endowment for
the Humanities, all of which support different aspects of knowledge
industries. And they have developed ways of protecting the artists,
professors and scientists and shielding their work from the influence
from the funding source. Why can't we do this with journalism? I
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think we could. It would not be easy. And it's not going to happen. I
mean there is zero interest in the federal government, no interest at
all for the politicians to do anything that we proposed. So I'll never
have to worry whether we were wrong because our idea will never be
tested. But it seems to us important to put that on the table. This is a
serious problem we have in front of us. We need to think outside the
box about how to solve it. As it turns out, that proposal hasn't gone
anywhere and isn't going anywhere. But maybe there is some value
to have it out there in the public domain, and to promote some
thinking about this.

Another possible reason is that after 2009 the news industry was
not as bad as people had predicted. Some of the vulnerable
media have already survived.

Yes. I think what people in 2014 don't necessarily understand about
this is that relatively few newspapers have died. They are dying in a
somewhat higher rate than they had been from the 1950s onward.
Based on the data, we are losing roughly 20 newspapers per year. It
used to be 10 or so. In terms of actual deaths of newspapers, there
have been relatively few. In terms of the thinning of newsrooms and
the reduction of services, however, that has been huge. Particularly
notable are lost jobs at large metropolitan daily newspapers. The
Washington Post, The Baltimore Sun, The Boston Globe, The Miami
Herald, and The Los Angeles Times have each lost hundreds of
reporters, from one third to one half of their staff. At the same time, I
asked a question recently in a talk: if you have lots of money, and
you could rehire as many reporters as it would take to be able to
produce quality work, how many would you need to rehire? Maybe
just half of them. Because reporters are more efficient in newspapers
than they used to be. The internet actually makes a difference. The
resources online are extraordinary.

This is what you called the ‘“new journalism ecosystem”? A lot of
people are quite interested in this notion. What is it about? Could
you elaborate a bit on it?

The word “news ecology” or “ecosystem” is just a kind of language
magic. There is a lot of stuff happening, which is all related and
happening all at once. The different pieces are capable of cooperating
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and living in the same environment together. And nobody knows how
exactly it is going to turn out. It depends very much on trial and
error. If you think back a few years, Twitter is a start-up which is
now pretty much essential to American journalists and this is
increasingly true around the world.

There are equivalents in China. The WeChat social networking
app is doing better than Facebook in China. Weibo is more
similar to Twitter. If people know English, they will probably use
both the Chinese and U.S. versions. Various choices keep people
really busy.

When 1 first heard about Twitter, which enables users to send
140-character messages, it sounded ridiculous and crazy. And now
people find it indispensible. There is no central office that says we
need something like Youtube. Now you can have a user-generated
encyclopedia online. It turns out that a lot of people with spare
time—who are experts in this little corner or that little corner of
knowledge—contribute to Wikipedia in their specialty. It's an
extraordinary tool. Meanwhile, various online organizations and the
new start-ups started teaming up with the New York Times, local
public broadcasting stations, or local newspapers, as nobody went to
their websites as destinations initially. And this was also a big change
in the journalistic culture. You were never supposed to cooperate with
your competitors. Now people are doing it all the time. That is part
of the new news ecology too. It is changing so rapidly that no one
knows how to describe it. But it is important.

You once mentioned in your book The Power of News that news
should be the locus of power instead of its mouthpiece. Recently
you suggested creating a national fund for local news. In your
opinion, do news media act as a promoter or hindrance in the
democratic process? The reason for this question is that one of
your recent books has been translated into Chinese. They sparked
off a lively debate among the academic community. The U.S.
experience is like a mirror to China where the social condition is
different. But that doesn't prevent Chinese intellectuals from
participating in debates and thinking about it.

Regarding my works on democracy, particularly, The Good Citizen:
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A History of American Civic Life, there is really a conversation in my
head with Jirgen Habermas and the idea of a public sphere. I agree
with Habermas that the modern world of liberal democracy emerged
in Western Europe and the U.S. in the late 18th and 19th century.
The ideal that emerged in the American and French revolutions later
inspired the world—in the West certainly, but to some extent beyond
the West. We are the children of the Enlightenment to the extent that
the power of science and the ideal of inquiry are universal. We all
inherit this from that moment of creative ferment in the 18th century.
Habermas also says that was the moment in which public life itself
changed. But he certainly mixes the idea of a public sphere that we
should all be striving for with a notion that there was a moment
when it actually existed in London and Paris in the coffee houses. In
the American case, this early public sphere was not something most
of us would approve today. No women were involved; there were
only white men. There were only white men of property. And it took
a long time, basically the entire 19th century and the early 20th
century, to expand the realm of who people thought should be part of
the public. So my book asked: what did public life look like in
different moments in American history? And my conclusion laid out
in the book is that there really have been different periods of
American democracy. It's not been the same thing in each moment. I
think it has grown and become better overall in our 200 past years.
But even that is not always clear. What we mean by democracy has
changed from time to time. The ideal is that everyone participates
somehow. Various people are formally excluded from the system.
Some are kept out of the system because it's to the political
advantage of the empowered to make it more difficult to register to
vote. That is one of our current American problems. For political
advantages people abandon the ideal of democracy altogether and say
“I don't want these people to vote because they might vote against
me, so I'm going to find devious ways to keep them from voting.”
And yet as democracy develops over time, it seems—for the most
part—it's gotten better and has been enacted more fully than it used
to be. Democracy has its own problems when you get more people
involved in democratic participation. I'm quite interested in what
people call civil society, the non-formal part of democracy outside
the government. Speaking of the great expansion of watchdogs on
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power, the press clearly is one of them. All kinds of private
organizations, think tanks and voluntary associations have important
voices in public discussions and debates, closely monitoring whatever
may be the specific topic which they are interested in. I think the
notion of the news media as the fourth branch of government should
be revised. The news media and other institutions of civil society are
the fourth branch of government.

So you are proposing a combination, or the comprehensive fourth
branch?

Yes, a much more comprehensive fourth branch than it used to be.
There are advocacy groups, say, Human Rights Watch. And basically
news organizations and all these NGOs are becoming more and more
an important part of the political system. It seems to me vital that
they have guaranteed constitutional rights and freedom of association.
But even without formal constitutional rights, this kind of NGO is
increasingly thriving in many parts of the world.

You are actually using a sociological approach to understand
media, NGOs and civic life?

Yes, the new ecology of news is also part of the larger new political
ecology.

Is the arrival of the new media age the gospel of ‘“‘good citizens”?
The new media are connecting the democratic process of our life.
Some people regard new media as vital to democracy, while
others are using them as the mouthpiece. You are not extreme. So
you consider new media to be important, but not so important?

Right. My enthusiasm for new media is not primarily because this is
a new model of democracy and that we all can participate in politics
all of the time. You can go to your computer, click, “like” this or that
on the website. You can sort of express “like” voting on anything all
the time. There is something in that, but I don't think that is really
how a modern democracy works. I am a historian who is very
skeptical about thinking that democracy is everyone participating all
the time. I don't think that's such a great model of how to run a
society. There is really such a thing as contagious irrational passions.
I was born after World War II, but my father fought in World War II.
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It was within my personal experience to remember Hitler who was,
after all, elected to office in 1933. Well, I don't think you define
democracy by “everyone-is-participating.” You define democracy
by—*"“yes, all adults are empowered, encouraged to participate in
voting and speaking their mind, in associating with formal
organizations as they wish.” But this is democracy only within a
framework of protected human civil political rights. That is a major
modification. Most of the decisions are complicated in modern
societies, and they will be made by representatives, not by “everyone-
is-voting”. We will need representatives who themselves will have a
staff of assistants and who will delegate much of their decision
making to administrative agencies in the government. Somebody has
to watch those agencies. The legislature is a watcher. The press is a
watcher. The civil society organizations are watchers, and that
watching—holding powers accountable to public ideals—is very
important. It happens through distributed authority to this array of
organizations. It is not everyone going out to the Town Square and
voting. (And voting itself is in practice democratic only if there are
rival candidates for office and two or more of them offering different
views and values have a chance of winning.)

Let's talk about your own research experience and your advice to
students. First of all I would like to ask you about your Ph.D.
thesis. Your thesis turns out to be a very influential book
(Discovering The News: A Social History of American Newspapers),
which has inspired lots of people to produce something similar.
Tell us something about your research experience.

Well, I have a sociological outlook. My Ph.D. is in sociology. That is
important. Equally important is my professors who were most
influential for me were two quite famous people. Daniel Bell was a
journalist. He covered labor issues for Fortune magazine. He was
quite a political person, and he wrote a lot in a variety of public
magazines. And then he was teaching here in Columbia in the
freshmen liberal education program. At some point, he published a
collection of essays called The End of Ideology, which is very
influential. But a lot of those essays in that book began as published
articles in the magazines. At that time, he was already teaching at
Columbia University. The University said he should have a Ph.D.
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Let's give him a Ph.D. for that book. But he didn't study in graduate
school. He wrote the book on his own. Bell was my dissertation
advisor. I was also much influenced by David Riesman, another very
famous sociologist. But his only advanced degree is a law degree. He
was a lawyer, a law clerk for Supreme Court Justice Louis Brandeis.
He taught like Bell and actually with Bell at the University of
Chicago in their general education program. He became part of the
sociology department at Chicago. And again, he never went to
graduate school. So I have sociological background, but I was also
with the people in a sense who were not socialized in this profession.
They were intellectuals with broad interests. For better or worse, they
were not particularly careful about research methods, like me. I try to
be careful about the method in the sense of being self-critical, trying
to be logical, and trying to be empirical.

But I have a single advice for young scholars or graduate
students. It was advice I got when I took a drawing class—just for
fun—while T was in graduate school. It has nothing to do with my
Ph.D as I wanted to do something different. But it turned out that I
learned a great lesson from it. We students were drawing a model.
The teacher did not lecture but just looked at our drawings and made
suggestions here and there. He stared at what I was drawing and said,
“Draw what you see.” And I said, “That's what I'm doing.” He said,
“No, you are not. You are drawing what you think you should see.
You have a theory in your head of what the human figure is supposed
to look like on a page, and that is what you are drawing. Get rid of
that theory, and look at the figure twelve feet from you here. If her
knee is a little closer to you than the rest of her, doesn't it look a
little bigger than what you have just drawn?” He was right. Yes! You
really have to look closely at what is in front of you and draw what
you see. Those four words. If I can get my graduate students to draw
what they see, I would be a very successful teacher. Universities are
so enchanted and enchanting, at least in the humanities and social
sciences. Graduate students get completely enchanted, and 1 would
say mystified, by theories. Theories are beautiful, but they are not the
truth. They are ways of organizing the truth. The truth is that you are
trying to grasp the world out there, drawing what you see out there.
It is not easy. It sounds easy but it's very difficult to—in a way, to
erase from your mind too much of the stuff we have learned so that
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you can see what is in front of you. We will learn to do it in everyday
life and we all forget it in everyday life.

The other thing I tell students is to find their own question for
their dissertation. What is really worth pursuing? What can they find
in the scholarship to which they can devote two years and sometimes
even longer without completely getting bored and hating themselves?
I sometimes urge them to pay attention to the things that they come
upon and really despise in their readings for the courses, something
that irritates them terribly. For example, Professor X, or Scholar Y
said such and such that just drove them so crazy. Then I would like
to ask—“Oh, you think Professor X is really wrong. Can you say
why it is really wrong?” That's where you might find your idea. A lot
of scholarship is dialectical—you are posing something against
something else. I'm not interested in the students who say “oh,
Professor, that great theory is written and I will apply it over here.”
All theories are wrong. That is my view. They pick up only a piece
of the world. You could apply a theory to something, but only if you
know that there is something out in the world that will not fit it. And
that is what forces you to rethink the theory and criticize the theory.
If you can do that kind of back-and-forth between the empirical and
theoretical, that would be great. There will not be any seminar or any
class you take where some handy theory does the whole job. It seems
to me that our job as social scientists is to understand the human
world better than we did before. This is not easy because the human
world is very complicated. We know there are individual differences
among people. There are national differences across the society and
cultures. There are institutions that are structured differently and
create historical changes. There are always vast and important
dimensions of variation. We don't have any theories that capture all
of that. We have various theories that do serviceable work in different
areas. And refining our concept is very important. But it is worth
remembering at the same time that all of our efforts fall short. I mean
it is a little dramatic to say that all theories are wrong. To say it in a
more measured way, all theories fall short. After all we know that
eventually we change them. And I think graduate students in
particular are looking a little too much for some anchor, some solid
cognitive ground that they can take with them. Well, they should not
be too hopeful about that. What they will learn is a kind of general
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critical outlook or general skepticism even about those theories by
which they are most attracted. This is another way of saying that they
need to draw what they see. They need to stay attentive to the world
they are trying to understand. Look at it closely. Be curious about it,
and ask questions. Some people say the questions are more important
than the answers, and I would be in that camp.

Traditionally, journalism and media studies are divided into two
camps. One is the mainstream administrative approach. Another
is the critical approach, like political economy and cultural
studies. We know that you have developed your own sociological
approach. Could you briefly comment on this division? Is it still
valid? I have noticed that nowadays actually both sides use each
other's methodology to study something. Originally, their
ideology, research hypotheses, and research methods were all
very different. It is now no longer the case. But in terms of
classification, some people are still thinking that way. You
actually don't put your foot on either side. You have developed
your own, which might be called the sociological approach.

By the time I shifted my main academic locus from sociology to
communication, I had already had my general intellectual approach
settled. I had already written two books by the time I encountered
that distinction between the administrative and critical approaches.
The distinction makes some sense to me. I rather like Lazarsfeld's
essay. He is trying to bridge the distinction, to figure out how to
work with Adorno and how to see something good in both of the two
approaches. But later it got taken off by critical scholars as a hammer
with which to beat the more conventional, usually quantitative work.
It was the circle of which I was part 25 years ago, but it became too
smug, | think, and “critical.” Too much of a fetish. What the word
“critical” is meant to say is that you have to not accept the world as
it had been handed to you. You have to be not only willing to
criticize power but you have to see criticizing power as your primary
job. I wasn't comfortable with that, in part because the people I know
who are most committed to that position didn't in fact seem to me
critical in the ways that I thought a scholar should be, which is to say
self-critical and eager to figure out the world as it is. They were
convinced that they already knew what the world should be. And
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from that basis, they did their work. I had some admiration for that
kind of certainty. But I didn't share it. I didn't know exactly how the
world should be. I mean I did in some way, but that is separable from
what I did as a scholar—which is trying to figure out how things
worked. That is hard. For me this is really interesting enough to keep
me busy for a lifetime. But I have political views and I'm an advocate
of democracy. It is not like I don't have ideas about how things
should be. But I think that is somewhat separable from what I think
things are. Every research project I have undertaken has led me to
some conclusion I didn’t anticipate. That's why scholarship is a fun
job.

Is the administrative approach still considered the mainstream
school of communication?

I think there has been a kind of blend. I mean there have been some
real successes of the critical approach, postmodern approaches, and
notably the integration of them into communication research. In an
extreme form I think some part of so-called critical studies is just
ideology. I don't think they are learning about the world. They are
just telling you what their political views are. But there's other work
under the same broad umbrella, say, “well, we need to pay more
attention to gender, race and class. Let's do that.” They pay attention
to race, gender and class, long neglected topics, and integrate them
into a broader understanding of how communication works. That's
great and I think that has made a real difference, a positive
difference.

Selected Works by Michael Schudson

Please refer to the end of the Chinese version of the dialogue for Michael
Schudson's selected works.





