LS

WA 46§ ¥ HiRw



=] e (6] % Ml B

’},—:‘/‘\I| A

AAN < "AJ\/L)
edia Studies

i

Rtk 5K IF

i




BEBERERE (CP) #iE

FHEESHATR/GER, kF&EE . - 2. R HBERER
#, 2004.6

ISBN 7 — 81085 — 249 — 3

1.5 01.0%- Q% - [I.HHE-%E-SSEK-8H

IV .H31

R A P 5 0 CIP BB % F (2004) 58 040649 5

FEZESHENHR

w O E. BRERE K
TELHE: BRI
Hmigit: £ £
HAR&RIT: L) 1% it
krTHERERERA 1 5 B % . 100024
#3E: 010 — 65450532 65450528 15 E: 010 — 65779405

fik: http: //www.cbbip.com

$: FAEBERENE LT

Rl JbniEmAREn)

& 850x1168 2K 1/32

. 7.875

W 20046 AE 1R 2004 - 6 ASE 1 KEDRI

ISBN 7 — 81085 — 249 — 3/K-161 Efr: 18.00 7T

FDH BN E

AR AR AT AMEP KT EP R iR AMAER



ZER, NT—HINNEREREWERE L WK IRIHRE
BEEM iRz, ME IT R EE, REEFEEXMA WTO
G, R HERNEN T, HHtF EEXBRKEERS S0 E+HE
XA KT, [, 1 E A SRRSO E I EE T . X FE—
AN E A IENBFER KRBT, 2 AMTEFEH RS K 9] 55
NZT A&, i 54 B4 50k EA SBUA VBN 5L
WA 5FVEFF,

HTENFERNKRER, I THRITHERCE T B4, &
iR E 2R — e 2R E TSI ERT S8 8y
3, 8 A AR A R R, i RGE, R IR
548 [ T 2 1 ) 45 ol R R 4 T 5 BT I B g A £ TR, LA K
A S0l 2 R R N R IE B B AL A IR it &1
F5F, X2 2B H AT T | RE 6% WK 2 T8 2 BE 1 R0 H b B
TR 2R B 1 R B

X FhEr BB B 7 R HRE 20 22 80 R4 E A IR T M i
BERE—TFHRBK. APHESRBEE"MNHR", 8RXE
JE#R B A R i 4E St R, i ad X — R 3 B 5 S, EmE B4 H
KRB EERE —EREMRE L, N™HEE X LR, BIE
RBIARBH FHRER, EE U AHA BRI S, wHE S

= 1 —



X FESHeE FEEEEY FESZIRE FEEES
FLRNTXMEE, YR E SN ABHET, MEFBIEEZR
SHAB RS,

AHLEDPLUT 6 HET:
Media Power

Political Issue

Section One

Section Two

Section Three Science and Health

Section Four——Social Issue

Section Five Internet Controversies

Section Six Arts, Sports & Culture

AR RS HERK Y HE5 2 GRS 8w E T
B, BB, RERBOKFAER, Pk SMARERESR, B
HIEERIFIEIE,

R =



Contents

Section One
Media Power

Article 1
Pro-war Propaganda Machine Media Becomes Branch of War
Effort

By Anthony Arnove/2
Article 2

In Campaigns Nationwide, Plans for Social Security Become a Focus
of Ads

By Lizette Alvarez/13
Article 3
As Both Families Look on, Scott Peterson Denies Guilt

By Nick Madigan/21
Article 4
Iragis Get the News but Often Don’t Believe It

By Richard A. Oppel Jr./29

Article 5
A Photo Op: O Say, Can You See the Eiffel Tower?

By Elaine Sciolino/38

Section Two
Political Issue

Article 6
Hard Life in Gaza, through 13-Year-Old Eyes
By A. O. Scott/46

P 1 —



Article 7
Bush Ready to Fight War on Two Fronts

By Ed Vulliamy/52
Article 8
S. Korean President Sworn in Amid North Scare

/60

Article 9
Voters’ Voice Deep Dissatisfaction with Governor’s Record

By John M. Broder/67

Section Three
Science and Health

Article 10
Foie Gras Fracas: Haute Cuisine Meets the Duck Liberators
By Patricia Leigh Brown/78
Article 11
Worries over Respiratory Illness Prompt Quarantine of Jet
By Donald G. McNeil Jr. and Richard/89
Article 12
Finding of Fact: Myth about Lung Cancer Can Be Deadly
By Anahad O’ Connor/97
Article 13
Smile, You’re on Candid Cellphone Camera
By Amy Harmon/103
Article 14
Mars Mission’ s Invisible Enemy: Radiation
By Matthew L. Wald/112



Section Four
Social Issue

Article 15
Marriage by Gays Gains Big Victory in Massachusetts
By Pam Belluck/122
Article 16
Boy Kisses Girl: That’s Sweet and Sensational!
By Jane Perlez/132
Article 17
Strong Support is Found for Ban on Gay Marriage
By Katharine Q. Seelye and Janet Elder/139
Article 18
Tragedy on the Ice
By O’ Ryan Johnson and Chris Markuns/148
Article 19
A Growing Number of Video Viewers Watch from Crib
By Tamar Lewin/155

Section Five
Internet Controversies

Article 20
Conversing on the Arts by Clicking a Mouse
By John Rockwell/164
Article 21
Is It Wrong to Share Your Music? (Discuss)
By Katie Hafner/170



Article 22
Online Games Grab Grim Reality
By Matthew Miropanl/180
Article 23
Spam Keeps Coming, but its Senders are Wary
By Saul Hansell/188
Article 24
High School Confidential, Online
By Lisa Guernsey/196

Section Six
Arts, Sports & Culture

Article 25
A Nose Job Just Scratches the Surface
By Aalessandra Stanley/206
Article 26
Comedians in the Rough: Canada’s Very Special School
By Clifford Kranss/214
Article 27
Curses, Old and New, Haunt the Cubs’ Fans
By Monica Davey/221
Article 28
J. M. Coetzee Wins Nobel Prize for Literature
By Alan Riding/227
Article 29
Amid Heartbreak, City in Iran Takes Small Steps to Recover
By Neil Marquhar/235



Section One

Media Power



Article 1

Pro-war Propaganda Machine

Media Becomes Branch of War Effort

By Anthony Arnove

IN THE former USSR, people knew that the country’s state-
owned newspaper Pravda would peddle Moscow’ s line, no rmatter
how outrageous the lies. George W. Bush can’t boast that the Re-
publican Party owns the country’s newspapers, television stations or
radio networks. But he can still count on a press that’s nearly as
obedient as Pravda.

No matter how many lies George Bush tells about Iraq’ s
“threat” to the U.S., the corporate media won’t ask him the hard
questions. Bush and his administration know that they can count on
the “patriotism” of the press—which will report on the coming war
like a local sports reporter rooting for the home team. And Bush—
unlike the rulers of the former USSR—won’t even have to issue any
orders or appoint any news censors. That’s because the press in the
U.S. censors itself.

In May 2002, CBS news anchor Dan Rather acknowledged,

— 2 =



“What we are talking about here—whether one wants to recognize it
or not, or call it by its proper name or not—is a form of self-censor-
ship. It starts with a feeling of patriotism within oneself. It carries
through with a certain knowledge that the country as a whole. . . felt
and continues to feel this surge of patriotism within themselves. And
one finds oneself saying: ‘I know the right question, but you know
what? This is not exactly the right time to ask it.””

Of course, Rather said this to Britain’s BBC—and didn’t have
the courage to say it at home, where he had been leading the patri-
otic charge in the media after the attacks of September 11. Pre-
dictably, almost no outlet of the U. S. mainstream media reported
on Rather’s comments.

No one in Washington had to tell newspapers to bury them—
just like no one had to tell the press to ignore reports, published in
Britain’ s Observer newspaper, that the Bush administration spied
on United Nations (UN) Security Council members during the de-
bate on a new resolution to authorize war on Iraq.

And few media outlets have focused on Newsweek magazine’s
revelation that Iraqi Gen. Hussein Kamel, a prominent defector,
testified in 1995 that Iraq had already been significantly disarmed.
Bush and other administration officials have regularly cited Kamel’s
testimony as evidence that Iraq still had weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

The fact is that the media will support this war, despite the re-
strictions that the government will place on their ability to report
freely—and despite the administration’ s open manipulation of infor-
mation.

The image presented of the new Gulf War will be totally sani-
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tized. During the U.S. bombardment of Afghanistan, Walter Isaac-
son, the chief executive of CNN, told his staff that it was “perverse
to focus too much on the casualties or hardship in Afghanistan.”
And during the 1991 Gulf War, the media quickly buried images of
the horrific slaughter carried out against retreating soldiers and civil-
ians on the “Highway of Death” at the end of the war.

The media lines up with the government on fundamental mat-
ters not because of any conspiracy or backroom deals, but because
the media themselves are huge corporations that share the same eco-
nomic and political interests with the tiny elite that runs the U. S.
government. In some cases, they’re the same people.

It’s now common practice for the Big Three networks to put
former military officials, politicians and government bureaucrats on
the payroll. “The media has simply become a branch of the war ef-
fort,” the Palestinian author Edward Said wrote recently. “ What
has entirely disappeared from television is anything remotely resem-
bling a consistently dissenting voice.” As if to underline the point,
in February, the cable news network MSNBC canceled Phil Don-
ahue’ s show—and announced that it was hiring Republican hack
Dick Armey as a commentator.

Current and former government voices dominate the “debate”
in the media about war and other questions of foreign policy. “Un-
named government sources,  press spokespeople, Pentagon officers,
White House officials, and ideologues close to the administration
make up most of the “experts” and “reliable sources” that we hear
from.

The corporations that dominate the media are getting morxe and
more concentrated. Ben Bagdikian, author of Media Monopoly, es-
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timates that six inter-linked corporations dominate the U.S. media
today. NBC is owned by major military contractor General Electric.
But even news media that aren’t directly tied to the military-indus-
trial complex have a stake in the system.

That’s because the media are in the business of making profits
from selling advertising. Print, television and radio media all make
their money by selling audiences to advertisers—and they know that
their bottom line will suffer if they pursue stories that might damage
advertisers.

The economics of reporting also shapes the news that we see.
For example, rather than spend large sums to send an investigative
reporters to uncover human rights abuses against detainees being tor-
tured at Bagram air base in Afghanistan, for next to nothing, the
media can cover the latest White House press conference denying the
crimes.

That means independent media are a crucial source of informa-
tion that the mainstream media won’t report—or will bury in a sea
of pro-war coverage. We need to support independent media efforts
where we can and build our own newspapers, like Socialist Worker,
that will tell the truth about this war. But we also need to directly
challenge the corporate media outlets—to force their hand and shame
them into covering the stories that we know they would rather not
touch.

After months of downplaying the size of demonstrations against
the war on Iraq, major newspapers like the New York Times and
Washington Post were forced to give front-page coverage to the mas-
sive February 15 international demonstrations against the war. The
main reason was that the participation of more than 10 million peo-
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ple around the world meant the demonstrations were simply too big
for editors to bury. But activists also directly targeted National Pub-
lic Radio, the Times and other elite media—and shamed them into
acknowledging that they had ignored the story of earlier protests.

February 15 showed the power of protest to reach millions of
people who share our anger about this war—and who will be more
likely to join us on the streets at the next demonstration. We can al-
so look to the example of the Vietnam War to see this power. The
media backed the brutal war against the people of Vietnam from the
moment that U.S. began to send in its “advisers.” But the antiwar
movement forced the reality of the war into public consciousness—
and pressured the U.S. establishment, including the media, to open
up the issue to debate.

Reporters were able to file stories that exposed the brutality of
the war and challenged the government’s lies—a process that led
millions of people to turn against the Vietnam War, and eventually

helped bring it to an end.

Wag the Media Lapdog

NOTHING EXPOSED the Washington press corps as lapdogs
as much as its gutless behavior at George Bush’s White House press
conference two weeks ago. Bush got away with mentioning Septem-
ber 11 eight times during the press conference—even though, to
date, no one has offered any evidence that there’s any connection
between Iraq and the hijackings.

~ But the media have given Bush a free pass to use September 11
— 6 —_—



as a pretext for a war against Iraq. “As a vugus rallying cry, ‘Re-
member 9/11° ranks with ‘Remember the Maine’ of 1898 for war
with Spain or the Gulf of Tonkin resolution of 1964,” Nation jour-
nalist William Greider recently wrote.

Greider points out that, according to a New York Times/CBS
News survey, 42 percent of Americans believe that Saddam Hussein
was directly responsible for the September 11 attack on the World
Trade Center and Pentagon. And 55 percent believe that Saddam di-
rectly supports al-Qaeda, according to an ABC News poll.

There’s no evidence for either belief. But here’s one question
that you won’t hear the media asking: How have we contributed to
spreading these myths, which we then report as evidence of people’s
support for war?

As veteran journalist Tom Wicker wrote recently, “Bush ad-
ministration spokesmen have made several cases for waging war a-
gainst Iraq, and the U.S. press has tended to present all those cases
to the public as if they were gospel.” We are seeing, Wicker con-
cluded, “an American press that seems sometimes to be playing on
the administration team rather than pursuing the necessary search

for truth, wherever it may lead.”

“Just Tell me Where | Should Line Up”

DAN RATHER is sometimes pointed out as an example of lib-
eral bias in the media. It’s hard to understand why, though, when
you look at what Rather has had to say about the “war on terror-
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“George Bush is the president, he makes the decisions, and,
you know, as just one American, he wants me to line up, just tell
me where.”

“Whatever arguments one may or may not have had with
George Bush the younger before September 11th, he is our comman-
der in chief, he’s the man now. And we need unity, we need
steadiness. I’m not preaching about it. We all know this.”

“I would willingly die for my country at a moment’s notice and

on the command of my president.”

The “Liberal Bias” Hoax

OF THE many myths about the U. S. media, the two most
common are that we have a “free press” and that we have a “liberal”
media. In its ads for the aggressively right-wing Fox News Chan-
nel, Roger Ailes, the network’s chairman, sums up these two
myths in a single quote: “America guarantees a free press--*-*Free-
dom relies on a fair press.”

The implication of Ailes’ idiotic statement is that Fox is pro-
viding a right-wing balance against the liberal bias of the mainstream
press. But is there a liberal bias?

Nation columnist Eric Alterman recently did a study of newspa-
per articles and found that since 1992, the word “media” appeared
close to the phrase “liberal bias” 469 times. The words “media” and
“conservative bias” were linked only 17 times. As Alterman notes,
“If people are disposed to believe that the media have a liberal bias,
it’s because that’s what the media have been telling them all a-
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