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Opening

I was eighteen years old. My urge for freedom was bumping against the
walls that the dictator had erected around life. My life and everybody else’s
life. I wrote an article in the Law School’s journal, and the journal was shut
down. I acted in Camus’ Caligula, and our theater group was indicted for
promoting homosexuality. When I turned on the BBC world news to find
a different tune, I could not hear a thing through the stridency of radio
interference. When I wanted to read Freud, I had to go to the only library
in Barcelona with access to his work and fill out a form explaining why. As
for Marx or Sartre or Bakunin, forget it — unless I would travel by bus to
Toulouse and conceal the books at the border crossing, risking the unknown
if caught transporting subversive propaganda. And so, I decided to take
on this suffocating, idiotic, Franquist regime, and joined the underground
resistance. At that time, the resistance at the University of Barcelona con-
sisted of only a few dozen students, since police repression had decimated
the old democratic opposition, and the new generation born after the Civil
War was barely entering adulthood. Yet, the depth of our revolt, and the
promise of our hope, gave us strength to engage in a most unequal combat.

And there I was, in the darkness of a movie theater in a working-
class neighborhood, ready to awaken the consciousness of the masses by
breaking through the communication firewalls within which they were
confined - or so I believed. I had a bunch of leaflets in my hand. They were
hardly legible as they were printed on a primitive, manual copying device,
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soaked with purple ink that was the only communication medium available
to us in a country blanketed by censorship. (My uncle, a military colonel,
had a cozy job as censor, reading every possible book — he was a writer
himself — and, moreover, previewing all the sexy films to decide what to
cut for the audience and what to keep for himself and his colleagues in the
church and the army.) So I decided to make up for my family’s collaboration
with the forces of darkness by distributing a few sheets of paper to workers,
to reveal how bad their lives really were (as if they would not know it), and
call them to action against the dictatorship, all the while keeping an eye on
the future overthrow of capitalism, the root of all evil. The idea was to leave
the leaflets in the empty seats on my way out of the theater, so that at the
end of the session, when the lights came on, the moviegoers would pick up
the message — a daring message from the resistance intended to give them
enough hope to engage in the struggle for democracy.

I did seven theaters that evening, moving each time to a distant location
in another workers’ lair to avoid detection. As naive as the communication
strategy was, it was no child’s game, as being caught meant being beaten
up by the police and most likely going to jail, which is what happened to
several of my friends. But, of course, we were getting a kick out of our
prowess, while hoping to avoid other kinds of kicks. As I finished that
revolutionary action for the day (one of many until I ended up in exile
in Paris two years later), I called my girlfriend, proud of myself, feeling
that the words I had conveyed could change a few minds which could
ultimately change the world. I did not know many things at that time.
Not that I know substantially more now. But I did not know then that the
message is effective only if the receiver is ready for it (most people were not)
and if the messenger is identifiable and reliable. And the Workers Front of
Catalonia (of whom 95 percent were students) was not as serious a brand
as the communists, the socialists, the Catalan nationalists, or any of the
established parties, precisely because we wanted to be different — we were
searching for identity as the post-Civil War generation.

Thus, I doubt that my actual contribution to Spanish democracy was
equal to my expectations. And yet, social and political change has always
been enacted, everywhere and at all times, from a myriad of gratuitous
actions, sometimes uselessly heroic (mine was certainly not that) to the
point of being out of proportion to their effectiveness: drops of a steady rain
of struggle and sacrifice that ultimately floods the ramparts of oppression
when, and if, the walls of incommunication between parallel solitudes start
cracking down, and the audience becomes “we the people.” After all, as
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naive as my revolutionary hopes were, I did have a point. Why would the
regime close down every possible channel of communication outside its
control if censorship were not of the essence for the perpetuation of its
power? Why would Ministries of Education, then and now, want to make
sure that they commissioned history books and, in some countries, ensure
that the gods (only the authentic ones) descended on the classroom? Why
did students have to fight for the right to free speech; unions to fight for the
right to post information about their company (then on the billboard, now
on the website); women to create women'’s bookstores; subdued nations to
communicate in their own language; Soviet dissidents to distribute samiz-
dat literature; African Americans in the US, and colonized people around
the world, to be allowed to read? What I sensed then, and believe now, is
that power is based on the control of communication and information, be it
the macro-power of the state and media corporations or the micro-power of
organizations of all sorts. And so, my struggle for free communication, my
primitive, purple-ink blog of the time, was indeed an act of defiance, and
the fascists, from their perspective, were right to try to catch us and shut us
off, so closing the channels connecting individual minds to the public mind.
Power is more than communication, and communication is more than
power. But power relies on the control of communication, as counterpower
depends on breaking through such control. And mass communication,
the communication that potentially reaches society at large, is shaped and
managed by power relationships, rooted in the business of media and the
politics of the state. Communication power is at the heart of the structure
and dynamics of society.

This is the subject matter of this book. Why, how, and by whom power
relationships are constructed and exercised through the management of
communication processes, and how these power relationships can be
altered by social actors aiming for social change by influencing the public
mind. My working hypothesis is that the most fundamental form of power
lies in the ability to shape the human mind. The way we feel and think
determines the way we act, both individually and collectively. Yes, coercion,
and the capacity to exercise it, legitimate or not, is an essential source
of power. But coercion alone cannot stabilize domination. The ability to
build consent, or at least to instill fear and resignation vis-a-vis the existing
order, is essential to enforce the rules that govern the institutions and
organizations of society. And these rules, in all societies, manifest power
relationships embedded in the institutions as a result of processes of struggle
and compromise between conflicting social actors who mobilize for their
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interests under the banner of their values. Furthermore, the process of
institutionalizing norms and rules and the challenge to these norms and
rules by actors who do not feel adequately represented in the workings of
the system go on simultaneously, in a relentless movement of reproduction
of society and production of social change. If the fundamental battle about
the definition of the norms of society, and the application of these norms
in everyday life, revolves around the shaping of the human mind, com-
munication is central to this battle. Because it is through communication
that the human mind interacts with its social and natural environment.
This process of communication operates according to the structure, culture,
organization, and technology of communication in a given society. The
communication process decisively mediates the way in which power rela-
tionships are constructed and challenged in every domain of social practice,
including political practice.

The analysis presented in this book refers to one specific social structure:
the network society, the social structure that characterizes society in the
early twenty-first century, a social structure constructed around (but not
determined by) digital networks of communication. I contend that the
process of formation and exercise of power relationships is decisively trans-
formed in the new organizational and technological context derived from
the rise of global digital networks of communication as the fundamental
symbol-processing system of our time. Therefore, the analysis of power
relationships requires an understanding of the specificity of the forms and
processes of socialized communication, which in the network society means
both the multimodal mass media and the interactive, horizontal networks
of communication built around the Internet and wireless communication.
Indeed, these horizontal networks make possible the rise of what I call mass
self-communication, decisively increasing the autonomy of communicating
subjects vis-a-vis communication corporations, as the users become both
senders and receivers of messages.

However, to explain how power is constructed in our minds through
communication processes, we need to go beyond how and by whom
messages are originated in the process of power-making and transmitted/
formatted in the electronic networks of communication. We must also
understand how they are processed in the networks of the brain. It is
in the specific forms of connection between networks of communication
and meaning in our world and networks of communication and meaning
in our brains that the mechanisms of power-making can ultimately be
identified.
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This research agenda is a tall order. Thus, in spite of the many years
dedicated to the intellectual project communicated in this book, I certainly
do not pretend to provide definitive answers to the questions I raise. My
purpose, ambitious enough, is to propose a new approach to understanding
power in the network society. And, as a necessary step toward this goal, to
specify the structure and dynamics of communication in our historical con-
text. To advance the construction of a grounded theory of power in the net-
work society (which, for me, is tantamount to a theory of communication
power), I will focus my effort on studying the current processes of asserting
political power and counterpower, by using available scholarly research on
the matter, and conducting a number of case studies in a diversity of social
and cultural contexts. However, we know that political power is only one
dimension of power, as power relationships are constructed in a complex
interaction between multiple spheres of social practice. And so, my empir-
ical analysis will be necessarily incomplete, although I hope to stimulate a
similar analytical perspective for the study of power in other dimensions,
such as culture, technology, finance, production, or consumption.

I confess that the choice of political power as the main object of my inves-
tigation has been determined by the existence of a considerable scientific
literature that has examined in recent years the connection between com-
munication and political power at the frontier between cognitive science,
communication research, political psychology, and political communica-
tion. In this book, I combine my own expertise on sociopolitical analysis
and the study of communication technologies with the works of scholars
investigating the interaction between the brain and political power in order
to build a body of observation that may provide a measure of the relevance
of this interdisciplinary approach. I have explored the sources of political
power relationships in our world by trying to link the structural dynamics
of the network society, the transformation of the communication system,
the interaction between emotion, cognition, and political behavior, and the
study of politics and social movements in a variety of contexts. This is the
project behind this book, and it is up to the reader to evaluate its potential
usefulness. I continue to believe that theories are just disposable tools in the
production of knowledge, always destined to be superseded, either by being
discarded as irrelevant or, hopefully in this case, folded into an improved
analytical framework elaborated somewhere by someone in the scientific
community to make sense of our experience of social power.

To help the communication process between you and me, I will outline
the structure and sequence of this book which, in my view, follows the
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logic of what I have just presented. I start by defining what I understand
to be power. Thus, Chapter 1 tries to clarify the meaning of power by
proposing some elements of power theory. To do so, I make use of some
classical contributions in social science that I find relevant and useful for
the kind of questions I am asking. It is, of course, a selective reading of
power theories, and in no way should it be understood as an attempt to
place myself in the theoretical debate. I do not write books about books.
I use theories, any theory, in the same way that I hope my theory will
be used by anyone: as a toolbox to understand social reality. So I use what
I find useful and I do not consider what is not directly related to the purpose
of my investigation, which is the majority of contributions to power theory.
Therefore, I do not intend to contribute to the deforestation of the planet by
printing paper to criticize works that, in spite of their intellectual elegance
or political interest, are not on the horizon of my research. Furthermore,
I situate my understanding of power relationships in our type of society,
which I conceptualize as the network society, which is to the Information
Age what the industrial society was to the Industrial Age. I will not go into
the detail of my network society analysis since I dedicated a full trilogy to
this task a few years ago (Castells, 2000a, ¢, 2004c). I have, however, recast,
in Chapter 1, the key elements of my conceptualization of the network
society as they relate to the understanding of power relationships in our
new historical context.

After establishing the conceptual foundations of the analysis of power,
I proceed, in Chapter 2, with a similar analytical operation concerning
communication. Yet, when it comes to communication, I go further by
empirically investigating the structure and dynamics of mass communi-
cation under the conditions of globalization and digitalization. I analyze
both the mass media and the horizontal networks of interactive commu-
nication, focusing on both their differences and their intersections. I study
the transformation of the media audience from receptors of messages to
senders/receivers of messages, and I explore the relationship between this
transformation and the process of cultural change in our world. Finally,
I identify the power relationships embedded in the mass-communication
system and in the network infrastructure on which communication
depends, and I explore the connections between business, media, and
politics.

Having set up the structural determinants of the relationship between
power and communication in the network society, I change the perspective
of my analysis from the structure to the agency. If power works by acting
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on the human mind by the means of communicating messages, we need
to understand how the human mind processes these messages, and how
this processing translates into the political realm. This is the key analytical
transition in this book, and perhaps the one element in the investigation
that will require a greater effort on the part of the reader (as it did on
my part) because political analysis is only beginning to integrate structural
determination with cognitive processes. I did not embark on this complex
enterprise to honor fashion. I did it because I found the large body of
literature that, in the past decade, has conducted experimental research
to unveil the processes of individual political decision-making revealing in
terms of the relationship between mental processes, metaphorical thinking,
and political image-making. Without accepting the reductionist premises
of some of these experiments, I think that the research of the school of
affective intelligence, and other works of political communication, pro-
vide a most-needed bridge between social structuration and the individual
processing of power relationships. The scientific foundations of much of
this research are to be found in the new discoveries of neuroscience and
cognitive science, as represented, for instance, in the works of Antonio
Damasio, Hanna Damasio, George Lakoff, and Jerry Feldman. Thus, I
anchored my analysis of the relationship between communication and
political practice in these theories, and in the empirical evidence in the field
of political psychology that can be better understood from a neuroscientific
perspective, such as the work of Drew Westen.

While I do not have any particular expertise in this field, with the help
of my colleagues I have tried to present in Chapter 3 an analysis of the
specific relationships between emotion, cognition, and politics. I then relate
the results of this analysis to what communication research knows about
the conditioning of political communication by social and political actors
deliberately intervening in the media and other communication networks
to foster their interests, through mechanisms such as agenda-setting, fram-
ing, and priming of the news and other messages. To illustrate the potential
explanatory value of this perspective, and to simplify its complexity, I
proceed in Chapter 3 with an empirical analysis of the process of misin-
formation of the American public by the Bush administration concerning
the Iraq War. So doing, I hope to be able to draw the practical political
implications of a complicated analytical approach. Processes are complex
but the outcomes of such processes are both simple and consequential, as
communication processes have implanted the “war on terror” frame into
the minds of millions of people, inducing a culture of fear in our lives.
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Thus, the first three chapters of this book are inextricably linked because
an understanding of the construction of power relationships through com-
munication in the network society requires the integration of the three key
components of the process explored separately in each one of the chapters:

e The structural determinants of social and political power in the global
network society.

e The structural determinants of the process of mass communication under
the organizational, cultural, and technological conditions of our time.

e The cognitive processing of the signals presented by the communication
system to the human mind as it relates to politically relevant social
practice.

I will then be in a position to undertake specific empirical analyses that
will make use, at least to some extent, of the concepts and findings of the
first three chapters which, together, constitute the theoretical framework
proposed in this book. Chapter 4 will explain and document why, in the
network society, politics is fundamentally media politics, focusing on its
epitome, the politics of scandal, and relating the results of the analysis to
the worldwide crisis of political legitimacy that challenges the meaning of
democracy in much of the world. Chapter 5 explores how social move-
ments and agents of political change proceed in our society through the
reprogramming of communication networks, so becoming able to convey
messages that introduce new values to the minds of people and inspire hope
for political change. Both chapters will deal with the specific role of mass
media and horizontal communication networks, as media politics and social
movements use both sets of networks, and as media networks and Internet
networks are inter-related. Yet, my assumption, which will be tested, is
that the greater the autonomy provided to the users by the technologies of
communication, the greater the chances that new values and new interests
will enter the realm of socialized communication, so reaching the public
mind. Thus, the rise of mass self-communication, as I call the new forms of
networked communication, enhances the opportunities for social change,
without however defining the content and purpose of such social change.
People, meaning ourselves, are angels and demons at the same time, and
so our increased capacity to act on society will simply project into the open
who we really are in each time/space context.

In proceeding with a series of empirical analyses, I will rely on avail-
able evidence, as well as some case studies of my own, from a variety of
social, cultural, and political contexts. A majority of the material, however,
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concerns the United States for the simple reason that there has been
more scholarly research done there on the topics covered in this book.
However, I am convinced that the analytical perspective put forward in this
book is not context-dependent, and could be used to understand political
processes in a diversity of countries, including the developing world. This is
because the network society is global, and so are the global communication
networks, while cognitive processes in the human mind universally share
basic features, albeit with a range of variation in the cultural forms of
their manifestation. After all, power relationships are the foundational rela-
tions of society throughout history, geography, and cultures. And if power
relationships are constructed in the human mind through communication
processes, as this book will try to demonstrate, these hidden connections
may well be the source code of the human condition.

The lights are now on in the movie theater. The room empties slowly
as viewers make the transition between images on the screen and images
in their lives. You queue toward the exit, any exit to anywhere. Maybe
some of the words from the film still resonate inside you. Words such as
those ending Martin Ritt’s The Front (1976), particularly Woody Allen’s
words to the McCarthyites: “Fellas ... I don’t recognize the right of this
committee to ask me these kinds of questions. And furthermore, you can
allgof__yourselves.” Then, the images of Allen, handcuffed and on his way
to prison. Power and challenge to power. And the girl’s kiss. Handcuffed,
but free and loved. A whirlwind of images, ideas, feelings.

Then, suddenly you see this book. I wrote it for you, and left it for you to
find. You notice the nice cover. Communication. Power. You can relate to
that. Whatever the connection with your mind, it worked because you are
now reading these words. But I am not telling you what to do. This much
I learned in my long journey. I fight my fights; I do not call upon others to
do it for me, or even with me. Still, I say my words, words learned from and
through my work and my job as a social science researcher. Words that, in
this case, tell a story about power. In fact, the story of power in the world
we live in. And this is my way, my only real way to challenge the powers
that be by unveiling their presence in the workings of our minds.



Chapter 1

Power in the Network
Society

What is Power?

Power is the most fundamental process in society, since society is defined
around values and institutions, and what is valued and institutionalized is
defined by power relationships.

Power is the relational capacity that enables a social actor to influence
asymmetrically the decisions of other social actor(s) in ways that favor the
empowered actor’s will, interests, and values. Power is exercised by means
of coercion (or the possibility of it) and/or by the construction of meaning
on the basis of the discourses through which social actors guide their action.
Power relationships are framed by domination, which is the power that is
embedded in the institutions of society. The relational capacity of power is
conditioned, but not determined, by the structural capacity of domination.
Institutions may engage in power relationships that rely on the domination
they exercise over their subjects.

This definition is broad enough to encompass most forms of social power,
but requires some specifications. The concept of actor refers to a variety of
subjects of action: individual actors, collective actors, organizations, insti-
tutions, and networks. Ultimately, however, all organizations, institutions,
and networks express the action of human actors, even if this action
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has been institutionalized or organized by processes in the past. Relational
capacity means that power is not an attribute but a relationship. It cannot
be abstracted from the specific relationship between the subjects of power,
those who are empowered and those who are subjected to such empow-
erment in a given context. Asymmetrically means that while influence in
a relationship is always reciprocal, in power relationships there is always
a greater degree of influence of one actor over the other. However, there
is never absolute power, a zero degree of influence of those subjected to
power vis-a-vis those in power positions. There is always the possibility of
resistance that calls into question the power relationship. Furthermore, in
any power relationship there is a certain degree of compliance and accep-
tance by those subjected to power. When resistance and rejection become
significantly stronger than compliance and acceptance, power relationships
are transformed: the terms of the relationship change, the powerful lose
power, and ultimately there is a process of institutional change or structural
change, depending on the extent of the transformation of power relation-
ships. Or else power relationships become non-social relationships. This is
because, if a power relationship can only be enacted by relying on structural
domination backed by violence, those in power, in order to maintain their
domination, must destroy the relational capacity of the resisting actor(s),
thus canceling the relationship itself. I advance the notion that sheer impo-
sition by force is not a social relationship because it leads to the obliteration
of the dominated social actor, so that the relationship disappears with the
extinction of one of its terms. It is, however, a social action with social
meaning because the use of force constitutes an intimidating influence over
the surviving subjects under similar domination, helping to reassert power
relationships vis-a-vis these subjects. Furthermore, as soon as the power
relationship is re-established in its plural components, the complexity of
the multilayered mechanism of domination works again, making violence
one factor among others in a broader set of determination. The more the
construction of meaning on behalf of specific interests and values plays a
role in asserting power in a relationship, the less the recourse to violence
(legitimate or not) becomes necessary. However, the institutionalization of
the recourse to violence in the state and its derivatives sets up the context
of domination in which the cultural production of meaning can deploy its
effectiveness.

There is complementarity and reciprocal support between the two main
mechanisms of power formation identified by theories of power: violence
and discourse. After all, Michel Foucault starts his Surveiller et Punir (1975)
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with the description of the torture of Damiens before going on to deploy
his analysis of the construction of disciplinary discourses that constitute a
society in which “factories, schools, military barracks, hospitals, all look like
prisons” (1975: 264, my translation). This complementarity of the sources
of power can also be perceived in Max Weber: He defines social power
as “the probability that one actor within a social relationship will be in a
position to carry out his own will despite resistance, regardless of the basis
on which this probability rests” ([1922] 1978: 53), and he ultimately relates
power to politics and politics to the state, “a relation of men dominating
men, a relation supported by means of legitimate (i.e. considered to be
legitimate) violence. If the state is to exist the dominated must obey the
authority claimed by the powers that be...the decisive means for politics
is violence” ([1919] 1946: 78, 121). But he also warns that an existing
state “whose heroic age is not felt as such by the masses can nevertheless
be decisive for a powerful sentiment of solidarity, in spite of the greatest
internal antagonisms” ([1919] 1946: 177).

This is why the process of legitimation, the core of Habermas’s political
theory, is the key to enable the state to stabilize the exercise of its domi-
nation (Habermas, 1976). And legitimation can be effectuated by diverse
procedures of which constitutional democracy, Habermas’s preference, is
only one. Because democracy is about a set of processes and procedures, it
is not about policy. Indeed, if the state intervenes in the public sphere on
behalf of the specific interests that prevail in the state, it induces a legitima-
tion crisis because it reveals itself as an instrument of domination instead
of being an institution of representation. Legitimation largely relies on
consent elicited by the construction of shared meaning; for example, belief
in representative democracy. Meaning is constructed in society through
the process of communicative action. Cognitive rationalization provides
the basis for the actions of the actors. So, the ability of civil society to
provide the content of state action through the public sphere (“a network
for communicating information and points of view” [Habermas, 1996:
360]) is what ensures democracy and ultimately creates the conditions for
the legitimate exercise of power: power as representation of the values
and interests of citizens expressed by means of their debate in the public
sphere. Thus, institutional stability is predicated on the capacity to articulate
different interests and values in the democratic process via communication
networks (Habermas, 1989).

When there is separation between an interventionist state and a critical
civil society, the public space collapses, thus suppressing the intermediate
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sphere between the administrative apparatus and the citizens. The
democratic exercise of power is ultimately dependent on the institutional
capacity to transfer meaning generated by communicative action into the
functional coordination of action organized in the state under the principles
of constitutional consensus. So, constitutional access to coercive capacity and
communicative resources that enable the co-production of meaning complement each
other in establishing power relationships.

Thus, in my view, some of the most influential theories of power, in spite
of their theoretical and ideological differences, share a similar, multifaceted
analysis of the construction of power in society:! violence, the threat to resort
to it, disciplinary discourses, the threat to enact discipline, the institutionalization
of power relationships as reproducible domination, and the legitimation process by
which values and rules are accepted by the subjects of reference, are all interacting
elements in the process of producing and reproducing power relationships in social
practices and in organizational forms.

This eclectic perspective on power — useful, hopefully, as a research tool
beyond its level of abstraction — articulates the two terms of the classical
distinction between power over and power to proposed by Talcott Parsons
(1963) and developed by several theorists (for example, Goehler’s [2000]
distinction between transitive power [power over| and intransitive power
[power to]). Because, if we assume that all social structures are based on
power relationships that are embedded in institutions and organizations
(Lukes, 1974), for a social actor to engage in a strategy toward some goal,
being empowered to act on social processes necessarily means interven-
ing in the set of power relationships that frame any given social process
and condition the attainment of a specific goal. The empowerment of
social actors cannot be separated from their empowerment against other
social actors, unless we accept the naive image of a reconciled human
community, a normative utopia that is belied by historical observation
(Tilly, 1990, 1993; Fernandez-Armesto, 2000). The power to do something,
Hanna Arendt (1958) notwithstanding, is always the power to do something
against someone, or against the values and interests of this “someone”
that are enshrined in the apparatuses that rule and organize social life. As
Michael Mann has written in the introduction to his historical study of
the sources of social power, “in its most general sense, power is the ability
to pursue and attain goals through the mastery of one’s environment”

! Gramsci’s analysis of the relationships between the state and civil society in
terms of hegemony is close to this formulation, although conceptualized in a different
theoretical perspective, rooted in class analysis (see Gramsci, 1975).
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(1986: 6). And, after referring to Parsons’s distinctions between distributive
and collective power, he states that:

In most social relations both aspects of power, distributive and collective, exploita-
tive and functional, operate simultaneously and are intertwined. Indeed, the rela-
tionship between the two is dialectical. In pursuit of their goals humans enter
into cooperative, collective power relations with one another. But in implementing
collective goals, social organization and a division of labor are set up...The few
at the top can keep the masses at the bottom compliant, provided their control is
institutionalized in the laws and norms of the social group in which both operate.

(1986: 6-7)

Thus societies are not communities, sharing values and interests. They
are contradictory social structures enacted in conflicts and negotiations
among diverse and often opposing social actors. Conflicts never end; they
simply pause through temporary agreements and unstable contracts that
are transformed into institutions of domination by those social actors who
achieve an advantageous position in the power struggle, albeit at the cost
of allowing some degree of institutional representation for the plurality of
interests and values that remain subordinated. So, the institutions of the
state and, beyond the state, the institutions, organizations, and discourses
that frame and regulate social life are never the expression of “society,”
a black box of polysemic meaning whose interpretation depends on the
perspectives of social actors. They are crystallized power relationships; that
is, the “generalized means” (Parsons) that enable actors to exercise power
over other social actors in order to have the power fo accomplish their goals.

This is hardly a novel theoretical approach. It builds on Touraine’s (1973)
theory of the production of society and on Giddens’s (1984) structura-
tion theory. Actors produce the institutions of society under the conditions
of the structural positions that they hold but with the capacity (ultimately
mental) to engage in self-generated, purposive, meaningful, social action.
This is how structure and agency are integrated in the understanding of
social dynamics, without having to accept or reject the twin reductionisms
of structuralism or subjectivism. This approach is not only a plausible
point of convergence of relevant social theories, but also what the record
of social research seems to indicate (Giddens, 1979; Mann, 1986, 1992;
Melucci, 1989; Dalton and Kuechler, 1990; Bobbio, 1994; Calderon, 2003;
Tilly, 2005; Sassen, 2006).

However, processes of structuration are multilayered and multiscalar.
They operate on different forms and levels of social practice: economic
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(production, consumption, exchange), technological, environmental, cul-
tural, political, and military. And they include gender relations that con-
stitute transversal power relationships throughout the entire structure.
These multilayered processes of structuration generate specific forms of
time and space. Each one of these levels of practice, and each spatiotem-
poral form, (re)produce and/or challenge power relationships at the source
of institutions and discourses. And these relationships involve complex
arrangements between different levels of practice and institutions: global,
national, local, and individual (Sassen, 2006). Therefore, if structuration
is multiple, the analytical challenge is to understand the specificity of
power relationships in each one of these levels, forms, and scales of
social practice, and in their structured outcomes (Haugaard, 1997). Thus,
power is not located in one particular social sphere or institution, but it is dis-
tributed throughout the entire realm of human action. Yet, there are concen-
trated expressions of power relationships in certain social forms that condition and
frame the practice of power in society at large by enforcing domination. Power is
relational, domination is institutional. A particularly relevant form of domi-
nation has been, throughout history, the state in its different manifesta-
tions (Poulantzas, 1978; Mulgan, 2007). But states are historical entities
(Tilly, 1974). Therefore, the amount of power they hold depends on the
overall social structure in which they operate. And this is the most deci-
sive question in understanding the relationship between power and the
state.

In the classical Weberian formulation, “ultimately one can define the
modern state only in terms of the specific means peculiar to it, as to
every political association, namely the use of political force. Every state
is founded on force” ([1919] 1946: 77; emphasis added). As the state can
be called upon to enforce power relationships in every domain of social
practice, it is the ultimate guarantor of micro-powers; that is, of powers
exercised away from the political sphere. When micro-power relationships
enter into contradiction with the structures of domination embedded in the
state, either the state changes or domination is reinstated by institutional
means. Although the emphasis here is on force, the logic of domina-
tion can also be embedded in discourses as alternative or complementary
forms of exercising power. Discourses are understood, in the Foucauldian
tradition, as combinations of knowledge and language. But there is no
contradiction between domination by the possibility of resorting to force
and by disciplinary discourses. Indeed, Foucault’s analysis of domination
by the disciplinary discourses underlying the institutions of society refers
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mainly to state or para-state institutions: prisons, the military, asylums. The
state-based logic is also extended to the disciplinary worlds of production
(the factory) or of sexuality (the heterosexual, patriarchal family; Fou-
cault, 1976, 1984a, b). In other words, disciplinary discourses are backed
up by the potential use of violence, and state violence is rationalized,
internalized, and ultimately legitimized by the discourses that frame/shape
human action (Clegg, 2000). Indeed, the institutions and para-institutions
of the state (for example, religious institutions, universities, the learned
elites, the media to some extent) are the main sources of these discourses.
To challenge existing power relationships, it is necessary to produce alter-
native discourses that have the potential to overwhelm the disciplinary
discursive capacity of the state as a necessary step to neutralizing its use
of violence. Therefore, while power relationships are distributed in the
social structure, the state, from an historical perspective, remains a strate-
gic instance of the exercise of power through different means. But the
state itself is dependent on a diversity of power sources. Geoff Mulgan
has theorized the capacity of the state to assume and exercise power
through the articulation of three sources of power: violence, money, and
trust.

The three sources of power together underpin political power, the sovereign power
to impose laws, issue commands and hold together a people and a territory...It
concentrates force through its armies, concentrates resources through exchequers,
and concentrates the power to shape minds, most recently through big systems of
education and communication that are the twin glues of modern nation states. .. Of
the three sources of power the most important for sovereignty is the power over
the thoughts that give rise to trust. Violence can only be used negatively; money
can only be used in two dimensions, giving and taking away. But knowledge and
thoughts can transtorm things, move mountains and make ephemeral power appear
permanent. (Mulgan, 2007: 27)

However, the modes of existence of the state and its capacity to act on
power relationships depend on the specifics of the social structure in which
the state operates. Indeed, the very notions of state and society depend on
the boundaries that define their existence in a given historical context. And
our historical context is marked by the contemporary processes of global-
ization and the rise of the network society, both relying on communication
networks that process knowledge and thoughts to make and unmake trust,
the decisive source of power.
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State and Power in the Global Age

For Weber, the sphere of action of any given state is territorially bounded:
“Today we have to say [in contrast to various force-based institutions in the
past] that the state is a human community that (successfully) claims the
monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force within a given territory.
Note that territory is one of the characteristics of the state” ([1919] 1946:
78). This is not necessarily a nation-state, but it is usually so in its modern
manifestation: “A nation is a community of sentiment which would ade-
quately manifest itself in a state of its own; hence, a nation is a community
which normally tends to produce a state of its own” ([1922] 1978: 176). So,
nations (cultural communities) produce states, and they do so by claiming
the monopoly of violence within a given territory. The articulation of state
power, and of politics, takes place in a society that is defined as such by
the state. This is the implicit assumption of most analyses of power, which
observe the power relationships within a territorially constructed state or
between states. Nation, state, and territory define the boundaries of society.

This “methodological nationalism” is rightly challenged by Ulrich Beck
because globalization has redefined the territorial boundaries of the exercise
of power:

Globalization, when taken to its logical conclusion, means that the social sci-
ences must be grounded anew as a reality-based science of the transnational —
conceptually, theoretically, methodologically, and organizationally as well. This
includes the fact that there is a need for the basic concepts of “modern soci-
ety” — household, family, class, democracy, domination, state, economy, the public
sphere, politics and so on — to be released from the fixations of methodological
nationalism and redefined and reconceptualized in the context of methodological
cosmopolitanism. (Beck, 2005: 50)

David Held, starting with his seminal article in 1991, and continuing with
a series of political and economic analyses of globalization, has shown how
the classical theory of power, focused on the nation-state or on subnational
government structures, lacks a frame of reference from the moment that
key components of the social structure are local and global at the same time
rather than local or national (Held, 1991, 2004; Held et al., 1999; Held and
McGrew, 2007). Habermas (1998) acknowledges the problems raised by
the coming of what he calls “the postnational constellation” for the process
of democratic legitimacy, as the Constitution (the defining institution) is
national and the sources of power are increasingly constructed in the
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supranational sphere. Bauman (1999) theorizes a new understanding of
politics in a globalized world. And Saskia Sassen (2006) has shown the
transformation of authority and rights, and thus power relationships, by
the evolution of social structure toward “global assemblages.”

In sum: if power relationships exist in specific social structures that are
constituted on the basis of spatiotemporal formations, and these spatiotem-
poral formations are no longer primarily located at the national level, but
are global and local at the same time, the boundary of society changes, and
so does the frame of reference of power relationships that transcend the
national (Fraser, 2007). This is not to say that the nation-state disappears.
But it is to say that the national boundaries of power relationships are
just one of the dimensions in which power and counterpower operate.
Ultimately, this affects the nation-state itself. Even if it does not fade away
as a specific form of social organization, it changes its role, its structure, and
its functions, gradually evolving toward a new form of state: the network
state that I analyze below.

How, in this new context, can we understand power relationships that
are not primarily defined within the territorial boundaries established by
the state? The theoretical construction proposed by Michael Mann for
understanding the social sources of power provides some insights into the
matter because, on the basis of his historical investigation, he concep-
tualizes societies as “constituted of multiple, overlapping and interacting
sociospatial networks of power” (1986: 1). Therefore, rather than looking
for territorial boundaries, we need to identify the sociospatial networks of
power (local, national, global) that, in their intersection, configure societies.
While a state-centered view of world political authority provided a clear
indication of the boundaries of society and, therefore, of the sites of power
in the context of the global age, to use Beck’s characterization, we have
to start from networks to understand institutions (see Beck, 2005). Or, in
Sassen’s (2006) terminology, the forms of assemblages, neither global nor
local but both simultaneously, define the specific set of power relationships
that provide the foundation for each society. Ultimately, the traditional
notion of society may have to be called into question because each network
(economic, cultural, political, technological, military, and the like) has its
own spatiotemporal and organizational configurations, so that their points
of intersection are subjected to relentless change. Societies as national
societies become segmented and are constantly reshaped by the action
of dynamic networks on their historically inherited social structures. In
Michael Mann’s terms, “a society is a network of social interaction at the
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boundaries of which is a certain level of interaction cleavage between it and
its environment. A society is a unit with boundaries” (1986: 13).

Indeed, it is difficult to conceive of a society without boundaries. But
networks do not have fixed boundaries; they are open-ended and multi-
edged, and their expansion or contraction depends on the compatibility
or competition between the interests and values programmed into each
network and the interests and values programmed into the networks they
come into contact with in their expansionary movement. In historical
terms, the state (national or otherwise) may have been able to function as a
gatekeeper of network interaction, providing some stability for a particular
configuration of overlapping networks of power. Yet, under the conditions
of multilayered globalization, the state becomes just a node (however
important) of a particular network, the political, institutional, and military
network that overlaps with other significant networks in the construction
of social practice. Thus, the social dynamics constructed around networks
appears to dissolve society as a stable social form of organization. How-
ever, a more constructive approach to the understanding of the process of
historical change is to conceptualize a new form of society, the network
society, made up of specific configurations of global, national, and local
networks in a multidimensional space of social interaction. I hypothesize
that relatively stable configurations built on the intersections of these net-
works may provide the boundaries that could redefine a new “society,”
with the understanding that these boundaries are highly volatile because of
the relentless change in the geometry of the global networks that structure
social practices and organizations. To probe this hypothesis, I need to make
a detour through network theory, and then I must introduce the specificity
of the network society as a particular type of social structure. Only then can
we redefine power relationships under the conditions of a global network
society.

Networks

A network is a set of interconnected nodes. Nodes may be of varying
relevance to the network, and so particularly important nodes are called
“centers” in some versions of network theory. Still, any component of
a network (including “centers”) is a node and its function and meaning
depend on the programs of the network and on its interaction with other
nodes in the network. Nodes increase their importance for the network

19



Power in the Network Society

by absorbing more relevant information, and processing it more efficiently.
The relative importance of a node does not stem from its specific features
but from its ability to contribute to the network’s effectiveness in achieving
its goals, as defined by the values and interests programmed into the
networks. However, all nodes of a network are necessary for the network’s
performance, although networks allow for some redundancy as a safeguard
for their proper functioning. When nodes become unnecessary for the
fulfillment of the networks’ goals, networks tend to reconfigure themselves,
deleting some nodes, and adding new ones. Nodes only exist and function
as components of networks. The network is the unit, not the node.

In social life, networks are communicative structures. “Communication
networks are the patterns of contact that are created by the flow of
messages among communicators through time and space” (Monge and
Contractor, 2003: 3). So, networks process flows. Flows are streams of
information between nodes, circulating through the channels of connection
between nodes. A network is defined by the program that assigns the
network its goals and its rules of performance. This program is made of
codes that include valuation of performance and criteria for success or
failure. In social and organizational networks, social actors, fostering their
values and interests, and in interaction with other social actors, are at the
origin of the creation and programming of networks. Yet, once set and
programmed, networks follow the instructions inscribed in their operating
system, and become capable of self-configuration within the parameters of
their assigned goals and procedures. To alter the outcomes of the network, a
new program (a set of goal-oriented, compatible codes) needs to be installed
in the network — from outside the network.

Networks (and the sets of interests and values they embody) cooperate
or compete with each other. Cooperation is based on the ability to commu-
nicate between networks. This ability depends on the existence of codes of
translation and inter-operability between the networks (protocols of com-
munication) and on access to connecting points (switches). Competition
depends on the ability to outperform other networks by superior efficiency
in performance or in cooperation capacity. Competition may also take a
destructive form by disrupting the switchers of competing networks and/or
interfering with their communication protocols. Networks work on a binary
logic: inclusion/exclusion. Within the network, distance between nodes
tends toward zero when every node is directly connected to every other
node. Between nodes in the network and outside the network, distance
is infinite, since there is no access unless the program of the network
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is changed. When nodes in the network are clustered, networks follow
the logic of small worlds’ properties: nodes are able to connect with a
limited number of steps to the entire network and related networks from
any node in the network (Watts and Strogatz, 1998). In the case of com-
munication networks, I would add the condition of sharing protocols of
communication.

Thus, networks are complex structures of communication constructed
around a set of goals that simultaneously ensure unity of purpose and
flexibility of execution by their adaptability to the operating environment.
They are programmed and self-configurable at the same time. Their goals
and operating procedures are programmed, in social and organizational
networks, by social actors. Their structure evolves according to the capacity
of the network to self-configure in an endless search for more efficient
networking arrangements.

Networks are not specific to twenty-first-century societies or, for that
matter, to human organization (Buchanan, 2002). Networks constitute the
fundamental pattern of life, of all kinds of life. As Fritjof Capra writes,
“the network is a pattern that is common to all life. Wherever we see life,
we see networks” (2002: 9). In social life, social network analysts have
long investigated the dynamic of social networks at the heart of social
interaction and the production of meaning (Burt, 1980), leading to the for-
mulation of a systematic theory of communication networks (Monge and
Contractor, 2003). Furthermore, in terms of social structure, archeologists
and historians of antiquity have forcefully reminded us that the historical
record shows the pervasiveness and relevance of networks as the backbone
of societies, thousands of years ago, in the most advanced ancient civiliza-
tions in several regions of the planet. Indeed, if we transfer the notion of
globalization into the geography of the ancient world, as determined by
available transportation technologies, there was networked globalization
of a sort in antiquity, as societies depended on the connectivity of their
main activities to networks transcending the limits of their locality for their
livelihood, resources, and power (LaBianca, 2006). Muslim culture has
been historically based on global networks (Cooke and Lawrence, 2005).
And McNeill and McNeill (2003) have demonstrated the critical role of
networks in social organization throughout history.

This observation of the actual historical record runs counter to the pre-
dominant vision of the evolution of society that has focused on a differ-
ent type of organization: hierarchical bureaucracies based on the vertical
integration of resources and subjects as the expression of the organized
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power of a social elite, legitimized by mythology and religion. This is to
some extent a distorted vision, as historical and social analysis, more often
than not, was built on ethnocentrism and ideology rather than on the
scholarly investigation of the complexity of a multicultural world. But this
relative indifference of our historical representation to the importance of
networks in the structure and dynamics of society may also be linked to
the actual subordination of these networks to the logic of vertical organi-
zations, whose power was inscribed in the institutions of society and dis-
tributed in one-directional flows of command and control (Braudel, 1949;
Mann, 1986, 1992; Colas, 1992; Fernandez-Armesto, 1995). My hypothesis
to explain the historical superiority of vertical/hierarchical organizations
over horizontal networks is that the non-centered networked form of social
organization had material limits to overcome, limits that were fundamen-
tally linked to available technologies. Indeed, networks have their strength
in their flexibility, adaptability, and capacity to self-reconfigure. Yet, beyond
a certain threshold of size, complexity, and volume of flows, they become
less efficient than vertically organized command-and-control structures,
under the conditions of pre-electronic communication technology (Mokyr, 1990).
Yes, wind-powered vessels could build sea-crossing and even trans-oceanic
networks of trade and conquest. And horse-riding emissaries or fast-
running messengers could maintain communication from the center to
the periphery of vast territorial empires. But the time-lag of the feedback
loop in the communication process was such that the logic of the sys-
tem amounted to a one-way flow of the transmission of information and
instruction. Under such conditions, networks were an extension of power
concentrated at the top of the vertical organizations that shaped the history
of humankind: states, religious apparatuses, war lords, armies, bureaucra-
cies, and their subordinates in charge of production, trade, and culture.
The ability of networks to introduce new actors and new contents in
the process of social organization, with relative autonomy vis-a-vis the
power centers, increased over time with technological change and, more
precisely, with the evolution of communication technologies. This was
particularly the case with the possibility of relying on a distributed energy
network that characterized the advent of the industrial revolution (Hughes,
1983). Railways and the telegraph constituted the first infrastructure for
a quasi-global network of communication with self-reconfiguring capacity
(Beniger, 1986). However, the industrial society (both in its capitalist and its
statist versions) was predominantly structured around large-scale, vertical
production organizations and extremely hierarchical state institutions, in
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some instances evolving into totalitarian systems. This is to say that early,
electrically based communication technologies were not powerful enough
to equip networks with autonomy in all their nodes, as this autonomy
would have required multidirectionality and a continuous flow of interac-
tive information processing. But it also means that the availability of proper
technology is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for the transforma-
tion of the social structure. It was only under the conditions of a mature
industrial society that autonomous projects of organizational networking
could emerge. When they did, they could use the potential of micro-
electronics-based digital communication technologies (Benkler, 2006).
Thus, networks became the most efficient organizational forms as a result
of three major features of networks which benefited from the new tech-
nological environment: flexibility, scalability, and survivability. Flexibility is
the ability to reconfigure according to changing environments and retain
their goals while changing their components, sometimes bypassing blocking
points of communication channels to find new connections. Scalability is the
ability to expand or shrink in size with little disruption. Survivability is the
ability of networks, because they have no single center and can operate
in a wide range of configurations, to withstand attacks to their nodes and
codes because the codes of the network are contained in multiple nodes that
can reproduce the instructions and find new ways to perform. So, only the
material ability to destroy the connecting points can eliminate the network.
At the core of this technological change that unleashed the power of
networks was the transformation of information and communication tech-
nologies, based on the microelectronics revolution that took shape in the
1950s and 1960s (Freeman, 1982; Perez, 1983). It constituted the founda-
tion of a new technological paradigm, consolidated in the 1970s, first in
the United States, and rapidly diffused around the world, ushering in what
I have characterized as the Information Age (Castells, 2000a, ¢, 2004c).
William Mitchell (2003) has conceptualized the evolving logic of informa-
tion and communication technology throughout history as a process of
expansion and augmentation of the human body and the human mind:
a process that, in the early twenty-first century, is characterized by the
explosion of portable devices that provide ubiquitous wireless communi-
cation and computing capacity. This enables social units (individuals or
organizations) to interact anywhere, anytime, while relying on a support
infrastructure that manages material resources in a distributed information
power grid (Castells et al., 2006b). With the advent of nanotechnology and
the convergence of microelectronics and biological processes and materials,
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the boundaries between human life and machine life are blurred, so that
networks extend their interaction from our inner self to the whole realm of
human activity, transcending barriers of time and space. Neither Mitchell
nor I indulge in science fiction scenarios as a substitute for analyses of the
technosocial transformation process. But it is essential, precisely for the sake
of analysis, to emphasize the role of technology in the process of social
transformation, particularly when we consider the central technology of
our time — communication technology - that relates to the heart of the
specificity of the human species: conscious, meaningful communication
(Capra, 1996, 2002; Damasio, 2003). It was because of available electronic
information and communication technologies that the network society
could deploy itself fully, transcending the historical limits of networks as
forms of social organization and interaction.

The Global Network Society 2

A network society is a society whose social structure is made around net-
works activated by microelectronics-based, digitally processed information
and communication technologies. I understand social structures to be the
organizational arrangements of humans in relationships of production, con-
sumption, reproduction, experience, and power expressed in meaningful
communication coded by culture.

Digital networks are global, as they have the capacity to reconfigure
themselves, as directed by their programmers, transcending territorial and
institutional boundaries through telecommunicated computer networks.
So, a social structure whose infrastructure is based on digital networks
has the potential capacity to be global. However, network technology and
networking organization are only means to enact the trends inscribed in the
social structure. The contemporary process of globalization has its origin
in economic, political, and cultural factors, as documented by scholarly
analyses of globalization (Beck, 2000; Held and McGrew, 2000, 2007;
Stiglitz, 2002). But, as a number of studies have indicated, the forces
driving globalization could only be effectuated because they have at their

2 This section elaborates and updates the analysis presented in my book The Rise
of the Network Society (2000c). I take the liberty of referring the reader to that book
for further elaboration and empirical support of the theorization presented here.
Additional supporting material can be found in some of my writings in recent years
(Castells, 2000b, 2001, 2004b, 2005a, b, 2008a, b; Castells and Himanen, 2002; Castells
et al., 2006b, 2007).
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disposal the global networking capacity provided by digital communication
technologies and information systems, including computerized, long-haul,
fast, transportation networks (Kiyoshi et al., 2006; Grewal, 2008). This is,
in fact, what separates, in size, speed, and complexity, the current process
of globalization from previous forms of globalization in earlier historical
periods.

Thus, the network society is a global society. However, this does not mean
that people everywhere are included in these networks. For the time being,
most are not (Hammond et al., 2007). But everybody is affected by the
processes that take place in the global networks that constitute the social
structure. The core activities that shape and control human life in every
corner of the planet are organized in global networks: financial markets;
transnational production, management, and the distribution of goods and
services; highly skilled labor; science and technology, including higher
education; the mass media; the Internet networks of interactive, multi-
purpose communication; culture; art; entertainment; sports; international
institutions managing the global economy and intergovernmental relations;
religion; the criminal economy; and the transnational NGOs and social
movements that assert the rights and values of a new, global civil society
(Held et al., 1999; Volkmer, 1999; Castells, 2000a; Jacquet et al., 2002;
Stiglitz, 2002; Kaldor, 2003; Grewal, 2008; Juris, 2008). Globalization is
better understood as the networking of these socially decisive global net-
works. Therefore, exclusion from these networks, often in a cumulative
process of exclusion, is tantamount to structural marginalization in the
global network society (Held and Kaya, 2006).

The network society diffuses selectively throughout the planet, working
on the pre-existing sites, cultures, organizations, and institutions that still
make up most of the material environment of people’s lives. The social
structure is global, but most of human experience is local, both in terri-
torial and cultural terms (Borja and Castells, 1997; Norris, 2000). Specific
societies, as defined by the current boundaries of nation-states, or by the
cultural boundaries of their historical identities, are deeply fragmented by
the double logic of inclusion and exclusion in the global networks that
structure production, consumption, communication, and power. I propose
the hypothesis that this fragmentation of societies between the included
and the excluded is more than the expression of the time-lag required by
the gradual incorporation of previous social forms into the new dominant
logic. It is, in fact, a structural feature of the global network society. This is
because the reconfiguring capacity inscribed in the process of networking
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allows the programs governing every network to search for valuable addi-
tions everywhere and to incorporate them, while bypassing and excluding
those territories, activities, and people that have little or no value for the
performance of the tasks assigned to the network. Indeed, as Geoff Mulgan
observed, “networks are created not just to communicate, but also to gain
position, to outcommunicate” (1991: 21). The network society works on
the basis of a binary logic of inclusion/exclusion, whose boundaries change
over time, both with the changes in the networks’ programs and with the
conditions of performance of these programs. It also depends on the ability
of social actors, in various contexts, to act on these programs, modifying
them in the direction of their interests. The global network society is a
dynamic structure that is highly malleable to social forces, to culture, to
politics, and to economic strategies. But what remains in all instances is its
dominance over activities and people who are external to the networks.
In this sense, the global overwhelms the local — unless the local becomes
connected to the global as a node in alternative global networks constructed
by social movements.

Thus, the uneven globalization of the network society is, in fact, a highly
significant feature of its social structure. The coexistence of the network
society, as a global structure, with industrial, rural, communal, or survival
societies, characterizes the reality of all countries, albeit with different
shares of population and territory on both sides of the divide, depending on
the relevance of each segment for the dominant logic of each network. This
is to say that various networks will have different geometries and geogra-
phies of inclusion and exclusion: the map of the global criminal economy is
not the same as the map resulting from the international location patterns
of high-technology industry.

In theoretical terms, the network society must be analyzed, first, as a
global architecture of self-reconfiguring networks constantly programmed
and reprogrammed by the powers that be in each dimension; second, as the
result of the interaction between the various geometries and geographies
of the networks that include the core activities — that is, the activities
shaping life and work in society; and, third, as the result of a second-
order interaction between these dominant networks and the geometry and
geography of the disconnection of social formations left outside the global
networking logic.

The understanding of power relationships in our world must be specific to
this particular society. An informed discussion of this specificity requires a
characterization of the network society in its main components: production
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and appropriation of value, work, communication, culture, and its mode
of existence as a spatiotemporal formation. Only then can I meaningfully
introduce a tentative hypothesis on the specificity of power relationships
in the global network society — a hypothesis that will guide the analysis
presented throughout this book.

What is Value in the Network Society?

Social structures, such as the network society, originate from the processes
of the production and appropriation of value. But what constitutes value in
the network society? What moves the production system? What motivates
the appropriators of value and controllers of society? There is no change
here in relation to earlier social structures in history: value is what the
dominant institutions of society decide it is. So, if global capitalism shapes
the world, and capital accumulation by the valuation of financial assets
in the global financial markets is the supreme value, this will be value in
every instance, as, under capitalism, profit-making and its materialization
in monetary terms can ultimately acquire everything else. The critical
matter is that, in a social structure organized in global networks, whatever
the hierarchy is between the networks will become the rule in the entire
grid of networks organizing/dominating the planet. If, for instance, we say
that capital accumulation is what moves the system, and the return to
capital is fundamentally realized in the global financial markets, the global
financial markets will assign value to every transaction in every country,
as no economy is independent of financial valuation decided in the global
financial markets. But if, instead, we consider that the supreme value is
military power, the technological and organizational capacity of military
machines will structure power in their spheres of influence, and create the
conditions for other forms of value — for example, capital accumulation
or political domination — to proceed under their protection. However, if
the transmission of technology, information, and knowledge to a particular
armed organization is blocked, this organization becomes irrelevant in the
world context. Thus, we may say that global networks of information and
technology are the dominant ones because they condition military capacity
which, in turn, provides security for the market to function. Another illus-
tration of this diversity of value-making processes: we can assert that the
most important source of influence in today’s world is the transformation
of people’s minds. If it is so, then the media are the key networks, as the
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media, organized in global conglomerates and their distributive networks,
are the primary sources of messages and images that reach people’s minds.
But if we now consider the media as primarily media business, then the
logic of profit-making, both in the commercialization of media by the adver-
tising industry and in the valuation of their stock, becomes paramount.

Thus, given the variety of the potential origins of network domination,
the network society is a multidimensional social structure in which net-
works of different kinds have different logics of value-making. The defin-
ition of what constitutes value depends on the specificity of the network,
and of its program. Any attempt to reduce all value to a common stan-
dard faces insurmountable methodological and practical difficulties. For
instance, if profit-making is the supreme value under capitalism, military
power ultimately grounds state power, and the state has a considerable
capacity to decide and enforce new rules for business operations (ask the
Russian oligarchs about Putin). At the same time, state power, even in
non-democratic contexts, largely depends on the beliefs of people, on their
capacity to accept the rules, or, alternatively, on their willingness to resist.
Then, the media system, and other means of communication, such as the
Internet, could precede state power, which, in turn, would condition the
rules of profit-making, and thus would supersede the value of money as
the supreme value.

Thus, value is, in fact, an expression of power: Whoever holds power (often
different from whoever is in government) decides what is valuable. In
this sense, the network society does not innovate. What is new, how-
ever, is its global reach, and its networked architecture. It means, on one
hand, that relations of domination between networks are critical. They are
characterized by constant, flexible interaction: for instance, between global
financial markets, geopolitical processes, and media strategies. On the other
hand, because the logic of value-making, as an expression of domination, is
global, those instances that have a structural impediment to exist globally
are at a disadvantage vis-a-vis others whose logic is inherently global. This
has considerable practical importance because it is at the root of the crisis
of the nation-state of the industrial era (not of the state as such, because
every social structure generates its own form of state). Since the nation-
state can only enforce its rules in its territory, except in the case of alliances
or invasion, it has to become either imperial or networked to relate to
other networks in the definition of value. This is why, for instance, the
US state, in the early twenty-first century, made a point of defining security
against terrorism as the overarching value for the entire world. It was a way
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of building a military-based network that would assure its hegemony by
placing security over profit-making, or lesser goals (such as human rights or
the environment), as the supreme value. However, the capitalist logic often
becomes quickly overlaid on security projects, as the profitable business of
American crony companies in Iraq strikingly illustrates (Klein, 2007).

Capital has always enjoyed the notion of a world without boundaries, as
David Harvey has repeatedly reminded us, so that global financial networks
have a head start as the defining instances of value in the global network
society (Harvey, 1990). Yet, human thought is probably the most rapidly
propagating and influential element of any social system, on the condition
of relying on a global/local, interactive communication system in real time —
which is exactly what has emerged now, for the first time in history (Dut-
ton, 1999; Benkler, 2006). Thus, ideas, and specific sets of ideas, could assert
themselves as the truly supreme value (such as preserving our planet, our
species, or else serving God’s design), as a prerequisite for everything else.

In sum: the old question of industrial society — indeed, the cornerstone
of classical political economy — namely, “what is value?,” has no definite
answer in the global network society. Value is what is processed in every
dominant network at every time in every space according to the hierarchy
programmed in the network by the actors acting upon the network.
Capitalism has not disappeared. Indeed, it is more pervasive than ever. But
it is not, against a common ideological perception, the only game in the
global town.

Work, Labor, Class, and Gender: The Network Enterprise
and the New Social Division of Labor

The preceding analysis of the new political economy of value-making in
the global networks paves the way to understanding the new division of
labor, and thus work, productivity, and exploitation. People work; they
always have. In fact, today people work more (in terms of total working
hours in a given society) than they ever did, since most of women’s work
was previously not counted as socially recognized (paid) work. The crucial
matter has always been how this work is organized and compensated. The
division of labor was, and still is, a measure of what is valued and what
is not in labor contribution. This value judgment organizes the process
of production. It also defines the criteria according to which the product
is shared, determining differential consumption and social stratification.

29



Power in the Network Society

The most fundamental divide in the network society, albeit not the only
one, is between self-programmable labor and generic labor (Carnoy, 2000;
Castells, 2000c; Benner, 2002). Self-programmable labor has the autonomous
capacity to focus on the goal assigned to it in the process of production, find
the relevant information, recombine it into knowledge, using the available
knowledge stock, and apply it in the form of tasks oriented toward the
goals of the process. The more our information systems are complex, and
interactively connected to databases and information sources via computer
networks, the more what is required from labor is the capacity to search and
recombine information. This demands appropriate education and training,
not in terms of skills, but in terms of creative capacity, as well as in terms
of the ability to co-evolve with changes in organization, in technology,
and in knowledge. By contrast, tasks that are little valued, yet necessary,
are assigned to generic labor, eventually replaced by machines, or shifted to
lower-cost production sites, depending on a dynamic, cost-benefit analysis.
The overwhelming mass of working people on the planet, and the majority
in advanced countries, are still generic labor. They are disposable, unless
they assert their right to exist as humans and citizens through their collec-
tive action. But in terms of value-making (in finance, in manufacturing, in
research, in sports, in entertainment, in military action, or in political cap-
ital), it is the self-programmable worker who counts for any organization
in control of resources. Thus, the organization of the work process in the
network society acts on a binary logic, dividing self-programmable labor
from generic labor. Furthermore, the flexibility and adaptability of both
kinds of labor to a constantly changing environment is a precondition for
their use as labor.

This specific division of labor is gendered. The rise of flexible labor is
directly related to the feminization of the paid labor force, a fundamental
trend of the social structure in the past three decades (Carnoy, 2000). The
patriarchal organization of the family induces women to value the flexible
organization of their professional work as the only way to make family
and job duties compatible. This is why the large majority of temporary
workers and part-time workers in most countries are women. Furthermore,
while most women are employed as generic labor, their educational level
has improved considerably vis-a-vis men, while their wages and working
conditions have not risen at the same pace. Thus, women have become the
ideal workers of the networked, global, capitalist economy: on one hand,
they are able to work efficiently, and adapt to the changing requirements
of business; on the other hand, they receive less compensation for the
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same work, and have fewer chances for promotion because of the ideol-
ogy and practice of the gendered division of labor under patriarchalism.
However, reality is, to use an old word, dialectical. Although the mass
incorporation of women into paid labor, partly because of their condition
of patriarchal subordination, has been a decisive factor in the expansion
of global, informational capitalism, the very transformation of women’s
condition as salaried women has ultimately undermined patriarchalism.
The feminist ideas that emerged from the cultural social movements of the
1970s found fertile ground in the experience of working women exposed
to discrimination. Even more importantly, the economic bargaining power
earned by women in the family strengthened their power position vis-a-vis
the male head of the family, while undermining the ideological justification
of their subordination on the grounds of the respect due to the authority
of the male breadwinner. Thus, the division of labor in the new work
organization is gendered, but this is a dynamic process, in which women
are reversing dominant structural trends and inducing business to bring
men into the same patterns of flexibility, job insecurity, downsizing, and
offshoring of their jobs that used to be the lot of women. Thus, rather
than women rising to the level of male workers, most male workers are
being downgraded to the level of most women workers, while professional
women have reached a higher level of connectivity into what used to be
the old boys networks. These trends have profound implications for both
the class structure of society and the relationship between men and women
at work and in the family (Castells and Subirats, 2007).

The creativity, autonomy, and self-programmable capacity of knowledge
labor would not yield their productivity pay-off if they were not able to be
combined with the networking of labor. Indeed, the fundamental reason
for the structural need for flexibility and autonomy is the transforma-
tion of the organization of the production process. This transformation
is represented by the rise of the network enterprise. This new organizational
business form is the historical equivalent under informationalism of the
so-called Fordist organization of industrialism (both capitalist and statist),
which is the organization characterized by high-volume, standardized, mass
production and vertical control of the labor process according to a top-
down, rationalized scheme (“scientific management” and Taylorism, the
methods that prompted Lenin’s admiration, leading to their imitation in
the Soviet Union). Although there are still millions of workers in similarly
run factories, the value-producing activities in the commanding heights of
the production process (R&D, innovation, design, marketing, management,
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and high-volume, customized, flexible production) depend on an entirely
different type of firm and, therefore, a different type of work process and
of labor: the network enterprise. This is not the equivalent of a network of
enterprises. It is a network made from either firms or segments of firms,
and/or from the internal segmentation of firms. Thus, large corporations
are internally decentralized as networks. Small and medium businesses are
connected in networks, thus ensuring the critical mass of their contribution
as subcontractors, while keeping their main asset: flexibility. Small and
medium business networks are often ancillary to large corporations; in most
cases to several of them. Large corporations, and their subsidiary networks,
usually form networks of cooperation, called, in business practice, strategic
alliances or partnerships.

But these alliances are rarely permanent cooperative structures. This is
not a process of oligopolistic cartelization. These complex networks link up
on specific business projects, and reconfigure their cooperation in differ-
ent networks with each new project. The usual business practice in this
networked economy is one of alliances, partnerships, and collaborations
that are specific to a given product, process, time, and space. These collab-
orations are based on sharing capital and labor, but most fundamentally
information and knowledge, in order to win market share. So these are pri-
marily information networks, which link suppliers and customers through
the networked firm. The unit of the production process is not the firm but
the business project, enacted by a network, the network enterprise. The
firm continues to be the legal unit of capital accumulation. But, since the
value of the firm ultimately depends on its financial valuation in the stock
market, the unit of capital accumulation, the firm, becomes itself a node
in a global network of financial flows. Thus, in the network economy, the
dominant layer is the global financial market, the mother of all valuations.
The global financial market works only partly according to market rules.
It is also shaped and moved by information turbulences of various origins,
processed and communicated by the computer networks that constitute the
nerve system of the global, informational, capitalist economy (Hutton and
Giddens, 2000; Obstfeld and Taylor, 2004; Zaloom, 2006).

Financial valuation determines the dynamics of the economy in the
short term, but, in the long run, everything depends on productivity
growth. This is why the source of productivity constitutes the cornerstone
of economic growth, and therefore of profits, wages, accumulation, and
investment (Castells, 2006). And the key factor for productivity growth in
this knowledge-intensive, networked economy is innovation (Lucas, 1999;
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Tuomi, 2002), or the capacity to recombine factors of production in a
more efficient way, and/or produce higher value added in process or in
product. Innovators depend on cultural creativity, on institutional openness
to entrepreneurialism, on labor autonomy in the labor process, and on the
appropriate kind of financing for this innovation-driven economy.

The new economy of our time is certainly capitalist, but of a new brand of
capitalism: it depends on innovation as the source of productivity growth;
on computer-networked global financial markets, whose criteria for val-
uation are influenced by information turbulences; on the networking of
production and management, both internally and externally, locally and
globally; and on labor that is flexible and adaptable. The creators of value
have to be self-programmable and able to autonomously process infor-
mation into specific knowledge. Generic workers, reduced to their role as
executants, must be ready to adapt to the needs of the network enterprise,
or else face displacement by machines or alternative labor forces.

In this system, besides the persistence of exploitation in the traditional
sense, the key issue for labor is the segmentation between three categories:
those who are the source of innovation and valuation; those who are mere
executants of instructions; and those who are structurally irrelevant from
the perspective of the profit-making programs of global capitalism, either
as workers (inadequately educated and living in areas without the proper
infrastructure and institutional environment for global production) or as
consumers (too poor to be part of the market), or both. The primary con-
cern for much of the world’s population is to avoid irrelevance, and instead
engage in a meaningful relationship, such as that which we call exploitation
— because exploitation does have a meaning for the exploited. The greatest
danger is for those who become invisible to the programs commanding the
global networks of production, distribution, and valuation.

The Space of Flows and Timeless Time

As with all historical transformations, the emergence of a new social
structure is linked to the redefinition of the material foundations of our
existence, space and time, as Giddens (1984), Adam (1990), Harvey (1990),
Lash and Urry (1994), Mitchell (1999, 2003), Dear (2000, 2002), Graham
and Simon (2001), Hall and Pain (2006), and Tabboni (2006), among
others, have argued. Power relationships are embedded in the social
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construction of space and time, while being conditioned by the time-space
formations that characterize society.

Two emergent social forms of time and space characterize the network
society, while coexisting with prior forms. These are the space of flows and
timeless time. Space and time are related, in nature as in society. In social
theory, space can be defined as the material support of time-sharing social
practices; that is, the construction of simultaneity. The development of
communication technologies can be understood as the gradual decoupling
of contiguity and time-sharing. The space of flows refers to the technological
and organizational possibility of practicing simultaneity without contiguity.
It also refers to the possibility of asynchronous interaction in chosen time,
at a distance. Most dominant functions in the network society (financial
markets, transnational production networks, media networks, networked
forms of global governance, global social movements) are organized around
the space of flows. However, the space of flows is not placeless. It is made of
nodes and networks; that is, of places connected by electronically powered
communication networks through which flows of information that ensure
the time-sharing of practices processed in such a space circulate and inter-
act. While in the space of places, based on contiguity of practice, meaning,
function, and locality are closely inter-related, in the space of flows places
receive their meaning and function from their nodal role in the specific
networks to which they belong. Thus, the space of flows is not the same
for financial activities as for science, for media networks as for political
power networks. In social theory, space cannot be conceived as separate
from social practices. Therefore, every dimension of the network society
that we have analyzed in this chapter has a spatial manifestation. Because
practices are networked, so is their space. Since networked practices are
based on information flows processed between various sites by commu-
nication technologies, the space of the network society is made of the
articulation between three elements: the places where activities (and people
enacting them) are located; the material communication networks linking
these activities; and the content and geometry of the flows of information
that perform the activities in terms of function and meaning. This is the
space of flows.

Time, in social terms, used to be defined as the sequencing of practices.
Biological time, characteristic of most of human existence (and still the lot
of most people in the world) is defined by the sequence programmed in the
life-cycles of nature. Social time was shaped throughout history by what I
call bureaucratic time, which is the organization of time, in institutions and
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in everyday life, by the codes of military-ideological apparatuses, imposed
over the rhythms of biological time. In the industrial age, clock time grad-
ually emerged, inducing what I would call, in the Foucauldian tradition,
disciplinary time. This is the measure and organization of sequencing with
enough precision to assign tasks and order to every moment of life, starting
with standardized industrial work, and the calculation of the time-horizon
of commercial transactions, two fundamental components of industrial cap-
italism that could not work without clock time: time is money, and money
is made over time. In the network society, the emphasis on sequencing
is reversed. The relationship to time is defined by the use of information
and communication technologies in a relentless effort to annihilate time by
negating sequencing: on one hand, by compressing time (as in split-second
global financial transactions or the generalized practice of multitasking,
squeezing more activity into a given time); on the other hand, by blurring
the sequence of social practices, including past, present, and future in a
random order, like in the electronic hypertext of Web 2.0, or the blurring
of life-cycle patterns in both work and parenting.

In the industrial society, which was organized around the idea of progress
and the development of productive forces, becoming structured being, time
conformed space. In the network society, the space of flows dissolves time
by disordering the sequence of events and making them simultaneous in
the communication networks, thus installing society in structural ephemer-
ality: being cancels becoming.

The construction of space and time is socially differentiated. The multiple
space of places, fragmented and disconnected, displays diverse temporal-
ities, from the most traditional domination of biological rhythms, to the
control of clock time. Selected functions and individuals transcend time
(like changing global time zones), while devalued activities and subordi-
nate people endure life as time goes by. There are, however, alternative
projects of the structuration of time and space, as an expression of social
movements that aim to modify the dominant programs of the network
society. Thus, instead of accepting timeless time as the time of the financial
automaton, the environmental movement proposes to live time in a longue
durée, cosmological perspective, seeing our lives as part of the evolution of
our species, and feeling solidarity with future generations, and with our
cosmological belonging: it is what Lash and Urry (1994) conceptualized as
glacial time.

Communities around the world fight to preserve the meaning of locality,
and to assert the space of places, based on experience, over the logic of
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the space of flows, based on instrumentality, in the process that I have
analyzed as the “grassrooting” of the space of flows (Castells, 1999). Indeed,
the space of flows does not disappear, since it is the spatial form of the
network society, but its logic could be transformed. Instead of enclosing
meaning and function in the programs of the networks, it would provide
the material support for the global connection of the local experience, as in
the Internet communities emerging from the networking of local cultures
(Castells, 2001).

Space and time are redefined both by the emergence of a new social
structure and by the power struggles over the shape and programs of this
social structure. Space and time express the power relationships of the
network society.

Culture in the Network Society

Societies are cultural constructs. I understand culture as the set of values
and beliefs that inform, guide, and motivate people’s behavior. So, if there is
a specific network society, there should be a culture of the network society
that we can identify as its historical marker. Here again, however, the
complexity and novelty of the network society require caution. First of all,
because the network society is global, it works and integrates a multiplicity
of cultures, linked to the history and geography of each area of the world.
In fact, industrialism, and the culture of the industrial society, did not make
specific cultures disappear around the world. The industrial society had
many different, and indeed contradictory, cultural manifestations (from the
United States to the Soviet Union, and from Japan to the United Kingdom).
There were also industrialized cores in otherwise largely rural and tradi-
tional societies. Not even capitalism unified its realm of historical existence
culturally. Yes, the market ruled in every capitalist country, but under such
specific rules, and with such a variety of cultural forms, that identifying a
culture as capitalist is of little analytical help, unless by that we actually
mean American or Western, which then becomes empirically wrong.

In the same way, the network society develops in a multiplicity of cultural
settings, produced by the differential history of each context. It materializes
in specific forms, leading to the formation of highly diverse institutional
and cultural systems (Castells, 2004b). However, there is still a common
core to the network society, as there was to the industrial society. But there
is an additional layer of unity in the network society. It exists globally in
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real time. It is global in its structure. Thus, it not only deploys its logic
to the whole world, but it keeps its networked organization at the global
level while specitying itself in every society. This double movement of
commonality and singularity has two main consequences at the cultural
level.

On one hand, specific cultural identities become the communes of
autonomy, and sometimes trenches of resistance, for collectives and indi-
viduals who refuse to fade away in the logic of dominant networks
(Castells, 2004c). To be French becomes as relevant as being a citizen or
a consumer. To be Catalan, or Basque, or Galician, or Irish, or Welsh, or
Scottish, or Quebecois, or Kurd, or Shiite, or Sunni, or Aymara, or Maori
becomes a rallying point of self-identification vis-a-vis the domination of
imposed nation-states. In contrast to normative or ideological visions that
propose the merger of all cultures in the cosmopolitan melting pot of
the citizens of the world, the world is not flat. Resistance identities have
exploded in these early stages of the development of the global network
society, and have induced the most dramatic social and political conflicts
in recent times. Respectable theorists and less respectable ideologists may
warn against the dangers of such a development, but we cannot ignore it.
Observation must inform the theory, not the other way around. Thus, what
characterizes the global network society is the contraposition between the
logic of the global net and the affirmation of a multiplicity of local selves, as
I have tried to argue and document in my work (Castells, 2000a, ¢, 2004c;
see also Tilly, 2005).

Rather than the rise of a homogeneous global culture, what we observe
is historical cultural diversity as the main common trend: fragmentation
rather than convergence. The key question that then arises is the capacity
of these specific cultural identities (made with the materials inherited from
singular histories and reworked in the new context) to communicate with
each other (Touraine, 1997). Otherwise, the sharing of an interdependent,
global social structure, while not being able to speak a common language
of values and beliefs, leads to systemic misunderstanding, at the root of
destructive violence against the other. Thus, protocols of communication
between different cultures are the critical issue for the network society,
since without them there is no society, just dominant networks and resist-
ing communes. The project of a cosmopolitan culture common to the
citizens of the world lays the foundation for democratic global governance
and addresses the central cultural-institutional issue of the network society
(Habermas, 1998; Beck, 2005). Unfortunately, this vision proposes the
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solution without identifying, other than in normative terms, the processes
by which these protocols of communication are to be created or could be
created, given the fact that cosmopolitan culture, according to empirical
research, is present only in a very small part of the population, including in
Europe (Norris, 2000; European Commission’s Eurobarometer, 2007, 2008).
Thus, while personally wishing that the culture of cosmopolitanism would
gradually increase communication between peoples and cultures, observa-
tion of current trends points in a different direction.

To determine what these protocols of intercultural communication may
be is a matter for investigation. This investigation will be taken up in this
book, on the basis of the following hypothesis: the common culture of the global
network society is a culture of protocols of communication enabling communication
between different cultures on the basis not of shared values but of the sharing of
the value of communication. This is to say: the new culture is not made of
content but of process, as the constitutional democratic culture is based
on procedure, not on substantive programs. Global culture is a culture
of communication for the sake of communication. It is an open-ended
network of cultural meanings that can not only coexist, but also interact
and modity each other on the basis of this exchange. The culture of the
network society is a culture of protocols of communication between all
cultures in the world, developed on the basis of the common belief in the
power of networking and of the synergy obtained by giving to others and
receiving from others. A process of material construction of the culture of
the network society is under way. But it is not the diffusion of the capitalist
mind through the power exercised in the global networks by the dominant
elites inherited from industrial society. Neither is it the idealistic proposal
of philosophers dreaming of a world of abstract, cosmopolitan citizens. It is
the process by which conscious social actors of multiple origins bring their
resources and beliefs to others, expecting in return to receive the same, and
even more: the sharing of a diverse world, thus ending the ancestral fear of
the other.

The Network State

Power cannot be reduced to the state. But an understanding of the state,
and of its historical and cultural specificity, is a necessary component of any
theory of power. By state, I mean the institutions of governance of soci-
ety and their institutionalized agencies of political representation and of
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management and control of social life; that is, the executive, the legislative,
the judiciary, public administration, the military, law enforcement agencies,
regulatory agencies, and political parties, at various levels of governance:
national, regional, local, and international.

The state aims to assert sovereignty, the monopoly of ultimate decision-
making over its subjects within given territorial boundaries. The state
defines citizenship, thus conferring rights and claiming duties on its sub-
jects. It also extends its authority to foreign nationals under its juris-
diction. And it engages in relationships of cooperation, competition, and
power with other states. In the analysis presented above, I have shown, in
accord with a number of scholars and observers, the growing contradiction
between the structuration of instrumental relationships in global networks
and the confinement of the nation-state’s authority within its territorial
boundaries. There is, indeed, a crisis of the nation-state as a sovereign
entity (Appadurai, 1996; Nye and Donahue, 2000; Jacquet et al., 2002;
Price, 2002; Beck, 2005; Fraser, 2007). However, nation-states, despite their
multidimensional crises, do not disappear; they transform themselves to adapt to
the new context. Their pragmatic transformation is what really changes the
landscape of politics and policy-making in the global network society. This
transformation is influenced, and fought over, by a variety of projects that
constitute the cultural/ideational material on which the diverse political
and social interests present in each society work to enact the transformation
of the state.

Nation-states respond to the crises induced by the twin processes of the
globalization of instrumentality and identification of culture via three main
mechanisms:

1. They associate with one another and form networks of states, some
of them multipurpose and sharing sovereignty, such as the European
Union. Others are focused on a set of issues, generally trade issues (for
example, NAFTA or Mercosur) or security issues (for example, NATO).
Still others are constituted as spaces of coordination, negotiation, and
debate among states with interests in specific regions of the world; for
example, OAS (Organization of American States), AU (African Union),
the Arab League, ASEAN (Association of South East Asian Nations),
APEC (Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation Forum), the East Asian Sum-
mit, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, and so on. In the strongest
networks, the states share some attributes of sovereignty. States also
establish permanent or semi-permanent informal networks to elaborate
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strategies and to manage the world according to the interests of the
network participants. There is a pecking order of such groupings, with
the G-8 (soon to become G-20 or G-22) being at the top of the food
chain.

2. States have built an increasingly dense network of international insti-
tutions and supranational organizations to deal with global issues, from
general purpose institutions (for example, the United Nations) to spe-
cialized ones (the WTO, the IMF, the World Bank, the International
Criminal Court, and so on). There are also ad hoc international insti-
tutions defined around a set of issues (for example, the treaties on the
global environment and their agencies).

3. Nation-states in many countries have engaged in a process of devolution
of power to regional governments, and to local governments, while
opening channels of participation with NGOs, in the hope of halting
their crisis of political legitimacy by connecting with people’s identity.

The actual process of political decision-making operates in a network
of interaction between national, supranational, international, co-national,
regional, and local institutions, while also reaching out to the organiza-
tions of civil society. In this process, we witness the transformation of the
sovereign nation-state that emerged throughout the modern age into a new
form of state — which I conceptualized as the network state (Castells, 2000a:
338-65). The emerging network state is characterized by shared sovereignty
and responsibility between different states and levels of government; flex-
ibility of governance procedures; and greater diversity of times and spaces
in the relationship between governments and citizens compared to the
preceding nation-state.

The whole system develops in a pragmatic way, by ad hoc decisions,
ushering in sometimes contradictory rules and institutions, and making
the system of political representation more obscure, and further removed
from citizens” control. The nation-state’s efficiency improves but its crisis
of legitimacy worsens, although overall political legitimacy may improve if
local and regional institutions play their part. Yet, the growing autonomy
of the local and regional state may bring the different levels of the state
into contradiction, and turn one against the other. This new form of state
induces new kinds of problems, derived from the contradiction between
the historically constructed nature of the institutions and the new functions
and mechanisms they have to assume to perform in the network, while still
relating to their territorially bound national societies.
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Thus, the network state faces a coordination problem, with three aspects:
organizational, technical, and political.

Organizational: agencies invested in protecting their turf, and their privi-
leged commanding position vis-a-vis their societies, cannot have the same
structure, reward systems, and operational principles as agencies whose
fundamental role is to find synergy with other agencies.

Technical: protocols of communication do not work. The introduction of
computer networking often disorganizes the participating agencies rather
than connecting them, as in the case of the new Homeland Security Admin-
istration created in the United States in the wake of the declaration of
the war on terror. Agencies are reluctant to adopt networking technology
that implies networking their practices, and may jeopardize their ability to
preserve their control over their bureaucratic turf.

Political: the coordination strategy is not only horizontal between agen-
cies, it is also vertical in two directions: networking with their political over-
seers, thus losing their bureaucratic autonomy; and networking with their
citizen constituencies, thus being obliged to increase their accountability.

The network state also confronts an ideological problem: coordinating a com-
mon policy means a common language and a set of shared values, for
instance against market fundamentalism in the regulation of markets, or
acceptance of sustainable development in environmental policy, or priority
of human rights over raison d’état in security policy. It is not obvious that
such compatibility exists between distinct state apparatuses.

There is, in addition, a geopolitical problem. Nation-states still see the net-
works of governance as a bargaining table at which they will have the
chance to advance their interests. Rather than cooperating for the global
common good, nation-states continue to be guided by traditional political
principles: (a) maximize the interests of the nation-state, and (b) prioritize
the personal/political/social interests of the political actors in command of
each nation-state. Global governance is seen as a field of opportunity to
maximize one’s own interests, rather than a new context in which political
institutions share governance around common projects. In fact, the more
the globalization process proceeds, the more the contradictions it gener-
ates (identity crises, economic crises, security crises) lead to a revival of
nationalism, and to attempts to restore the primacy of sovereignty. Indeed,
the world is objectively multilateral but some of the most powerful political
actors in the international scene (for example, the United States, Russia,
or China) tend to act unilaterally, putting their national interest first, without
concern for the destabilization of the world at large. So doing, they jeopardize
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their own security as well, because their unilateral actions in the context
of a globally interdependent world induce systemic chaos (for example, the
connection between the Iraq War, tensions with Iran, the intensification
of war in Afghanistan, the rise of oil prices, and the global economic
downturn). As long as these geopolitical contradictions persist, the world
cannot shift from a pragmatic, ad hoc networking form of negotiated
decision-making to a system of constitutionally founded, networked, global
governance.

In the last resort, it is only the power of global civil society acting on
the public mind via the media and communication networks that may
eventually overcome the historical inertia of nation-states and thus bring
these nation-states to accept the reality of their limited power in exchange
for increasing their legitimacy and efficiency.

Power in the Networks

I have now assembled the necessary analytical elements to address the
question that constitutes the central theme of this book: where does power
lie in the global network society? To approach the question, I must first
differentiate between four distinct forms of power:

e networking power;

e network power;

e networked power;

¢ and network-making power.

Each one of these forms of power defines specific processes of exercising
power.

Networking power refers to the power of the actors and organizations
included in the networks that constitute the core of the global network
society over human collectives or individuals who are not included in
these global networks. This form of power operates by exclusion/inclusion.
Tongia and Wilson (2007) have proposed a formal analysis that shows that
the cost of exclusion from networks increases faster than the benefits of
inclusion in the networks. This is because the value of being in the network
increases exponentially with the size of the network, as proposed in 1976
by Metcalfe’s Law. But, at the same time, the devaluation attached to
exclusion from the network also increases exponentially, and at a faster
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rate than the increase in value of being in the network. Network gatekeeping
theory has investigated the various processes by which nodes are included
in or excluded from the network, showing the key role of gatekeeping
capacity to enforce the collective power of some networks over others, or
of a given network over disconnected social units (Barzilai-Nahon, 2008).
Social actors may establish their power position by constituting a network
that accumulates valuable resources and then by exercising their gate-
keeping strategies to bar access to those who do not add value to the
network or jeopardize the interests that are dominant in the network’s
programs.

Network power can be better understood in the conceptualization pro-
posed by Grewal (2008) to theorize globalization from the perspective of
network analysis. In this view, globalization involves social coordination
between multiple networked actors. This coordination requires standards:

The standards that enable global coordination display what I call network power.
The notion of network power consists in the joining of two ideas: first, that coordi-
nating standards are more valuable when greater numbers of people use them, and
second that this dynamic — which I describe as a form of power — can lead to the
progressive elimination of the alternatives over which otherwise free choice can be
collectively exercised ...Emerging global standards. .. [provide] the solution to the
problem of global coordination among diverse participants but it does so by elevating
one solution above others and threatening the elimination of alternative solutions
to the same problem. (Grewal, 2008: 5)

Therefore, the standards or, in my terminology, protocols of communication
determine the rules to be accepted once in the network. In this case, power
is exercised not by exclusion from the networks, but by the imposition
of the rules of inclusion. Of course, depending on the level of openness
of the network, these rules may be negotiated between its components.
But once the rules are set, they become compelling for all nodes in the
network, as respect for these rules is what makes the network’s existence
as a communicative structure possible. Network power is the power of
the standards of the network over its components, although this network
power ultimately favors the interests of a specific set of social actors at the
source of network formation and of the establishment of the standards
(protocols of communication). The notion of the so-called “Washington
consensus” as the operating principle of the global market economy illus-
trates the meaning of network power.
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But who has power in the dominant networks? How does networked
power operate? As I proposed above, power is the relational capacity to
impose an actor’s will over another actor’s will on the basis of the structural
capacity of domination embedded in the institutions of society. Following
this definition, the question of power-holding in the networks of the net-
work society could be either very simple or impossible to answer.

It is simple if we answer the question by analyzing the workings of each
specific dominant network. Each network defines its own power relation-
ships depending on its programmed goals. Thus, in global capitalism, the
global financial market has the last word, and the IMF or rating financial
agencies (for example, Moody’s or Standard and Poor’s) are the authori-
tative interpreters for ordinary mortals. The word is usually spoken in the
language of the United States Treasury Department, the Federal Reserve
Board, or Wall Street, with some German, French, Japanese, Chinese, or
Oxbridge accents depending upon times and spaces. Or else, the power of
the United States, in terms of state—military power, and, in more analytical
terms, the power of any apparatus able to harness technological innovation
and knowledge in the pursuit of military power, which has the material
resources for large-scale investment in war-making capacity.

Yet, the question could become an analytical dead-end if we try to answer
it one-dimensionally and attempt to determine the Source of Power as
a single entity. Military power could not prevent a catastrophic financial
crisis; in fact, it could provoke it, under certain conditions of irrational,
defensive paranoia, and the destabilization of oil-producing countries. Or,
global financial markets could become an Automaton, beyond the con-
trol of any major regulatory institution, because of the size, volume, and
complexity of the flows of capital that circulate throughout its networks,
and because of the dependence of its valuation criteria on unpredictable
information turbulences. Political decision-making is said to be dependent
on the media, but the media constitute a plural ground, however biased in
ideological and political terms, and the process of media politics is highly
complex (see Chapter 4). As for the capitalist class, it does have some
power, but not power over everyone or everything: it is highly dependent
on both the autonomous dynamics of global markets and on the decisions
of governments in terms of regulations and policies. Finally, governments
themselves are connected in complex networks of imperfect global gover-
nance, conditioned by the pressures of business and interest groups, obliged
to negotiate with the media which translate government actions for their
citizenries, and periodically assailed by social movements and expressions
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of resistance that do not recede easily to the back rooms at the end of
history (Nye and Donahue, 2000; Price, 2002; Juris, 2008; Sirota, 2008).
Yes, in some instances, such as in the US after 9/11, or in the areas of
influence of Russia or China or Iran or Israel, governments may engage
in unilateral actions that bring chaos to the international scene. But they
do so at their peril (with us becoming the victims of collateral damage).
Thus, geopolitical unilateralism ultimately gives way to the realities of our
globally interdependent world. In sum, the states, even the most powerful
states, have some power (mainly destructive power), but not The Power.

So, maybe the question of power, as traditionally formulated, does not
make sense in the network society. But new forms of domination and
determination are critical in shaping people’s lives regardless of their will.
So, there are power relationships at work, albeit in new forms and with
new kinds of actors. And the most crucial forms of power follow the logic
of network-making power. Let me elaborate.

In a world of networks, the ability to exercise control over others depends
on two basic mechanisms: (1) the ability to constitute network(s), and to pro-
gram/reprogram the network(s) in terms of the goals assigned to the network; and
(2) the ability to connect and ensure the cooperation of different networks by sharing
common goals and combining resources, while fending off competition from other
networks by setting up strategic cooperation.

I call the holders of the first power position the programmers; 1 call the
holders of the second power position the switchers. It is important to note
that these programmers and switchers are certainly social actors, but not
necessarily identified with one particular group or individual. More often
than not these mechanisms operate at the interface between various social
actors, defined in terms of their position in the social structure and in the
organizational framework of society. Thus, I suggest that in many instances
the power holders are networks themselves. Not abstract, unconscious networks,
not automata: they are humans organized around their projects and inter-
ests. But they are not single actors (individuals, groups, classes, religious
leaders, political leaders), since the exercise of power in the network society
requires a complex set of joint action that goes beyond alliances to become
a new form of subject, akin to what Bruno Latour (2005) has brilliantly
theorized as the “actor-network.”

Let us examine the workings of these two mechanisms of power-making
in the networks: programming and switching. The programming capacity
of the goals of the network (as well as the capacity to reprogram it) is,
of course, decisive because, once programmed, the network will perform
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efficiently, and reconfigure itself in terms of structure and nodes to achieve
its goals. How different actors program the network is a process specific
to each network. The process is not the same in global finance as it is in
military power, in scientific research, in organized crime, or in professional
sports. Therefore, power relationships at the network level have to be
identified and understood in terms specific to each network. However, all
networks do share a common trait: ideas, visions, projects, and frames generate
the programs. These are cultural materials. In the network society, culture
is mostly embedded in the processes of communication, particularly in the
electronic hypertext, with global multimedia business networks and the
Internet at its core. So, ideas may be generated from a variety of origins,
and linked to specific interests and subcultures (for example, neoclassi-
cal economics, religions, cultural identities, the worshipping of individual
freedom, and the like). Yet, ideas are processed in society according to
how they are represented in the realm of communication. And ultimately
these ideas reach the constituencies of each network, depending on the
constituencies’ level of exposure to the processes of communication. Thus,
control of, or influence on, the networks of communication, and the ability
to create an effective process of communication and persuasion along the
lines that favor the projects of the would-be programmers, are the key
assets in the ability to program each network. In other words, the process
of communication in society, and the organizations and networks that
enact this process of communication, are the key fields where programming
projects are formed, and where constituencies are built for these projects.
They are the fields of power in the network society.

There is a second source of power: the control of the connecting points between
various strategic networks. 1 call the holders of these positions the switchers.
For instance, the connections between political leadership networks, media
networks, scientific and technology networks, and military and security
networks to assert a geopolitical strategy. Or, the connection between polit-
ical networks and media networks to produce and diffuse specific political-
ideological discourses. Or, the relationship between religious networks and
political networks to advance a religious agenda in a secular society. Or,
between academic networks and business networks to provide knowledge
and legitimacy in exchange for resources for universities and jobs for their
products (aka graduates). This is not the old boys network. These are
specific interface systems that are set on a relatively stable basis as a way of
articulating the actual operating system of society beyond the formal self-
presentation of institutions and organizations.
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However, I am not resurrecting the idea of a power elite. There is none.
This is a simplified image of power in society whose analytical value is
limited to some extreme cases. It is precisely because there is no unified
power elite capable of keeping the programming and switching operations
of all important networks under its control that more subtle, complex,
and negotiated systems of power enforcement must be established. For
these power relationships to be asserted, the programs of the dominant
networks of society need to set compatible goals between these networks
(for example, dominance of the market and social stability; military power
and financial restraint; political representation and reproduction of capital-
ism; free expression and cultural control). And, they must be able, through
the switching processes enacted by actor-networks, to communicate with
each other, inducing synergy and limiting contradiction. This is why it is
so important that media tycoons do not become political leaders, as in the
case of Berlusconi. Or that governments do not have total control over
the media. The more the switchers are crude expressions of single-purpose
domination, the more power relationships in the network society suffocate
the dynamism and initiative of its multiple sources of social structuration
and social change. Switchers are not persons, but they are made of persons.
They are actors, made of networks of actors engaging in dynamic interfaces
that are specifically operated in each process of connection. Programmers
and switchers are those actors and networks of actors who, because of their
position in the social structure, hold network-making power, the paramount
form of power in the network society.

Power and Counterpower in the Network Society

Processes of power-making must be seen from two perspectives: on one
hand, these processes can enforce existing domination or seize structural
positions of domination; on the other hand, there also exist countervailing
processes that resist established domination on behalf of the interests, val-
ues, and projects that are excluded or under-represented in the programs
and composition of the networks. Analytically, both processes ultimately
configure the structure of power through their interaction. They are dis-
tinct, but they do, however, operate on the same logic. This means that
resistance to power is achieved through the same two mechanisms that
constitute power in the network society: the programs of the networks,
and the switches between networks. Thus, collective action from social

47



Power in the Network Society

movements, under their different forms, aims to introduce new instructions
and new codes into the networks” programs. For instance, new instruc-
tions for global financial networks mean that under conditions of extreme
poverty, debt should be condoned for some countries, as demanded, and
partially obtained, by the Jubilee movement. Another example of new
codes in the global financial networks is the project of evaluating company
stocks according to their environmental ethics or their respect for human
rights in the hope that this will ultimately impact the attitude of investors
and shareholders vis-a-vis companies deemed to be good or bad citizens
of the planet. Under these conditions, the code of economic calculation
shifts from growth potential to sustainable growth potential. More radical
reprogramming comes from resistance movements aimed at altering the
fundamental principle of a network — or the kernel of the program code, if
you allow me to keep the parallel with software language. For instance,
if God’s will must prevail under all conditions (as in the statement of
Christian fundamentalists), the institutional networks that constitute the
legal and judicial system must be reprogrammed not to follow the political
constitution, legal prescriptions, or government decisions (for example,
letting women make decisions about their bodies and pregnancies), but to
submit them to the interpretation of God by his earthly bishops. In another
instance, when the movement for global justice demands the re-writing of
the trade agreements managed by the World Trade Organization to include
environmental conservation, social rights, and the respect of indigenous
minorities, it acts to modify the programs under which the networks of the
global economy work.

The second mechanism of resistance consists of blocking the switches
of connection between networks that allow the networks to be controlled
by the metaprogram of values that express structural domination — for
instance, by filing law suits or by influencing the US Congress in order to
undo the connection between oligopolistic media business and government
by challenging the rules of the US Federal Communication Commission
that allow greater concentration of ownership. Other forms of resistance
include blocking the networking between corporate business and the polit-
ical system by regulating campaign finance or by spotlighting the incom-
patibility between being Vice-President and receiving income from one’s
former company that is benefiting from military contracts. Or by opposing
intellectual servitude to the powers that be, which occurs when academics
use their chairs as platforms for propaganda. More radical disruption of
the switchers affects the material infrastructure of the network society: the
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material and psychological attacks on air transportation, on computer net-
works, on information systems, and on the networks of facilities on which
the livelihood of societies depend in the highly complex, interdependent
system that characterizes the informational world. The challenge of ter-
rorism is precisely predicated on this capacity to target strategic material
switches so that their disruption, or the threat of their disruption, disorga-
nizes people’s daily lives and forces them to live under emergency — thus
feeding the growth of other power networks, the security networks, which
extend to every domain of life. There is, indeed, a symbiotic relationship
between the disruption of strategic switches by resistance actions and the
reconfiguration of power networks toward a new set of switches organized
around security networks.

Resistance to power programmed in the networks also takes place through and
by networks. These are also information networks powered by informa-
tion and communication technologies (Arquilla and Rondfeldt, 2001). The
improperly labeled “anti-globalization movement” is a global-local network
organized and debated on the Internet, and structurally switched on with
the media network (see Chapter 5). Al-Qaeda, and its related organizations,
is a network made of multiple nodes, with little central coordination, and
also directly aimed at their switching with the media networks, through
which they hope to inflict fear among the infidels and raise hope among
the oppressed masses of the believers (Gunaratna, 2002; Seib, 2008). The
environmental movement is a locally rooted, globally connected network
which aims to change the public mind as a means of influencing policy
decisions to save the planet or one’s own neighborhood (see Chapter 5).

A central characteristic of the network society is that both the dynamics
of domination and the resistance to domination rely on network formation
and network strategies of offense and defense. Indeed, this tracks the
historical experience of previous types of societies, such as the industrial
society. The factory and the large, vertically organized, industrial corpora-
tion were the material basis for the development of both corporate capital
and the labor movement. Similarly, today, computer networks for global
financial markets, transnational production systems, “smart” armed forces
with a global reach, terrorist resistance networks, the global civil society,
and networked social movements struggling for a better world, are all
components of the global network society. The conflicts of our time are
fought by networked social actors aiming to reach their constituencies and
target audiences through the decisive switch to multimedia communication
networks.
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In the network society, power is redefined, but it does not vanish. Nor do
social struggles. Domination and resistance to domination change in char-
acter according to the specific social structure from which they originate
and which they modify through their action. Power rules, counterpowers
fight. Networks process their contradictory programs while people try to
make sense of the sources of their fears and hopes.

Conclusion: Understanding Power Relationships
in the Global Network Society

The sources of social power in our world — violence and discourse, coer-
cion and persuasion, political domination and cultural framing — have
not changed fundamentally from our historical experience, as theorized
by some of the leading thinkers on power. But the terrain where power
relationships operate has changed in two major ways: it is primarily con-
structed around the articulation between the global and the local; and it is
primarily organized around networks, not single units. Because networks
are multiple, power relationships are specific to each network. But there is
a fundamental form of exercising power that is common to all networks:
exclusion from the network. This is also specific to each network: a person,
or group, or territory can be excluded from one network but included in
others. However, because the key, strategic networks are global, there is one
form of exclusion — thus, of power — that is pervasive in a world of networks:
to include everything valuable in the global while excluding the devalued
local. There are citizens of the world, living in the space of flows, versus the
locals, living in the space of places. Because space in the network society is
configured around the opposition between the space of flows (global) and
the space of places (local), the spatial structure of our society is a major
source of the structuration of power relationships.

So is time. Timeless time, the time of the network society, has no past and
no future. Not even the short-term past. It is the cancellation of sequence,
thus of time, by either the compression or blurring of the sequence. So,
power relationships are constructed around the opposition between time-
less time and all other forms of time. Timeless time, which is the time of the
short “now,” with no sequence or cycle, is the time of the powerful, of those
who saturate their time to the limit because their activity is so valuable.
And time is compressed to the nano-second for those for whom time is
money. The time of history, and of historical identities, fades in a world in
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which only immediate gratification matters, and where the end of history
is proclaimed by the bards of the victors. But the clock time of Taylorism is
still the lot of most workers, and the longue durée time of those who envision
what may happen to the planet is the time of alternative projects that
refuse to submit to the domination of accelerated cycles of instrumental
time. Interestingly, there is also a mythical “future time” of the powerful
which is the projected time of the futurologists of the corporate world. In
fact, this is the ultimate form of conquering time. It is colonizing the future
by extrapolating the dominant values of the present in the projections: how
to do the same, with increased profit and power, twenty years from now.
The ability to project one’s own current time, while denying the past and
the future for humankind at large, is another form of establishing timeless
time as a form of asserting power in the network society.

But how is power exercised within the networks and by the networks
for those who are included in the core networks that structure society? I
will consider first the contemporary forms of exercising power through the
monopoly of violence and then through the construction of meaning by
disciplinary discourses.

First, because networks are global, the state, which is the enforcer of
power through the monopoly of violence, finds considerable limits to its
coercive capacity unless it engages itself in networking with other states,
and with the power-holders in the decisive networks that shape social prac-
tices in their territories while being deployed in the global realm. Therefore,
the ability to connect different networks and restore some kind of boundary
within which the state retains its capacity to intervene becomes paramount
to the reproduction of the domination institutionalized in the state. But the
ability to set up the connection is not necessarily in the hands of the state.
The power of the switch is held by the switchers, social actors of different
kinds who are defined by the context in which specific networks have to be
connected for specific purposes. Of course, states can still bomb, imprison,
and torture. But unless they find ways to bring together several strategic
networks interested in the benefits of the state’s capacity to exercise vio-
lence, the full exercise of their coercive power is usually short-lived. Stable
domination, providing the basis for the enforcement of power relationships
in each network, requires a complex negotiation to set up partnerships with
the states, or with the network state, that contribute to enhancing the goals
assigned to each network by its respective programs.

Second, discourses of power provide substantive goals for the programs of
the networks. Networks process the cultural materials that are constructed

51



Power in the Network Society

in the variegated discursive realm. These programs are geared toward the
fulfillment of certain social interests and values. But to be effective in pro-
gramming the networks, they need to rely on a metaprogram that ensures
that the recipients of the discourse internalize the categories through which
they find meaning for their own actions in accordance with the programs of
the networks. This is particularly important in a context of global networks
because the cultural diversity of the world has to be overlaid with some
common frames that relate to the discourses conveying the shared interests
of each global network. In other words, there is a need to produce a global
culture that adds to specific cultural identities, rather than superseding
them, to enact the programs of networks that are global in their reach and
purpose. For globalization to exist, it has to assert a disciplinary discourse
capable of framing specific cultures (Lash and Lury, 2007).

Thus, switching and programming the global networks are the forms
of exercising power in our global network society. Switching is enacted
by switchers; programming is accomplished by programmers. Who the
switchers are and who the programmers are in each network is specific
to the network and cannot be determined without investigation in each
particular case.

Resisting programming and disrupting switching in order to defend alter-
native values and interests are the forms of counterpower enacted by
social movements and civil society — local, national, and global — with the
difficulty that the networks of power are usually global, while the resistance
of counterpower is usually local. How to reach the global from the local,
through networking with other localities — how to “grassroot” the space
of flows — becomes the key strategic question for the social movements of
our age.

The specific means of switching and programming largely determine
the forms of power and counterpower in the network society. Switching
different networks requires the ability to construct a cultural and orga-
nizational interface, a common language, a common medium, a support
of universally accepted value: exchange value. In our world, the typical,
all-purpose form of exchange value is money. It is through this common
currency that power-sharing is most often measured between different
networks. This standard of measurement is essential because it removes the
decisive role of the state, since the appropriation of value by all networks
becomes dependent on financial transactions. This does not mean that
capitalists control everything. It simply means that whoever has enough
money, including political leaders, will have a better chance of operating
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the switch in its favor. But, as in the capitalist economy, besides monetized
transactions, barter can also be used: an exchange of services between
networks (for example, regulatory power in exchange for political funding
from businesses, or leveraging media access for political influence). So,
switching power depends on the capacity to generate exchange value, be it
through money or through barter.

There is a second major source of power: networks’ programming capac-
ity. This capacity ultimately depends on the ability to generate, diffuse,
and affect the discourses that frame human action. Without this discursive
capacity, the programming of specific networks is fragile, and depends solely
on the power of the actors entrenched in the institutions. Discourses, in our
society, shape the public mind via one specific technology: communica-
tion networks that organize socialized communication. Because the public
mind - that is, the set of values and frames that have broad exposure in
society — is ultimately what influences individual and collective behav-
ior, programming the communication networks is the decisive source of
cultural materials that feed the programmed goals of any other network.
Furthermore, because communication networks connect the local with the
global, the codes diftused in these networks have a global reach.

Alternative projects and values put forward by the social actors aiming
to reprogram society must also go through the communication networks to
transform consciousness and views in people’s minds in order to challenge
the powers that be. And it is only by acting on global discourses through the
global communication networks that they can affect power relationships
in the global networks that structure all societies. In the last resort, the
power of programming conditions switching power because the programs
of the networks determine the range of possible interfaces in the switching
process. Discourses frame the options of what networks can or cannot do.
In the network society, discourses are generated, diffused, fought over,
internalized, and ultimately embodied in human action, in the socialized
communication realm constructed around local-global networks of multi-
modal, digital communication, including the media and the Internet. Power
in the network society is communication power.
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Chapter 2

Communication
In the Digital Age

A Communication Revolution?

Communication is the sharing of meaning through the exchange of infor-
mation. The process of communication is defined by the technology of com-
munication, the characteristics of the senders and receivers of information,
their cultural codes of reference and protocols of communication, and the
scope of the communication process. Meaning can only be understood in
the context of the social relationships in which information and communi-
cation are processed (Schiller, 2007: 18). I shall elaborate on the elements
of this definition in the context of the global network society.

Beginning with the scope of the process itself, interpersonal communication
must be differentiated from societal communication. In the former, the
designated sender(s) and receiver(s) are the subjects of communication. In
the latter, the content of communication has the potential to be diffused
to society at large: this is what is usually called mass communication. Inter-
personal communication is interactive (the message is sent from one to one
with feedback loops), while mass communication can be interactive or one-
directional. Traditional mass communication is one-directional (the mes-
sage is sent from one to many, as with books, newspapers, films, radio, and
television). To be sure, some forms of interactivity can be accommodated
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in mass communication via other means of communication. For example,
viewers can comment on talk radio or television programs by calling in,
writing letters, and sending e-mails. Yet, mass communication used to be
predominantly one-directional. However, with the diffusion of the Internet,
a new form of interactive communication has emerged, characterized by
the capacity of sending messages from many to many, in real time or chosen
time, and with the possibility of using point-to-point communication, nar-
rowcasting or broadcasting, depending on the purpose and characteristics
of the intended communication practice.

I call this historically new form of communication mass self-communication.
It is mass communication because it can potentially reach a global audience,
as in the posting of a video on YouTube, a blog with RSS links to a number
of web sources, or a message to a massive e-mail list. At the same time,
it is self-communication because the production of the message is self-
generated, the definition of the potential receiver(s) is self-directed, and
the retrieval of specific messages or content from the World Wide Web
and electronic communication networks is self-selected. The three forms
of communication (interpersonal, mass communication, and mass self-
communication) coexist, interact, and complement each other rather than
substituting for one another. What is historically novel, with considerable
consequences for social organization and cultural change, is the articulation
of all forms of communication into a composite, interactive, digital hyper-
text that includes, mixes, and recombines in their diversity the whole range
of cultural expressions conveyed by human interaction. Indeed, the most
important dimension of communication convergence, as Jenkins writes,
“occurs within the brains of individual consumers and through their social
interaction with others” (2006: 3).

Yet, for this convergence to have happened, a number of critical trans-
formations had to take place in each one of the dimensions of the commu-
nication process, as defined above. These various dimensions constitute a
system, and one transformation cannot be understood without the others.
Together, they form the background of what Mansell (2002) and McChes-
ney (2007) have labeled a “communication revolution,” what Cowhey and
Aronson (2009) characterize as “the inflection point,” or what, some time
ago, Rice et al. (1984) identified as the emergence of new media through
the interaction of technological change and communication. For the sake
of clarity, I will examine the transformations under way separately, without
implying any causality in the order of my presentation. Then I will analyze
their interaction.
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First, there is a technological transformation that is based on the digitization
of communication, computer networking, advanced software, the diffusion
of enhanced broadband transmission capacity, and ubiquitous local/global
communication via wireless networks, increasingly with Internet
access.

Secondly, the definition of senders and receivers refers to the organi-
zational and institutional structure of communication, particularly of societal
communication, where the senders and receivers are the media and their
so-called audience (people who are identified as consumers of media). A
fundamental transformation has taken place in this realm in the past two
decades:

¢ widespread commercialization of the media in most of the world;

e globalization and concentration of media business through conglomera-
tion and networking;

¢ the segmentation, customization, and diversification of media markets,
with emphasis on the cultural identification of the audience;

¢ the formation of multimedia business groups that reach out to all forms
of communication, including, of course, the Internet;

¢ and increasing business convergence between telecommunication com-
panies, computer companies, Internet companies, and media companies.

The formation of these global multimedia business networks was made
possible by public policies and institutional changes characterized by lib-
eralization, privatization, and regulated deregulation, nationally and inter-
nationally, in the wake of the pro-market government policies that have
become pervasive throughout the world since the 1980s.

Thirdly, the cultural dimension of the process of multilayered transformation
of communication can be grasped at the intersection between two pairs of
contradictory (but not incompatible) trends: the parallel development of
a global culture and multiple identity cultures; and the simultaneous rise
of individualism and communalism as two opposing, yet equally powerful,
cultural patterns that characterize our world (Norris, 2000; Castells, 2004c;
Baker, 2005; Rantanen, 2005). The ability or inability to generate protocols
of communication between these contradictory cultural frames defines the
possibility of communication or miscommunication between the subjects
of diverse communication processes. The media, from culturally diverse
television broadcasting (for example, Al Jazeera in Arabic/English or CNN
American/International/CNN en Espafiol) to Web 2.0, may be the pro-
tocols of communication that either bridge cultural divides or further
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fragment our societies into autonomous cultural islands and trenches of
resistance.

Lastly, each one of the components of the great communication trans-
formation represents the expression of the social relationships, ultimately power
relationships, that underlie the evolution of the multimodal communication system.
This is most apparent in the persistence of the digital divide between coun-
tries and within countries, depending on their consumer power and their
level of communication infrastructure. Even with growing access to the
Internet and to wireless communication, abysmal inequality in broadband
access and educational gaps in the ability to operate a digital culture tend to
reproduce and amplify the class, ethnic, race, age, and gender structures of
social domination between countries and within countries (Wilson, 2004;
Galperin and Mariscal, 2007; Katz, 2008; Rice, 2008). The growing influ-
ence of corporations in the media, information, and communication indus-
tries over the public regulatory institutions may shape the communication
revolution in the service of business interests. The influence of the adver-
tising industry over media business via the transformation of people into
a measurable audience tends to subordinate cultural innovation or enter-
tainment pleasure to commercial consumerism. Freedom of expression and
communication on the Internet and in the global/local multimedia system
is often curtailed and surveilled by government bureaucracies, political
elites, and ideological/religious apparatuses. Privacy is long forgone in a
flurry of “cookies” and personal data-retrieving strategies, with the par-
tial exception of those users with a high level of technical sophistication
(Whitaker, 1999; Solove, 2004).

Yet, at the same time, social actors and individual citizens around the world
are using the new capacity of communication networking to advance their projects,
to defend their interests, and to assert their values (Downing, 2003; Juris, 2008;
Costanza-Chock, forthcoming a). Furthermore, they have become increas-
ingly aware of the crucial role of the new multimedia system and its
regulatory institutions in the culture and politics of society. Thus, we are
witnessing in some areas of the world, and particularly in the United States,
social and political mobilizations aiming to establish a degree of citizen con-
trol over the controllers of communication and assert their right to freedom
in the communication space (Couldry and Curran, 2003; Klinenberg, 2007;
McChesney, 2007, 2008).

So, the new field of communication in our time is emerging through a process of
multidimensional change shaped by conflicts rooted in the contradictory structure of
interests and values that constitute society. Next, I identify in more precise terms
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the process of change in each one of these dimensions that, together, define
the transformation of communication in the digital age.

Technological Convergence and the New Multimedia System:
From Mass Communication to Mass Self-communication

A process called “the convergence of modes” is blurring the lines between the
media, even between point-to-point communication, such as the post, telephone,
and telegraph, and mass communications, such as the press, radio and television.
A single physical means — be it wires, cables or airwaves — may carry services that
in the past were provided in separate ways. Conversely, a service that was provided
in the past by any one medium - be it broadcasting, the press, or telephony — can
be provided in several different physical ways. So the one-to-one relationship that
used to exist between the medium and its use is eroding.

(Ithiel de Sola Pool, 1983, cited by Jenkins, 2006: 10)

The trend identified in 1983 by Ithiel de Sola Pool’s pioneering work is
now a reality that has redesigned the communication landscape. It is hardly
surprising that the emergence in the 1970s of a new technological paradigm
based on information and communication technologies would have a deci-
sive influence in the realm of communication (Freeman, 1982; Perez, 1983;
Castells, 2000c; Mansell and Steinmueller, 2000; Wilson, 2004). From
the technological point of view, telecommunication networks, computer
networks, and broadcasting networks converged on the basis of digital net-
working and new data transmission and storage technologies, particularly
optic fiber, satellite communication, and advanced software (Cowhey and
Aronson, 2009).

However, different technologies and business models, supported by the
policies of regulatory agencies, induced various transformative trends in
each of the components of the communication system. Throughout the
1980s and 1990s, broadcasting evolved along a trajectory that emphasized
continuity in the form of communication, while increasing the diversity of
delivery platforms and the concentration of media ownership (Hesmond-
halgh, 2007). Broadcasting and the print press remained, by and large, mass
media. By contrast, computer networking and telecommunications rapidly
exploited the potential of digitization and open source software to generate
new forms of local/global interactive communication, often initiated by the
users of the networks (Benkler, 2006). Technological and organizational
convergence between the two systems began to take place in the first
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decade of the twenty-first century and led to the gradual formation of a
new multimedia system (Jenkins, 2006).

Mutant Television: The Eternal Companion

Since the early 1990s, television, the archetypical medium of mass com-
munication, has escaped the limits of spectrum allocation by developing
new forms of broadcasting via cable and satellite transmission. The medium
has gone from a highly centralized one-way communication system, based
on a limited number of networks of stations, to a highly diverse and
decentralized broadcasting system based on enhanced transmission capacity
(Croteau and Hoynes, 2006). Digital technologies allowed for the multipli-
cation of the number of channels that could be received (Galperin, 2004).
While digital television enhances the capacity of the medium by freeing
up spectrum, it only began operating in most advanced countries in the
period 2009-2012. Yet, even before the advent of digital television, there
was an explosion of television channels and diverse television programming
throughout the world. In 2007, the average American home had access to
104 television channels, 16 more than in 2006 and 43 more than in 2000
(Nielsen, 2007).> According to the European Audiovisual Observatory, in
European OECD countries the total number of available television channels
(including terrestrial, broadcasting, and satellite) rose from 816 in 2004
to 1,165 in 2006, an increase of 43 percent (OECD, 2007: 175). Incomplete
data for the world at large show similar increases (Sakr, 2001; Hafez, 2005;
Rai and Cottle, 2007).

Television penetration has also held steady in the US at 98 percent for
the past 20 years. In Europe, the number of households with television
access grew from 1,162,490.4 in 2002 to 1,340,201.3 in 2007 (Euromoni-
tor, 2007). The number of hours of television viewing has grown steadily
in most countries. In the US, the average household spent 57 hours and
37 minutes watching television each week in 2006, an increase of 20
minutes from 2005, and nearly 10 hours since Nielsen began using “people
meters” two decades ago (Mandese, 2007). And between 1997 and 2005
the amount of time dedicated to television viewing by the average viewer
increased in almost all OECD countries (except for New Zealand, Spain,
and South Korea; OECD, 2007: 176). So, television is alive and well, and

> But the number of channels actually tuned in to by the average household in

America remained about the same, moving to 15.7 in 2006 from 15.4 in 2005 and
15.0 in 2004, the first year for which Nielsen reports that statistic (Mandese, 2007).
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remains the foremost mass communication medium in the early twenty-
first century. What has changed is television’s fragmentation into multiple
channels, often targeted to specific audiences, in a practice of narrowcasting
that tends to increase cultural differentiation in the mass media world
(Turow, 2005). Furthermore, the practice of digital video recording and
computerized programming of television viewing, with the introduction of
devices such as TIVO, has individualized and customized the reception of
programming. So, television remains a mass communication medium from
the perspective of the sender, but it is often a personal communication
medium from the point of view of the receiver. The growing capacity
to control the reception of television includes software able to program
recordings and skip advertising, a fundamental threat to the main source
of revenue for television broadcasting.

Thus, although television is still the dominant medium of mass commu-
nication, it has been profoundly transformed by technology, business, and
culture, to the point that it can now be better understood as a medium that
combines mass broadcasting with mass narrowcasting. In 1980, an average
of 40 percent of US television households tuned in to one of the three
major network news broadcasts on a given night. By 2006, this number
had declined to 18.2 percent (Project for Excellence in Journalism, 2007).4
According to Nielsen Media Research, by 2006 more than 85 percent of US
households had utilized cable or satellite television, up from 56 percent in
1990. The primetime audience for broadcast television (8-11 p.m.) fell from
80 percent in 1990 to 56 percent in 2006 (Standard and Poor, 2007a).

However, while the new technological infrastructure and the develop-
ment of cable and satellite broadcasting increased product customization
and targeted segmentation of the audience, the vertical integration of local
television stations in national networks owned by major corporations (as in
the United States, but also in Italy, India, Australia, and elsewhere) induced
growing standardization of content under the semblance of differentia-
tion (Chatterjee, 2004; Bosetti, 2007; Flew, 2007, Hesmondhalgh, 2007;
Schiller, 2007; Campo Vidal, 2008). Thus, Eric Klinenberg (2007), in his
path-breaking study of the political debates surrounding the transformation
of the media in the United States, has documented how local affiliates
of television networks saw their ability to decide on the content of their
programming diminish, and were compelled to broadcast products that

4 However, according to Nielsen Media Research, despite the rapid increase in the
number of available channels, the average consumer only watches 15 channels per
week (OECD, 2007: 175).
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were centrally produced, often on the basis of largely automated systems,
including “local” weather reports presented in a familiar tone by reporters
who have never been to the locality on which they were reporting.

Radio: Networking the Imagined Locality

Radio, the medium of mass communication most adaptable to individual
schedules and audience locations during the twentieth century, followed
a similar path of vertical integration. Technological change, under the
conditions of ownership concentration, has led to a growing control of local
content by centralized studios that serve the entire network. Digital record-
ing and editing allow for the integration of local radio stations in corporate
national networks. Most of the content of local news is, in fact, not local,
and some “exclusive” investigative reporting is a generic program tailored
to the context of each audience. Automated music broadcasting on the basis
of pre-recorded catalogues brings radio stations closer to the iPod model of
music on demand. Here again, the potential for customization and differen-
tiation allowed by digital technologies was used to disguise central produc-
tion of locally distributed products customized for specific audiences on the
basis of marketing models. In the United States before the Telecommunica-
tions Act of 1996 removed many of the restrictions on ownership concen-
tration, there were more than 10,400 individually owned commercial radio
stations (see below). During 1996-8, the total number of station owners
was reduced by 700. In the two years that followed the passing of the Act in
Congress, corporate groups bought and sold more than 4,400 radio stations
and established major national networks with an oligopolistic presence in
the largest metropolitan areas. Thus, technologies of freedom and their
potential for diversification do not necessarily lead to differentiation of pro-
gramming and localization of content; rather, they allow for the falsification
of identity in an effort to combine centralized control and decentralized
delivery as an effective business strategy (Klinenberg, 2007: 27).

The Rise of the Internet and Wireless Communication

Computer networking, open source software (including Internet protocols),
and the fast development of digital switching and transmission capacity in
telecommunication networks led to the dramatic expansion of the Inter-
net after its privatization in the 1990s. The Internet is, in fact, an old
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technology: it was first deployed in 1969. But it diffused on a large scale 20
years later because of several factors: regulatory changes, greater bandwidth
in telecommunications, the diffusion of personal computers, user-friendly
software programs that made it easy to upload, access, and communi-
cate content (beginning with the World Wide Web server and browser
in 1990), and the rapidly growing social demand for the networking of
everything, arising both from the needs of the business world and from the
public’s desire to build its own communication networks (Abbate, 1999;
Castells, 2001; Benkler, 2006).

As a result, the number of Internet users on the planet grew from under
40 million in 1995 to about 1.4 billion in 2008. By 2008, rates of penetration
had reached more than 60 percent in most developed countries and were
increasing at a fast rate in developing countries (Center for the Digital
Future, various years). Global Internet penetration in 2008 was still at
around one-fifth of the world’s population, and fewer than 10 percent of
Internet users had access to broadband. However, since 2000, the digital
divide, measured in terms of access, has been shrinking. The ratio between
Internet access in OECD and developing countries fell from 80.6:1 in 1997
to 5.8:1 in 2007. In 2005, almost twice as many new Internet users were
added in developing countries as in OECD countries (ITU, 2007). China is
the country with the fastest growth in the number of Internet users, even
though the penetration rate remained under 20 percent of the population
in 2008. As of July 2008, the number of Internet users in China totaled
253 million, surpassing the United States, with about 223 million users
(CNNIC, 2008). OECD countries as a whole had a rate of penetration of
around 65 percent of their populations in 2007. Furthermore, given the
huge disparity in Internet use between people aged over 60 years and
those under 30, the proportion of Internet users will undoubtedly reach
near saturation point in developed countries and increase substantially
throughout the world as my generation fades away.

From the 1990s onward, another communication revolution took place
worldwide: the explosion of wireless communication, with increasing
capacity of connectivity and bandwidth in successive generations of
mobile phones (Castells et al., 2006b; Katz, 2008). This has been the
fastest diffusing communication technology in history. In 1991, there
were about 16 million wireless phone subscriptions in the world. By July
2008, subscriptions had surpassed 3.4 billion, or about 52 percent of the
world’s population. Using a conservative multiplier factor (babies do not
use mobile phones [yet], and in poor countries, families and villages share

62



Communication in the Digital Age

one subscription), we can safely evaluate that over 60 percent of the
people on this planet have access to wireless communication in 2008, even
if this is highly constrained by income. Indeed, studies in China, Latin
America, and Africa have shown that poor people give high priority to their
communication needs and use a substantial proportion of their meager
budget to fulfill them (Qiu, 2007; Katz, 2008; Sey, 2008; Wallis, 2008).
In developed countries, the rate of penetration of wireless subscriptions
ranges from 82.4 percent (the US) to 102 percent (Italy or Spain) and is
moving toward saturation point.

There is a new round of technological convergence featuring Internet
and wireless communication, including Wi-Fi and WiMAX networks, and
multiple applications that distribute communicative capacity throughout
wireless networks, thus multiplying points of access to the Internet. This is
particularly important for the developing world because the growth rate of
Internet penetration has slowed due to the scarcity of wired telephone lines.
In the new model of telecommunications, wireless communication has
become the predominant form of communication everywhere, particularly
in developing countries. In 2002, the number of wireless subscribers sur-
passed fixed-line subscribers worldwide. Thus, the ability to connect to the
Internet from a wireless device becomes the critical factor for a new wave of
Internet diffusion on the planet. This is largely dependent on the building of
wireless infrastructure, on the new protocols for wireless Internet, and on
the diffusion of advanced broadband capacity. From the 1980s, transmission
capacity in telecommunication networks expanded substantially. The global
leaders in broadband width and deployment are South Korea, Singapore,
and The Netherlands. The world at large has a long way to go to reach their
level. However, the technological possibility of a global quasi-ubiquitous
wireless broadband network already exists, thereby increasing the potential
for multimodal communication of any kind of data in any kind of format
from anyone to anyone and from everywhere to everywhere. For this
global network to actually function, however, appropriate infrastructure
has to be built and conducive regulation has to be implemented, nationally
and internationally (Cowhey and Aronson, 2009).

Mass Self-communication

Note that our discussion has moved from broadcasting and mass media
to communication in general. The Internet, the World Wide Web, and
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wireless communication are not media in the traditional sense. Rather,
they are means of interactive communication. However, I argue, like
most other analysts in the field, that the boundaries between mass
media communication and all other forms of communication are blurring
(Cardoso, 2006; Rice, 2008). E-mail is mostly a person-to-person form of
communication, even when carbon-copying and mass-mailing are taken
into account. But the Internet is much broader than that. The World Wide
Web is a communication network used to post and exchange documents.
These documents can be texts, audios, videos, software programs — liter-
ally anything that can be digitized. This is why it does not make sense
to compare the Internet to television in terms of “audience,” as is often
the case in old-fashioned analyses of media. In fact, in the information
economy, most of the time spent on the Internet is working time or study
time (Castells et al., 2007). We do not “watch” the Internet as we watch
television. In practice, Internet users (the majority of the population in
advanced societies and a growing proportion of the third world) Zlive with
the Internet. As a considerable body of evidence has demonstrated, the
Internet, in the diverse range of its applications, is the communication
fabric of our lives, for work, for personal connection, for social networking,
for information, for entertainment, for public services, for politics, and
for religion (Katz and Rice, 2002; Wellman and Haythornthwaite, 2002;
Center for the Digital Future, 2005, 2007, 2008; Cardoso, 2006; Castells
and Tubella, 2007). We cannot carve entertainment or news out of this
relentless use of the Internet and compare them to the mass media in
terms of hours of “viewing” because working with the Internet includes
occasional surfing of non-work-related web sites or the sending of personal
e-mails as a result of widespread multitasking in the new informational
environment (Montgomery, 2007; Katz, 2008; Tubella et al., 2008). Fur-
thermore, the Internet is increasingly used to access mass media (tele-
vision, radio, newspapers), as well as any form of digitized cultural or
informational product (films, music, magazines, books, journal articles,
databases).

The web has already transformed television. The teenagers interviewed
by researchers at the USC Center for the Digital Future do not even
understand the concept of watching television on someone else’s schedule.
They watch entire television programs on their computer screens and,
increasingly, on portable devices. So, television continues to be a major
mass medium, but its delivery and format are being transformed as its
reception becomes individualized (Center for the Digital Future, “World
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Internet Survey,” various years; Cardoso, 2006). A similar phenomenon has
taken place with the print press. All over the world, Internet users under 30
years of age primarily read newspapers online. So, although the newspaper
remains a mass medium, its delivery platform changes. There is still no clear
business model for online journalism (Beckett and Mansell, 2008). Yet,
the Internet and digital technologies have transformed the work process
of newspapers and the mass media at large. Newspapers have become
internally networked organizations, globally connected to networks of
information on the Internet. In addition, the online components of news-
papers have induced networking and synergy with other news and media
organizations (Weber, 2007). Newsrooms in the newspaper, television, and
radio industries have been transformed by the digitization of news and its
relentless global/local processing (Boczkowski, 2005). So, mass communi-
cation in the traditional sense is now also Internet-based communication in
both its production and its delivery.

Furthermore, the combination of online news with interactive blogging
and e-mail, as well as RSS feeds from other documents on the web, have
transformed newspapers into a component of a different form of com-
munication: what I have conceptualized above as mass self-communication.
This form of communication has emerged with the development of the
so-called Web 2.0 and Web 3.0, or the cluster of technologies, devices, and
applications that support the proliferation of social spaces on the Internet
thanks to increased broadband capacity, innovative open-source software,
and enhanced computer graphics and interface, including avatar interaction
in three-dimensional virtual spaces.

The diffusion of Internet, wireless communication, digital media, and
a variety of tools of social software has prompted the development of
horizontal networks of interactive communication that connect local and
global in chosen time. With the convergence between Internet and wireless
communication and the gradual diffusion of greater broadband capacity,
the communicating and information-processing power of the Internet is
being distributed to all realms of social life, just as the electric grid and
the electric engine distributed energy in industrial society (Hughes, 1983;
Benkler, 2006; Castells and Tubella, 2007). As people (the so-called users)
have appropriated new forms of communication, they have built their own
systems of mass communication, via SMS, blogs, vlogs, podcasts, wikis, and
the like (Cardoso, 2006; Gillespie, 2007; Tubella et al., 2008). File-sharing
and p2p (i.e., peer-to-peer) networks make the circulation, mixing, and
reformatting of any digitized content possible. In February 2008, Technorati
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tracked 112.8 million blogs and over 250 million pieces of tagged social
media, up from 4 million blogs in October 2004. On average, according
to the information collected within a 60-day time frame, 120,000 new
blogs are created, 1.5 million posts are published, and approximately 60
million blogs are updated per day (Baker, 2008). The so-called blogosphere
is a multilingual and international communication space. Although English
dominated the early stages of blog development, by April 2007 only 36
percent of blog posts were in English, while 37 percent were in Japanese,
and 8 percent were in Chinese. The majority of other blog posts were
divided between Spanish (3%), Italian (3%), Russian (2%), French (2%),
Portuguese (2%), German (1%), and Farsi (1%) (Sifry, 2007; Baker, 2008).
Blogs are becoming an important domain of self-expression for Chinese
youth (Dong, 2008a). A more accurate accounting of Chinese blogs would
probably raise the proportion of Chinese in the blogosphere closer to that
of the English or Japanese languages.

Around the world, most blogs are personal in nature. According to the
Pew Internet and American Life Project, 52 percent of bloggers say that
they blog mostly for themselves, while 32 percent blog for their audience
(Lenhart and Fox, 2006: iii).> Thus, to some extent, a significant share of this
form of mass self-communication is closer to “electronic autism” than to actual com-
munication. Yet, any post on the Internet, regardless of the intention of the
author, becomes a bottle drifting in the ocean of global communication, a
message susceptible to being received and reprocessed in unexpected ways.

Revolutionary forms of mass self-communication have originated from
the ingenuity of young users-turned-producers. One example is YouTube,
a video-sharing web site where individual users, organizations, companies,
and governments can upload their own video content.® Founded in 2005 by
Jawed Karim, Steven Chen, and Chad Hurley,” three Americans who met
while working together at PayPal, the American version of YouTube hosted
69,800,000 videos as of February 2008. For instance, during November
2007, 74.5 million people viewed 2.9 billion videos on YouTube.com (39

> Moreover, according to the same Pew survey, only 11 percent of new blogs are

® However, the Pew Internet Project also found that users overwhelmingly prefer
professional video content (62%) compared to only 19% who prefer amateur content
and 11% who have no preference (Madden, 2007: 7). As more and more media
companies distribute their video content online, the trend seems to be moving away
from user-generated video content (though this may be temporary).

7 Jawed Karim is originally from Germany but moved to the US at the age of 13;
Steven Chen moved to the US from Taiwan at the age of 8.
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videos per viewer; ComScore, 2008). Moreover, national and international
broadcasters such as Al Jazeera, CNN, Kenya’s NTV, France 24, Catalan TV3,
and numerous other media outlets maintain their own YouTube channel
in order to build new audiences and connect interested members of their
diasporas. Additionally, in July 2007, YouTube also launched 18 country-
specific partner sites and a site specifically designed for mobile telephone
users. This made YouTube the largest mass communication medium in
the world. Web sites emulating YouTube are proliferating on the Internet,
including ifilm.com, revver.com, and Grouper.com. Tudou.com is China’s
most popular video-hosting web site and one of its fastest growing sites,
attracting more than 6 million individual viewers per day in August 2007,
a 175 percent increase over the number of individual viewers just three
months earlier (Nielsen/NetRatings, 2007). Social-networking sites such
as MySpace.com also offer the ability to upload video content. In fact,
MySpace was, in 2008, the second largest video-sharing site on the web.
In November 2007, 43.2 million people viewed 389 million videos on
MySpace.com (ComScore, 2008). Video streaming is an increasingly pop-
ular form of media consumption and production. A Pew Internet and
American Life Project study found that, in December 2007, 48 percent of
American users regularly consumed online video, up from 33 percent a
year earlier. This trend was more pronounced for users under 30 years of
age, 70 percent of whom visit online video sites (Rainie, 2008: 2).

Thus, YouTube and other user-generated content web sites are means
of mass communication. However, they are different from traditional mass
media. Anyone can post a video on YouTube, with few restrictions. And
the user selects the video she wants to watch and comment on from a huge
list of possibilities. Pressures are, of course, exercised on free expression on
YouTube, particularly legal threats for copyright infringements and govern-
ment censorship of political content in situations of crisis. Yet, YouTube is
so pervasive that the Queen of England chose to issue her 2007 Christmas
broadcast on the site. Also, the televised debates of the 2008 United States
presidential candidates and the 2008 Spanish parliamentary elections were
simulcast on YouTube and supplemented by video posts from interacting
citizens.

Horizontal networks of communication built around people’s initia-
tives, interests, and desires are multimodal and incorporate many kinds of
documents, from photographs (hosted by sites such as Photobucket.com,
which had 60 million registered users in February 2008) and large-scale
cooperative projects such as Wikipedia (the open-source encyclopedia with
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26 million contributors, although only 75,000 are active contributors) to
music and films (p2p networks based on free software programs such as
Kazaa) and social/political/religious activist networks that combine web-
based forums of debate with global feeding of video, audio, and text.

For teenagers who have the ability to generate and distribute content
over the net, it “is not 15 minutes of fame they care about, it is about 15
megabytes of fame” (Jeffrey Cole, personal communication, July 2008).
Social spaces in the web, building on the pioneering tradition of the vir-
tual communities of the 1980s and overcoming the shortsighted early
commercial forms of social space introduced by AOL, have multiplied in
content and soared in numbers to form a diverse and widespread virtual
society on the web. As of June 2008, MySpace (with 114 million users)
and Facebook (with 123.9 million users) stood as the world’s most suc-
cessful web sites for social interaction for users across different age and
social demographics (McCarthy, 2008). Online communities engage in a
whole range of projects, such as, for instance, the Society for Creative
Anachronism, with over 30,000 paying members in December 2007, an
historical re-enactment virtual community founded in 1996. For millions of
Internet users under 30, online communities have become a fundamental
dimension of everyday life that keeps growing everywhere, including China
and developing countries, and their growth has only been slowed by the
limitations of bandwidth and access (Boyd, 2006a, b; Montgomery, 2007;
Williams, 2007). With the prospects of expanding infrastructure and declin-
ing prices of communication, it is not a prediction but an observation to say
that online communities are fast developing not as a virtual world, but as a
real virtuality integrated with other forms of interaction in an increasingly
hybridized everyday life (Center for the Digital Future, 2008).

A new generation of social software programs has made possible the
explosion of interactive computer and video games, today a global industry
valued at $40 billion. In the US alone, the video and computer gaming
industry amassed 18.7 billion in sales in 2007. In its first day of release
in September 2007, Sony’s Halo 3 earned 170 million dollars, more than
the weekend gross of any Hollywood film to date.® The largest online game
community, World of Warcraft (WOW), which accounts for just over half of
the Massively Multiplayer Online Game (MMOG) industry, reached over 10
million active members (over half of whom reside in the Asian continent) in
2008. These members carefully organize themselves into hierarchical guilds

8 www.boxofficemojo.com/alltime/weekends (retrieved August 5, 2008).
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based on merit and affinity (Blizzard Entertainment, 2008). If the media
are largely entertainment based, then this new form of entertainment,
based entirely on the Internet and software programming, is now a major
component of the media system.

New technologies are also fostering the development of social spaces of vir-
tual reality that combine sociability and experimentation with role-playing
games. The most successful of these is Second Life (Au, 2008). As of February
2008, it had about 12.3 million registered users and about 50,000 visitors
at any point in time on an average day. For many observers, the most
interesting trend among Second Life communities is their inability to create
Utopia, even in the absence of institutional or spatial limitations. Residents
of Second Life have reproduced some of the features of our society, including
many of its pitfalls, such as aggression and rape. Furthermore, Second Life
is privately owned by Linden Corporation, and virtual real estate soon
became a profitable business, to the point that the United States Internal
Revenue Service started to develop schemes to tax Linden dollars, which
are convertible to US dollars. Yet this virtual space has such a communica-
tive capacity that some universities have established campuses in Second
Life; there are also experiments to use it as an educational platform; virtual
banks open and go bankrupt following the ups and downs of the US
markets; political demonstrations and even violent confrontations between
leftists and rightists take place in the virtual city; and news stories within
Second Life reach the real world through an increasingly attentive corps of
media correspondents. Disaffected utopians are already leaving Second Life,
to find freedom in another virtual land where they can start a new life, as
wandering immigrants have always done in the physical world. In doing
so, they are expanding the frontier of virtuality to the outer borders of
interaction between different forms of our mental construction.

Wireless communication has become a delivery platform of choice for many kinds
of digitized products, including games, music, images, and news, as well as
instant messaging that covers the entire range of human activity, from
personal support networks to professional tasks and political mobilizations.
Thus, the grid of electronic communication overlies everything we do,
wherever and whenever we do it (Ling, 2004; Koskinen, 2007). Studies
show that the majority of mobile phone calls and messages originate from
home, work, and school — the usual locations where people are, often with a
fixed phone line. The key feature of wireless communication is not mobility
but perpetual connectivity (Katz and Aakhus, 2002; Ito et al., 2005; Castells
et al., 2006a; Katz, 2008).
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The growth of mass self-communication is not confined to the high
end of technology. Grassroots organizations and pioneering individuals
are using new forms of autonomous communication, such as low-power
radio stations, pirate television stations, and independent video production
practices that take advantage of the low-cost production and distribution
capacity of digital video (Costanza-Chock, forthcoming a).

Certainly, mainstream media are using blogs and interactive networks to
distribute their content and interact with their audience, mixing vertical
and horizontal communication modes. But there are many examples in
which the traditional media, such as cable TV, are fed by autonomous pro-
duction of content using the digital capacity to produce and distribute many
varieties of content. In the US, one of the best-known examples of this kind
is Al Gore’s Current TV, in which content originated by the users, and pro-
fessionally edited, accounts for about 40 percent of the content of the sta-
tion. Internet-based news media, largely based on user feeding information,
such as Jinbonet and Ohmy News in South Korea or Vilaweb in Barcelona,
have become relatively reliable and independent sources of information on
a mass scale. Thus, the growing interaction between horizontal and vertical
networks of communication does not mean that the mainstream media are
taking over the new, autonomous forms of content generation and distrib-
ution. It means that there is a process of complementarity that gives birth to
a new media reality whose contours and effects will ultimately be decided
by political and business power struggles, as the owners of the telecommu-
nication networks position themselves to control access and traffic in favor
of their business partners and preferred customers (see below).

The growing interest of corporate media in Internet-based forms of com-
munication recognizes the significance of the rise of a new form of societal
communication, the one I have been referring to as mass self-communication.
It is mass communication because it reaches a potentially global audience
through p2p networks and Internet connection. It is multimodal, as the
digitization of content and advanced social software, often based on open
source programs that can be downloaded for free, allows the reformatting of
almost any content in almost any form, increasingly distributed via wireless
networks. It is also self-generated in content, self-directed in emission, and self-
selected in reception by many who communicate with many. This is a new commu-
nication realm, and ultimately a new medium, whose backbone is made of
computer networks, whose language is digital, and whose senders are glob-
ally distributed and globally interactive. True, the medium, even a medium
as revolutionary as this one, does not determine the content and effect of its
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messages. But it has the potential to make possible unlimited diversity and
autonomous production of most of the communication flows that construct
meaning in the public mind. Yet, the revolution in communication technol-
ogy and the new cultures of autonomous communication are processed and
shaped (although not determined) by organizations and institutions that
are largely influenced by business strategies of profit-making and market
expansion.

The Organization and Management of Communication: Global
Multimedia Business Networks’

In the network society, the media operate mostly according to a business
logic, regardless of their legal status. They depend on advertisers, corporate
sponsors, and consumer fees to make a profit on behalf of their sharehold-
ers. Although there are some instances of relatively independent public
service (for example, the BBC, Spanish TVE, Italian RAI, South African
SABC, Canadian CBC, Australian ABC, and so on), these broadcasters
face increasing pressure to commercialize their programming in order to
maintain their audience share in the face of competition from the private
sector (EUMap, 2005, 2008). Indeed, many public broadcasters, such as
the BBC and South Africa’s SABC, have launched corporate for-profit arms
in order to fund their public initiatives. Meanwhile, in countries such as
China, state-controlled media operations are moving from a propaganda-
oriented model to an audience-centered corporate model (Huang, 2007).1°
Furthermore, while the Internet is an autonomous network of local/global
communication, private and public corporations also own its infrastructure,
and its most popular social spaces and web sites are fast becoming a segment
of multimedia business (Artz, 2007; Chester, 2007).

Because the media are predominantly a business, the same major trends that
have transformed the business world — globalization, digitization, networking, and
deregulation — have radically altered media operations (Schiller, 1999, 2007).

9 This section is based on an article co-authored with Amelia Arsenault (Arsenault
and Castells, 2008Db).

10 The commercialization of the domestic Chinese media market is referred to
as “guan ting bing zhuan,” which refers to a process in which state-owned media
outlets that fail to perform economically are closed down or annexed, merged with
commercial media organizations, or transformed into commercial corporate entities
(Huang, 2007: 418). Between 2003 and 2007, 677 party or government newspapers
were shut down and 325 were transformed into commercial newspaper groups.
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These trends have removed most of the limits to corporate media
expansion, allowing for the consolidation of oligopolistic control by a
few companies over much of the core of the global network of media.!!
However, the largest media conglomerates are rooted in the West, but
most media businesses around the world remain nationally and/or locally
focused. Almost no media organizations are truly global and a decreasing
number of media outlets are singularly local. What are global are the networks
that connect media financing, production, and distribution within countries
and between countries. The major organizational transformation of media that
we observe is the formation of global networks of interlocked multimedia businesses
organized around strategic partnerships.

Yet, these networks are organized around dominant nodes. A small num-
ber of mega-corporations form the backbone of the global network of media
networks. Their dominance is predicated on their ability to leverage and
connect to locally and nationally focused media organizations everywhere.
Conversely, nationally and regionally focused media organizations increas-
ingly rely on partnerships with these mega-corporations to facilitate their
own corporate expansion. Although capital and production are globalized,
the content of media is customized to local cultures and to the diversity of
segmented audiences. So, in ways that are typical of other industries, glob-
alization and diversification work hand in hand. In fact, the two processes
are intertwined: only global networks can master the resources of global
media production, but their ability to conquer market shares depends on
the adaptation of their content to the taste of local audiences. Capital is
global; identities are local or national.

The digitization of communication has prompted the diffusion of a technologi-
cally integrated media system in which products and processes are developed on
diverse platforms that support a variety of content and media expressions within
the same global/local communication network. The shared digital language
allows economies of scale and, even more important, economies of synergy
between these various platforms and products. By economies of synergy,
I mean that the integration of platforms and products may yield a return
greater than the sum of the parts invested in the merger or networking of

"' The post-World War II Hollywood Studio era was also marked by vertical
integration and disproportionate control over the world cinema market by a few priv-
ileged actors. However, digitization and globalization mean that contemporary multi-
media conglomerates now control a much broader range of delivery platforms (Warf,
2007).
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these platforms and products. Synergy takes place as a result of processes of
creativity and innovation facilitated by the integration.

The diffusion of the Internet and of wireless communication has decen-
tralized the communication network, providing the opportunity for multi-
ple entry points into the network of networks. While the rise of this form of
mass self-communication increases the autonomy and freedom of commu-
nicating actors, this cultural and technological autonomy does not necessar-
ily lead to autonomy from media business. Indeed, it creates new markets
and new business opportunities. Media groups have become integrated in
global multimedia networks, one of whose aims is the privatization and
commercialization of the Internet to expand and exploit these new markets.

The result of these variegated trends and their interaction is the formation
of a new global multimedia system. To understand communication in the
twenty-first century, it is necessary to identify the structure and dynamics
of this multimedia system. To do so, I start by focusing on the global core of
this structure, as well as on the key communication networks organized
around this core. Then I analyze the organization and strategies of the
largest multimedia organizations that constitute the backbone of the global
media network. Thirdly, I examine the interplay between these “global
media” organizations and regional and/or locally focused media organiza-
tions. Finally, I will unveil the dynamics of media networks by explaining
how media organizations negotiate and leverage parallel networks and seek
to control the connecting switches between media networks and financial,
industrial, or political networks.

The Core of Global Media Networks

The core of global media networks is formed by multimedia corporations
whose main source of revenue and diversified holdings originate from
multiple regions and countries around the world. As stated above, “global
media” organizations are not truly global; their networks are. However,
some media businesses have a stronger international presence than others,
and the globalizing strategies of local and regional media organizations
depend on (and facilitate) the dynamics of this core of global media net-
works. Thus, I will examine the organization of the internal networks of the
largest globalized media corporations (measured by revenue circa 2007):
Time Warner, Disney, News Corporation, Bertelsmann, NBC Universal,
Viacom, and CBS. I will then include in this analysis the interaction of
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these “Magnificent Seven” with the largest diversified Internet/computer
companies: Google, Microsoft, Yahoo!, and Apple.

Looking at the configuration of this global media core, we can observe
four inter-related trends:

1. Media ownership is increasingly concentrated.

2. At the same time, media conglomerates are now able to deliver a diversity
of products over one platform as well as one product over a diversity of platforms.
They also form new products by the combination of digital portions of
different products.

3. The customization and segmentation of audiences in order to maximize adver-
tising revenues is encouraged by the fluid movement of communication
products across platforms.

4. Finally, the extent to which these strategies are successful is determined
by the ability of internal media networks to find optimal economies of syn-
ergy that take advantage of the changing communications environment.

Let me elaborate on each one of these features of the core of global multi-
media networks.

Concentration of Ownership

A number of analysts have documented the trend toward media corpo-
ratization and concentration at different points in time and in different
areas of the world (for example, McChesney, 1999, 2004, 2007, 2008;
Bagdikian, 2000, 2004; Bennett, 2004; Thussu, 2006; Hesmondhalgh, 2007;
Campo Vidal, 2008; Rice, 2008).

Media concentration is not new. History is full of examples of oligopolistic
control over communication media, including the priesthood’s control of
clay-stylus writing, the Church’s control of the Latin Bible, the chartering
of the presses, government mail systems, and military semaphore net-
works, among others. Wherever we look across history and geography,
there is a close association between the concentration of power and the
concentration of communication media (Rice, personal communication,
2008). In the twentieth century, in the United States, the “big three”
networks, ABC, CBS, and NBC, dominated both radio and television into
the 1980s. Through the early twentieth century, the British Reuters, French
Havas, and German Wolff News agency formed a “global news cartel” that
dominated the transmission of international news stories (Rantanen, 2006).
Outside the United States, most governments have traditionally maintained
a monopoly on radio and television networks. Control over the space of
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communication has thus always ebbed and flowed as a result of comple-
mentary and contradictory changes in regulation, markets, the political
environment, and technological innovations. However, the digitization of
information and the rise of satellite, wireless, and Internet communica-
tion platforms mean that traditional firewalls to ownership expansion are
diminished. Beginning in the 1990s, media mergers and acquisitions accel-
erated to levels never seen before. For example, between 1990 and 1995,
as many media mergers took place as from 1960 to 1990 (Greco, 1996: 5;
Hesmondhalgh, 2007: 162).

In the first edition of his seminal book, The Media Monopoly (1983), Ben
Bagdikian identified 50 media firms that dominated the US media market.
Several revised versions of the book revealed an ever-shrinking number of
dominant firms: 29 firms in 1987, 23 in 1990, 10 in 1997, six in 2000, and
five in 2004 (cited by Hesmondhalgh, 2007: 170). While Bagdikian focused
on the United States, this same concentration is evidenced globally (Fox and
Waisbord, 2002; Campo Vidal, 2008; Winseck, 2008). For example, in 2006,
Disney, Time Warner, NBC Universal, Fox Studios (News Corporation), and
Viacom accounted for 79 percent of film production and 55 percent of film
distribution globally (IBIS, 2007a, b).

This gradual tightening of the media field evolves not just from competi-
tion, but from the increased capacity of major firms to network both with
each other and with regional actors (which will be discussed in greater
detail in the following section). Figure 2.1 maps key partnerships and
cross-investments between the global multimedia and Internet dominant
firms.

As Figure 2.1 illustrates, the Magnificent Seven and the major Internet
companies are connected through a dense web of partnerships, cross-
investments, board members, and managers.!? National Amusements, the

12 Figure 2.1 reflects only relationships as of February 2008. It does not reflect
numerous temporary partnerships conducted by these corporations. For example,
while NBC Universal won the broadcast rights to the 2006 Turin Winter Olympics, it
signed a content provision deal with ESPN.com (owned by Disney) and advertising
deals with Google. Thus, Figure 2.1 provides only a time-specific snapshot of the
interconnections between these companies. As their property portfolios ebb and flow,
so do the form and content of these interconnections. However, the fact that these
data are dated does not preclude the analytical interest of our contribution (Arsenault
and Castells, 2008b). This is because we are suggesting a pattern of organization and
strategy of global multimedia business networks that may change in its composition
but may well remain the standard pattern for the multimedia business world for years
to come. Indeed, we hope that researchers will update, expand, and correct our current
assessment of these business networks.
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family company of Sumner Redstone, maintains a controlling 80 percent
stake in both CBS and Viacom. NBC Universal and News Corporation
jointly own online content provider Hulu.com, launched in 2007 as a
rival to Google’s YouTube streaming video platform. Time Warner’s AOL,
Microsoft’s MSN, News Corporation’s MySpace, and Yahoo! also provide
distribution for the Hulu platform. But while Hulu seeks to break YouTube’s
hold on the digital video market, its backers have elsewhere formed strate-
gic partnerships with Google. Google provides advertising delivery for News
Corporation’s MySpace social-networking site. In February 2008, Microsoft
made an ultimately unsuccessful offer to purchase Yahoo! for 44.6 billion
dollars. Thus, these multimedia conglomerates simultaneously compete
and collude on a case-by-case basis according to their business needs.

When certain corporations amass disproportionate control over
particular content delivery or production mechanisms, such as YouTube’s
dominance over Internet video, other media properties seek to break this
bottleneck through investment or development of rival properties. Diversi-
fication of properties thus works hand in hand with media concentration.
The ability of media giants to successfully broker favorable deals, both with
each other and with other key media businesses, depends on their ability
to accumulate diversified media holdings through partnership, investment,
or direct acquisition.

Diversification of Platforms

The largest media organizations now own more properties than ever, and
also own more proprietary content that is delivered via different platforms.
Figure 2.2 provides an overview of the main properties currently owned
or partially owned by the seven largest global multimedia organizations
as of 2008. As Figure 2.2 illustrates, all of the leading firms are vertically
integrated. Time Warner, for example, controls Warner Brothers, which
accounts for 10 percent of global film and television production. Time
Warner also owns the second largest cable TV operator in the United
States, 47 regional and international cable channels, and the AOL Internet
platform over which these productions are distributed. News Corporation,
perhaps the most vertically integrated company of all, owns 47 US televi-
sion stations and the MySpace social-networking platform, has interestsin
satellite delivery platforms in five continents, and controls Twentieth Cen-
tury Fox Studios and home entertainment as well as numerous regional
television channels. Vertical integration has increased largely because the
ability to distribute products is critical for the success of any cultural
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product. Vertical integration of television and film production and dis-
tribution escalated in the 1980s with News Corporation’s integration of
Twentieth Century Fox with Metromedia and then took full flight when
Disney purchased ABC in 1995.

Today, vertical integration of media companies includes the Internet.
Media organizations are moving into the Internet, while Internet compa-
nies are creating partnerships with media organizations and investing in
streaming video and audio functionality. Significantly, the largest acquisi-
tion of one media group by another to date was the $164 billion purchase of
Time Warner, a major traditional media group by America Online (AOL),
an Internet start-up. The deal was financed with inflated AOL shares at
the peak of the Internet bubble in 2000. In recent years, the blurring of
boundaries between Internet, media, and telecommunications companies
has only accelerated. In 2005, News Corporation paid $560 million for
Intermix, the parent company of the MySpace social-networking site. In
2007, Google bought YouTube for $1.6 billion. In 2007, Google, Apple,
Yahoo!, and Microsoft began escalating attempts to compete with more tra-
ditional multimedia conglomerates for control over the increasingly lucra-
tive online video market. NBC and News Corporation launched Hulu.com
in an attempt to compete with Apple’s iTunes video service and Google’s
YouTube, the dominant site for streaming video. Conversely, Internet com-
panies moved to penetrate the offline media market. The US cable news
channel MSNBC was launched as a joint venture by Microsoft and NBC in
1996. And in 2007, Google initiated a partnership with Panasonic to launch
a high definition television set that would broadcast traditional television
programming as well as Internet content (Hayashi, 2008).

Segmentation and Customization: Changing Patterns in Advertising as a Driver
of Transformation in the Media Industry

Media organizations can maximize their advertising revenue by expanding
their potential audiences by moving content across delivery platforms.
In 2006, global spending on advertising topped $466 billion (Future Explo-
ration Network, 2007). However, while spending on advertising continues
to increase, media continues to fragment. For example, in 1995 there were
225 shows on British television that reached audiences of over 15 million;
10 years later there was none (Future Exploration Network, 2007: 4). So,
advertising revenue is spread across an increasing number of platforms and
channels (Gluck and Roca-Sales, 2008).
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Moreover, traditional barriers between “old” and “new” media compa-
nies are disappearing as corporations seek to diversify their portfolios. As
documented above, the digitization of all forms of communication means
that the barriers between mobile, media, and Internet networks are dis-
solving. The ability to produce content via mobile devices and upload,
exchange, and redistribute this content via the web both widens access and
complicates the traditional roles of sender and receiver. Media organizations
have more platforms with which to deliver audiences to advertisers, but
the process of targeting, distributing, and controlling messages is simulta-
neously becoming more complicated. Platform diversification, particularly
strategic acquisitions of online properties and partnerships with Internet
companies like Yahoo! and Google, represents both an attempt to hedge
their bets on the central gateway to audiences in a quickly shifting media
environment and a movement to take advantage of the ability to segment
and target audiences.

Media organizations are moving toward new and dynamic ways of iden-
tifying and delivering customized content that targets critical advertising
markets. The advent of computer-controlled digital video recording means
that television users can easily skip paid advertising. Content supported by
embedded advertising is supplanting paid-content models (i.e., traditional
30-second commercials). In 2006, product placement within scripted media
products rose to $3 billion, up 40 percent from 2004 (Future Exploration
Network, 2007: 5).

Among the global media giants and other media organizations, the
digitization of information and the expansion of networks of mass self-
communication have facilitated a preoccupation with how to monetize
these networks in terms of advertising. Figure 2.3 illustrates the rapid
growth of the Internet advertising market between 2002 and 2007. In 2000,
online advertising was not even included in advertising medium forecasts.
In 2007, according to Zenith Optimedia, it accounted for 8.1 percent of
all advertising. Although this remains a small piece of the pie in terms of
percentages, translating this into dollars reveals that online advertising now
accounts for almost $36 billion in revenue. Furthermore, Internet advertis-
ing revenue is growing an average of six times faster than revenue from
traditional media (The Economist, 2008). In countries with high broadband
penetration like Sweden, Norway, Denmark, and the United Kingdom,
online advertising now accounts for 15 percent of the market. Zenith
Optimedia and Bob Coen, two of the most reputable advertising forecasters,
estimated that by 2010 there will be more advertising on the Internet than
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Fig. 2.3. Global advertising expenditure by medium, 2002-2007

Source: Compiled by Arsenault and Castells (2008a: 718) from Zenith Optimedia
(2007).

on radio or in magazines. Predictably, media giants have invested in online
advertising delivery mechanisms. In 2007, Microsoft bid $6 billion dollars
for aQuantitative, and Yahoo! spent $600 million to acquire the 80 percent
of remaining shares in Right Media.

Major advertisers are also investing in scripted online branded content
as an alternative to conventional advertising. For example, Disney had one
of its films written into an episode of KateModern, a series that debuted in
July 2007 on the British social-network site, Bebo. And Volvo was featured
in Driving School, a 2007 MSN 12-episode series, starring Craig Robinson
of NBC’s The Office. However, branded content applications still constitute
a small part of the money spent on video advertising which, according to
media consultant Veronis Suhler Stevenson, could be estimated at $600
million in 2007 (Shahnaz and McClellan, 2007).

The diversification of platforms also makes it critical to find ways to
increase the attractiveness of the brand identity of media holdings. Despite
the proliferation of blogs and other news and information sites, mainstream
media organizations continue to dominate the online news market. In
2005, 16 of the top 20 most popular online news sites, as ranked by
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Nielsen/NetRatings, were owned by the 100 largest media companies in
terms of total net revenue generated in the US in 2005.

News Corporation has focused on buying and expanding properties with
strong brand identity and a multimodal presence. The 2007 News Corpo-
ration Annual Report touted the purchase of the Dow Jones Company and
other strategic digital properties as a move “to take advantage of the two
most profound social and economic trends of our age, globalization and
digitization.” The Report continues: “We are at a moment in history when
there is a confluence of content and of digital delivery and of increasingly
sophisticated micro-payment systems, meaning that the value of analysis
and intelligence to a business user can be far more accurately reflected in
the price of that content” (NewsCorp, 2007: 8). Under News Corporation’s
ownership, MySpace has developed a hyper-targeted system of advertising
delivery based on user search habits. Moreover, the 2007 purchase of The
Wall Street Journal was a move to acquire a brand with a strong global iden-
tity in both print and online versions. The Indian and Chinese editions of
The Wall Street Journal provide a critical source for elite targeted advertising
in markets that could well be the center of future global advertising growth
(Bruno, 2007).

Economies of Synergy

The ability to replicate content and consequently advertising across plat-
forms generates economies of synergy, a fundamental component of the
business strategy of corporate networks. Lance Bennett (2004) downplays
the relevance of size and scale as criteria for domination in the media busi-
ness scene because “corporate behemoths are anything but well-organized
machines” (2004: 132). He points to the failure of AOL and Time Warner
and Viacom and CBS to create profitable synergies. Synergy effects depend
on adding value because of successful integration in a process of production
that yields higher productivity, and thus profit, for its components. Thus,
simply adding resources through mergers does not guarantee higher profits.
Indeed, the inability of CBS and Viacom to smoothly meld their corporate
cultures is a stunning example that illustrates that economies of scale are
not always beneficial. The CBS and Viacom relationship dates back to 1973
when CBS was forced to spin off Viacom, its TV syndication unit, under
new Federal Communications Commission (FCC) regulations forbidding
US TV networks from owning TV syndication units. By 2000, Viacom was
the more successful company and purchased its parent company CBS for
$22 billion in what was the largest media merger to date. The companies
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split again in 2005, however, because there were few economies of synergy
between them. National Amusements, one of the United States” oldest and
largest movie theater chain companies and the family company of Sumner
Redstone, retains controlling interest in both companies. After the split,
CBS retained the majority of the content delivery platforms (for example,
the CBS Network, CBS Radio, and the CW), while Viacom retained the
majority of the content creation properties (for example, Paramount Stu-
dios and the MTV family of networks).

The key is synergy. Synergy is based on the compatibility of the merg-
ing networks. Production merges, not property. Networked organizations
appear to be more successful business models in contemporary multi-
media conglomerates than horizontal property integrations. Indeed, in
recent years, several of the most highly capitalized media companies have
begun to pare down their operations. Clear Channel, a US-based com-
pany with principally radio holdings, sold its television division. The New
York Times Company also divested itself of its television broadcasting
interests.

News Corporation’s growing competitive advantage in the global market
depends less on its size than on its organizational networking strategy,
which supports economies of synergy. Louw (2001) saw News Corpora-
tion’s global business model as an example of the global network enter-
prise, where “We can find multiple (and proliferating) styles of control
and decision-making being tolerated in different parts of the network, so
long as those at the centre of the web can gain from allowing a par-
ticular practice and/or organizational arrangement to exist in a part of
their networked ‘empire’” (Louw, 2001: 64). Even as Rupert Murdoch
has maintained rigid vertical control, News Corporation has shown notable
flexibility, particularly in specialization across platforms. Over the past 30
years, News Corporation has transformed from an enterprise whose assets
were overwhelmingly in newspaper and magazine publishing in the 1980s
to one that, in the 2000s, has 63.7 percent of its total corporate assets
in the areas of film, television, and cable/satellite network programming
(Flew and Gilmour, 2003: 14), and is now shifting toward Internet prop-
erties. News Corporation has focused on maximizing the profitability of
individual segments of its network rather than integrating the day-to-day
management of its diverse holdings (Fine, 2007). Thus, News Corporation
is generally identified as both the most “global” media business in terms
of holdings and the most sustainable in terms of its internal networking
management strategy (Gershon, 2005).
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In sum, the companies that form the core of global media networks are pur-
suing policies of ownership concentration, inter-company partnerships, platform
diversification, audience customization, and economies of synerqy with varying
degrees of success. In turn, the internal configuration of these media busi-
nesses is heavily dependent on their ability to leverage and connect to the
broader network of media businesses. Moreover, the fate of second-tier
national media industries is largely a function of their ability to connect
to these global media networks.

The Global Network of Media Networks

As noted earlier, the multinational, diversified media giants remain terri-
torially anchored to their main markets. For example, News Corporation,
perhaps the most global media conglomerate in terms of properties, makes
53 percent of its revenue from the United States and 32 percent from
Europe (Standard and Poor’s, 2007b). Yet, favorable positioning in the
global network of media organizations involves much more than territorial
expansion, ownership concentration, and platform diversity. The success
of the internal networks of News Corporation and other similar properties
rests on their ability to connect to the global network of mediated com-
munication. While a few media organizations form the backbone of the
global network of media networks, this is not tantamount to one-sided
domination. Local and national media are not falling under the ruthless
expansion of “global media” organizations. Rather, global companies are
leveraging partnerships and cross-investments with national, regional, and
local companies to facilitate market expansion and vice versa. Regional
players are actively importing global content and localizing it, and global
media organizations are pursuing local partners to deliver customized con-
tent to audiences. Processes of localization and globalization work together
to expand a global network. I will try to identify more precisely the role of
the structure and dynamics of this global network. To do so, I first analyze
the formal structures of collaboration between the global media core and
regional, local, and national media organizations. I then examine how
these structures are dependent on processes of the localization of globalized
products. Finally, I explore the dynamics of flows of media production
and organization to document how the local influences and leverages the
presence of global media companies.
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Structures of Collaboration

Multinational media, in the form of news agencies like Reuters (estab-
lished in 1851), have existed since the mid-nineteenth century, but poli-
cies of deregulation accelerated in the mid-1990s, paving the way for
greater imbrication between multinational and local media organizations
(see below). The 1996 US Telecommunications Act, the founding of the
World Trade Organization in 1995, and support for media privatization from
the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and other international institutions
helped to denationalize the processes of media production and distribution
(Artz, 2007). Global media networks are consolidated through the interplay
of globalization and localization and the emergence of new production and
distribution business models. The global reach of organizations like Time
Warner and Disney cannot be measured solely in terms of their holdings.
Partnerships and cross-investments extend their reach. Figure 2.4 provides
an overview of the critical cross-investments and partnerships between
major global media actors and key regional players.

Figure 2.4 only shows key investments and partnerships with second-
tier companies. It reflects only a small percentage of the deals conducted
between the Magnificent Seven and other players. For example, Disney
has a large, but uneven presence in China. Its programs air on Chinese state
television; Disney characters appear in Shanda video games; global retailers
like Wal-Mart sell their merchandise in Chinese stores; and a percentage of
the foreign films legally allowed to screen in China are also produced and
distributed by Disney. The figure does not include a host of now defunct
partnerships and cross-investments, such as Bertelsmann'’s partnership with
Time Warner to deploy AOL Europe. However, Figure 2.4 provides an
overview of the vast web of strategic partnerships and cross-investments
upon which the expansion and corporate growth of the Magnificent Seven
are predicated. Vivendi Universal SA, a French company, exchanged its
share in Universal Entertainment for a 20 percent stake in NBC Universal.
Vivendi also has a joint stake in the German Vox station with Bertelsmann.
Bertelsmann, in turn, also has interests in the German Premiere TV with
News Corporation. Saudi prince Al-Walid bin Talal’s Kingdom Holdings is
one of the largest media investors in the Middle East with a stake in LBC,
Rotanna, and numerous other commercial media operations. Moreover, the
company also owns stakes in many of the key global media properties such
as News Corporation (as its third largest investor), Apple, Amazon, and
Microsoft.
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As Figure 2.4 illustrates, corporations like News Corporation and Time
Warner are embedded within a larger network of more regionally and
locally focused media organizations which themselves are fulfilling similar
expansion and diversification strategies. These companies follow similar
patterns of concentration of ownership and diversification. Figure 2.5 pro-
vides an overview of the key holdings of select media companies by region.
As Figures 2.4 and 2.5 illustrate, what Lance Bennett (2004) refers to as
the “second tier” of multimedia conglomerates is also pursuing strategies of
diversification, concentration of ownership, and cross-investments. These
processes are underscored by the ability of the global network of media
networks to influence local and national conditions of production and
distribution and vice versa.

The Global Influences the Local

Globalized conglomerates break into new markets and effectively repro-
gram the regional market toward a commercial format that facilitates the
connection with its business networks. This influence is manifested in a
number of trends.

First, an obvious example of global influence on local media markets is
the direct import of programming and channels such as CNN, Fox, ESPN,
HBO, and other transnational media channels. Secondly, multinational
media companies have helped to diffuse a corporate-driven media model.
The introduction of corporate media products creates a further demand for
these products and propels players further down the media chain to partici-
pate in similar behavior. For example, CBS contracts with SABC (the South
African government-owned corporation). Their programs are successful
and induce consumer demand. SABC recognizes the success of this business
model and creates programs modeled on the commercial rather than the
public-service model and then markets those to smaller media players
around Africa. Teer-Tomaselli et al. (2006: 154) argue that, “while the
South African media occupy a marginal position in the global media arena,
as a market for media products owned and produced outside its borders,
they extend their influence (albeit on a much smaller scale) as a powerful
role-player into the region and further on the continent.” Iwabuchi identi-
fies a similar trend in the Japanese media market where media companies
actively seek to localize the format of Japanese television dramas and music
for local markets around Asia. Once these formats become popular, they are
further circulated by other media companies, as was the case of Korean
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television producers who actively sought Japanese television formats to
remake for the Chinese media market (Iwabuchi, 2008).

Several scholars have written about the diffusion of corporate and cul-
tural formats from the global to the local sphere. Thussu (1998) describes
the “Murdochisation of the media” in India as “the process which involves
the shift of media power from the public to privately owned, transnational,
multimedia corporations controlling both delivery systems and the con-
tent of global information networks” (1998: 7). This “Murdochisation” is
characterized by “a tendency toward market-driven journalism thriving
on circulation and ratings wars; transnational influence of US-inspired
media formats, products, and discourse; and lastly, an emphasis on info-
tainment, undermining the role of the media for public infotainment.”
Lee Artz (2007) has analyzed the rise of “transnational media projects”
or “enterprises that produce within one nation but are jointly owned
by multiple corporations from multiple nations. .. [and] have no national
allegiance and bring together capitalist classes from two or more nations for
the purpose of producing and profiting from media commodities” (2007:
148). For example, Germany’s Vox television channel is owned by the Aus-
tralian/American News Corporation (49.5%), France’s Canal Plus (24.9%),
and Germany’s Bertelsmann (24.9%).

Thirdly, global media players export programs and content which are
produced for local formats, but typically are based around standard formats
popularized in the West. Iwabuchi (2008: 148) refers to this process as
“local camouflaging.” Shows such as Pop Idol, Survivor, and Who Wants to
Be a Millionaire have been franchised to many countries. Viacom has been
at the forefront of this process of localizing content. Its motto is “think
globally, act locally.” Its MTV (Music Television) property is perhaps the
most customized media platform in the world with service in 140 coun-
tries and customized Asian, Middle Eastern, Latin American, African, and
European channels featuring local talent and presenters. MTV also engages
in partnerships with local outlets. For example, in China, MTV sponsors
major award shows in cooperation with CCTV and the Shanghai Media
Group (Murdock, 2006). Viacom has also created international versions
of America’s Next Top Model, a television show originally produced for the
American UPN Network (now part of the CW network). Top Model fran-
chises have been marketed to 17 countries, including Taiwan (Supermode!
#1), Turkey (Top Model Turkiye’s), Spain (Supermodelo), and Russia (Russia’s
Next Top Model). And, while not officially a Top Model franchise, an Afghani
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local TV station made headlines in the Fall of 2007 when it launched its
own low-budget take on the format.

The Local Influences the Global

However, while global media corporations control a disproportionate num-
ber of distribution and production processes, they do not hold a monopoly
over the markets in which they operate. Indeed, there are numerous
“counter-flows” that impact on the form and structure of the operation
of these media giants (Thussu, 2006).

The most obvious example of local/national influence over global media
networks is through regulation and deregulation. The opening of China’s
and India’s media markets spurred a wave of attempts by global multi-
nationals to conquer these markets. Still, these states maintain a great
deal of control over the structure and content of their entry. For example,
when Microsoft and Yahoo! launched in China, they had to install software
that automatically filters controversial words such as Tibet, Falun Gong,
freedom, and democracy. Earlier, Murdoch’s Star TV agreed to remove
BBC World from its service in order to be allowed to launch in China. As
Murdock (2006) points out, the localizing strategies of global media orga-
nizations must take into account the simultaneous rise of the globalizing
strategies of regional media platforms. He cites India as the archetype of
this process, where globalization is less an influx of Western culture into
India than the outflow of Indian cultural products into the global sphere
(2006: 25). Similarly, Cullity (2002: 408) identifies a new form of cultural
nationalism based on the active and self-conscious indigenization of global
media (for example, the tradition of Miss India wearing a sari in the Miss
Universe pageant, which is owned by Donald Trump).

Moreover, while multinational conglomerates have helped transmit the
formulas for shows like Pop Idol and Top Model worldwide, these programs
have diverse origins. The Big Brother franchise originated from an indepen-
dent production arm of Endemol, a Dutch media company. Betty La Fea, a
Colombian telenovela, has been circulated to more than 70 markets around
the world both as a prepackaged program and as a format (see below).
Following Ugly Betty’s success in the US market, Disney-ABC International
Television forged broadcasting deals with 130 territories around the world,
making Uygly Betty the most popular franchise to date (World Screen, 2007).
Similarly, the executive producer of Who Wants to Be a Millionaire first devel-
oped a similar program for ABC, which the company rejected. Only after
the show succeeded in Britain and several other markets did it finally reach
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the US market. Thus, just as global media companies are trying to insert
their content into local markets, other media organizations are pursing
strategies to find ways to circulate their content globally, often via the core
global media corporations. For instance, the story and characters of Disney’s
Lion King originated in Japanese Manga comics.

In many markets there is substantial inter-media agenda-setting in which
the media agendas of global properties are influenced by other organi-
zations. Studies by Van Belle (2003) and Golan (2006) demonstrate that
“global media” corporations depend on key elite publications (that they
do not own) to set their news agenda in the United States. For exam-
ple, Golan (2006) found that the news agendas of CBS, NBC, and ABC
evening news were dependent on the stories run by The New York Times
that morning. This is why Murdoch’s purchase of the Dow Jones company
is critical — The Wall Street Journal is a key inter-media agenda-setter. Al
Jazeera, the BBC World Service, and The Economist are also critical sources of
both inter-media and public agenda-setting. Therefore, we cannot measure
the influence of the Magnificent Seven in terms of sheer audience numbers
and/or market revenue. These companies also help circulate and filter
content produced by other members of the media organization network.

Identity Matters: The Limits of Competition and Cooperation

Many of the largest media firms share some shareholders, and/or own
portions of each other, and/or have interlocking boards of directors (see
Table A2.1 in the Appendix), and/or depend on one another for advertising
revenue (McChesney, 2008). However, there are several counter-examples
that illustrate that media industries built around cultural and political iden-
tities can grow in quasi-parallel networks.

Al Jazeera, which includes two international broadcasting networks
(Arabic and English), as well as several specialty children’s and sports
channels, is heavily subsidized by the Heir Prince of the Emirate of Qatar.
Because only 40 percent of Al Jazeera’s operating revenue comes from
advertising, it retains more latitude to utilize non-commercial formats. And
it provides direct competition to channels like CNN, the BBC, and CNBC
in the Middle East and Arabic-speaking populations abroad. However, Al
Jazeera’s presence outside the Middle East is also predicated on its ability
to connect to other media networks either through content delivery deals
and/or placement within satellite or cable television line-ups. For example,
Al Jazeera’s presence on the African continent is facilitated by content
delivery deals with SABC and Multi-choice in South Africa.
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The Indian film industry, popularly referred to as Bollywood, is another
example of an industry that evolved largely independently from the global
network of media networks. It now produces over 800 films a year com-
pared to 600 by Hollywood (The Economist, 2008) and commands a signif-
icant portion of international film revenues. Bollywood films are heavily
dependent on an Indian cultural format that largely eschews the Hollywood
format. However, structures of collaboration between Bollywood and Hol-
lywood are increasing. In November 2007, Sony Pictures Entertainment
released its first Bollywood production, Saawariya, a film that cost $10
million to produce and grossed $20 million. Viacom, through its Viacom
18 arm, jointly owns the Indian Film Company with the Indian media
company TV18. Bollywood filmmakers are also increasingly using cross-
promotions and product tie-ins popularized by Hollywood-based studios to
increase their revenues.

The Nigerian film industry, nicknamed Nollywood, produces over 1,000
video films per year, grosses $2.75 billion annually, and ranks as the third
largest film industry internationally (UNCTAD, 2008: 5). Nollywood films
are typically crafted for the domestic Nigerian market and are produced in
several of Nigeria’s 250 tribal languages and English (which accounts for
65 percent of the export market). The industry’s success arose from a pool
of creative talent and a low-cost production format requiring low start-
up costs. Cheap production values offer high return on investment. These
films are typically shot on video over a two-week period and distributed on
video cassette around the country (Marston et al., 2007). Nollywood is an
example of an industry that has thrived by developing a mainly national
market predicated on a media format that is not readily marketable abroad.
However, the success of Nollywood films has sparked interest from multi-
national conglomerates. In 2007, Time Warner and Comcast formed a part-
nership with IAD to distribute Nollywood films. In addition, members of the
Nigerian government and film industry actively court Hollywood investors.
In 2006, media actors and government officials invited movie insiders from
around the United States to Los Angeles, California, for “The Nollywood
Foundation Convention 2006: African Cinema and Beyond” in order to
attract greater attention from international audiences and investors. Thus,
although there are successful media industries and actors able to develop
independently from the global core of media networks, these industries are
beginning to forge stronger ties to the global network in order to enhance
revenues and expand their audience share.
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Switching Networks

Media networks do not exist in a vacuum. Their success is dependent on
their ability to successfully leverage connections to other critical networks
in finance, technology, cultural industries, advertising industries, suppli-
ers of content, regulatory agencies, and political circles at large. Media
businesses connect to other networks through multiple mechanisms. The
cross-affiliations of board members and executives are perhaps the easiest
of these mechanisms to document. Table A2.1 in the Appendix provides an
overview of the affiliations of key executives and board members of global
multimedia companies and Internet giants.

Interlocking boards of directors and managers are but one component
of these connections. The solidification and expansion of the global busi-
ness media network is also dependent on numerous other connections to
non-media networks, which in turn also leverage their connections with
media organizations. Thus, the connection to financial networks is an essential
component of media business networks. Table A2.1 in the Appendix shows the
personal connections between financial networks and media business net-
works. The boards of directors of media multinationals are heavily stacked
with individuals who either sit upon the boards of other large non-media
multinational corporations, investment banks, and private equity firms
and/or have important positions in organizations such as NASDAQ and the
New York Stock Exchange. These interconnections are not inconsequential.
In its 2007 proxy statement, Time Warner, for example, reported that it had
conducted transactions with a significant number of companies to which
members of its board of directors were also affiliated. Although the specific
role of each board member in facilitating these transactions is difficult to
document, it suggests that this interlocking of directorates is not without
consequence.

Media businesses and related industries are a significant component of
the networks of financial capital. In 2007, one-fifth of the world’s largest
companies in terms of market capitalization as ranked by the Financial Times
were media, Internet, or telecommunications companies.'> The production
of high-tech hardware and software to support the distribution and con-
sumption of media products ranks among the world’s largest industries.
Although the popular press typically focuses on the leadership of these
media multinationals (for example, Rupert Murdoch as CEO of News

13 The Financial Times's annual Global 500 companies rankings is available on
http://www.ft.com/reports/{t5002007.
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Corporation and Sumner Redstone as majority owner of CBS and Via-
com), a number of non-media organizations also hold significant beneficial
ownership in these firms (see Table A2.2 in the Appendix for a list of the
major institutional investors in these properties). AXA, a French insurance
company, for example, holds significant stakes in both Yahoo! (0.8%) and
Time Warner (5.79%), and Fidelity maintains significant interest in both
Google and News Corporation.

Between 2002 and 2007, media organizations were buoyed by a signifi-
cant influx of investment from private equity firms and venture capitalists
to finance their mergers and acquisitions. In 2007 alone, private equity
firms invested $50 billion in media properties (Malone, 2007). Thus, it is not
surprising that the management of global media companies is laden with
individuals with close connections to private equity firms such as Bank of
America (which manages a $2 billion investment fund), Highpoint Capital
Management, and Templeton Emerging Markets Investments.

Media businesses are particularly attractive to private investors because
they typically require little capital investment and generate large revenues.
These investors typically seek maximum return on their investments,'*
but play no role in the day-to-day operations of their media investments.
However, the participation of these private investors in media mergers and
acquisitions can play a vital role in their success or failure. Sony’s success-
tul bid for Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer in 2004, for example, was financed by
Providence Equity Partners and Texas Pacific Group, while Grupo Televisa’s
bid for the US Spanish-language channel Univision failed when it lost the
backing of two private equity firms, Blackstone Group and Kohlberg Kravis
Roberts.

Conversely, power players among the global entertainment elite partici-
pate in private equity firms and venture capital endeavors that invest in
both media and non-media-related endeavors. For investments, Bill Gates
uses a personal private equity firm, Cascade Investments. The firm has a
stake in Gay.com, Planet Out, Grupo Televisa, and participated in a failed

4 These investment firms remain largely unregulated as most media regulations,
particularly in the United States, place limits on companies that demonstrate man-
agement control over the day-to-day operations of a media property. The increase in
private equity investments has facilitated a corresponding concern with the ramifi-
cations of ownership because these firms are largely unregulated. Moreover, while
they typically fail to become involved in the daily operations of these companies,
questions of undue influence have arisen. For example, in 2007 Harbinger Capital
Partners Funds and Firebrand private equity partners used their leverage of 4.9%
combined holding in the New York Times Company to nominate four directors at the
2008 Annual Meeting.
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bid for Univision in 2007. Its $4 billion portfolio also includes many non-
media and technology properties such as the Canadian National Railway,
Berkshire Hathaway, and Six Flags Amusement Parks (United States SEC
File 28-05149). Cascade Investments also participated in a joint venture
with Kingdom Holdings to purchase the Four Seasons Hotel chain in 2006.
And in April 2007, Bertelsmann redirected 10 percent of its acquisition
budget into a €1 billion joint private equity group with Citigroup Private
Equity and Morgan Stanley Principal Investment to expand its holdings.

The importance of access to private capital is not unique to the Magnif-
icent Seven. Firms such as Blackstone, Cisco, and 3i have invested heavily
in Bollywood film productions. In addition, Indian companies, such as the
Indian Film Company and other corporations, have raised cash on the
British Alternative Investment Market (AIM) to fund projects. In another
example, the venture capital arm of the Abu Dhabi Group headquartered
in the UAE made a significant investment in Bertelsmann’s Arvada Middle
East Sales group to build a regional digital entertainment business.

The Advertising Industry

The advertising industry is another decisive network that connects with
media business networks. Media companies depend on their ability to
connect to the global advertising industry. In 2007 alone, corporations
(including government corporations) spent $466 billion on advertising (US
Optimedia data reported in the Future of the Media Report 2007 [Future
Exploration Network, 2007]).'®> The advertising industry includes agencies
as well as graphic design services, display advertising, and media repre-
sentatives (IBIS, 2008). Access to the advertising industry’s network can
determine a media organization’s success or failure. It is no accident that a
high number of affiliations listed in Table A2.1 in the Appendix are corpo-
rations that rank among the largest purchasers of advertising (these organi-
zations are listed in italic). Even the film industry, which historically relied
on box-office revenue, increasingly depends on consumer—product tie-ins
and cross-promotions (Hesmondhalgh, 2007: 196). This process is further
complicated by the fact that multimedia conglomerates are among the
world’s largest purchasers of advertising. Time Warner, Disney, GE (NBC’s
parent company), News Corporation, Viacom, and Microsoft are among
the top global 100 purchasers of advertising. IBIS (2008) estimates that

15 The United States government, for example, ranked as the twenty-ninth largest
advertiser in the United States, spending $1,132.7 billion (Advertising Age, 2007).
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entertainment media are the third largest advertising consumer base for
the advertising industry, representing 16 percent of total industry revenue.

The diversification of media networks conditions changes in advertising
expenditure and vice versa. Multinationals have competed for entry into
the Chinese media market because it reflects one of the fastest grow-
ing advertising markets, estimated at a value of $14 billion for 2007
(Gale, 2008). Conversely, advertisers are attracted to the Chinese market
precisely because there are now more delivery mechanisms available.

The advertising industry has also become increasingly concentrated. The
majority of top agencies are owned by one of four major media holding
companies: WPP Group, Interpublic Group of Companies, Publicis Groupe,
and Omnicom Group (IBIS, 2008). In addition to owning the majority of
the world’s advertising and marketing agencies, these groups have also
diversified their investments by purchasing Internet delivery technologies
that are attractive to media and entertainment industry advertisers. In
2007, the WPP group, for example, purchased 24/7 RealMedia, a search
engine marketing company; Schematic, an interactive Internet advertis-
ing agency; and BlastRadius, a company specializing in social-networking
advertising. Media networks thus provide platforms for other corporations
to promote their business interests, outlets for advertising, and critical
sources of customers for advertising sales.

Internet, Wireless Networks of Communication, and Media Networks

The Internet and wireless networks have provided media conglomerates
with new markets for advertising, but they are also heavily contested
spaces. The movement of global media players into the Internet involves
attempts to re-commodify media and information that flows out of conver-
gence culture. In addition, YouTube, Facebook, MySpace, and other similar
online properties may be emerging as critical connecting points between
media networks, autonomous mass self-communication networks, business
interests (advertisers), and political players (who want either to filter or to
introduce content into all of these networks).

Google was the world’s biggest media company by stock-market value in
2008, but it had a far smaller annual revenue than the other multimedia
giants. However, the global reach of Google, Microsoft, Yahoo!, and their
numerous partnerships with regional Internet and media companies means
that the global Internet giants cannot be considered separately. Moreover,
it appears that their actions are increasingly setting the agenda for other
multimedia giants with fewer online properties. Now that Google owns
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YouTube, Yahoo! owns Xanga, and Microsoft has a stake in Facebook, they
control critical nodes between the media sphere and the online sphere. All
the major players are trying to figure out how to re-commodify Internet-
based autonomous mass self-communication. They are experimenting
with ad-supported sites, pay sites, free streaming video portals, and pay
portals.

As more and more media products are distributed and consumed online
and intermeshed with social networking and other online user-generated
content, individual user behavior plays a more central role in driving adver-
tising. Online search engines are now configured in such a way that they
feature tacit, if not necessarily conscious, end-user participation. Observers
are pinpointing the growing importance of the Googlearchy, referring to the
positioning of search items in search results (Hindman et al., 2003). Google,
Yahoo!, and other web sites use a combination of keyword relevance, the
popularity of search terms, links to other sites, and the behavior of end-
users to determine the order of search results. As more and more users
follow particular links, the higher these sources rise in the Googlearchy.
Search-engine users are thus simultaneously consuming information and
helping to determine the accessibility and dominance of that information
source for other users in the Internet sphere. This triggers a domino effect.
Users are most likely to click on a link among the first pages of results.
Relevance thus breeds relevance. For instance, searches on African topics
make little use of African sources since they are not among the first group
of results. Only sophisticated users can reach sources that are not highly
ranked as per Google’s programmed criteria.

Strategic partnerships between media properties and Yahoo!, Google,
Microsoft, and many regionally popular search engines are an attempt
to harness end-user behavior to maximize advertising revenues. In 2007,
News Corporation, for example, signed a $900 million deal with Google to
provide targeted search advertising for its Internet properties.

Web 2.0 technologies empowered consumers to produce and distribute
their own content. The viral success of these technologies propelled media
organizations to harness the production power of traditional consumers.
Almost every major news organization offers site visitors the opportunity
to upload content that, if compelling enough, will be featured online and
in an increasing number of television programs that feature user-generated
content (for example, CNN’s iReport and VHI’s Web Junk 2.0). Simi-
larly, newspapers now regularly cite and depend on members of the blo-
gosphere as sources of cutting-edge social and political news. This blurring
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of boundaries has facilitated what Brian McNair (2006) refers to as a “chaos
paradigm” in international communication.

Networks of Supply and Multimedia Networks

Supplier networks are fundamental to the operation of multimedia net-
works. These include, but are not limited to, news agencies, talent agencies,
and labor networks. Media corporatization has encouraged cost-cutting
measures that include the closing of regional and international news
bureaus and the streamlining of journalistic practices. News agencies such
as Reuters, Bloomberg, the Associated Press, and World Television news are
thus critical suppliers for news content for many media properties around
the world (Klinenberg, 2005). Wu (2007), for example, found that the news
agencies were a critical determinant of the international news coverage of
CNN and The New York Times.

Because news agencies are valued for their global reach, the industry is
controlled by a small group of historically established players: the Asso-
ciated Press, Getty Images, Bloomberg, Dow Jones, Reuters, and Agence
France Press control 70 percent of the syndicated global news market
(IBIS, 2007b: 17). Since 2000, these news syndicates have expanded their
international presence in order to fulfill increased demand for their prod-
uct. Digital convergence has expanded the demand for their syndicated
content as newspapers seek to maintain dynamic and continually updated
online versions. News agency profit margins continue to expand. Getty
Images, for example, earned $484.8 million in revenue in 2000 and almost
double that amount in 2006 (807.3 million; IBIS 2007b: 21). Moreover,
television, magazine, and radio properties are also increasingly utilizing
news wire services (IBIS, 2007b: 28). These organizations are diversifying
their content offerings with images and video in order to provide for these
platforms.

Connections to writers, actors, performers, and other creative profession-
als are also essential for the success of media business. In the United States
alone, the network of agents for artists, athletes, and entertainers is a $6
billion a year industry (IBIS, 2007a). The financial losses resulting from
the 2007-8 Writers Guild of America (WGA) strike showed the importance
of these networks to the overall economic success of media businesses.
The strike halted production on all major scripted television shows and
prompted the cancellation of numerous other scripted live events. The abil-
ity to leverage networks that produce and supply the physical infrastructure
of media production and delivery is also important. The production of radio
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and television broadcast equipment for the US market alone boasted an
annual revenue of $38,225 million in 2006.

Beyond the networks I cite here, there are numerous other networks with
close connections to the media industry. For instance, as I will argue below,
the capacity to network with political actors that have influence on the
regulation of media and telecommunication networks is a critical factor for
media businesses to expand and build economies of scale and synergy. Thus,
the growth and prosperity of global media networks depend not only on
their ability to configure their internal networks and expand their market
and supplier networks, but also on their capacity to set up switches that
ensure their connection to pivotal networks in other areas of the economy,
politics, and society at large. The configuration of old and new media
business and communication companies ultimately depends on the politics
of regulatory policies.

The Politics of Regulatory Policies

The technological and cultural transformation of societal communication
has been channeled and shaped by business strategies that led to the
formation of a globally networked multimedia business system, as analyzed
in the preceding section. However, the process of formation of this business
system has been guided and made possible by the evolution of regulatory
policies throughout the world. Indeed, societal communication is a practice
regulated by political institutions in all countries because of the essential
role communication plays in both the infrastructure and culture of society.
There is no technological necessity or demand-driven determination in the
evolution of communication. While the revolution in information and com-
munication technologies is a fundamental component of the ongoing trans-
formation, its actual consequences in the communication realm depend
on policy decisions that result from the debates and conflicts conducted
by business, social, and political interest groups seeking to establish the
regulatory regime within which corporations and individuals operate. For
instance, Wu (2007b), in his analysis of the strategies of wireless commu-
nication operators in the United States, has shown how the strategies of
vertical integration, which were intended to keep tight control over their
networks, actually hampered technological innovation, shrunk the range of
applications, and ultimately limited the expansion of the networks, thereby
undermining their capacity to add value to the networks. Business interests,
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not technology or public service, are often the defining factors in the
deployment of communication networks. This is not an iron rule. It all
depends on the interplay between social actors that underlies the process
of policy decision-making.

There has been a tectonic shift in the regulation of communication in all
countries from the mid-1980s through the first decade of the twenty-first
century, albeit with different orientations and emphases depending on the
culture and politics of each country. Yet, overall, there has been a dominant
trend toward the liberalization, privatization, and regulated deregulation of
both broadcast and telecommunication industries.

It helps to differentiate between four main domains of regulation of
communication: broadcasting, the print press, the Internet, and telecom-
munication networks. There is reciprocity among the four and they have
converged to form a digital communication system. However, because regu-
latory institutions have a history, policies have developed differently in each
one of these four domains. Furthermore, there are at least three different
areas of regulation that are transversal to the four domains mentioned
above: namely, regulation of content, including the enforcement of intel-
lectual property rights; regulation of ownership; and regulation of service
imposed on operators and broadcasters (for example, universal service of
telephony, non-discriminatory access to the common carrier networks, and
SO on).

The matter is further complicated if we adopt a global perspective because
the regulator is a plural actor, as different institutions assume specific
responsibilities in each one of these four domains and these three areas.
Even in the United States, where the supposedly independent Federal Com-
munications Commission (FCC) has responsibility for both broadcasting
and telecommunications (in contrast, for instance, with most European
countries), the governance of the Internet was originally under the juris-
diction of the Defense Department, and is now the responsibility of the
Commerce Department; the regulation of media and Internet company
ownership comes partly under the anti-trust legislation enforced by the
Justice Department; and surveillance of activity is conducted by the Home-
land Security Agency, while Congress tries to legislate on a variety of issues
(such as the failed attempt to impose censorship on the Internet in the
1996 Communications Decency Act) and the courts intervene decisively to
resolve the growing number of conflicts derived from the implementation
of communication policies. To make matters more complex, in Europe, the
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European Commission has jurisdiction over national telecommunications
and media operations, and the governance of the Internet is consid-
ered to be global, since the Internet is a global network of computer
networks.

An analysis of this complex set of regulatory institutions, policies, and
practices is beyond the scope of this book, and, in fact, is not needed
because there are a number of excellent studies on the subject (Price, 2002;
Wilson, 2004; Goldsmith and Wu, 2006; International Journal of Commu-
nication, 2007; Klinenberg, 2007; Rice, 2008; Terzis, 2008; Cowhey and
Aronson, 2009). But I want to pinpoint the regulatory processes that shape
the current multimodal digital communication system informing commu-
nicative practices nowadays. I will use the United States to ground my
analysis before expanding the argument with reference to other contexts.

The Evolution of Regulatory Policies in the United States:
Telecommunications, Intellectual Property, and the Internet

In the United States, there were three pivotal moments of evolution in
the regulated deregulation of communication in the digital age. The first
came in 1984, with the divestiture of the monopoly of ATT in telecommunications,
ushering in managed competition in the communication industries, while
preserving local monopolies for cable operators. As a result, the so-called
“Baby Bells,” originally established in different regional markets, became
powerful national and global players that actively lobbied Congress and
the FCC to assert their control over the “last mile” (now renamed the
“first mile” by corporations like Verizon) in fierce competition with the
cable companies before regulation permitted partnerships between the two.
The relatively slow diffusion of broadband in the United States was partly
the result of this early conflict between cable companies and telephone
operators that led to failures of interconnection nationally and locally.

The second key legislative measure was the 1996 Telecommunications Act,
which substantially lifted the restrictions on concentration of ownership
in the media industries. As a direct consequence of this Act, there was a
swift movement toward corporate consolidation, leading to the formation
of multimedia oligopolies, particularly in the major metropolitan areas, as
documented in the preceding section of this chapter. This concentration of
ownership affected television, radio, and the print press, although, in the
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case of the print press, the process of concentration predates the 1996 Act.
For instance, in 1945, 80 percent of American newspapers were privately
owned, often by families. In 2007, more than 80 percent of American
newspapers were owned by corporations, most of which were subsidiaries
of major multimedia groups (Klinenberg, 2007: 31). Furthermore, the 1996
Act authorized mergers and alliances between companies of different seg-
ments of the industry (for instance, between telecommunication operators
and media companies, including Internet companies), thus opening the
way for the interlocked business communication system that emerged in
the early twenty-first century. The 1996 Act was also important because
it reiterated the operators’ obligation to allow sharing of the network
under similar conditions for all users (the so-called unbundling policy). This
limited the capacity of the new mega-corporations resulting from permitted
mergers to appropriate the technological revolution for their benefit.

In terms of media content, the FCC has traditionally kept a low profile to
avoid interfering with the principle of free speech set by the First Amend-
ment, though it encouraged discretion to protect children from harmful
programming and to limit pornographic broadcasting. Yet, Congress and the
government became much more belligerent toward the control of content
on the Internet. The key rationale for the Communications Decency Act
of 1996 was the prevention of child pornography online. But after the
courts overturned the provisions of the Act related to the control of free
communication on the Internet, censorship attempts receded until 2001,
when the terrorist threat facilitated the passing of new legislation autho-
rizing government surveillance of the Internet and control of the diffusion
of certain types of information. This proposition was almost impossible to
execute, as proven by the proliferation of Bin Laden’s proclamations and
the materials of other terrorist groups over the Internet.

What became the most important issue in terms of content control on
the Internet was the enforcement of technologically outdated copyright
laws over digitized material circulating on the Internet, particularly via p2p
networks. Under relentless pressure from the media and cultural industries,
Congress enacted legislation extending and expanding copyright protec-
tion, and the courts were used as firewalls against the culture of sharing
and remixing that had blossomed on the Internet. Indeed, the Digital
Millennium Copyright Act of 1998 represented a serious threat to the remix
culture that is at the heart of creativity in the digital age. Although this
legislative arsenal had an intimidating effect on Internet users, it was not
capable of preventing the mass insurrection (by the tens of millions) of
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users/producers of content against the media oligopolies’ perceived capture
of free digital culture (Lessig, 2004; Benkler 2006; Gillespie, 2007). Calling
technology to the rescue, the entertainment industry developed a new
system of “digital rights management” (DRM) to prevent the unauthorized
copying of material. Yet, DRM only limits a small portion of the supposed
infringement because it does not prevent the growth of p2p networks, nor
does it stop the posting of remixed material on YouTube and other Web 2.0
sites with millions of users and producers of content.

The impromptu evolution of Internet regulation and management par-
allels the serendipitous maturation of the Internet as the communication
commons of the network society (Abbate, 1999; Castells, 2001; Movius,
forthcoming). When first deployed in 1969, ARPANET, the predecessor of
the Internet, was an experimental computer networking program origi-
nated in DARPA, the US Defense Department research agency, and largely
run by the scientists and engineers who created it. In 1970, the Defense
Department offered to transfer its operation and property to ATT. After
weighing the possibility for a few weeks, ATT did not see any commercial
interest in ARPANET, and declined the offer (Abbate, 1999). Thanks to
this monumental shortsightedness on ATT’s part, and to the inability of
Microsoft to understand the significance of the Internet, the world became
what it is today. So much for technological determinism.

In 1984, as the Internet developed and began to be used around the
world, DARPA, and the most prominent designers of the Internet, estab-
lished the Internet Activities Board made up of a number of task forces.
One of these became the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) created in
1986 to manage the development of technical standards for the Internet.
Decisions made by the IETF were made by consensus, and involved a wide
variety of individuals and institutions. By and large, the Internet emerged in
a legal vacuum with little supervision from regulatory agencies, including
the FCC. The agencies that were created developed on an ad hoc basis
to solve the needs of the users of the network. The most critical decision
was to set up a coherent system for assigning domains and IP addresses
that would organize traffic on the Internet so that packets would reach
their designated addressee. It was mainly a solo operation undertaken in
the mid-1980s by University of Southern California engineering professor
Jon Postel, one of the early co-designers of the Internet. He established
the system under contract with DARPA and in connection with the Stan-
ford Research Institute (SRI, not affiliated with Stanford University). The
resulting organization became collectively known as the Internet Assigned
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Names Authority (IANA). Postel administered the US government grants
to IANA to maintain lists of unique reference numbers. Though the root
servers of IANA were operated voluntarily by 13 different organizations,
Postel made most of the key technical decisions out of his USC office. That
one person, without financial profit for himself, and without direct control
from a higher authority, created the Internet domain system unchallenged
because of the trust deposited in him by the user community, is one of the
most extraordinary stories of the Information Age.

By 1992, the National Science Foundation (NSF) had assumed
responsibility for coordinating and funding the management of the
Internet, while leaving the small military components of the network
under the jurisdiction of the Defense Department. In 1993, the National
Science Foundation contracted the administration of the Domain Name
System (DNS) to the private US company Network Solutions, Inc. (NSI),
although Postel continued to play a role until his death from cancer in 1998
at the age of 55. Then, at the expiration of NSI's contract with the NSF
in 1998, and without Postel present to function as the trusted guarantor
of the assignment of IP addresses, pressure increased to formalize the
institutional management of the Internet. The ensuing controversy led
IANA and the autonomous organization created by the first community of
users, the Internet Society (ISOC), chaired by another trusted “father” of
the Internet, Vint Cerf, to organize the International Ad Hoc Committee
(IAHC) to resolve DNS management questions. The invention of the World
Wide Web and the free diffusion of its web server program by its creator
Tim Berners-Lee in 1990 provided the technological foundation for the
development of a user-friendly Internet. As the Internet became a hugely
profitable opportunity for business investments, President Clinton directed
the Secretary of Commerce to privatize the DNS on July 1, 1997, in a way
that increased competition and facilitated international participation in its
management. The US Department of Commerce implemented the directive
and established ICANN (the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and
Numbers) in November 1998.

As soon as the Internet was recognized as an extraordinarily important
form of networked communication with a wide range of potential applica-
tions, corporate appetites for the commercialization of the Internet grew
exponentially. Yet, the history, culture, and architecture of the Internet
made it difficult to appropriate it privately or to regulate it exclusively
for the sake of business profits. Furthermore, because it was a global
network, and because this was precisely one of its main attractions for users
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and business alike, the Commerce Department had to share some control
with international regulatory agencies and the user community, leading
to the unprecedented electronic election of the ICANN board by more
than 200,000 registered Internet users in 2000, an expression of grassroots
participation in spite of the lack of representativeness of this electorate.
A coalition formed by an active user community, civil libertarians, and
the US courts became the guardian of the Internet’s autonomy, so that
much of the Internet remained a vast social space of experimentation,
sociability, and autonomous cultural expression. Every attempt to tame
or parcel out the Internet was countered with such determination that
governments and corporations had to learn to use the Internet to their
benefit without subduing its autonomous development. Not only was the
genie out of the bottle, but the genie’s genes rejected confinement of this
newly found freedom of communication, as per the deliberate design of its
creators, exemplified by Tim Berners-Lee’s decision to release into the open
the software of the World Wide Web. Yet, when the expansion of broadband
and the rise of Web 2.0 opened up new opportunities for profit-making in
the first decade of the twenty-first century, a new set of regulatory policies
was introduced, aiming at the private appropriation not of the Internet itself
but of the network infrastructure on which the Internet relies.

Enclosing the Commons of the Information Age (or Trying to)

The third major step toward the creation of a new regulatory environment
for digital communication in the United States took place in the 2000s: a
series of bills approved in Congress and decisions adopted by the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) that rewrote the provisions of the
1996 Act, thus enabling companies to invest in different industries and to proceed
with vertical integration between carriers, manufacturers, and providers of content,
while curtailing public scrutiny over business practices (Benkler, 2006; Klinen-
berg, 2007; McChesney, 2007; Schiller, 2007). In 2004, the FCC introduced
a policy called “spectrum flexibility,” which aimed to increase available
spectrum, particularly for wireless communication, and to authorize the
free resale of spectrum by companies that were operating within regulated
frequencies, thus creating a market for spectrum that increased the purview
of major corporations. The FCC also ended the unbundling requirement,
thus liberating the Bell operators from their network-sharing obligations
while still permitting cable television operators to introduce broadband into
their networks and sell services over their proprietary networks. This new
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policy gave carriers and operators ample freedom to manage access and
prices on the networks of their property.

In a logical continuation of this devolution of power to network oper-
ators, the latest stage of US deregulation points toward the reversal of
the traditional policy of “net neutrality,” that is, the consideration of the
carrier network as a common-use infrastructure, access to which cannot be
blocked, subject to conditions, or discriminated against by the carrier oper-
ator vis-a-vis different users.!® The key decision that opened the debate on
net neutrality was the FCC’s Cable Modem Order of 2002, which stated that
broadband service was no longer considered a telecommunication service
(and thus subject to regulation) as it was under the Telecommunications Act
of 1996, but as an “information service” beyond the scope of the regulator.
The Supreme Court upheld this decision in 2005, thus opening a major
debate between two groups. On one side, Internet users, innovative high-
tech companies, and Internet content providers, such as Google, Yahoo!,
Amazon, and e-Bay, argue for open access to the networks. On the other
side, network operators wish to differentiate access and pricing to leverage
their private control of the communication infrastructure.

The conflict is about more than a dispute between different industries
with specific interests. As Clark (2007: 702) has written, “right now, what
they are fighting over is the future of television.” This is so because the
digitization of all content (bits are bits) opens the way for the Internet
to become a carrier for TV. For example, Hulu.com is used by almost
all of the largest media conglomerates to stream their television content
to audiences free of charge, and Joost.com, a service launched in Janu-
ary 2007, streams television programming using peer-to-peer technology.
The Internet already carries substantial voice communication traffic (e.g.,
Skype), thus fundamentally altering the revenue model of broadcasting
companies and telecommunication operators. So, although liberalization
and deregulation stimulated the development of Internet-based commu-
nication throughout the 1980s and 1990s (largely because they did not
interfere with the self-managed development of the Internet), the change
of rules attempted by the FCC under the Bush administration in the 2000s
was tantamount to re-regulation in favor of the telecommunication, cable,
and broadcasting companies which kept resisting the challenges that the

16 For a diverse, well-documented analysis of this fundamental policy development,
see the Special Issue on Net Neutrality published by the International Journal of Commu-
nication in its 2007 volume.
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diffusion of broadband Internet and related Web 2.0 content and services
posed to their entrenched business model.

Thus, while the attention of the world was focused on freedom of expres-
sion on the Internet, the transformation of the communication infrastruc-
ture into a series of “walled gardens” managed by network operators, with
respect to their specific business interests, imposed fundamental constraints
upon the expansion of the new digital culture. The pipes of the Internet
Galaxy are being privatized and left to their own fragmented management.
While we were concerned about protecting the free electronic frontier
against the intrusion of Big Brother (the government), the Big Sisters
(major network operators), who appropriate and manage the broadband
traffic circulating through the Information Superhighways, have become
the ones responsible for restricting free virtual space.

The evolution of regulatory policies was the result of power-making
strategies through the articulation of business and political interests, dressed
up in discourses about technological wonders and consumer choice and
supported by economic models worshipping the higher authority of the
Invisible Hand. While there were intra-business conflicts in the 1990s
between the supporters of the “Baby Bells” (long-distance carriers) and
cable operators, when it came to the main decision of letting the market
(i.e., big business) decide the shape of the communication revolution, most
of the political class espoused the strategy. The 1996 Act, under Clinton,
received the support of the Republican Congress, and many of the measures
allowing vertical integration and cross-industry investment recruited sup-
porters from both parties. This is because the telecommunications industry
plays a major role in financing political campaigns, while the broadcasting
industry is essential in facilitating media coverage of political candidates.
The nascent Internet companies took some time to develop political clout
and they were too self-satisfied with the mantra of their innate superiority
as technological innovators to worry about the future. Furthermore, the
public was largely unaware of the importance of the issues that were being
decided without consultation or debate. Communication regulation was an
obscure field reserved to lawyers, economists, and engineers which did not
seem to be related to the concerns of the commons, except in pricing and
service abuse claims against monopoly cable operators, matters that were
more often than not blamed on the licenses issued by local governments
with little information about what they were doing.

Things changed dramatically in the 2000s, partly due to the arrogance
of Michael Powell, the new chair of the FCC appointed by President Bush
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in 2001. A military man, and the son of the then Secretary of State Colin
Powell, he was (and is) a free market fundamentalist, who after leaving the
FCC in 2004 went to work for Providence Equity Partners, an investment
firm managing equity for the media and telecommunication companies
that Powell had been in charge of regulating. The President gave him
personal support so that he could lift restrictions on media cross-ownership
and re-regulate in favor of the big companies in the telecommunication
and broadcasting industry. Rupert Murdoch’s News Corporation was a
major beneficiary of this new policy. The media concentration in television,
cable, radio, and the print press that followed the FCC’s decision triggered
a flurry of protests which mobilized progressive activists, civic associations,
civil libertarians, and defenders of local government in America, including
powerful conservative groups such as the National Rifle Association. From
this protest emerged a potent, multifaceted, social movement, including
organizations such as Free Press, the Center for Digital Democracy,
Media Access Project, Reclaim the Media, Media Alliance, Media-Tank,
the Prometheus Radio Project (calling for “low power to the people” in
reference to autonomous LP radio), and many others who successfully
fought the FCC’s attempt to disenfranchise citizens from communication
policy. These groups stirred up an unusual level of public interest in
the FCC’s public hearings. They protested over the Internet, pressured
Congress, and filed law suits in federal courts, making the new Democratic
majority in Congress more receptive to the demands for citizen control
of communication. This widespread mobilization was concurrent with
other factors leading to Powell’s resignation from the FCC (Costanza-
Chock, 2006; Klinenberg, 2007; McChesney, 2007; Neuman, personal com-
munication, 2007). When a new debate on communication policy emerged
in 2005-7 on the issue of “net neutrality,” an informed citizenry entered the
communication policy arena, pushing it to the forefront of public debate.
In the words of Robert McChesney, “what was crucial in 2003 was that the
light switch went on for millions of Americans. They did not have to accept
all the problems with media as an “unalterable’ given. The media system
was not natural; it resulted from policies” (2007: 159). However, to put this
awakening experience into perspective, it is worth pointing to a sobering
reminder of the power of the communication industry: in the 2008 electoral
campaign, as in all other campaigns, no major presidential candidate
highlighted the issue of citizen control over the media and communication
networks.
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Deregulating the World (but not the American Way)

Throughout the world, there has also been a widespread trend toward
liberalization, privatization, and deregulation of broadcasting and telecom-
munications since the 1980s, but at a slower pace than in the United
States. However, the regulatory regime was, and still is, to a large extent,
different from the United States. In fact, the United States represents the
exception in the history of communication regulation from a global per-
spective. This is because, in the world at large, communication has always
been considered too important to be left to private business. Through-
out history, communication was seen as a critical domain in which to
assert government control, sometimes on behalf of the public interest, and
sometimes as a naked expression of state power, with business interests
coming in second. Furthermore, there has been a distinctive separation
between regulation of the media and regulation of telecommunications
throughout the world. The latter was seen as a public-service infrastructure,
while the former was considered a key instrument of political and cultural
control. Thus, generally speaking, the media were regulated by the political
and ideological institutions of the state. Television and radio were usually
government owned and government operated, although some room was
left for private ownership, though this was always kept under the close
eye of the would-be censors. By contrast, newspapers and the print press
were usually trusted to the various elites so that they could have their
own voice in the public sphere, with the exception of countries under
rightwing or leftwing dictatorships, in which all the media were kept under
control of the party or the dictator. But even in democratic countries, the
print press was subject to political inclinations so that the idyllic notion
of an independent professional press was usually belied by the political
and ideological alignment of most media, often the expression of religious
affiliations, ideological preferences, business interests, and political parties.
Overall, the state and ideological apparatuses were the matrix of the media
more than the market. Of course, business was present in the media, but
commercial strategies had to operate under the umbrella of the holders of
political-ideological power.

This state of affairs changed in most parts of the world from the 1980s
onward. At the source of the change was the wave of liberalization policies
linked to new economic strategies in the context of globalization, the rapid
technological change that opened up a new universe of communicative
capabilities, and the cultural change toward individualism and freedom
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of choice that weakened the foundations of ideological conservativism,
particularly in developed countries. How this translated into new forms
of regulation varied between countries. In some of the most important
countries in the world (China, Russia, India), in spite of a growing business
presence in the media, there is still, in the twenty-first century, tight direct
(China, Russia) or indirect (India) government control over the media. But
in most countries, the regulatory regime is exercised by a combination
of government ownership and government licenses to business groups
that must follow rules that limit their power as fully independent media
groups. The usual method of submitting business to political will in the
media industry is to distribute spectrum licenses between different business
partnerships related to a plurality of political orientations. Thus, whoever
is in power always has some access to some media group. The vertical
integration of television, radio, and the print press facilitates this division
of labor in the media under the control of the political system at large. In
addition, in all countries there are still some networks that are owned by
the government and in which the independence of the media is limited.
There are exceptions to this general pattern, on both sides. For instance,
in the UK, the BBC has been hailed around the world as a model of
a public corporation asserting its independence from direct government
interference, although some acts by the Blair government tarnished this
image without destroying the reputation of the BBC as a reference for
independent public media around the world. However, the BBC had to
compete with private television networks and the satellite and cable com-
panies that won a substantial market share of the audience, so that it lost
its dominant position. On the other extreme of the liberalized media world,
Italy, under the government of Berlusconi, produced a most original model
of public—private partnership. The Italian government owned the three RAI
networks, historically known for their professionalism, that were subjected
to heavy political pressures in spite of determined resistance by journalists
and producers. On the other hand, Berlusconi, a real-estate businessman,
with the support of the Socialist prime minister Bettino Craxi, used a
loophole in the Italian Constitution to build three private national television
networks on the basis of the local stations that he owned. Berlusconi lever-
aged his media power from these networks to be elected prime minister
in 1994, and then re-elected. So, in the 1990s and 2000s, all national
television networks, public or private, were under his control, with obvious
consequences for the impoverishment of cultural and political diversity of
Italy (Bosetti, 2007). France privatized most public television (TF1 was sold
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to a construction company), while reserving control over some channels,
such as TV7, and partly dedicating one public network (Antenne 2) to
cultural programming for the solace of French intellectuals.

Germany, Portugal, and Spain took similar paths. Spain, during the
Socialist government of Felipe Gonzdlez in the 1980s, kept two national
networks under government control and licensed two open television net-
works and one satellite television channel to three consortia of private
investors, conveniently distributed between ditferent business groups with
the proviso that no one shareholder should own more than 25 percent of
the open networks. In 1996, Gonzalez’s successor, the conservative prime
minister José Maria Aznar, followed the Berlusconi model and used his
control of Telefonica, the Spanish multinational in telecommunications,
to acquire one of the private channels and put pressure on the other,
effectively monopolizing most of the national television networks during
the period 1996-2004. In 2006, a new Socialist government licensed two
additional television networks to friendly groups of investors and acceler-
ated the transition to digital television, which freed additional spectrum
and made room for a wider range of national and international media
companies (Campo Vidal, 2008). However, the most profound transforma-
tion of the Spanish media system came as a result of the constitutional
refoundation of the Spanish state, from 1978 onward, into a quasi-federal
state. The Spanish Autonomous Communities (the equivalent of the Ger-
man Ldnder) were granted the possibility of developing their own public
television and radio networks within the boundaries of their territory. They
used this capacity to its full potential, with the result that in Catalonia
and in other areas of Spain the regional television networks captured
most of the audience, and in Catalonia, the Basque Country, and Galicia
they became a key instrument for strengthening national identity via the
preservation of their own languages, among other means (Tubella, 2004).

In short, the most important regulatory policy in Europe and in most
of the world has been the gradual, yet limited, release of the national
government’s control over radio and television, and indirectly over the
print press, in favor of a diversity of private business groups and regional
governments. Media businesses often used this relative autonomy to link
up with global business networks, thereby increasing their independence
vis-a-vis the government.

The commercialization of the media around the world has received
widespread support from public opinion because they have largely escaped
(and are still in the process of doing so, in many countries) the iron
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cage of political bureaucracies. Up-to-date entertainment is a winner over
propaganda supplemented with old films and national folklore. This feeling
of relative liberation from the political grip in the past two decades may
explain the quasi-absence of social protests against media policy in most
countries, save for the self-interested claims of business groups losing out
in the licensing process. Indeed, when and where media-oriented social
movements have taken place, they are not directed toward media business
but toward the state to fight its censorship. This is particularly the case in
Russia under Putin, where journalists and citizens are fighting an authori-
tarian media regime guided by political motivation from the highest levels
of the state (see Chapter 4).

In most of the world, telecommunication requlation has changed dramatically
from a monopoly regime (legally or de facto) to a policy of re-regulation
and competition that started to take hold in Europe in 1998 and in Japan
in 2000 (Rutherford, 2004; OECD, 2007; Cowhey and Aronson, 2009).
Supposedly independent telecommunication regulators were established in
most countries, and in the European Union, the European Commission
assumed oversight of the national regulators. Regulatory authorities pre-
vent monopolistic practices and abusive pricing, submitting companies to
fines and mandatory directives. Yet, the original monopolies, even after
their privatization, have leveraged their resources and political connections
to retain a dominant position in their national territories while embarking
on ambitious policies of global expansion and strategic partnerships.

Wireless communication is a more competitive field because it is a newer
industry, and in some countries, like China, private wireless operators are
used by the government to put pressure on the old wireline operators
(Qiu, 2007). However, this policy of managed competition in Europe,
Japan, and South Korea seems to have won the upper hand over the
disorganized competition induced in the US by the FCC with its free-for-
all policies. Broadband penetration is higher in Northern Europe, Japan,
and South Korea than in the United States, and its cost per bit is lower. The
unbundling rule is still in effect in Europe, thus keeping, for the time being,
the principle of network neutrality. Furthermore, the agreement on stan-
dards and pricing schemes imposed by the European Commission to wire-
less communication operators in Europe has led to a higher penetration of
wireless communication, higher usage, and higher quality service in Europe
than in the United States. The competitive edge of Europe and Asia in this
area was also helped by the quality of wireless communication technology
and manufacturing design in Europe (particularly in Nordic countries) and
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East Asia. In short, regulation in telecommunication networks in the world
at large has kept a greater degree of government control over the operators
than in the United States, while unleashing managed competition. The net
result has been an expansion of broadband and wireless communication,
laying the groundwork for a global diffusion of the infrastructure of the
digital communication age, and particularly of the Internet in its new Web
2.0 and Web 3.0 incarnations.

Regulating Freedom: When the Red Hood Internet Meets the Big
Bad Corporate Wolves

The Internet is a global network, so its requlation could not be left to the US
Department of Commerce, even in the form of an ICANN board elected by
Internet users. But since there is no global government, the Internet dif-
fused globally, restrained only by limits that each national government
could impose within its territorial jurisdiction. Yet, short of unplugging the
Internet, it is difficult to control its networking capabilities because they can
always be redirected to a backbone somewhere else on the planet. True, it
is possible to block access to some designated sites, but not the trillions
of e-mail messages and the millions of web sites in constant processes of
renewal. Yes, the Internet can be supervised and is, in fact, being actively
supervised by all governments in the world (Deibert et al., 2008). But the
best governments can do to enforce their legislation is to prosecute a few
unfortunate culprits who are caught in the act, while millions of others
enjoy their merry ride over the web. Hundreds of Internet freedom fighters
(plus a few crooks and child pornographers) end up in real jails to pay
for their virtual vagaries. Yet, while a few of the messengers are punished,
the messages go on, most of them surfing the ocean of global, seamless
communication (see Chapter 4).

This is why the only legitimate body with responsibility for global gover-
nance, the United Nations, took up the issue of the Internet in two consecu-
tive World Information Summits, one in Geneva, Switzerland, in 2003 and
one in 2005 in Tunis, Tunisia (a country known for its Internet censorship
and where journalists covering the meeting were arrested). In December
2003, a number of goals were discussed in Geneva, focusing on information
and communication technologies for the benefit of the world’s population.
Naturally, the Internet became a focal point in many of these discussions.
The Geneva Declaration of Principles and Geneva Plan of Action were
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adopted on December 12, 2003, but participants were unable to agree on
a definition of Internet governance. Debates centered on the distinction
between a “narrow” definition that encompassed only ICANN-related func-
tions (Internet resource allocation and assignment) and a “broad” definition
that would include, ultimately, control over the content circulated through
the Internet. As is usually the case in United Nations’ meetings, when faced
with disagreement over the very concept of “Internet governance,” the
UN established a Working Group on Internet Governance (WGIG) whose
objective was to define the term and provide input to the second phase
of the World Summit in Tunis in November 2005. After two years of hard
labor by the 40 members of the group, who represented stakeholders from
governments, the private sector, and civil society, the August 2005 WGIG
Report gave birth to the following working definition: “Internet governance
is the development and application by Governments, the private sector and
civil society, in their respective roles, of shared principles, norms, rules,
decision-making procedures, and programmes that shape the evolution and
use of the Internet.”

Enlightened by this path-breaking definition, the 2005 UN World Sum-
mit on the Information Society (Second Phase) in Tunis, after a debate on
policy principles, confirmed the role of ICANN and the overseeing capacity
of the US Commerce Department, defined an agenda for the global infor-
mation society, and established the Internet Governance Forum (IGF). IGF
is an international organization whose purpose is to “support the United
Nations Secretary-General in carrying out the mandate from the World
Summit on the Information Society (WSIS) with regard to convening a new
forum for multi-stakeholder policy dialogue.” The UN Secretary-General
established an Advisory Group and a Secretariat as institutional bodies of
the IGF. Subsequently, the IGF held several meetings in Greece in 2006, in
Rio de Janeiro in 2007, in Hyderabad in November 2008, and, at the time
of writing, a meeting is planned for Cairo in October 2009. There has been
an identification of the key policy areas under discussion. These are:

1. Internet infrastructure and resource management (physical infrastruc-
ture; VoIP; spectrum policy; technical standards; resource management;
administration of Internet names and addresses; administration of root-
server system and root-zone files).

2. Issues relating to the use of the Internet (security of network and
information systems; spam; national policies and regulations; critical
infrastructure protection).
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3. Issues with wider impact than the Internet (electronic authentication;
competition policy, liberalization, privatization, regulations; access pro-
tection, consumer/user protection, privacy; unlawful content and prac-
tices; dispute resolution; intellectual property rights; e-commerce and
taxation of e-commerce; e-government and privacy; freedom of infor-
mation and media).

4. Issues with developmental impact (Internet-leased line costs; afford-
able and universal access; education, human-capacity building; national
infrastructure development; social dimensions and inclusion; content
accessibility; open source and free software; cultural and linguistic
diversity).

According to reliable sources, the policy debate is proceeding at the usual
pace for this kind of institutional setting, although there is no conclusion
yet to report at the time of writing. I hope to be able to analyze the structure
and policy of global Internet governance emerging from this debate in the
second, or perhaps tenth, edition of this book.

My skepticism about the results of these debates stems from my own
experience on a number of national and international advisory boards
on Internet policy. I came to the conviction (leading, of course, to my
withdrawal from all these bodies, including those related to the United
Nations) that the fundamental concern of most governments is to establish
regulations to control the Internet and find mechanisms to enforce this
control in the traditional terms of law and order. Regardless of my personal
feelings about such a policy (I am against it), there are serious reasons to
doubt the effectiveness of the proposed controls when they are not directed
toward specific corporations or organizations but at the user community
at large (unless there is a generalized attack on Internet service providers
that would cripple the entire Internet communication system — never say
never). Yet this is an unlikely hypothesis given the extent of business
interests already invested in the Internet and the widespread support that
the Internet enjoys among most of the 1.4 billion users for whom it has
become the communication fabric of their lives. Therefore, the regulation
of the Internet has shifted its focus from the Internet itself to specific
instances of censorship and repression by government bureaucracies,
and to the privatization of the global communication infrastructure that
supports Internet traffic. So, in spite of regulation, the Internet thrives as
the local/global, multimodal communication medium of our age. But it
submits, as everything else in our world, to relentless pressure from two
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essential sources of domination that still loom over our existence: capital
and the state.

The relationship between capital and the state is indeed the source of
the policies of liberalization and deregulation that induced the rise of global
capitalism and the formation of global multimedia business networks at the
heart of the new digital communication system. But because business inter-
ests seem to prevail in their interaction with the state, and because business
sees a major new field of investment in the expansion of digital communi-
cation, regulatory policies have been conducive to the global diffusion of
new forms of communication, including mass self-communication. Under
such conditions, the media audience is transformed into a communica-
tive subject increasingly able to redefine the processes by which societal
communication frames the culture of society. Paradoxically, the yielding
of the state to the interests of capital leads to the rise of a new form of
communication that may increase the power of citizens over both capital
and the state.

Cultural Change in a Globalized World

For communication to happen, senders and receivers need to share codes.
In the media business, there has been a strategic shift from broadcasting
to a generic audience (assuming its ability to identify with a homogeneous
message) to targeting specific audiences, thus adapting the message to the
intended receiver. As analyzed above, this has been made possible by the
networking of global media business and by new digital technologies that
allow the combination of mass production and customized distribution of
content. The identification of the audience requires an understanding of its
diverse cultural codes. Therefore, the evolution of the format and content
of media messages, whether generic or specific, depends on the cultural
evolution of societies. Each society has its own path and pace in such evo-
lution. But because the network society is global, there are commonalities
and interdependencies in the process of cultural transformation. Lash and
Lury (2007), in their analysis of the global culture industry, emphasize the
qualitative change represented by globalization in the cultural realm. As
they write:

Culture has taken on another, different logic with the transition from the cul-
ture industry to global culture industry; globalization has given culture industry
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a fundamentally different mode of operation. Our point is that in 1945 and in
1975 culture was still fundamentally a superstructure...Cultural entities were
still exceptional...But in 2005 cultural objects are everywhere: as information, as
communication, as branded products, as financial services, as media products, as
transport and leisure services, cultural entities are no longer the exception: they are
the rule. Culture is so ubiquitous that it, as it were, seeps out of the superstructure
and comes to infiltrate, and then take over the infrastructure itself. It comes to
dominate both the economy and experience in everyday life...In global culture
industry, production and consumption are processes of the construction of difference.

(Lash and Lury, 2007: 3-5; emphasis added)

How is this difference constructed? What are the cultural materials that
permeate throughout the different domains of experience and structure the
frameworks of meaning in which media operate? As a working hypoth-
esis, I propose that the process of cultural transformation in our world
evolves along two major bipolar axes: the opposition between globalization and
identification and the cleavage between individualism and communalism (Ingle-
hart, 2003; Castells, 2004c; Tubella, 2004; Baker, 2005; Cardoso, 2006;
Qvortrup, 2006).

Cultural globalization refers to the emergence of a specific set of values
and beliefs that are largely shared around the planet.

Cultural identification refers to the existence of specific sets of values and
beliefs in which specific human groups recognize themselves. Cul-
tural identification is largely the result of the geography and history of
human organization, but it can also be formed on the basis of specific
projects of identity-building.

Individualism is the set of values and beliefs that gives priority to the
satisfaction of needs, desires, and projects of each individual subject
in the orientation of her/his behavior.

Communalism is the set of values and beliefs that places the collective
good of a community over the individual satisfaction of its members.
Community is defined, in this context, as the social system organized
around the sharing of a specific subset of cultural and/or material
attributes.

Let us examine the actual content of this process of cultural change. What
is a global culture? Are we in a world of increasing cultural homogeneity?
Yes and no. For the most part, we are not (Lull, 2007; Page, 2007). The
World Values Survey of the University of Michigan shows the prevalence
of national and regional identities over the cosmopolitan identity that is
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adopted by only a small minority of the world’s population (Norris, 2000;
Inglehart, 2003; Inglehart et al., 2004). European citizens feel much less
European than national or local (Castells, 2004b). Similarly, data from
the Latinobarometer indicate the strength of national, regional, and eth-
nic identification in Latin America (Calderon, 2006). Religion is a major
source of collective identification in parts of the world, particularly in the
United States, Latin America, India, and Islamic societies, but not in most
of Europe (with some exceptions: for example, Poland or Ireland), nor in
East Asia, where it is idiosyncratic and not very influential (Norris and
Inglehart, 2004).

Yet, there is indeed a global culture that can be observed at three levels. First,
for a small but influential minority of people, there is the consciousness of
the shared destiny of the planet we inhabit, be it in terms of the environ-
ment, human rights, moral principles, global economic interdependency,
or geopolitical security. This is the principle of cosmopolitanism supported
by social actors who see themselves as citizens of the world (Beck, 2005).
Survey data show that they are overwhelmingly members of the most
educated and affluent segments of society, although age is also a factor:
the younger people’s age, the more open they are to a cosmopolitan view
of the world (Inglehart, 2003). Secondly, there is a multicultural global
culture characterized by the hybridization and remix of cultures from different
origins, as in the diffusion of hip hop music in adapted versions throughout
the world or the remixed videos that populate YouTube. Thirdly, what is
perhaps the most fundamental layer of cultural globalization is the culture
of consumerism, directly related to the formation of a global capitalist market
(Barber, 2007). For capitalism to globalize, the culture of commodification
must be present everywhere. And the very fact that capitalism is global and
that all countries now live under capitalism (save North Korea at the time of
writing) provides the foundation for the planetary sharing of market values
and consumer culture.

At the same time, the existence of diverse sources of cultural identification
creates a complex pattern of interaction between global consumerism, cos-
mopolitanism, and global hybridization, on one hand, and diverse sources
of cultural identification (national, religious, territorial, ethnic, gender, self-
selected identities) on the other (Inglehart et al., 2004).

Another axis of cultural differentiation opposes individualism to communalism.
Wayne Baker’s empirical analysis of the evolution of American values
shows the parallel development of both trends in the minds of American
people over the past three decades (Baker, 2005). The United States is a
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bipolar culture, made of a Me culture (Mitchell, 2003) and of a God culture
(Domke and Coe, 2008). In both cultures, there are extreme positions
toward libertarian individualism, on one hand, and submission to God’s
law (whoever God may be), on the other. The culture of familialism is also
a defining set of values bridging the individual and her/his contribution to
the moral principles of society. Me, my family, and my God constitute the
holy trinity of American values.

In a different context, the study that I and my colleagues conducted on
a representative sample of the population of Catalonia in 2002 shows the
importance of family identification as the primary organizing principle of
life for 56 percent of the population, followed by “myself” (8.7%) and
peers (4.9%; Castells and Tubella, 2007). All sources of collective iden-
tification together (nation, ethnicity, religion, and territoriality) were the
main self-identifying principle for only 9.7 percent of the sample. However,
when people were asked to choose in terms of their primary national
affiliation, 37.5 percent considered themselves primarily Catalans, with
19.7 percent identifying themselves primarily as Spanish, 36.2 percent as
both Catalan and Spanish, and 6.6 percent identifying with the world
at large (Castells and Tubella, 2007). Religion was the primary factor of
identification for only 2.5 percent. Meanwhile, 13.1 percent of the popu-
lation cited a combination of nature, humankind, and the world at large
(indicators of cosmopolitanism) as their main self-identifying principle.
Interestingly enough, this is the same percentage of people who primar-
ily identify with cosmopolitanism in the world at large, according to the
World Values Survey (Norris, 2000), with these values becoming more
pronounced in the younger age groups. This is to say that in societies in
which religion is not a primary source of identification (as is the case in
Catalonia and in most of Europe), the individual and her/his family, on one
hand, and cosmopolitanism, on the other hand, emerge as the main cultural
references for people, particularly for young people. National, regional,
and local identification (or non-state national identities as in the case of
Catalonia) remain a principle of identification as resistance identities when
facing challenges either from globalization or from dominant nation-states
(Castells, 2004c; Castells and Tubella, 2007).

If we combine the two bipolar axes of cultural identification, we can
detect four significant combinations that are expressed in definite forms of
cultural patterns, as shown in Figure 2.6. I shall elaborate on the content
of the typology presented here. The articulation between globalization and
individualism leads to the diffusion of consumerism as the individual form
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GLOBALIZATION IDENTIFICATION
INDIVIDUALISM Branded Networked

consumerism individualism
COMMUNALISM Cosmopolitanism Multiculturalism

Fig. 2.6. Typology of cultural patterns

of relationship to a process of globalization dominated by the expansion
of capitalism (Barber, 2007). A particularly important expression of this
individual relationship to a global capitalist culture, as proposed by Scott
Lash and Celia Lury (2007), is branding. Branding is the cultural dimension
of the global market, and the process by which individuals assign meaning
to their consumerism (Banet-Weiser, 2007).

The combination of identification and individualism is at the source
of the culture of networked individualism found by sociologists to be the
pattern of sociability in the network society (Wellman, 1999; Castells, 2001;
Hampton, 2004, 2007). In the age of the Internet, individuals do not
withdraw into the isolation of virtual reality. On the contrary, they expand
their sociability by using the wealth of communication networks at their
disposal, but they do so selectively, constructing their cultural world in
terms of their preferences and projects, and modifying it according to the
evolution of their personal interests and values (Katz and Aakhus, 2002;
Center for the Digital Future, 2005, 2007, 2008; Castells, 2007).

At the intersection of communalism and globalization, we find the cul-
ture of cosmopolitanism, or the project of sharing collective values on a
planetary scale and thereby building a human community that transcends
boundaries and specificity on behalf of a superior principle. This is, of
course, the case of the Islamic Umma (Moaddel, 2007), but could also be the
environmental culture (Wapner, 1996), worshipping Gaia on behalf of the
past and the future of humankind, or the cosmopolitan culture, affirming
the collective values of democracy in a new space of global citizenship
(Beck, 2005).

Finally, the fusion of communalism and identification leads to the recog-
nition of multiple identities in a world constituted by a diversity of cul-
tural communities. This is tantamount to recognizing multiculturalism as a
decisive trend of our interdependent world (Al-Sayyad and Castells, 2002;
Modood, 2005).

120



Communication in the Digital Age

Thus, four cultural configurations emerge from the interaction between
the two major bipolar cultural trends that characterize the global network
society: consumerism (signified by brands), networked individualism, cosmopoli-
tanism (be it ideological, political, or religious), and multiculturalism. These
are the basic cultural patterns of the global network society. And this is the
cultural space in which the communication system must operate.

The Communication Vectors of Cultural Patterns

There is not an exclusive, direct connection between each one of the four
cultural patterns defined above and specific technologies or forms of com-
munication. The four cultural patterns are present in the mass media and
in mass self-communication, and they all underlie communicative prac-
tices throughout the whole range of technologies and delivery platforms.
However, each one of these cultural patterns is better suited to whichever
form of communication is more likely to construct the cultural codes that
maximize the communication effect in the minds of the audience. That is,
to frame the process of communicative action.

The harbinger of branded consumerism is the global entertainment industry
in the diverse array of its products: films, music, shows, soap operas,
video games, massively multiplayer online games, newspapers, magazines,
book publishing, and the entire paraphernalia of supporting icons, from
clothing to designed consumer goods. The global, vertical integration of the
industry facilitates the delivery of brands through multiple channels that
reinforce each other. Furthermore, the evolution of news toward infotain-
ment broadens the scope of consumerism to the entire social and political
realm, as world events and local politics become mixed with the theatrics
of weather reports and the display of goods and services to be consumed.
The Hollywood industrial complex has come to be identified as the source
of much of this global cultural production and distribution (Wasko, 2001;
Miller et al., 2004). Such an historically rooted business dominance has led
to the ideologically charged thesis of cultural imperialism, usually assim-
ilated to the one-sided domination of American culture over all of the
world’s other cultures (Hesmondhalgh, 2007). In fact, cultures resist and
evolve on their own, as I will argue below. But there is something else that
is more important in analytical and practical terms: global culture is not an
American culture in spite of the disproportionate share of American-based
businesses in the cultural industries. Global is global. It means that the
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layer of global culture, built around consumerism and branding, processes
cultural products of all origins, and delivers them in customized packages
to maximize their communicative power in each targeted market (Straub-
haar, 1991; Waisbord, 2004a). An example will clarify this analysis: the
telenovelas industry and one particular telenovela: Ugly Betty (Miller, 2007).

Telenovelas, serial melodramas for television, while originally produced in
Latin America, mainly in Venezuela, Mexico, Brazil, and Colombia, have
become export products around the world, sometimes as canned products,
just translated; sometimes newly produced and reformatted to the taste of
each culture (Sinclair, 1999; La Pastina et al., 2003; Martinez, 2005). Tele-
novelas have been able to engage international audiences better than Amer-
ican soap operas, from whose format they differ substantially, in countries
as diverse as Russia, India, Italy, and Germany, as well as their language-
specific markets of Latin America and Spain. Successful ftelenovelas, once
proven in their domestic market, are bought, produced, and distributed by
global television companies, often based in the United States. Telenovelas
first reached the large Hispanic market in the United States but later made
significant inroads into the mainstream American market. The turning
point of this market penetration was the success of Ugly Betty in 2006.

First produced in Colombia as Betty la Fea in 1999, the show reached a
primetime audience of 70 percent in its home country, and then went on
to obtain similar levels of popularity in Latin America. Thereafter, it was
globally exported as both a canned program and a newly produced series,
and was shown in 70 countries. Given its global impact, ABC decided, not
without hesitation, to air its adapted American version in primetime. The
opening of Ugly Betty in the Fall of 2006 attracted 16.3 million viewers and
became one of the most successful shows in the American market. Jade
Miller has conducted an investigation into the significance of the Ugly Betty
phenomenon. She concluded that:

Telenovelas can best be understood as localizable yet universally appealing cul-
tural products traversing global networks of capitalist cultural concerns. Betty la
Fea serves as an example of the way in which a seemingly-domestic product is
inherently a global product. The global is present not only in the universally-
appealing Cinderella-style plot, but also in the multi-directional paths along which
the show has been imported and exported, and the globally-interlinked structure
of the corporations involved in Betty la Fea’s production and distribution. Whether
she is named Betty, Lisa, or Jassi, and whether she speaks Spanish, German, Hindji,
or English, Betty serves as a window with which to look at the telenovela industry
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not as a South-to-North contra-flow of culture but as a global network of culturally-
specific content with both local and global appeal. (Miller, 2007: 1)

In sum: the global entertainment industry, which supports and is sup-
ported by advertising, is the main channel for the construction of a con-
sumerist, branded culture. The United States industry, as exemplified by
the Hollywood industrial complex, is a major player in this industry, but
not the only one by any means. Besides, the global entertainment industry
does not diffuse just American culture, but any cultural product that sells
both at the global level and in its customized, culturally specific form.

Global consumer culture is not the only cultural pattern with an intended
global reach. Cosmopolitanism, at the intersection of globalization and com-
munalism, aims to construct a global public sphere around shared values
of global citizenship. Global media news networks, in their diversity, aim for
the construction of this communicative public sphere that brings countries and
cultures together in the space of 24-hour global information flows, as Ingrid Volk-
mer (1999) has shown in her study of CNN. However, following Volkmer
and other analysts, the construction of this global information is not neutral. It is
biased toward certain values and interests. Nonetheless, if we consider not just
CNN but the entire set of global news networks that distribute the news and
faces of the world globally, in real or chosen time, there is indeed a diverse
global communicative sphere in the making. This is the case with the BBC,
Venezuela-based TeleSur (at a much more modest level), South Africa’s
A24, EuroNews, and, most significantly, Al Jazeera and several other Arabic
networks. While some of these networks started as culturally specific, they
tend to diffuse globally; for instance, Al Jazeera began English-language
programming in 2007. Al Jazeera is indeed a meaningful development
because it was created, and is still owned, as noted above, by the Heir Prince
of Qatar, the emirate that is home to the largest US military base in the
Arabian Peninsula. Yet, it was more trusted than the Western news, and
soon became an alternative source of information for the Arabic-language
audience (El-Nawawy and Iskandar, 2002; Miles, 2005; Sakr, 2006). The
network paid for its independence with the lives of its journalists and
technicians killed during the US bombing of Al Jazeera’s offices in Iraq. And
it faces the continuing hostility of the United States and of Saudi Arabia,
which have gone to substantial lengths to boycott advertising revenue in Al
Jazeera.

Even CNN broadcasts in different versions depending on its audience.
CNN International is very different from American CNN; CNN en Espafol
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(in Latin America) has specific programming and information policies; and
CNN+ in Spain is openly critical of US foreign policy, a precondition for
attracting audience among the majority of Spaniards in a country in which
93 percent of people opposed the Iraq War from its inception. It is through
this diversity of global networks of news and information that an embryonic
cosmopolitan culture finds the support of a media delivery platform.

Other types of communication system promoting other forms of cos-
mopolitanism, namely religious cosmopolitanism, are the global religious
television networks, whose programming is broadcast around the world
to include the believers of each religion scattered around the planet. The
cultural boundaries of religion are now defined by the global networks that
reunite the faithful beyond political boundaries throughout the world. In a
sense, they are not cosmopolitan because they address the community of
believers. But, in a more fundamental sense, they are indeed cosmopolitan
because they aim to include everybody in their religious community. This is
to say that cosmopolitanism is defined from the perspective of the would-be
cosmopolitans.

Multiculturalism is the norm rather than the exception in our world. And
so there is extraordinary diversity of cultural production and distribution of
content. As stated above, Nigeria has a thriving film industry that reaches
a huge audience in Africa, and is more often than not distributed through
videos sold through informal networks (Dessa, 2007). India, not the United
States, is the largest producer of films in the world. True, they are cultur-
ally specific and were for a long time confined to India. But Bollywood
is extending its distribution networks to the very large Indian diaspora
(Bamzai, 2007; Gopal and Moorti, 2008). And the gigantic Indian televi-
sion market is dominated by Indian-produced content (Chatterjee, 2004).
Home-produced content also dominates the television market in China,
Japan, South Korea, Russia, Latin America, Europe, and the world at
large (Abrahamson, 2004). Research has shown that audiences are more
sensitive to content that is specific to their culture (Miller, 2007). So, while
there is a layer of global culture in all media industries, most cultural
products are local rather than global. Indeed, a study by Tubella (2004)
has shown the decisive importance of television in constructing national
identity under the conditions of cultural domination by another nation, as
revealed by the important example of Catalan television in Spain after the
post-Franco democratic regime devolved political autonomy to Catalonia in
1980. Interestingly enough, one of the strategies of the new Catalan tele-
vision, in order to diffuse the Catalan language among Spanish immigrants
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to Catalonia, was to acquire the Spanish and Catalan language rights for
popular global television series, such as Dallas, and broadcast them only in
Catalan. So, the icon of the globalization of American culture became an
instrument for the identification of Catalan culture in the media sphere.

Finally, the culture of networked individualism finds its platform of choice
in the diverse universe of mass self-communication: the Internet, wireless
communication, online games, and digital networks of cultural produc-
tion, remixing, and distribution. Not that the Internet is the exclusive
domain of individualism. The Internet is a communication network, and
as such it is also an instrument for the diffusion of consumerism and
global entertainment, of cosmopolitanism, and of multiculturalism. But the
culture of networked individualism can find its best form of expression in a
communication system characterized by autonomy, horizontal networking,
interactivity, and the recombination of content under the initiative of the
individual and his/her networks.

It has been shown that the cultural roots of the Internet are in the
culture of freedom and in the specific culture of hackers (Castells, 2001;
Himanen, 2001; Thomas, 2002; Markoff, 2006). There is, indeed, a cultural
resonance between the culture of the designers of the Internet, the features
of their practice as a relatively autonomous network of communication,
and the rise of a culture of experimentation that finds its way into the minds
of millions on the basis of the multidirectional networking constructed by
these millions of senders/receivers of messages.

Protocols of Communication in a Multicultural World

There is still a major issue to be examined in the analysis of cultural change.
In this globalized world, characterized by distinct cultural patterns, Zow does
communication happen? How, in spite of the fragmentation, differentiation,
customization, and segmentation of communication processes, is commu-
nication reintegrated in a communicative action that transcends all these
cleavages? Is culture fragmented or integrated in the process of commu-
nication? In reality, it is both. It is fragmented in the delivery of messages
and integrated in the production of meaning through a series of protocols
of communication that make intelligibility possible in a communication-
centered culture. The construction of the new public sphere in the network
society proceeds by building protocols of communication between different
communication processes. How does this construction take place? And
what are these protocols of communication?
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Protocols of communication, in this context, refer to practices and
their supporting organizational platforms that make the sharing of mean-
ing possible between the cultural fields of the global network society
(consumerism, networked individualism, cosmopolitanism, and multicul-
turalism). Protocols of communication are transversal practices that are
intertwined with the practices embodied in each one of the four cultural
patterns that I have identified. The main protocols of communication are
the following:

Advertising is the backbone of global and local media business networks
(Gluck and Roca-Sales, 2008). Thus, it is present everywhere, in all
cultural patterns, and uses all platforms, from television and radio
to the Internet and mobile phones. It is through advertising that the
culture of commodification, at the heart of global capitalism, influences
all cultural expressions and their media support.

The construction of a common media /anguage, by means of reformat-
ting a shared formula of storytelling and the integration of genres
(e.g., infotainment), is made possible by the versatility of digitization
(McClean, 2007).

Branding (whether commercial or otherwise) structures the relationship
between individuals and collectives vis-a-vis diverse cultural patterns.
Branding becomes most effective under the condition of vertical
integration of media products, facilitated by the globalization and
networking of cultural industries (Lash and Lury, 2007).

The constitution of a networked digital hypertext made of multidirectional
feeds of everything and based on interactive connecting patterns
from everyone to everyone induces a common culture: the culture of
co-production of the content that is consumed, regardless of the specific
content.

In our society, the protocols of communication are not based on the sharing of culture
but on the culture of sharing. This is why, ultimately, the protocols of com-
munication are not external to the process of communicative action. They
are built in people’s minds through the interaction between the multiple
connecting points in the communication system and people’s own mental
construction in their communicative multitasking. It follows that the so-
called audience is at the origin of the process of cultural change, reversing
its historical dependence on the media during the mass communication era.
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The Creative Audience

The process of mass communication has been misconstrued around the
artificial notion of “the audience.” This is directly adopted from the mind-
setting of the media industries, and of the advertisers who support them,
who need to define their would-be consumers as passive targets for their
messages in order to program content assumed to sell in the marketplace.
As with any sale, measures of consumer reaction are taken into considera-
tion to refine the adaptation of the merchandise to consumer preferences.
Yet, the audience remains the object, not the subject of communication
(Burnett and Marshall, 2003).

As 1 documented above, with the multiplication of channels and
modes of communication permitted by new technologies and changes in
regulation, the industry has evolved from a predominantly homogeneous
mass communication medium, anchored around national television and
radio networks, to a diverse media system combining broadcasting with
narrowcasting to niche audiences. Yet, even a fragmented audience
consuming customized programming remains a subordinate addressee
whose preferences are interpreted by media corporations on the basis of
sociodemographic profiling.

Interestingly enough, critical theorists of communication often espouse
this one-sided view of the communication process (Mattelart, 1979; Post-
man, 1986; Mattelart and Mattelart, 1992; De Zengotita, 2005). By assum-
ing the notion of a helpless audience manipulated by corporate media, they
place the source of social alienation in the realm of consumerist mass com-
munication. And yet, a well-established stream of research, particularly in
the psychology of communication, shows the capacity of people to modify
the signified of the messages they receive by interpreting them according
to their own cultural frames, and by mixing the messages from one partic-
ular source with their variegated range of communicative practices (Neu-
man, 1991). Thus, Umberto Eco, in a seminal text with the suggestive title
“Does the Audience Have Bad Effects on Television?” (Eco, 1994), empha-
sizes the capacity of people at large to add their own codes and subcodes to
the codes of the sender that constitute the signifiers of the message. He pro-
poses a scheme of representation of the communication process that adds
complexity to the simple one-way communication scheme (see Figure 2.7).

By defining her own signifier in the reception process of the signified
message, the addressee constructs the meaning of the message for her
practice, working on the materials of the sent message but incorporating
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Fig. 2.7. Schematic representation of the communication process
according to Umberto Eco. The upper schema represents the classic model
of communication; the lower schema represents the model redefined

Source: Eco (1994: 90).

them into a different semantic field of interpretation. This is not to say
that the communicative subject is not influenced, and even framed, by
the content and format of the message. But the construction of meaning is
complex, and depends on mechanisms of activation that combine different
levels of involvement in the reception of the message. As Russell Neuman
writes, in his path-breaking study of the future of the mass audience:

The audience member is both passive and active at the same time. The mind is
such that new information, ideas and impressions are taken in and evaluated and
interpreted in the light of cognitive schema and the accumulated information from
past experience...The accumulated research of the past several decades confirms
that the average audience member pays relatively little attention, retains only a
small fraction, and is not the slightest bit overloaded by the flow of information or
the choices available among the media and messages. (Neuman, 1991: 114)
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With the diversification of the sources of messages in the mass com-
munication world, the audience, while remaining confined to its role as
a receiver of messages, increased its range of choice and used the new
opportunities offered by the media to express its preferences. With a
larger number of television channels, the practice of zapping intensified
over time. Loyalty to specific networks and programs declined. Viewers,
listeners, and readers constructed their own baskets of news and enter-
tainment, and thereby influenced the content and format of programming.
The transformation of programs for children is a good example of the
evolution of messages to fit into the diversity of children’s cultures (Banet-
Weiser, 2007). Yet, diversity of channels and programs does not necessarily
mean diversity of content. In the United States, as mentioned above, studies
have shown that a typical household only watches 15 channels per week
(Mandese, 2007). Much content is reiterative. The capacity to consume
sexual and violent movies with very similar plots is rather limited. So,
the promised viewers’ paradise of 100 or 500 channels becomes a down-
sized reality when confronted with unimaginative content and constrained
money and time budgets.

However, the potential for the audience to take charge of its communica-
tive practices has increased substantially with the related developments of
the culture of autonomy and the rise of mass self-communication. On one
hand, a growing number of people, and particularly young people, atfirm
their autonomy vis-a-vis the institutions of society and the traditional forms
of communication, including the mass media (Banet-Weiser, 2007; Caron
and Caronia, 2007; Montgomery, 2007). On the other hand, the diffusion
of the Internet and of wireless communication supports and strengthens the
practices of autonomy, including user-produced content that is uploaded on
the web. For instance, in the research that Imma Tubella and I conducted on
a representative sample of the Catalan population (3,005 individuals) using
factor analysis, we identified six different, and statistically independent,
dimensions of autonomy: personal, entrepreneurial, professional, commu-
nicative, sociopolitical, and bodily. By studying the uses of the Internet of
the surveyed individuals and comparing them to their indexes of auton-
omy, we found that the higher the level of autonomy, in any dimension,
the higher the frequency and intensity of the use of the Internet. And
the more people used the Internet, the more they increased their level
of autonomy. So, the common view of the Internet as an instrument of
autonomy-building has been empirically tested by our study (Castells and
Tubella, 2007).

129



Communication in the Digital Age

Other studies of the uses of the Internet (Katz and Rice, 2002;
Wellman and Haythornthwaite, 2002; Cardoso, 2006; Center for the Dig-
ital Future, 2008) and of wireless communication (Castells et al., 2006b;
Katz, 2008) show similar results. The Internet-based horizontal networks
of communication are activated by communicative subjects who determine
both the content and the destination of the message, and are simultane-
ously senders and receivers of multidirectional flows of messages. Following
Eco’s terminology, the senders are also addressees, so that a new subject of
communication, the sender/addressee emerges as the central figure of the
Internet Galaxy. In Figure 2.8, I propose a model of communication that
follows Eco’s logic but places it in the context of mass self-communication.

Let me explain the meaning of the process represented in Fig-
ure 2.8. Senders and addressees are collectively the same subject. Specific
individuals or organizations do not necessarily correspond with each
other: one sender/addressee may not necessarily receive messages from
the sender/addressee to whom she sent a message. But taking the
communication process as a shared, multidirectional network, all senders
are addressees and vice versa. Communication in the new technological
framework is multichannel and multimodal. Multimodality refers to var-
ious technologies of communication. Multichannel refers to the organi-
zational arrangements of the sources of communication. If a message is
multimodal, it is carried through the Internet (wireline or wireless), wire-
less devices, television (with its different broadcasting technologies), radio,
VCRs, the print press, books, and the like. Furthermore, this multimodality
may mesh in a particular process of communication (for example, IPTV,
interactive television shows, MMOGs, online newspapers, and so on). Each
one of these modes, and their composites, organizes a particular code of
communication, to be identified specifically in each context and process.
For instance, we know that IPTV is not the same as broadcast TV, but the
specific differences in terms of the implicit code of each medium is a matter
for investigation rather than the application of a general principle.

Communication also proceeds through multiple channels: a variety of
television channels and radio stations (global, national, and local) and their
networks, multiple newspapers in print or online, and a seamless ocean
of web sites and web-based social spaces that organize the communication
networks of millions of senders and receivers. Each one of these channels
represents a code. For instance, a network based on 24-hour television
news sets a particular frame of reference. YouTube defines its code by a
mixture of video and free posting and downloading, with comments and
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Fig. 2.8. The process of communication by the creative audience

rankings. Religious television networks or porn stations pre-select their
viewers by their own self-definition. Each one of these channels has specific
characteristics that define a given code (religious, pornographic, free video,
social networking as in Facebook, virtual citizenship as in Second Life, and
the like).

So, following my adaptation of the schema of communication proposed
by Eco to the new communication context, I propose the notion that
different modes of communication can be defined as Code M and different
channels of communication as Code Ch. Code M (e.g., television or the
web) operates through a number of subcodes that are the specific modes
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of a given communication process (e.g., cable television versus specialized
television or IPTV versus online games). Similarly, Code Ch (e.g., global
television news or religious channels) operates through various subcodes
(Islamic networks versus Fox News, Sports IPTV versus IPTV diffusion of
clips of broadcast television programming). Thus, Code M operates through
a 1...n number of M subcodes and Code Ch operates through a 1...n
number of Ch subcodes. They operate by producing and sending messages
(signifiers bearing signified).

But, unfortunately, I must add another level of complexity to the under-
standing of the new communication process. As in Eco’s formulation,
senders and addressees interpret the codes and subcodes by involving their
own codes which decouple the relationship between the signifier and the
signified in the message that was sent, and filter the signifier to obtain a
different signified. The problem is that, in the world of mass communi-
cation, senders and addressees merge in the same subject, so this subject
will have to negotiate the meaning between the code of the message she
sent and the code of the message she received in order to produce her own
signifier (the meaning of the message for the individual engaged in commu-
nication). So, the complexity of the communication process is as follows.

The sender/addressee has to interpret the messages she receives from mul-
tiple modes of communication and multiple channels of communication
by engaging her own code in interaction with the code of the message
originated by the sender and processed in subcodes of modes and channels.
In addition, she has to negotiate her meaning as addressee on the basis of
her experience as sender. Ultimately, there is a self-selected meaning that
works with the diverse materials of the communicative process. Further-
more, communicative subjects are not isolated entities; rather, they interact
among themselves by forming networks of communication that produce
shared meaning. We have shifted from mass communication addressed to
an audience to an active audience carving out its meaning by contrasting its
experience with the one-directional flows of information it receives. Thus,
we observe the rise of the interactive production of meaning. This is what I
call the creative audience, the source of the remix culture that characterizes the world
of mass self-communication.

While this is admittedly an abstract representation of the communication
process, it can provide a framework to understand the actual complexity of
the new communicative practices observed by communication researchers.
Thus, Tubella et al. (2008) explored the interplay between different modes
of communication in the practice of a focus group of 704 individuals in
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Catalonia in 2007. They first analyzed the data (including their own original
surveys) relating to the uses of media and the Internet in the population at
large. Their field of observation (Catalonia) is interesting because it is an
advanced economy and has a developed multimedia system, with about
51 percent of households connected to the Internet, the large majority of
them with DSL lines. Fifty-six percent of the population are Internet users,
and among Internet users, 89 percent are under 24 years of age. At the
same time, it is a society in transition in which there is a mix between
an aged, uneducated population and a dynamic, well-educated, Internet-
savvy, young population. Thus, while only 8.9 percent of people over 60
years of age were daily users of the Internet in 2006, the percentage of the
group between 16 and 29 years of age was 65.7 percent.

On one hand, television (mainly open broadcast television) continues to
be the dominant mass medium, with almost 87 percent of people watching
it every day. Furthermore, both for Catalonia and for Spain, the average
number of hours spent watching television remained stable between 1993
and 2006 at a level of 3.5 hours per day. On the other hand, the subset of
active Internet users, most of them under 40, shows a very distinct profile of
communicative practice. To investigate this new pattern of relationship to
the media, the Catalan researchers constructed a focus group of 704 subjects
who were observed, using different techniques, with their full consent, for
several months. They are active users of new communication technologies,
including the Internet, wireless communication, and video-game consoles.
The 18-30 years of age segment of this focus group is connected to the
Internet, on average, for 4 hours per day, mainly from home. They watch
less television than the average viewer, and sleep less as well. But the
time they spend on the Internet is intertwined with the time they watch
television. More importantly, they belie the notion of “prime time.” They
manage their communication time, they communicate throughout the day
by different means, and they often do it simultaneously. Multitasking is
the norm rather than the exception for this group. They simultaneously
watch television, are online, listen to music (or radio), check SMSs on their
mobile phones, and play on their consoles. In their use of the Internet, they
send e-mail, surf web sites, read newspapers online, work and study in the
same time-frame. Furthermore, they are not passive recipients of messages
and information. A significant subgroup is also a producer of content.
They remix videos and upload them, download and share music and films,
and create and participate in blogs. Their use of the Internet is highly
diversified.
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The intense use of the Internet has an effect on other communicative
practices. Thus, about 67 percent of the members of the focus group say
that they watch less television as a consequence of their activity on the
Internet. And 35 percent read less print press (they read the newspapers
online). On the other hand, 39 percent listen to more music (downloaded),
and 24 percent listen to more radio, the two channels of communication
that can be included without too much interference in an Internet-based
activity of communication. Indeed, those activities that are incompatible
with the use of the Internet (reading books, sleeping) or require visual
attention (traditional television) decline in the time allocated to them by
active Internet users.

Thus, on the basis of this investigation of the interaction between tra-
ditional media and Internet-based media, it appears that active use of the
Internet in its various modes leads to three major effects:

1. Time substitution of Internet-based communication for incompatible
activities.

2. Gradual dissolution of “prime time” in favor of “my time.”

3. Growing simultaneity of communicative practices, integrated around
the Internet and wireless devices, by the generalization of multitasking
and the capacity of the communicative subjects to combine their atten-
tion to different channels, and to complement sources of information
and entertainment by mixing modes and channels according to their
own interests.

These interests define their own communicative codes. As Tubella
et al. (2008) write:

With the Internet at home, audiovisual consumption becomes specialized and diver-
sified, evolving toward a universe that is multimodal, multichannel and multiplatform.
New technologies allow greater flexibility and mobility, thus supporting the man-
agement of any activity in any space anywhere. With the diffusion of the tools that
make participation possible in the processes of production, editing and distribution
of information and content, the consumer becomes, at the same time, an active
creator with the capacity to contribute to and to share multiple visions of the world
in which he/she lives.  (2008: 235; my translation)

Granted, this pattern of communication is not predominant in either Cat-
alonia or the world at large. However, if we consider that it is widely
diffused among the population under 30 and among active Internet users, it
may well be a harbinger of future communication patterns. Indeed, the one
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thing we know about the future is that the young people of today will make
the world of it, and that Internet usage will become generalized on the
basis of wireless Internet in the world at large, considering the inevitability
of the disappearance of the older generations, among whom the rate of
penetration of the Internet is lower.

The results of the Catalan study can be extrapolated in their analytical
meaning. The grand convergence in communication, as Jenkins (2006)
has proposed, is not just technological and organizational, although these
are key dimensions that create the material basis for the broader process
of convergence. Convergence is fundamentally cultural and takes place,
primarily, in the minds of the communicative subjects who integrate var-
ious modes and channels of communication in their practice and in their
interaction with each other.

Communication in the Global Digital Age

I am now able to weave together the threads that compose the communica-
tion fabric of the global digital age. Micro-electronics-based information and
communication technologies make the combination of all forms of mass
communication possible in a digital, global, multimodal, and multichan-
nel hypertext. The interactive capacity of the new communication system
ushers in a new form of communication, mass self-communication, which
multiplies and diversifies the entry points in the communication process.
This gives rise to unprecedented autonomy for communicative subjects to
communicate at large. Yet, this potential for autonomy is shaped, con-
trolled, and curtailed by the growing concentration and interlocking of
corporate media and network operators around the world. Global multi-
media business networks (including government-owned media) have taken
advantage of the tidal wave of deregulation and liberalization to integrate
the networks of communication, the platforms of communication, and
the channels of communication in their multilayered organizations, while
setting up switches of connection to the networks of capital, politics, and
cultural production.

However, this is not tantamount to one-sided, vertical control of commu-
nicative practices for four reasons: (1) corporate communication is diverse
and, to some extent, competitive, leaving room for some choice as a mar-
keting strategy; (2) autonomous communication networks need a certain
breathing space to be attractive to the citizens/consumers, thus expanding
new communication markets; (3) regulatory policies are in the hands of
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institutions that, in principle, are supposed to defend the public interest,
but they often betray this principle, as in the past two decades in the United
States; and (4) the new technologies of freedom increase people’s ability to
appropriate the new forms of communication in ways that relentlessly try,
not always with success, to run ahead of commodification and control.

Furthermore, the organizations of communication operate within the
diverse cultural patterns of our world. These patterns are characterized by
the opposition between globalization and identification, and by the tension
between individualism and communalism. As a result, the global culture of
universal commodification is culturally diversified and ultimately contested
by other cultural expressions. Media organizations use new technologies
and new forms of management, based on networking, to customize their
messages to specific audiences, while providing a channel for the global
exchange of local cultural manifestations. Therefore, the global digital com-
munication system, while reflecting power relationships, is not based on the
top-down diffusion of one dominant culture. It is diverse and flexible, open-
ended in the content of its messages, depending on specific configurations
of business, power, and culture.

Because people are recognized for their diversity (as long as they remain
consumers) and because technologies of mass self-communication allow
greater initiative to the communicative subjects (as long as they assert
themselves as citizens), a creative audience emerges, remixing the multi-
plicity of messages and codes it receives with its own codes and communica-
tion projects. Thus, in spite of the growing concentration of power, capital,
and production in the global communication system, the actual content and
format of communication practices are increasingly diversified.

Yet, precisely because the process is so diverse, and because the technolo-
gies of communication are so versatile, the new global digital communica-
tion system becomes more inclusive and comprehensive of every form and
content of societal communication. Everybody and everything finds a way
of existence in this intertwined, multimodal, interactive communication
text, so that any message external to this text remains an individual expe-
rience without much chance of being socially communicated. Because our
brains’ neural networks are activated through networked interaction with
their environment, including their social environment, this new commu-
nication realm, in its variegated forms, becomes the main source of signals
leading to the construction of meaning in people’s minds. Since meaning
largely determines action, communicating meaning becomes the source of
social power by framing the human mind.
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Chapter 3

Networks of Mind and
Power

The Windmills of the Mind!”

Communication happens by activating minds to share meaning. The
mind is a process of creation and manipulation of mental images (visual
or not) in the brain. Ideas can be seen as arrangements of mental
images. In all probability, mental images correspond to neural patterns.
Neural patterns are arrangements of activity in neural networks. Neural

7 This section is largely based on research in neuroscience as theorized and sys-
tematized by Antonio Damasio. In support of the analysis presented here, I refer the
reader to some of his published work: Damasio (1994, 1999, 2003); Damasio and
Meyer (2008). I have also learned some basic notions in the field of research on
emotion and cognition from my ongoing interaction with Professors Antonio Damasio
and Hanna Damasio over the years. I am deeply indebted to Antonio Damasio for his
advice on the analysis presented here. I would also like to acknowledge the influence
throughout this chapter of my conversations with, and readings of, George Lakoff and
Jerry Feldman, distinguished cognitive scientists and colleagues of mine at Berkeley. I
refer the reader to George Lakoff’s analysis as presented in Lakoff (2008). It should be
obvious that I am not claiming any special competence in neuroscience or cognitive
science. My only purpose in introducing this element as a layer in my analysis is to
connect my knowledge of political communication and communication networks to
the knowledge we now have on the processes of the human mind. It is only with
such an interdisciplinary scientific perspective that we may move from description to
explanation in understanding the construction of power relationships by human action
on the human mind. Naturally, any error in this analysis is my exclusive responsibility.
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networks connect neurons, which are nerve cells. Neural patterns and
the corresponding images help the brain to regulate its interaction with
the body-proper and with its environment. Neural patterns are shaped
by the evolution of the species, the original brain equipment at birth, and
the learned experience of the subject.

The mind is a process, not an organ. It is a material process that takes
place in the brain in interaction with the body-proper. Depending on the
level of wakefulness, attention, and connection to self, the mental images
that constitute the mind may or may not be conscious. To be conscious of
something means: (a) to have a certain level of wakefulness; (b) to have
focused attention; (c) to connect the object of attention with a central
protagonist (self).

The brain and the body-proper constitute one organism connected by
neural networks activated by chemical signals circulating in the blood
stream and electro-chemical signals sent through nerve pathways. The
brain processes stimuli received from the body-proper and from its envi-
ronment with the ultimate purpose of ensuring survival and increasing
the well-being of the brain’s owner. Mental images, for example, ideas,
are generated through the interaction between specific regions in the brain
and the body-proper responding to internal and external stimuli. The brain
constructs dynamic neural patterns by mapping and storing activities and
the responses they elicit.

There are two kinds of images of the body: those of the body interior,
and those from special sensory probes that capture alterations in the envi-
ronment. In all cases, these images originate from a body event or from
an event that is perceived as relating to the body. Some images relate to the
world within the body, others to the world outside. In all cases, images
correspond to alterations in the body and its environment, transformed
in the brain through a complex process of constructing reality by work-
ing on the raw materials of sensorial experience through the interaction
of various areas of the brain and the images stored in its memory. The
construction of complex images from different sources occurs by neural
binding that is achieved by simultaneous neuronal activity in different
areas of the brain to bring the activity from various sources together in
one single time interval. Networks of associations of images, ideas, and
feelings that become connected over time constitute neural patterns that
structure emotions, feelings, and consciousness. So, the mind proceeds by
networking patterns in the brain with patterns of our sensorial perception
that derive from coming into contact with the networks of matter, energy,
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and activity that constitute our experience, past, present, and future (by
anticipation of consequences of certain signals according to images stored
in the brain). We are networks connected to a world of networks. Each neuron
has thousands of connections coming from other neurons and thousands of
outgoing connections to other neurons. There are between 10 billion and
100 billion neurons in the human brain, so connections are in the trillions.
Binding circuits create experience, either immediate or accumulated over
time.

We construct reality as a reaction to actual events, internal or external,
but our brain does not merely reflect these events. Instead, it processes
them according to its own patterns. Most of the processing is unconscious.
So, reality for us is neither objective nor subjective, but a material con-
struction of images that mix what happens in the physical world (outside
and inside us) with the material inscription of experience in the circuitry
of our brain. This takes place through a set of correspondences established
by neural binding over time between the characteristics of events and the
catalog of responses available to the brain to fulfill its regulatory function.
These correspondences are not fixed. They can be manipulated in our
mind. Neural binding creates new experiences. We can establish spatial and
temporal relationships between the objects that we sense. The construction
of time and space largely defines our construction of reality. This requires
a higher level of manipulation of images. That is, it requires the conscious
mind; a mind that symbolizes correspondences between events and mental
maps; for instance, with the use of metaphors, many of them derived from
the experience of the body-proper. Indeed, the body-proper is the source
of the mind’s activity, including the conscious mind. But the processing of
these signals at higher levels of abstraction becomes a fundamental mech-
anism for the preservation and well-being of the body-proper. As Damasio
writes: “The brain’s body-furnished, body-minded mind is a servant of the
whole body” (2003: 206).

Consciousness possibly emerges from the necessity of integrating a
greater number of mental images from perception with images from mem-
ory. The greater the integration capacity of a mental process, the greater the
capacity of the mind for problem-solving on behalf of the body. This greater
recombining capacity is associated with what we call creativity and inno-
vation. But the conscious mind needs an organizing principle to orient this
higher-level activity. This organizing principle is the self: the identification of
the specific organism that should be served by the process of manipulation
of mental images. From the generic purpose of survival and well-being, my
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brain defines a specific mental manipulation for survival and well-being for
myself. Feelings, and therefore the emotions from which they arise, play
a fundamental role in determining the orientation of the mind in assuring
the destination of activity toward the proper body-proper. In fact, without
consciousness, the human body cannot survive.

Consciousness operates on the processes of the mind. Integration of
emotions, feelings, and reasoning that ultimately lead to decision-making
determine these processes. Mental representations become engines of
meaningful action by incorporating the emotions, feelings, and reasoning
that define the way we live. We need to understand this mechanism
in order to be able to grasp what we actually mean when we speak of
emotional politics or when I say that I want to do what I feel like doing.
Emotions, feelings, and reasoning all originate in the same neural pattern-
ing between the brain and the body-proper, and follow the same rules of
association and multilayered representation that characterizes the dynamics
of the mind.

Antonio Damasio (1994, 1999, 2003) has demonstrated, experimen-
tally and theoretically, the prominent role of emotions and feelings in
social behavior. Emotions are distinctive patterns of chemical and neural
responses resulting from the brain’s detection of an emotionally compe-
tent stimulus (ECS), that is, changes in the brain and in the body-proper
induced by the content of some perception (such as the emotion of fear
when confronted with an image of, or evoking, death). Emotions are
deeply wired in our brain (and in most species’ brains) because they have
been induced by the drive to survive throughout the process of evolution.
Ekman (1973) identified six basic emotions recognized everywhere. Exper-
imental research shows that the operation of these emotions can be related
to specific systems in the brain. The six basic emotions are: fear, disgust,
surprise, sadness, happiness, and anger. Species or individuals that are not
equipped with the proper emotional sensing system are unlikely to survive.

Emotions are perceived in the brain as feelings. “A feeling is the percep-
tion of a certain state of the body along with the perception of a certain
mode of thinking and of thoughts with certain themes” (Damasio, 2003:
86). Feelings derive from emotionally driven changes in the brain that reach
a level of intensity sufficient enough to be processed consciously. However,
the process of feeling is not a simple transcription of emotions. Feelings
process emotions in the mind in the context of memory (i.e. feelings include
associations to other events, either directly experienced by the individual
or transmitted genetically or culturally). Furthermore, emotional patterns
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derive from the interaction between the characteristics of the emotionally
competent stimulus and the characteristics of the brain maps of a specific
individual.

The images in our brain are stimulated by objects or events. We do
not reproduce events, we process them. Neural patterns lead to mental
images rather than the other way around. The primary images on which
the mind operates originate in the body or through its peripheral sensors
(e.g., the optic nerve). These images are based on neural patterns of activity
or inactivity related to the body interior or to its external environment.

Our brain processes events (interior or exterior) on the basis of its maps
(or established networks of association). These events are structured in
the brain. By connecting these maps with events, neural binding creates
emotional experiences by activating two emotional pathways defined by
specific neurotransmitters: the dopamine circuit conveys positive emo-
tions; the norepinephrine circuit conveys negative emotions. These emo-
tional pathways are networked with the forebrain, where much of the
decision-making process takes place. These convergent pathways are called
somatic markers and they play a key role in linking emotions to event
sequences.

The brain activity necessary to produce the proto-self, a necessary step
to constitute the self, shares some mechanisms with the production of
feelings in the brain. Thus, feelings and the constitution of the self emerge
in close relation, but only when the self is formed are emotions processed
as feelings. By becoming known to the conscious self, feelings are able
to manage social behavior, and ultimately influence decision-making by
linking feelings from the past and the present in order to anticipate
the future by activating the neural networks that associate feelings and
events. This associative capacity extraordinarily amplifies the ability of the
brain to learn by remembering emotionally competent events and their
consequences.

Emotions and feelings are linked in the mind to orient the self toward
decision-making in relation to the self’s internal and external networks.
The human mind is characterized by its capacity for future-thinking, which
is its ability to relate foreseeable events with the brain maps. For the brain
to connect these maps with external events, a communication process must
take place. In simple terms, the human mind is activated by accessing the
brain maps via language.

For this communication to happen, the brain and its sensorial percep-
tions need protocols of communication. The most important protocols of

141



Networks of Mind and Power

communication are metaphors. Our brain thinks in metaphors, which can
be accessed by language but are physical structures in the brain (Lakoff and
Johnson, 1980; Lakoff, 2008). In Lakoff’s analysis:

As neuroscientists say, “Neurons that fire together wire together.” As the same
circuit is activated day after day, the synapses on the neurons in the circuit
get stronger until a permanent circuit is formed. This is called neural recruit-
ment. .. “Recruitment” is the process of strengthening the synapses along a route
to create a pathway along which sufficiently strong activation can flow. The more
neurons are used, the more they are “strengthened.” “Strengthening” is a physical
increase in the number of chemical receptors for neurotransmitters at the synapses.
Such a “recruited” circuit physically constitutes the metaphor. Thus, metaphorical
thought is physical. .. Simple metaphors can then be combined via neural binding
to form complex metaphors. (2008: 83-4)

Metaphors are critical to connect language (thus human communica-
tion) and brain circuitry. It is through metaphors that narratives are con-
structed. Narratives are composed of frames, which are the structures of
the narrative that correspond to the structures of the brain that resulted
from the brain’s activity over time. Frames are neural networks of associ-
ation that can be accessed from the language through metaphorical connections.
Framing means activating specific neural networks. In language, words are
associated in semantic fields. These semantic fields refer to conceptual
frames. Thus language and mind communicate by frames which struc-
ture narratives that activate networks in the brain. Metaphors frame
communication by selecting specific associations between language and
experience on the basis of brain mapping. But frame structures are not
arbitrary. They are based on experience, and they emerge from social
organization that defines social roles within culture and then becomes
wired in the brain circuits. Thus, the patriarchal family is based on the
role of father/patriarch and the mother/homemaker derived from evolution
and established through domination and the gendered division of labor
throughout history, which is then inscribed in brain networks through
biological evolution and cultured experience. From there, if we follow
Lakoft’s proposition, emerge the frames of the strict father and the nurtur-
ing parent (not mother, since gendered metaphors are cultural) on which
many social and institutional structures are based. While there is a debate
over the universality of this proposition (actually Lakoftf refers specifically
to American culture), the framing mechanism unveiled by Lakoff stands by
itself.
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Narratives define social roles within social contexts. Social roles are based
on frames that exist both in the brain and in social practice. Goffman’s
(1959) analysis of role-playing as the basis of social interaction also relies on
the determination of roles that structure organizations in society. Framing
results from the set of correspondences between roles organized in narra-
tives, narratives structured in frames, simple frames combined in complex
narratives, semantic fields (related words) in the language connected to
conceptual frames, and the mapping of frames in the brain by the action of
neural networks constructed on the basis of experience (evolutionary and
personal, past and present). As a reminder, language is not simply verbal
language; it can also be non-verbal communication (e.g., body language),
as well as a technologically mediated construction of images and sounds.
Most communication is built around metaphors because this is the way to
access the brain: by activating the appropriate brain networks that will be
stimulated in the communication process.

Human action takes place through a process of decision-making that
involves emotions, feelings, and reasoning components, as represented in
Figure 3.1 proposed by Damasio. The critical point in this process is that
emotions play a double role in influencing decision-making. On one hand,
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Fig. 3.1. The process of decision-making according to Antonio Damasio

Source: Damasio (2003: 149).
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they covertly activate the emotional experiences related to the issue that
is the object of decision-making. On the other hand, emotions can act
directly on the process of decision-making, by prompting the subject to
decide the way she feels. It is not that judgment becomes irrelevant, but that
people tend to select information in ways that favor the decision they are inclined to
make.

Thus, decision-making has two paths, one based on framed reasoning,
the other directly emotional. But the emotional component may act directly
on the decision or indirectly by marking the reasoning with a positive
or negative signal that narrows the decision-making space on the basis
of past experience. Signals relate in one way or another to the body, so
these signals are somatic markers. The experiments conducted by Kahneman
and Tversky (1973) on economic decision-making appear to support the
existence of this shortcut from emotions and feelings to decision-making
without indirect processing in strategic thinking.

Communication, in its different modalities, plays a major role in acti-
vating relevant neural networks in a process of decision-making. This is
because “some of the same neural structure in the brain that is used when
we live out a narrative is also used when we see someone else living out
that narrative” (Lakoff, 2008: 40). Although there is a difference between
the two processes, our brain uses the same structures for perception and for
imagination.

One way in which exposure to communication can influence behavior
is through the activation of so-called mirror neurons in our brain (Gallese and
Goldman, 1998; Gallese et al., 2004; Rizzolatti and Craighero, 2004). Mirror
neurons represent the action of another subject. They enable processes of
imitation and empathy. They make it possible to relate to the emotional
states of other individuals, a mechanism that underlies cooperation in
animals and humans. However, mirror neurons do not act alone. They depend
on broader processes in the brain’s networks. According to Damasio and Meyer:

Cells in mirror-neuron areas do not themselves hold meaning, and they alone
cannot carry out the internal simulation of an action...Mirror neurons induce
widespread neural activity based on learned patterns of connectivity; these patterns
generate internal simulation and establish the meaning of actions....The neurons
at the heart of this process...are not so much like mirrors after all. They are more
like puppet masters, pulling the strings of various memories . .. Mirror neurons pull
the strings, but the puppet itself is made of a large brain network.

(Damasio and Meyer, 2008: 168)
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Emotions are not only critical for feeling and reasoning, they are
also essential for communication in social animals. Mirror neurons, by
activating certain neural patterns, appear to play an important role in
emotional communication because the same neural networks are activated
when [ feel fear, and when I see someone else feeling fear, or when I see images
of humans feeling fear, or when I watch events evoking fear. Furthermore, sim-
ulation processes generated by patterns activated by mirror neurons facilitate the
construction of language because they assist the transition from observation and
action to general representation, that is, the process of abstraction. The capacity
for abstraction introduces symbolic expression, the source of communication through
language.

The effects of mirror neurons and their activated neural patterns assist the mind
in the representation of the intentional states of others (Schreiber, 2007). Mirror
neurons will fire when performing an action and when observing another
subject’s action. However, for this action to have a meaning in my brain I
need to assess what the subject is doing. The medial parietal cortex is acti-
vated by emotionally competent events (ECS) resulting from its evaluation
of the environment (Raichle et al., 2001). Because these medial regions
are active in the detection, representation, assessment, and integration of
self-referential stimuli, a number of neuroscientists think that this region
of the brain is critical to the construction of the self (Damasio, 1999; Damasio
and Meyer, 2008). Experiments have shown that the capacity to evaluate
the intentional states of others and to send signals to manipulate these
intentions can assist evolution toward higher cooperation, inducing better
individual and group outcomes (Schreiber, 2007: 56).

Activation of our brain through neural patterns induced by mirror neu-
rons is at the source of empathy, identification with or rejection of narra-
tives in television, cinema, or literature, and with the political narratives of
parties and candidates. As Lakoff (2008) asserts, the use of the same neural
structure for experience and representation of experience has “enormous
political consequences” (p. 40). In Westen'’s words: “political persuasion is
about networks and narratives” (2007: 12) because “the political brain is an
emotional brain” (2007: xv). This is why “the states that really determine
elections are voters’ states of minds” (2007: 4).

Indeed, a growing body of research in political science and political
communication has established a complex set of connections between mind
and power in the political process. Power is constructed, as all reality, in the
neural networks of our brain. Power is generated in the windmills of the
mind.
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Emotion, Cognition, and Politics

Political cognition has been a key factor in the evolution of humankind,
helping to foster cooperation and collective decision-making in the quest
toward survival and well-being. An increasingly influential stream of
research demonstrates the integration of cognition and emotion in political
decision-making. Political cognition is emotionally shaped. There is no
opposition between cognition and emotion, but there are different forms of
articulation between emotion and cognition in decision-making. Informa-
tion processing (cognition) can operate with or without anxiety (emotion),
leading to two different forms of decision-making: rational decision-making
as a process of evaluating new information or routine models of decision
based on past experience as processed in brain maps.

The theory of affective intelligence provides a useful analytical frame-
work that inspires a diversified body of evidence in political communication
and political psychology supporting the notion that emotional appeals and
rational choices are complementary mechanisms whose interaction and rel-
ative weight in the process of decision-making depend on the context of the
process (Marcus et al., 2000; MacKuen et al., 2007; Neuman et al., 2007;
Marcus, 2008). Indeed, emotional impairment disables the ability to make
proper cognitive judgments. Evaluation of events is emotional, and shaped
by somatic markers (Spezio and Adolphs, 2007: 71-95). According to
MacKuen et al., “Rationality is appropriate only in some situations” (2007:
126). Increasing anxiety is indicative of uncertainty and uncertainty is
associated with rationality:

Ideology dominates the choice of complacent voters — voters who feel no uneasiness
about their candidate. On the other hand when engaged by their emotional alert
mechanisms, people do change their behavior... When emotionally stimulated to
reasoned consideration, that is to say, highly anxious about their party’s candidate,
citizens reduce their reliance on disposition and increase their weighing of contem-
porary information. (MacKuen et al., 2007: 136)

Thus, interestingly enough, strong emotions trigger alert mechanisms
that increase the significance of rational evaluation of the decision
(Schreiber, 2007). Emotion highlights the role of cognition while influenc-
ing the cognition process at the same time.

According to affective intelligence theory, the emotions that are par-
ticularly relevant for political behavior are enthusiasm (and its opposite,
depression) and fear (with its counterpart, calm). But what are the sources
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of these political emotions? And how are emotions colored positively or
negatively vis-a-vis a specific event?

Political behavior is conditioned by two emotional systems: (a) the dispo-
sition system induces enthusiasm and organizes behavior to achieve the goals
of the enthusiastic subject in a given environment; (b) the surveillance system,
when experiencing fear or anxiety as a result of the presence of a given ECS,
calls upon the reasoning mechanism to carefully evaluate the adequate
response to the perceived threat. So, acting on behavioral predispositions
should trigger enthusiasm, while anxiety should increase consideration of
the complexity of specific circumstances. Enthusiastic citizens follow the
party line, while anxious citizens take a closer look at their options.

According to the analysis of Huddy et al. (2007), positive and negative
affects are linked to two basic motivational systems that result from human
evolution: approach and avoidance. The approach system is linked to goal-
seeking behavior that produces positive emotions by directing an individual
toward experiences and situations that produce pleasure and reward. The
negative affect is linked to avoidance intended to protect an individual
against negative occurrences. Their analysis is based on reported evidence
that shows the activation of both systems in different regions of the brain
and different neurochemical pathways (Davidson, 1995). There is a weak
link between positive and negative emotions; one is not the reverse of
the other. Positive emotions are more common. Negative emotions are
heightened when it is time to move from decision to action. However,
this analytical model does not account for the difference among types of
negative emotions, such as anxiety and anger. Neurological research connects
anger and approach behavior and anxiety and avoidance behavior. Further-
more, there is an association between anxiety and risk aversion and anger
and risk-taking (Huddy et al., 2007: 212). Anxiety is associated with heightened
vigilance and the avoidance of danger. But anger is not. Anxiety is a response to
an external threat over which the threatened person has little control. Anger
is a response to a negative event that contradicts a desire. Anger increases with the
perception of an unjust action and with the identification of the agent responsible
for the action. Anxiety and anger have different consequences. Anger leads
to an imprudent processing of events, reduction of risk perception, and
greater acceptance of the risks linked to a given action. Anxiety is connected
to avoidance and induces a higher level of threat evaluation, a higher
concern about risks involved, and a cautious assessment of information.
For instance, some studies on negative emotions and the Iraq War did not
find a relationship between these feelings and attitudes toward the war. But
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this is because they have conflated anger and anxiety. A study conducted
by Huddy et al. (2002) found a link between anger toward Saddam Hussein
and terrorists and American support for the Iraq War, and a link between
anxiety about the same subjects and opposition to the war. Anxiety leads
to risk-aversive behavior. Anger leads to risk-taking behavior. Anxiety is
associated with unknown objects. Aversion is associated with well-known
negative objects (Neuman, personal communication, 2008).

Emotion influences political judgment via two paths: (a) loyalty to par-
ties, candidates, or opinion-leaders based on an attachment to these lead-
ers (when circumstances are familiar); (b) critical examination of parties,
candidates, or opinion-leaders based on rational calculations influenced by
heightened anxiety (when circumstances are unfamiliar). In both cases,
rationality alone does not determine decision-making; it is a second-level
processing of information that depends on activated emotions.

The emotional component of political cognition conditions the effective-
ness of information processing related to issues and candidates. To under-
stand how citizens process their political knowledge, Redlawsk et al. (2007)
conducted an experiment using dynamic process voting techniques on a
group of students. Their findings show that anxiety operates only for pre-
ferred candidates and depends on the environment. In a high-threat environ-
ment, anxiety leads to careful information processing, more effort to learn about the
candidate who generates anxiety, and more attention to the candidate’s position on
issues. But in a low-threat environment, anxiety does not have much effect
on information processing and learning. There appears to be an anxiety
threshold: with too little anxiety in the environment, learning is not activated;
but too much anxiety undermines learning. In both environments, anxiety does
not affect the processing of information about the less-favored candidate(s).
Anxiety is associated with unknown objects. Aversion is associated with
well-known negative objects. (Neuman, 2008, personal communication).

Anger, it is worth repeating, is different from anxiety in its affect effect. In low-
threat environments, more attention is paid to information that evokes anger. When
that anger is directed toward a previously liked candidate, aversion follows,
as voters support other candidates and tend to inaccurately remember the
positions of the candidate that they rejected after an initial moment of
support. On the other hand, greater enthusiasm results in more frequent searches
for information, although more frequent searching does not always result in
a more accurate assessment of the issues. Higher levels of political experi-
ence increase emotional connections to candidates and parties, as citizens
rely on their stored, implicit association. On the other hand, politically
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inexperienced people are more inclined to use their cognitive mechanisms
to evaluate their options (Redlawsk et al., 2007).

A classic study by Zaller (1992) found that uncertainty prompted atten-
tion to political information and increased the probability that informa-
tion would actually be retained. When seeking information, people begin
with their values, and then look for information to confirm their values.
Similarly, Popkin (1991) has shown that individuals are “cognitive misers”
who look for information that confirms their existing beliefs and habits,
a cognitive shortcut that reduces the mental effort required to perform a
task (Popkin, 1991; Schreiber, 2007). For instance, people will make judg-
ments based on information they can recall from memory rather than on a
complete set of information gathered from various sources. This memory-
recall engages the reflective system. The reflexive system, meanwhile, plays
a subconscious role in the formation of attitudes.

Explicit attitudes construct a limited set of information. Implicit attitudes
result from automatic associations among many factors, and are suscep-
tible to stereotypes. Implicit and explicit attitudes often conflict. Implicit
attitudes have a strong role in political decisions because they help con-
struct the coalitions that foster cooperation. Coalition and cooperation were
fundamental to the survival of early humans and provoked the evolu-
tion of human intelligence by inducing cognitive competition. Humans
establish coalitions around shared characteristics; one of these character-
istics is race, which leads to racial stereotypes. Multiracial coalitions must
establish cooperation around other shared characteristics besides race. So,
cooperation rather than the specific features of the cooperators is the key
to political bonding that is able to transcend racial or gender stereotypes
(Schreiber, 2007: 68).

All politics are personal. Social networks play an important role in
defining political behavior. If people find congenial attitudes in their social
network, they are more active politically, while contradictory ideas in the
social network reduce participation. Strong partisans are more likely to
be in homogeneous political networks. Subjects” attitudes are influenced
by feelings toward other people in the network. Attitudes are produced
in shared practice, and therefore can be changed if the practice changes
(MacKuen et al., 2007). Attitudes depend on feelings, and feelings are
constructed through the perception of emotions. As stated above, studies
show the recurrence of a number of emotions across cultures. Some of
these emotions play a particularly important role in the political process.
One of these emotions is fear. Another is hope (Just et al., 2007). Since

149



Networks of Mind and Power

hope involves projecting behavior into the future, it is accompanied by
fear of failing to find fulfillment. Since a distinctive feature of the human
mind is the ability to imagine the future, hope is a fundamental ingredient
in activating brain maps that motivate political behavior oriented toward
achieving well-being in the future as a consequence of action in the present.
So, hope is a key component of political mobilization.

But hope is also mixed with the fear of the preferred candidate losing, or
deceiving her constituents. Hope and fear combine in the political process,
and campaign messages are often directed to stimulate hope and to instill
fear of the opponent. Fear is essential for self-preservation, but hope is
essential for survival because it allows individuals to plan the outcome of
their decisions and it motivates them to move toward a course of action
from which they expect to benefit. Both fear and hope encourage people to
seek more information about their decisions. Hope and enthusiasm are not
the same. Hope involves a level of uncertainty about the subject through
which that hope is mediated (i.e. the party or the candidate). Enthusiasm is
simply a positive evaluation and does not necessarily require the projection
of social change. But the critical matter is that evaluation of candidates
or political options is processed in relation to the goals of the self. There
is no politics-in-general; it is always “my politics,” as processed by my
brain’s neural patterns and enacted through the decisions that articulate
my emotions and my cognitive capabilities, communicated through my
feelings. This is the framework of human action in which the political
process operates.

Emotion and Cognition in Political Campaigns

As Brader (2006) remarks, for a long time scholarly research minimized
the impact of media and political campaigns on the outcome of elections
(e.g. Lazarsfeld et al.,, 1944), a contradiction of the majority of political
consultants’ beliefs and practices. However, since the 1990s, a substan-
tial body of political communication studies has provided evidence of the
influence of news, political campaigns, and political advertising on citizens’
decision-making processes (e.g. Ansolabehere et al., 1993; Ansolabehere
and Iyengar, 1995; Zaller, 1992; Valentino et al., 2002). Most of
these studies identified message content and policy issues as the primary
factors in political decision-making. However, an increasing number of
studies emphasize the role of emotional appeals contained in political
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campaigns (Jamieson, 1992; West, 2001, 2005; Richardson, 2003). Mar-
cus and his colleagues (Marcus et al., 2000; Marcus, 2002), building on
discoveries in neuroscience and cognitive psychology as reported in the
previous sections, have demonstrated the connection between emotion
and purposive thinking in the process of political decision-making. Their
research on US presidential elections from 1980 to 1996 showed that two-
thirds of the vote could be explained by two variables: feelings toward
the party and feelings toward the candidate, while policy issues weighed
much less in voters” decisions. Moreover, policy issues become important
primarily when they arouse emotions among the voters.

Brader (2006) built on this body of evidence, as well as on Damasio’s the-
ory of somatic markers (1994), and on the theory of affective intelligence
(Marcus et al., 2000), to test empirically the role of emotions in determining
the effects of political advertising on voting behavior, focusing on two
basic emotions considered to be key motivational sources: enthusiasm and
fear. He first conducted experiments designed to replicate real decision-
making as closely as possible in order to identify the mechanisms by which
emotions embedded in political advertising, and particularly in music and
images, would affect voting patterns. His findings show that advertising
eliciting enthusiasm mobilized voters. Yet, it also polarized their choices,
by reaffirming the choices they had already made and inducing a stronger
rejection of the opposite candidate, regardless of which candidate’s ad they
had watched. On the other hand, exposure to fear advertisements intro-
duced uncertainty in the voter’s choice, thereby increasing the likelihood of
changing the viewer’s political preferences. Fear ads tend to erode the oppo-
nent’s base of support among voters, while heightening the importance of
voting for those viewers made anxious by the ad. But fear advertising may
also demobilize voters. So, ads designed to instill fear do have a powerful
effect in favor of the advertisement’s sponsor in two ways: by mobilizing the
concerned supporters of the ad’s sponsor and by discouraging the potential
voters of the opponent. Interestingly, the most knowledgeable citizens are
also the most responsive to emotional appeals. This is consistent with
the argument of the theory of affective intelligence, according to which
emotions serve as “relevance detectors.” There is heightened scrutiny of
the positions of a candidate when a message triggers the fear of negative
consequences of an electoral outcome. Thus, the hypothesis presented in
the previous section is verified empirically: emotion is not a substitute for
analysis in the process of decision-making; it is a factor activating a higher
level of reflective behavior.
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On the basis of the findings of his experiment, Brader proceeded to per-
form a content analysis of 1,400 congressional and gubernatorial electoral
advertisements produced during the 1999 and 2000 US electoral campaign
seasons. He found that most ads had strong emotional content and that
enthusiasm and fear were the dominant frames in the sample. There was a
tendency for the incumbents to rely on enthusiasm and for the challengers
to resort to fear. The more voters are concerned with the consequences of
a given policy, the greater the probability of partisan ads using fear in their
message. However, both fear and enthusiasm were often mixed within the
same ad, and they were connected to policy issues. In other words, Brader
found that there was no opposition between emotional ads and reasoning
ads. Emotions are a channel to convey arguments. As he writes:

Emotion and information are related. Substance and arguments are often required
to give the overall message . .. The message must provide voters with a sense of what
to feel scared or hopeful about, and in many cases what voters should do with those
feelings ... Emotions are not mere extension of argument. They lend force to the
argument, not so much by making it more convincing, but rather by helping to
redirect attention and motivate thought into action. Our emotions send us signals
to say: “This is important!” And the rapidity of our emotional responses allows this
process to bias what we make of the information we are receiving, for better or for
worse. (2006: 185)

Thus, emotions simultaneously prompt reasoning, frame understanding,
and mobilize action under the frames conveyed by the constructed message.
Yet, the effects of emotional messages vary according to the context of their
reception. They depend on the feelings of the receivers of the message at the
time and place of the message’s reception. It is the capacity of one given set
of stimuli to activate a given frame that defines its impact. While frames are
pre-existing conditions in our brain, their association with specific images
depends on the meaning of images in a given cognitive environment: for
example, the bombing of the World Trade Center becomes associated with
a political message related to the war on terror in a context of still being
at war; while the vision of an abandoned factory may resonate differently
in an economic depression (unemployment) than it would in a booming
economy (leaving behind the old industrial past for higher-paying jobs in
new technologies). Information and emotion are mixed in the construction
of political messages as well as in people’s minds.

Since people’s minds are constructed through their experience, political
advertising and political campaigning aim to connect specific images with
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specific experiences to activate or deactivate the metaphors that are likely
to motivate support for a given political actor. Citizens make decisions by
managing conflicts (often unconscious) between their emotional condition
(how they feel) and their cognitive condition (what they know). Emotional
politics is but one dimension of affective intelligence, the reflective act of
selecting the best option for our reflexive being.

The Politics of Beliefs

The basic materials that form public opinion are of three kinds: values,
group dispositions, and material self-interests (Kinder, 1998). Available
research shows that predispositions and values (the ingredients of symbolic
politics) have a greater say in the formation of political opinion than mate-
rial self-interest (Brader and Valentino, 2007).

What happens when the conflict between cognition and emotion sharp-
ens? A plurality of studies seems to indicate that people tend to believe
what they want to believe. Indeed, experiments show that people are much
more critical in evaluating facts that contradict their beliefs than those
that support what they think. This biased selectivity of the critical mind
appears as early as in the first years of schooling (Westen, 2007: 100).
The more citizens are educated, the more they are capable of elaborating
interpretations of available information in support of their pre-determined
political preferences. This is because a higher level of knowledge provides
people with more intellectual resources for self-rationalization in support of
their emotionally induced misperceptions. In a study conducted by Westen
and his colleagues between 1998 and 2004 on people’s judgment about
judicial and political leaders (including presidents) during three political
crises, they were able to predict people’s judgments 80 percent of the
time from emotional constraints alone. As Westen writes, “When people
make judgments about emotionally significant political events, cognitive
constraints matter, but their effects are trivial. When the stakes are high
people prefer what Stephen Colbert has called ‘truthiness’ over truth”
(2007: 103).

In the same line of argument, the theory of motivated reasoning effects
maintains, on the basis of experiments, that individuals exhibit a wide-
spread tendency to hold on to their evaluation of events even when con-
fronted with information that contradicts their assessment (Kunda, 1990;
Lodge and Taber, 2000). Individuals are more likely to recall information
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that confirms their desired outcome(s) or goals. They are also likely to
draw upon their intellectual resources in order to search for informa-
tion that supports rather than contradicts their goals. Motivation is thus
a key factor in shaping how individuals process information leading to
their judgments, particularly when they are dealing with important issues.
Conflicting emotions simultaneously increase attention to some pieces
of information while diminishing the perception of new, contradictory
information.

Sears and Henry (2005) have systematized evidence from three decades
of research that documents the fact that economic interests do not have
much effect on voting patterns, except when those economic interests
represent the values and beliefs of voters. This does not hold when there is
a major economic crisis or an event that deeply upsets everyday life. How-
ever, even in an economic crisis, it is an individual’s emotional response
to the crisis, rather than a reasoned calculation of how best to respond to
the crisis, that organizes people’s thinking and political practice. In What'’s
the Matter with Kansas?, Frank (2005) analyzes the mechanism leading
to the disjuncture between citizens” material interests and their political
behavior. Values shape citizens’ decisions more often than their interests
do. The mediating structures between values and interests are parties and
candidates. People see their politics through the eyes of their candidates,
and they act on the basis of their feelings, positive or negative, toward
these candidates. Summarizing the body of research on this matter, Westen
writes: “the data from political science are crystal clear: people vote for the
candidate that elicits the right feelings, not the candidate that presents the
best arguments” (2007: 125). And when they do not have a clear feeling,
or do not trust the connection between their feelings and the mediating
instances enough, they drop out from the electoral process or turn to
political cynicism, as I will analyze in Chapter 4.

A key source of citizens” emotional constraint is partisanship, or loyalty
to the party they have voted for in the past. This is simultaneously an
institutional feature and an emotional factor. It is institutional because it
is rooted in the history of the country. It is emotional, however, because
experiences of partisanship, often received from the family during child-
hood, are wired into the brain, as they are associated with a number of
emotional events. This is even more important in institutional contexts,
such as Western Europe, Chile, India, or South Africa, in which organized,
mass political parties have a stronger tradition than in the United States.
There is, however, a universal trend toward growing disaffection vis-a-vis
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traditional parties everywhere, as I will document in Chapter 4. Thus, while
feelings of party affiliation are important in determining political choices,
citizen beliefs appear to be the key factor in determining political behavior.
And these beliefs are largely dependent on what citizens desire. To change
their beliefs, they have to change what they want. Thus, according to
Westen’s research, partisan Republicans adapted their rationale to support
the Iraq War in the 2003-6 period to fit new evidence into new arguments
in support of the war. They first were convinced that there were weapons
of mass destruction. When this claim was dismissed, they reshaped their
argument around the defense of freedom in Iraq. It was only when the
human and economic pain of the war became too blatant to ignore that
the majority of Americans began to accept the harsh reality and adapt
their emotional processes. However, as I will argue in the next section,
conservative partisans’ desire for victory led them to adopt a new set
of beliefs in 2007-8 that drew upon information compatible with their
emotional preference for victory as a test of national pride and power.
For these citizens, as long as they continue to associate patriotism with
military victory, and as long as they live in the frame of the war on
terror, news about the war is automatically filtered according to the victory
narrative.

However, the connection between political messages and political
decision-making is not direct. It is processed by the mind on the basis of
stimuli received from its communication environment. Therefore, I will
now turn to examine the specific mechanisms through which communi-
cation systems activate the mind.

The Framing of the Mind

The mechanisms of information processing that relate the content and
format of the message to the frames (patterns of neural networks) existing
in the mind are activated by messages generated in the realm of commu-
nication. Of particular relevance to the analysis of power-making is an
understanding of how news stories are produced in the media and how
they are selected and interpreted by people.

Indeed, audiences pay markedly different levels of attention to differ-
ent news stories. A study by Graber (2007) documents that, according to
a 1986-2003 Pew survey, only 7 percent of stories reported in the US
media attracted a great deal of attention. The most salient stories were
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those that threatened the media consumer’s safety or violated social norms.
Fear-arousing situations attract the largest audiences (Graber, 2007: 267).
These are reactions to events that threaten survival, and these reactions
mobilize cognitive resources inducing attention. Graber reports, along the
lines of the analyses of cognitive scientists discussed in the preceding sec-
tions, that there is no need to experience the situation personally. News
(particularly images) can operate as sources of stimuli equivalent to lived
experience. Hatred, anxiety, fear, and high elation are particularly stim-
ulating and are also retained in long-term memory. As I have indicated
in this chapter, when the information suggests that no unusual reaction
is required, individuals adopt routine responses to the stimuli that refer
to their disposition systems. But when emotional mechanisms are trig-
gered in the brain’s surveillance system, higher-level decision capacities
are activated, leading to more attention to information and a more active
information search. This is why deliberate framing is typically based on the
arousal of emotions.

Nelson and Boynton (1997) analyzed fear-inducing political advertise-
ments on television. Fear and other strong emotions motivate people to
search for information but also determine news choices. Thus, according to
Graber (2007), television news (the main source of political information)
sets the agenda on specific topics by reporting the story repeatedly, placing
it in the headlines of the broadcast, increasing the length of coverage of the
story, stating the importance of the story, selecting words and pictures to
represent the story, and pre-announcing the stories that are coming up in
the broadcast. Framing proceeds by the structure and form of the narrative
and by the selective use of sounds and images. Drawing upon data from
Pew surveys, Graber (2007) analyzed the mechanisms underlying news
attention. She proposed a typology of seven groups of media stories and
measured the attention paid to each story by viewers. Her findings show
that fear-arousing elements, stimuli portending imminent harm to the
self or significant others, and signals of journalistic importance increased
attention to news stories. Fear of harm at the individual level interacts
with the perception of potential damage at the societal level. Her data
dismiss the need for supportive context in terms of social and political
events. The stimulus acts by itself. In other words, there is no need to
add an explicit interpretation: framing works by activating the mind with a
proper stimulus. Once a frame is conveyed, the magnitude of the danger in
the narrative is the critical source of impact, rather than its visual effects.
The key is the recording of information, even if the presentation is not
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spectacular. Lengthier coverage allows for more stimuli and increases the
effectiveness of framing.

Because the media constitute the main source of socialized communica-
tion - that is, communication with the potential to reach society at large —
the framing of the public mind is largely performed through processes that take place
in the media. Communication research has identified three major processes
involved in the relationship between media and people in the sending
and receiving of the news through which citizens perceive their selves in
relation to the world: agenda-setting, priming, and framing.

Agenda-setting refers to the assignment of special relevance to one par-
ticular issue or set of information by the source of the message (e.g. a
specific media organization) with the expectation that the audience will
correspond with heightened attention to the content and format of the
message. Agenda-setting research assumes that, even if the media may not
be able to tell people how to think, they have a major role in influencing
what they think about (Cohen, 1963). Research on agenda-setting has
established that public awareness of issues, particularly of political/policy
issues, is closely linked to the level of coverage of the issues in the national
media (Iyengar and Kinder, 1987; McCombs and Zhu, 1995; Kinder, 1998).
Furthermore, media agenda-setting is particularly salient when it relates to
the viewer’s everyday life (Erbring et al., 1980). Thus, the political views
of both elites and people in general seem to be largely shaped by the
information made available by the mass media or by other sources capable
of wide diffusion, such as the Internet (McCombs et al., 1997; Gross and
Aday, 2003; Soroka, 2003).

Priming occurs:

when news content suggests to news audiences that they ought to use specific
issues as benchmarks for evaluating the performance of leaders and governments. It
is often understood as an extension of agenda setting...By making some issues
more salient in people’s mind (agenda setting), mass media can also shape the
considerations that people take into account when making judgments about political
candidates or issues (priming). (Scheufele and Tewksbury, 2007: 11)

The priming hypothesis draws on the cognitive model of associative
networks presented in the preceding sections of this chapter. It pro-
poses that stories on particular issues that affect one memory node
can spread to influence opinions and attitudes on other issues. Thus,
the more frequently an issue is covered, the more likely people are to
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draw on information presented in the coverage to make their political
evaluations.

Framing is the process of “selecting and highlighting some facets of
events or issues, and making connections among them so as to promote
a particular interpretation, evaluation and/or solution” (Entman, 2004: 5).
Framing is a fundamental mechanism in the activation of the mind because
it directly links the structure of a narrative conveyed by the media to
the brain’s neural networks. Remember that frames are associative neural
networks. Framing as a chosen action by the sender of the message is
sometimes deliberate, sometimes accidental, and sometimes intuitive. But
it always provides a direct connection between the message, the receiving
brain, and the action that follows. According to Lakoff (2008), framing is
not just a matter of slogans; it is a mode of thought, a mode of action.
It is not just words, although words or images are necessary to construct
the frame and to communicate it. The critical issue is that frames are
not external to the mind. Only those frames that are able to connect
the message to the pre-existing frames in the mind become activators of
conduct. Entman (2004) argues that frames that employ the most culturally
resonant terms have the greatest potential for influence: words and images
that are noticeable, understandable, memorable, and emotionally charged.
Frames are effective by finding resonance and increasing the magnitude of
their repetition. The greater the resonance and magnitude, the more likely
the framing is to evoke similar thoughts and feelings in a larger audience.
Framing operates by leaving gaps in the information that the audience fills
with their preconceived schemas: these are interpretive processes in the
human mind based on connected ideas and feelings stored in the memory.
In the absence of counter-frames in the information provided by the media,
the audience will gravitate toward the frames that are suggested. Frames
are organized in paradigms: networks of habitual schemas that provide
the application of analogies from previous stories to new developments.
For instance, frames can reiterate a well-known narrative with strong
emotional content, such as the paradigm of terrorism, thus evoking death
and inducing fear.

While agenda-setting, priming, and framing are key mechanisms in the
construction of the message, the delivery of messages in the media also
depends on specific operations that diminish the autonomy of the audience
interpreting the message. One such operation is indexing. Bennett (1990,
2007; Bennett et al.,, 2006) has investigated the importance of indexing
in the practice of professional journalism. Publishers and editors tend to
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index the salience of news and viewpoints according to the perceived
importance of a specific issue among the elites and in public opinion. More
specifically, media professionals tend to rank the importance of a given
issue according to government statements. This is not to say that they
simply reproduce the government’s point of view. Rather, it means that
the government is the primary source of information on major issues, and
the body responsible for actually implementing a proposed policy or plan of
action. Therefore, it is understandable, albeit regrettable, that the material
provided by government policy or statements from government officials
receive special attention in the indexing process.

The capacity of the media to decide on indexing depends on the level
of agreement or disagreement on an issue among the elites and opinion-
leaders. If there is little dissent, the media will index according to a single set
of evaluation on a given issue (for example, 9/11 in its immediate aftermath
in the United States, inducing the acceptance of the “war on terror” frame).
On the other hand, the more there is division and ambiguity in elite
responses to a crisis (for example, the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina in the
United States), the more the media exercise their own diverse judgments in
the indexing of an event. According to Bennett (personal communication,
2008), indexing by journalists does not depend on the importance of an
issue for the public, but on the level of engagement by the elites. Public
opinion polls are selected to support the narrative that fits into the news
story. Furthermore, indexing depends not only on the positions of the elites,
but also on the degree of division among the elites in power.

An analysis of indexing is essential to complement the perspective of
study in terms of agenda-setting because it sheds light on the source of
the news. News organizations structure their narratives on the basis of
indexing that favors those issues and frames that originate in the power
circle to influence the public. Thus, Hallin (1986), in an influential study
of public opinion on the Vietnam War, showed that the vast majority of
American media were usually not critical of the war until the 1968 Tet
Offensive, and that this turn was “intimately related to the unity and
clarity of the government itself, as well as to the degree of consensus in
society at large” (1986: 213). In another study of the indexing of political
events, Mermin (1997) documented how the US decision to intervene in
Somalia in 1993 was not prompted by the media. Instead, the bulk of
media coverage of the crisis on television networks followed rather than
preceded the decision of the US government to focus on Somalia’s unrest
(Mermin, 1997: 392). Livingston and Bennett (2003) analyzed eight years
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of international stories on CNN and found that, while new technologies
have increased the amount of reporting on event-driven stories, officials
“seem to be as much part of the news as ever” (2003: 376).

However, when and if opinion-leaders split in their judgment positions,
the media provide the space for the expression of their debate and dissent.
In turn, the differentiation of elite attitudes on policy issues may reflect to
some extent how people feel about the issues. Yet, for citizens to have an
informed opinion, they need information and counter-frames to exercise a
choice in interpretation. Herbst (1998) has analyzed the framing of public
opinion by political elites. She shows how staff members of political leaders,
activists, and journalists construct data on “public opinion” and call upon
representatives of interest groups and media pundits for interpretation.
Howard (2003) argues that a small, professional elite compiles data on
public opinion to influence leaders as well as the public — data that are
presented to the public with its own aggregate opinion as if it were its own
self-generated verdict on issues.

Framing should not be understood as systematic political bias in the
media. A number of studies show that there is no evidence of consistent
political bias in the media. But, as Entman (2007) argues, this is con-
tradicted by analyses that show how news and reporting favor certain
interpretations. Thus, it may be that the question is incorrectly formulated.
Instead, “The consolidating question, then, is whether the agenda setting
and framing content of texts and their priming effects on audiences fall into
persistent, politically relevant patterns. Powerful players devote massive
resources to advancing their interests precisely by imposing such patterns
on mediate communications” (2007: 164).

Entman goes on to propose an analytical integration between agenda-
setting, framing, and priming under the notion of bias. Bias has three mean-
ings. Distortion bias refers to news that deliberately distorts reality. Content
bias refers to “consistent patterns in the framing of mediated communi-
cation that promote the influence of one side in conflicts over the use of
government power” (Entman, 2007: 166). Decision-making bias refers to the
motivations of media professionals who produce the biased content. Ent-
man argues that, by bringing together the three mechanisms of influencing
popular opinion, the media not only tell the audience what to think about, as
in the classical proposition of Cohen (1963), but also what to think. And:

It is through framing that political actors shape the texts that influence or prime
the agendas and considerations that people think about. .. Because the best succinct
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definition of power is the ability to get others to do what one wants (Nagel, 1975)
“telling people what to think about” is how one exerts political influence in non-
coercive political systems (and to a lesser extent in coercive ones).

(Entman, 2007: 165)

The power of framing in the media can be exemplified by the study of
Bennett et al. (2006) of the case of American troops torturing Iraqi prisoners
in Abu Ghraib prison in 2003—-4. In spite of overwhelming photographic
evidence of practices that were at the very least condoned by the military
wardens of the prison, the media quickly adopted the frame that Abu
Ghraib represented isolated abuses on the part of a few troops. A key
mechanism was the absence of the word “torture” in most of the news
reports. The story quickly disappeared from the headlines of the news, as
officials downplayed its relevance and the mainstream media were reluc-
tant to engage in criticism of American troops in the middle of a war. In
order to limit public exposure to the realities of torture conducted by US
troops, it was essential to limit exposure to “offensive” images. The pretext
was that their content could be excessively shocking for sensitive viewers.
The Internet provided a global platform to expose the brutality of the Abu
Ghraib jailers. Yet the American media were much more reserved in the
presentation of these images than their counterparts in Europe and the rest
of the world.

The effort to limit the exposure of Abu Ghraib images in the American
public sphere at times involved extraordinary lengths. For example, when
the celebrated Colombian artist Fernando Botero exhibited his stunning
paintings of the Abu Ghraib tortures in leading European art galleries,
his repeated offers to bring the exhibit to the United States were politely
rebuffed by all major galleries in the country. Finally, the Center of Latin
American Studies at the University of California, Berkeley, exhibited the
paintings at the university’s library to the acclaim of art critics and visitors
alike. Botero then donated the paintings to Berkeley, where they are still
on display. But Botero’s artistic testimony was carefully removed from the
public debate in America because of its controversial nature, in spite of
being inspired by a well-known reality. Yet a reality without images is a
faded reality.

Media framing represents a multilayered process that begins with a
negotiation between key political actors or interest groups and the media
before reaching citizens’ minds. Entman has proposed an influential analyt-
ical model known as cascading activation. 1t is schematically represented in
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Fig. 3.2. Cascading network activation

Source: Adapted from Entman (2004:10, figure 1.2).

Figure 3.2. The model, based on Entman’s (2004) research on the rela-
tionship between news framing, public opinion, and power in issues of
US foreign policy, highlights the sequential interaction between different
actors in a hierarchy of influence that combines the mechanisms of agenda-
setting, priming, framing, and indexing in a single process characterized by
the asymmetrical relationships between the actors tempered by feedback
loops. Statements and stories generated at the top of the political hierarchy
(high-ranking administration officials) more often than not initiate national
and international political news stories. There are two main reasons for this:
they are the holders of privileged information and their policy choices are
the ones with the greatest likelihood of generating consequences (for exam-
ple, decisions between war and peace in certain cases). The agenda-setting
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process is filtered by second-tier political elites or first-tier foreign elites,
until reaching the media which provide the frames to the public on the basis
of messages received from the political elites. Frames spread through the
media and interpersonal networks and are activated in people’s minds. But
the public also reacts by influencing the media, either with their comments
or simply with their level of attention, as measured by media audiences.

It is important to note that news frames, once constructed, feed back
to the political elites. For instance, once the “war on terror” frame became
well established in the media, it was highly risky for the second-tier political
elites to counteract it with their statements and votes. Robinson (2002)
has demonstrated that the influence of media frames on political elites is
most pronounced when policy decisions are uncertain. Robinson proffers
a media—policy interaction model based on an analysis of six different
humanitarian crises in which the dominant media frames addressed the
issue of US intervention. Across all six cases he found that the level of
policy uncertainty combined with media framing were the best predictors of
whether the US ultimately decided to intervene. These findings are in line
with the discussion presented earlier in this chapter: uncertainty induces
anxiety that calls for heightened attention in public opinion as well as in
the political establishment, thus predisposing the government to act on a
highly salient issue.

In the cascading activation model of analysis, the public is equated with
perceived public opinion, as reflected in opinion polls, voting patterns, and
other indicators of aggregate behavior. In this sense, the logic of the model
is internal to the political system. The public is seen as a mixture of political
consumers and reactive audience. This is, of course, not the opinion of
the researchers, let alone Entman’s view. It reflects the construction of the
process of agenda-setting and framing from the standpoint of the political
elites and the media. The model allows a measure of frame dominance,
from complete dominance of one frame in the news to “frame parity” in
which “two or more interpretations receive roughly equal play,” which
are “the conditions that free press theories prefer” (Entman, 2004: 48).
Research suggests, however, that frame parity is the exception to a rule
of frame dominance when it comes to foreign policy, although a degree of
frame contestation does arise in a significant minority of cases (Entman,
personal communication, 2008).

Mainstream political elites wield the greatest control over news frames.
Their level of control intensifies when news frames refer to culturally
congruent events (for example, defense of the nation against the enemy
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after 9/11 or in times of war). Indeed, Gitlin (1980), Hallin (1986), and
Luther and Miller (2005) have found that, during times of war, the
American press tends to marginalize dissenting voices (e.g., the anti-war
movement), privilege political insiders, and often focus on the spectacle
of the protest itself rather than the positions of the protestors. This is not
unique to the American case. Studies of Iraq War coverage have found
that actors in official political positions are consistently granted more media
time than those who dissent from them in the United Kingdom (Murray
etal., 2008), in Sweden (Dimitrova and Stromback, 2005), and in Germany
(Lehmann, 2005; Dornschneider, 2007).

Counter-frames have greater sway when they refer to culturally ambigu-
ous events; for example, the management of the catastrophe caused by
Hurricane Katrina, when the government’s protective role was contradicted
by reports from the ground. However, there is a possibility that the media
accept the administration’s framing of a problem but not the interpre-
tation of the action that follows, as shown in the cases of the invasion
of Grenada (1983), the bombing of Libya (1986), and the invasion of
Panama (1989-90; Entman, 2004).

In the cascading activation model, media are also stratified. Thus, The
New York Times and other leading publications cascade down to other
media through a process of inter-media agenda-setting (Van Belle, 2003;
Entman 2004: 10; Golan, 2006). Variations of frame processing in the
cascading model depend on two main factors: the level of unity or dis-
sent among the political elite, and cultural congruence or incongruence of
the frames proposed at the top of the cascade. Media professionals have
much broader opportunities to introduce counter-frames or a variety of
interpretive schemas when there is a discrepancy between the elites and/or
cultural incongruence between the decision-makers and the culture of the
country (e.g., blatant human rights violations). For the counter-frames to
be powerful enough to challenge the elite-induced frames, they need to
be culturally resonant with the public — or at least with the journalists’
perceptions of public opinion.

Activation at each level of the cascade depends on how much informa-
tion is communicated in a particular set of framings. What passes from one
level to another is based on selective understanding. Motivations play a key
role in the effectiveness of framing at each level of the cascade. Participants
in the process of communication are cognitive misers who will select infor-
mation on the basis of their habits, as stated previously in this chapter. Elites
select the frames that advance their political careers. Media professionals
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select the news that can be most appealing to audiences without risking
retaliation from powerful players. People tend to avoid emotional disso-
nance, thus they look for media that support their views. For instance,
when people try to escape the cascading process in one media system
because of their disagreement with the frames, they search for online news
from foreign sources. Best et al. (2005) have shown that individuals who
are dissatisfied with the dominant frame in their own country seek out
confirmatory information (usually via the Internet) from foreign media
sources. Thus, cascading activation works within specific polity systems and
in relation to specific media environments. The global network of news
media offers the public an alternative when framing in one particular media
context fails to win acceptance or subdue resistance. Indeed, media framing
is not an irresistible determination of people’s perceptions and behavior. As
important as it is to unveil the mechanism by which social actors influence
human minds through the media, it is equally essential to emphasize the
capacity of the same minds to respond to alternative frames from different
sources or to switch off the reception of news that does not correspond to
their way of thinking.

To investigate the interplay between framing and counter-framing in the
shaping of the human mind through the process of communication, I will
now proceed to a case study of particular relevance for our understanding
of communication and power: the framing of the American public in the
process that led to the Iraq War.

Conquering the Minds, Conquering Irag, Conquering
Washington: From Misinformation to Mystification'®

In March 2004, the US House Sub-Committee on Government Reform
(2004) released a report (The Waxman Report) that included a search-
able database of 237 false or misleading statements about the reasons
for the US war in Iraq, made by President George Bush, Vice Presi-
dent Richard Cheney, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, Secretary of
State Colin Powell, and National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice in
125 separate public appearances.!” These statements included references

8 This section expands and updates the analysis published in 2006 in an article
co-authored with Amelia Arsenault (Arsenault and Castells, 2006).
19 http://oversight.house.gov/IragqOnTheRecord/
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to Iraq’s nuclear capabilities, its links to al-Qaeda, and Saddam Hussein’s
involvement in 9/11. In June 2004, the 9/11 Commission Report stressed
the lack of evidence of a link between Saddam Hussein and al-Qaeda.
The next month, in July 2004, the Senate Select Committee on Intelli-
gence released a similar report contradicting the administration’s claims.
In October 2004, Charles Duelfer, handpicked by the Bush administra-
tion to investigate the issue, released a report saying that investigations
had found no evidence of a comprehensive weapons program after 1991
(Duelfer, 2004). To date, no evidence of weapons of mass destruction has
been found and no pre-war connection between Iraq and a/-Qaeda has been
established.

American and international media widely reported these findings in
due time. Yet, in October 2004, according to a Harris poll, 38 percent of
Americans still believed that the United States had located weapons of
mass destruction (WMDs) in Iraq. Moreover, 62 percent believed that “Iraq
gave substantial support to al-Qaeda” (Harris, 2004b). What is even more
extraordinary is that in July 2006, after years of official information and
media reports documenting the falsification of the pre-war situation in Iraq,
a survey conducted by Harris (2006) found that the number of Americans
who believed that WMDs had been found in Iraq had risen to 50 percent
(from 36 percent in February 2005) and that beliefs that Saddam Hussein
had close ties with al-Qaeda had returned to 64 percent (from a low of 41
percent in December 2005; see Table 3.1).

A series of polls from a different, equally reliable source, the Program
for International Policy Attitudes (PIPA, 2004) also detected widespread
misperceptions about the circumstances that led to the Iraq War. Thus,
according to PIPA, in August 2004, after multiple governmental sources
had confirmed that these perceptions were wrong, 35 percent of Amer-
icans still believed that the United States had located weapons of mass
destruction (WMDs) in Iraq and an additional 19 percent believed that,
while no weapons had been found, Iraq did possess a developed program
for creating them. Moreover, 50 percent believed either that “Iraq gave
substantial support to al-Qaeda, but was not involved in the 11 September
attacks” (35%) or that “Iraq was directly involved in the 11 September
2001 attacks” (15%). Furthermore, in December 2006, after years of official
information and media reports documenting the falsification of the pre-war
situation in Iraq, a new survey conducted by PIPA found that 51 percent
of Americans still believed that WMDs had been found or that Iraq had a
significant program for making them, and 50 percent of Americans believed
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Table 3.1. American misperceptions about the
Iraq War, 2003-2006

Iraq had Saddam Hussein had close
WMDs(%) links with a/-Qaeda(%)
Jun-03 69 48
Aug-03 67 50
Oct-03 60 49
Feb-04 51 47
Apr-04 51 49
Jun-04 - 69
Oct-04 38 62
Feb-05 36 64
Dec-05 26 41
July-06 50 64

Margin of error £3%.
Source: Harris Poll (2004a, b, 2005, 2006).

that Saddam Hussein had close ties with al-Qaeda or was directly involved
in 9/11.%°

How and why could such a significant percentage of the population have
remained so misinformed for such a long time? What was the social process
leading to the widespread adoption of misinformation? And what were
the political effects of these misperceptions, particularly with respect to
attitudes toward the war? How was support for the war obtained through
misperceptions played out in the presidential and congressional elections?
In dealing with these questions, I will build on the theory and research
presented in this chapter, without further reference to what I have already
cited and documented.

1 will start by restating that people tend to believe what they want to believe.
They filter information in order to adapt it to their predisposed judgments.
They are considerably more reluctant to accept facts that challenge their
beliefs than those that coincide with their convictions. Moreover, despite all
information to the contrary, the Bush administration continued to release

20 A Zogby International Poll of US troops stationed in Iraq conducted in February
2006 found that 85 percent of the troops polled said that they were there because the
US mission in Iraq was “to retaliate for Saddam’s role in the 9/11 attacks,” and 77
percent said they also believed “the main or a major reason for the war was to stop
Saddam from protecting al-Qaeda in Iraq.”
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misleading statements that played on existing misperceptions for years
after the war began. For example, in June 2004, in response to the 9/11
Commission Report, President Bush told reporters that “the reason I keep
insisting that there was a relationship between Iraq and Saddam and al-
Qaeda [is] because there was a relationship between Iraq and al-Qaeda.”
In another example, Republican Senator Rick Santorum, reading from a
report by the National Ground Intelligence Center, told a press conference
on June 22, 2006 that:

We have found weapons of mass destruction in Iraq, chemical weapons. Since
2003, coalition forces have recovered approximately 500 weapons munitions, which
contain degraded mustard or sarin nerve agent. Despite many efforts to locate and
destroy Iraq’s pre-Gulf War chemical munitions, filled and unfilled pre-Gulf War
chemical munitions are assessed to still exist.  (Fox News, 2006)

Researchers have found that emotional and cognitive connections
between terrorism and the Iraq War were critical in raising levels of popular
support for the war. A number of studies have illustrated that people with
a greater fear of future terrorism, and/or who were concerned about their
own mortality, were more likely to support President Bush, the War in Iraq,
and the broader war on terror (e.g., Huddy et al., 2002; Hetherington and
Nelson, 2003; Kull et al., 2003—4; Landau et al., 2004; Cohen et al., 2005;
Valentino et al., 2008). Thus, in a survey of attitudes toward the Iraq
War conducted by Huddy et al. (2007), anxious people were more likely
to oppose the war than angry people. Anxiety heightened perceived risk
and reduced support for the war, while anger reduced perception of risk
and increased support for military intervention. Anger also diminished the
connection between knowledge about Iraq and support for the war. Angry
people were not less informed, but information did not undermine their
support for the war compared to non-angry people. Meanwhile, a higher
level of information reduced support for the war among anxious people.
However, while anxiety propels individuals to seek out new information, it
also has the effect of degrading their ability to assess and/or recall informa-
tion. Huddy et al. (2005) found that, while those most anxious after 9/11 and
the beginning of the war in Iraq were more attentive to politics, they were also less
accurate in their recall of these events.

These findings have powerful implications when coupled with studies
that suggest that individuals who had fewer facts and more mispercep-
tions about the war were more likely to support it (Kull et al., 2003-4;
Valentino et al., 2008). Thus, people who were angry were most likely
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to underestimate the consequences of the war, while people who were
anxious were more likely to seek out information. However, considering
that the circulation of inaccurate information by the administration was
distributed via the media, anxious people were also relying on inaccurate
information and thus less likely to recall disconfirming information when
it was introduced (Valentino et al., 2008). In other words, anxious people
may have been less likely to support the war, but anxious people who did
support the war were less likely to have their opinions influenced by the
introduction of corrective information.

It appears that information per se does not alter attitudes unless there is an
extraordinary level of cognitive dissonance. This is because people select informa-
tion according to their cognitive frames. Stimuli aimed at producing emotional
effects that condition information processing and shape decision-making
can activate certain frames. Efforts to mobilize Americans in support of
the Iraq War activated two main frames: the war on terror and patriotism.
The Bush administration and the media clearly and consistently formed
connections between the war on terror and the Iraq War (Fried, 2005;
Western, 2005). The war on terror and its associated images and themes
(al-Qaeda, Afghanistan, the Iraq War, radical Islamism, Muslims in gen-
eral) constructed a network of associations in people’s minds (Lakoff, 2008).
They activated the deepest emotion in the human brain: the fear of death. Psy-
chological experiments in a plurality of countries provide evidence that
connecting issues and events with death favors conservative political atti-
tudes in people’s brains (Westen, 2007: 349-76). Once death is evoked,
people hold on to what they have and what they believe in as a
refuge and a defense, thus reaffirming traditional values, values tested
by history and collective experience. People become less tolerant of dis-
sent and more inclined toward law and order policies, more nation-
alistic,c, and more supportive of the patriarchal family. The reasons are
deep.

As Ernest Becker (1973) argued in his classic book The Denial of Death,
and as I elaborated in my own analysis on the transformation of time in the
network society (1996: 481-91), individual psychology and collective cul-
tures have developed mechanisms to avoid confronting death as our only
certainty. Refusing the consciousness of non-being is a condition for being.
Testing Becker’s ideas through research, Cohen et al. (2005), as reported by
Westen (2007), showed the effects of the salience of mortality on people’s
attitudes and behavior. By investigating the impact of the ensuing anxiety
on political decisions, they showed that the presence of death in the minds
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of voters led to strong support for Bush and for his policy in Iraq in the 2004
election, even among people with liberal ideology. In a designed survey,
voters in the Northeast voted 4 to 1 in favor of Democratic presidential
candidate John Kerry when not reminded about death, while those who
filled out a “death questionnaire” voted 2 to 1 for Bush (Westen, 2007:
367). The findings fit with the theory of terror management developed by
Solomon and his colleagues, according to which the evocation of death is
a powertul strategic tool in politics, and particularly in conservative politics
(Solomon et al., 1991; Landau et al., 2004).

Both frames, war on terror and patriotism, were particularly effective in
the psychological climate resulting from the 9/11 attacks. But they are
distinct. The war on terror metaphor activated a fear frame, which is known
to be associated with anger and anxiety (Huddy et al., 2007). The patriotism
metaphor acted on the emotion of enthusiasm, eliciting mobilization in
support of the country, literally rallying people around the image of the
American flag waving on television screens, on the trucks of firefighters
and ordinary citizens, and on the pins displayed by opinion-leaders (Brewer
et al., 2003).

But who framed whom? By and large, the political agency framed the
media, which, in turn, conveyed the frames to their audience. Indeed,
people depend on the media to receive information and opinion. Studies
of the influence of mass-mediated coverage of terrorism have found a
correlation between increased coverage and public perceptions of the threat
of terrorism (Kern et al., 2003; Nacos, 2007; Nacos et al., 2008). But this
information, when it refers to major policy issues, originates within the
political system and is provided in the form of frames. Frames also define
the relationship between different components of the political agency. This
relationship is asymmetrical. The presidency is only one component of this
agency, albeit the most important one because of its constitutional capacity
to implement executive power (Entman, 2004). The political agency also
includes Congress (differentiating between Republicans and Democrats),
the military as an institution, the United Nations, and foreign leaders,
differentiating between the administration’s allies and other governments.
The administration’s initial success in imposing the war on terror and patri-
otism frames on the American political elites (Republican and Democrat
alike) disabled their potential opposition. By associating the Iraq War with
the war on terror and the defense of the nation, any significant dissent
would be easily labeled as un-American, either by the administration or
by their surrogates in the media, thus jeopardizing politicians’ careers
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(Jamieson and Waldman, 2003; Western, 2005: Bennett, 2007; Lakoff,
2008).%!

George Lakoff has analyzed how the Bush administration used successive
frames to neutralize the Democrats’ criticism of the war, even when the
Democrats won control of both houses in November 2006. In Lakoff’s
words, “the political battle was a framing battle” (2008: 148). The Bush
administration fought the framing battle in stages, changing the narrative
according to the unexpected evolution of the war. The original frame, based
on the threat posed by weapons of mass destruction, was built on a self-
defense narrative. In the first weeks of the war, as US troops moved into
Baghdad, the victory frame was evoked in order to distract the agenda away
from the heavy fighting in and around Baghdad. In a photo-opportunity
staged by the military, US soldiers helped Iraqi citizens topple a promi-
nent statue of Saddam Hussein in order to evoke a victory frame. Aday
et al. (2005), in a content analysis of American broadcast news cover-
age of the statue incident, illustrate how eagerly the media adopted the
“victory frame” conveyed by the event. They also found that, following
this event, the number of stories documenting continuing violence in Iraq
declined sharply, suggesting that the victory frame superseded the poten-
tially competitive narratives in the media sphere. As previously mentioned,
the propensity for the press to echo the narrative set by the administration
during war time is not unique to the United States. In a cross-national study
of images accompanying newspaper stories about the Saddam Hussein
statue, Fahmy (2007) found that papers published in coalition countries
used more images of the event overall and more images that supported the
victory frame than non-coalition countries. This victory frame was similarly
evoked when President Bush landed on an aircraft carrier before a crowd
of soldiers (later discovered to be in San Diego) against the backdrop of
a banner announcing, “Mission Accomplished.” Critics point to the fact
that the event was clearly theatrical in nature. Bush landed in a flight suit

21 Journalists also conformed to the patriotic frame. Then anchorman of CBS News
and veteran reporter, Dan Rather told the BBC in 2002 that the US media (including
himself) had compromised journalistic principles in reporting on the Bush adminis-
tration following 9/11 out of a fear of appearing unpatriotic. In an interview on the
program Newsnight, he lamented: “In some ways, the fear is that you will be necklaced
here, you will have a flaming tire of lack of patriotism put around your neck. It’s that
fear that keeps journalists from asking the toughest of the tough questions and to
continue to bore-in on the tough questions so often. Again, I'm humbled to say I do
not except myself from this criticism.”
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aboard a fighter plane even though his helicopter was in easy range of the
carrier.

When no WMDs were found, a rescue narrative was introduced: the US
was in Iraq to rescue the Iraqis and provide them with the gift of democracy.
When it quickly became clear that the “mission” was anything but “accom-
plished,” and resistance to the occupation and civil war escalated violence
in Iraq, the supposedly liberated Iraqis suddenly became “insurgents” or
“terrorists” and the war for self-defense narrative was reinstated. Al-Qaeda was
now introduced into the frame with more evidence to support it, as the
overthrow of Saddam Hussein and the dismantlement of the Iraqi army
facilitated an active presence of al-Qaeda in Iraq after the invasion of the
country. In the first half of 2004, when support for the war began to wane,
US causalities began to mount, and evidence of US torture of prisoners
at Abu Ghraib surfaced, precisely at the time of the upcoming presidential
campaign, the administration escalated its attempts to frame the war in Iraq
in connection with 9/11 and al-Qaeda. Harris polls conducted just after the
9/11 Commission released its findings show that the number of Americans
who believed that Saddam Hussein had strong links to al-Qaeda actually
jumped 20 percentage points from 49 percent in April 2004 to 69 percent
in June 2004.

For the president to assume war powers, it was essential for the admin-
istration to avoid mentioning occupation, and to keep the war frame as part
of the war on terror for the safety of America. But once the war began, the
key for a successful framing strategy was to introduce the patriotic frame
into the debate, as embodied by “support for our troops.” Any attempt
by Congress to disengage the country from the occupation of Iraq became
susceptible to accusations of treason against the country at war and betrayal
of the troops in combat. President Bush was able to use these frames to
fight off any serious challenge from the Democrats to curtail funding of
the war, and even succeeded in May 2007 in convincing 90 percent of the
representatives in the “Out of Iraq” caucus in Congress to vote to continue
funding, in full contradiction of their own stated position and the wishes of
their electorate in November 2006.

Foreign leaders and the United Nations were either co-opted as a coali-
tion of the willing or denounced as unreliable partners. Because the polit-
ical choice was to proceed down the path of unilateralism as a display
of American superpower, the intended effect was to cater to American
public opinion, regardless of the world’