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In November 2012, Lord Justice Leveson delivered his report on the culture, practices
and ethics of the press. In the report, he sets out proposals for reform in a number of
areas, including data protection, media lobbying, and relations with the police. However,
most attention has focused on the proposal for a new system of self-regulation. Leveson
recommends that a new body replace the Press Complaints Commission, which, unlike its
predecessor, will have the power to impose financial sanctions in some cases. The new
body would not have any statutory powers, but Leveson proposes that a law should set out
criteria to assess whether the new regulator is effective and sufficiently independent of the
press, parliament and the government. That law should also ‘provide a mechanism to recog-
nise and certify’ that the new self-regulatory body fulfills the criteria (Leveson, 2012, 1772).
The mechanism Leveson proposes is for a ‘recognition body’ to apply the criteria to the
regulator, as part of an assessment taking place at least once every three years. The report
therefore does not call for a regulator to be set up by statute (as is the case with broad-
casting). Nor does it propose that legislation should actually set out the detailed standards
for the press to live up to. Instead, the role for legislation is one step removed. Under the
proposals, legislation will set out the criteria to evaluate the regulator and empower the body
that certifies the regulator. That is the central part of the ‘statutory underpinning’ that will be
the focus for discussion here (1).

Much of the debate in the immediate aftermath of the report focused on the statutory
underpinning. The Daily Mail wrote that Leveson ‘seems worryingly unable to grasp that
once MPs and the media quango become involved, the freedom of the Press from state
control will be fatally compromised for the first time since 1694’ (Daily Mail, 2012). Along
similar lines, The Daily Telegraph wrote:

it would be wrong to use bad behaviour by the minority as an excuse to introduce the
first press statute since censorship laws were abolished in 1695. Whatever the judge
hopes, this would be a slippery slope to state meddling. (Daily Telegraph, 2012)

The Independent also wrote that statutory underpinning is ‘not only unnecessary, but
undesirable’ (Independent, 2012). Most famously, the Prime Minister told the House of
Commons that legislation would cross ‘the Rubicon of writing elements of press regulation
into the law of the land’ (House of Commons debates, 2012a, col. 449). By contrast, the
supporters of Leveson are dismissive of such concerns and point out that the reforms
require minimal legislative input. 

In the fierce debate that has followed Leveson, arguments about press freedom have
been strategically advanced to further political goals. It is sometimes difficult to see which
claims are the hyperbole of political rhetoric, and which should give genuine cause for
concern. A further difficulty in assessing the debate lies in the fact that much argument has
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focused on the form of press regulation, rather than the substantive question of what the
new regulator will actually do. There are, however, important issues of principle and the
form of regulation will be relevant to its effectiveness. To assess the arguments underlying
the debate on statutory underpinning, it is worth reflecting on the meaning of press
freedom. 

The nature of press freedom

Early on in the report, Leveson distinguishes freedom of speech, as held by individuals,
from freedom of the press. According to Leveson, the former is about self-expression and
‘has its roots in a very personal conception of what it is to be human’ (Leveson, 2012, 62).
The same is not true of mass media institutions, which are ‘not human beings with a
personal need to be able to self-express’ (Leveson, 2012, 62). He is certainly right to draw
this distinction, and it is a difference that also reflects our concerns about the power of the
media to reach a mass audience on a regular basis. The traditional mass media, that is
newspapers and broadcasters, operate in a one-to-many paradigm. Yet those media
institutions that reach a mass audience can only accommodate a limited number of
speakers (2). Consequently, we justify press freedom not because we think it so
overwhelmingly important that a select group of media owners and professionals get the
chance to vent, say what they want to a mass audience, or develop their personalities. It is
difficult to justify a freedom in terms of its personal benefits to the speaker when, in
practice, only a limited group can exercise that freedom. 

If the justification for press freedom does not lie in the speaker’s right to self-expres-
sion, then instead it tends to be justified by its service to the audience or to the public as a
whole. There are many varieties of this argument, some of which stress the functions that
the mass media perform in a democracy. Most common are arguments that media
freedom is necessary to provide information to the public, to hold the powerful to account,
to represent a range of diverse viewpoints, and so on. Taking this approach, Leveson
stresses the instrumental value of freedom of the press, as something to be ‘promoted and
protected to the extent that it is with the result that it is thereby enabled to flourish
commercially as a sector and to serve its important democratic functions’ (Leveson, 2012,
63). Note that he says press freedom is to be protected ‘to the extent’ that it furthers these
goals, suggesting that where this is not the case then limits may be acceptable.
Furthermore, insofar as press freedom is based on a concern for the ‘community’s
welfare’, it is something that can be balanced with other factors (Dworkin, 1985, 386-7). If
this is the case, then it opens the door to arguments that some regulation of the press is
necessary to protect other rights and interests. 

Even though the instrumental justification comes with these limitations, the critics of
Leveson tend to share this approach to press freedom. Newspaper editorials frequently
trumpet the important role of the media in its service to democracy. Despite the implicit
limits, this argument offers some advantages to the media. First, by emphasising its
service to a democracy, the argument helps to legitimise media power. Second, by sepa-
rating press freedom from individual freedom of speech, the argument can be relied upon
by the media to claim special privileges (Dworkin, 1985, 386). For example, newspapers
and periodicals are exempt from the election spending controls that apply not only to
candidates and parties, but also to any person that wishes to use their economic
resources on electoral campaigning. In that example, the instrumental role of the press as
serving democracy is advanced to justify its special status in elections. 
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The democratic functions of the press

Leveson and his opponents therefore seem to share the instrumental understanding of
press freedom. However, the different reactions to statutory underpinning might still be
explained by a different view of the key democratic functions that the media are expected
to perform. The central concern to the opponents of statutory underpinning is the
independence of the press from government. There are a number of reasons why the
independence of the press might be valued, but the most commonly asserted reason by
those opposing statutory underpinning emphasises the ‘watchdog’ or ‘checking’ function
of the press. For example, the website for the Free Speech Network writes that:

The press exists to scrutinise those in positions of power. It could not fulfill that role if
those it was scrutinising had authority, however apparently limited, over it. (Free
Speech Network, 2012)

A similar argument was put forward in an editorial in The Daily Telegraph:

A free press may be unruly, untamed and occasionally unpalatable, but it is the best
defence against abuses of power that would otherwise have gone unchecked. (Daily
Telegraph, 2013)

According to the opponents of the Leveson proposals, we should be particularly wary of
any use of statute in the system of press regulation, for fear that politicians might use
legislative power to dampen scrutiny of its activities. On this view, statute creates a kind of
umbilical link between the press and the state, which might serve as a channel of pressure
(as Helena See points out in this issue of Renewal, the very threat of statutory regulation
can itself be used to place pressure on media outlets).

Invoking the watchdog role of the press provides a powerful argument. The courts
have identified this role as being central to press freedom on a number of occasions (for
example, Times Newspapers v UK, 2009, [40] and [45]). It is also an argument with a long
history. In 1704, Matthew Tindal described the press as ‘a faithful Sentinel’. In the Cato
Letters, press freedom was referred to as ‘the great bulwark of liberty’, which ‘is the terror
of traytors and oppressors, and a barrier against them’. Fifty years later, Junius wrote that
the press are ‘the Palladium of all the civil, political, and religious rights of an Englishman’.
In Bentham’s work, the press acted as the key organ of a ‘Public Opinion Tribunal’, which
keeps a check on government power. In the nineteenth century, monitoring those in power
was a function assigned to the press as the ‘fourth estate’. In more recent times, uncov-
ering abuses of power has remained central to the self-image of the press, with Watergate
providing a high point. In the last three hundred years, the system of government may have
changed dramatically, but appeals to the watchdog function have had an enduring role in
arguments for press freedom.

The watchdog argument also fits with most democratic theories. It is not premised on
an idealistic or demanding theory of democracy, in which citizens are supposed to use the
press to become well informed on most major issues. Those democratic theories that posit
a minimal role for the individual citizen – reduced largely to choosing leaders at an election
and having limited political knowledge – still have a role for a watchdog press. On this
account, the press are needed to sound the alarm if politicians abuse their powers, in
order for voters to know when to punish bad behaviour. According to Michael Schudson,
the watchdog function does not even require that all voters pay attention to these alarms,
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but simply that politicians ‘believe that some people somewhere are following the news’
(Schudson, 2008, 14). On this view, it is politicians’ belief that they are being monitored
that deters abuses of power. However, the watchdog function is not limited to the minimal
theories of democracy. The more demanding approaches to democracy will still hope that
the press reveal abuses of power, while performing other functions (Baker, 2002). The
watchdog role has a wide appeal.

An analogy with the separation of powers is sometimes made to explain why the inde-
pendence of the press is so important to the watchdog function. Justice Stewart, of the
US Supreme Court, wrote that the US Constitution guarantees press freedom ‘to create a
fourth institution outside the Government as an additional check on the three official
branches’ (Stewart, 1975, 634). The idea of the press acting as a quasi-constitutional
check is not limited to the US. In a recent pamphlet, Tim Luckhurst argued that the
checking function is all the more important in the UK given the lack of a formal separation
of powers between executive and legislature (Luckhurst, 2012, 27). The point is not new.
While Bentham criticised the doctrine of the separation of powers in the formal institutions
of the state, he argued that public opinion was ‘the only check’ on ‘the pernicious exercise
of the power of government’ (Bentham, 1983).

Of course, there are other reasons why the independence of the press might be
valued. If government (or any other powerful actor) can influence the press, there is a
concern that the flow of information will be distorted. The powerful actor might seek to
ensure a particular story is given higher prominence than it deserves or withhold important
stories from public view. Such distortion can be seen to undermine the free competition of
ideas and arguments in public debate. However, Justice Stewart distinguishes his
watchdog argument from a ‘marketplace of ideas’ justification for press freedom, as the
latter might allow for greater government regulation of the press to improve the flow of
ideas, such as a statutory right of reply law (Stewart, 1975). On Stewart’s view, a right of
reply law would violate press freedom. C. Edwin Baker, explaining such a contrast, notes
that the watchdog argument does not aim to promote diverse information, but rather seeks
to protect ‘a source that the government does not control’ (Baker, 1989, 233).

It is unsurprising that Leveson himself cited the watchdog role as one of the demo-
cratic functions of the press (Leveson, 2012, 65). In one part of his report, Leveson also
uses an analogy with the separation of powers. He recommends that the law should ‘place
an explicit duty on the Government to uphold and protect the freedom of the press’
(Leveson, 2012, 1781). In making such a recommendation, Leveson follows a similar
clause in the Constitutional Reform Act 2005, which requires ministers to uphold judicial
independence. We may, however, question the effectiveness of such a clause. The duty to
respect judicial independence has certainly not stopped some ministers from criticising
court decisions in the strongest terms, and it is not clear that a press freedom clause will
be any more effective. Putting this doubt aside, the proposed clause shows how the inde-
pendence of the press is seen as part of the separation of powers, requiring arrangements
that are analogous to those protecting other branches of government. 

So far, the watchdog function for the press appears to be an area of agreement
between Leveson and his critics. Both see it as a key role for the press. The difference in
their positions might be explained if we distinguish between a ‘moderate’ and a ‘strong’
form of the watchdog argument. The moderate version of the argument sees the watchdog
function as one among several functions of the press, and requires that we assess whether
any laws applying to the press will potentially inhibit that function. This form of the
argument can be used to call for a public interest defence to defamation actions or to
criminal law controls. It does not, however, stand against any laws involving the press.
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Under this position, the question is not whether statute should be used to implement
Leveson, but what the terms of that statute will be. By contrast, a strong form of the
argument views the watchdog function as the preeminent role of the press and demands a
clear structural separation between press and government. It emphasises the need for a
clear separation of powers and assumes parliamentary or government input will threaten
press independence. This strong view may explain why some see statute as a Rubicon
that should not be crossed. It provides a prophylactic rule, which seeks to act as a barrier
between press and government.

The central difficulty with the strong version of the argument is that it prioritises the
threat to press freedom posed by state institutions. However, press independence can be
jeopardised by private power too. Aside from government, the media can be subject to
pressures from markets and from advertisers. Editorial judgment can be influenced by
proprietorial pressure. In these cases, some input from the state might help bolster press
freedom from these influences. For example, a law requiring certain media entities to guar-
antee editorial independence or include a conscience clause in journalists’ contracts might
promote the independence of the press from private pressures. While a strong form of the
watchdog argument might object to such interventions in the internal affairs of the press,
the moderate version would be more willing to accommodate such proposals. A similar
debate sometimes arises in relation to state subsidies for the press, with a moderate view
accepting that such subsidies can aid independence (if structured in the right way), but
with a strong view suspicious of the idea. 

Those making a strong watchdog argument might reply that we should show greater
concern about government interferences with press freedom, and that tolerating some
scope for private interference is a price which must be paid in order to minimise the threat
of government control. Such an answer is premised on a mistrust of government. This
mistrust manifests itself in two ways. First is a view that the watchdog function of the press
is primarily about monitoring state actors. It assumes that state power is the main threat to
people’s liberty and is where the checking function is needed most. Secondly, because the
press is guarding against abuses of state power, the most important aspect of its inde-
pendence is the structural protection from the state. The argument then runs that if we
mistrust officials and assume that, where there is an opportunity, power will be abused,
then we should not trust those officials with a power that could be used to stifle public crit-
icism and prevent exposure of their wrongdoings. On this view, state interventions in the
press, even when made for good reasons, pose a risk of harm greater than that posed by
private sources of power. By taking these steps, the strong form of the instrumental
watchdog argument can be constructed into a libertarian appeal to press freedom (3).

The Leveson proposals  

Against this background, it is interesting to look at some of the arguments that have been
advanced against statutory underpinning. One argument is that any form of state input will
allow politicians to influence the regulator, and thereby impose some control on the press.
For example, in the House of Commons debate, Peter Lilley expressed the concern that
the recognition body may use its power of certification to pressure the regulator to ‘follow
either the Government’s prejudices or its own’ (House of Commons debates, 2012b, col.
662). This line of argument suggests that the power to certify will jeopardise the
independence of the regulator. 

Those taking the strong version of the watchdog argument would accept this
argument on the assumption that any type of state input poses such a risk. By contrast,
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the moderate version treats this issue as one concerning the design of the statute, rather
than as an argument against any statute. Take, for example, the proposed legislative
criteria to be applied by the recognition body when deciding whether the self-regulatory
body is sufficiently independent and effective. Leveson proposes the criteria should include
the self-regulatory body having a code of practice for the press that takes into account free
speech, while also providing standards to deal with the conduct of the press, to show
appropriate respect for privacy and to provide for accuracy (Leveson, 2012, 1763). This
might be thought to raise two issues. First, the legislative criteria may give scope for politi-
cians to indicate which standards the press must fulfill. The criteria proposed by Leveson
is, however, stated at a level of generality and includes matters that would most likely have
been included in the new code in any event (and which are already included in the Press
Complaints Commission Code). If this were still cause for concern, the criteria relating to
the code could be less specific. For example, Labour’s draft bill on implementing Leveson,
published in December, omits any reference to protecting privacy in its criteria relating to
the code of practice. The criteria in Lord Lester’s bill to implement Leveson are at an even
greater level of generality, for example in asking that the new regulator encourage and
maintain ‘high professional standards and good practices’ and deal with ‘professional
misconduct’. The merits of the different formulations can be debated, but the point is that
the statute can frame the criteria in a way that is not overly prescriptive. 

The second concern is that even if the legislation provides only very general criteria,
the recognition body might use its power to influence the direction of the regulator. For
example, the recognition body could refuse to certify the regulator if it believes the code
fails to protect free speech or fails to set high enough standards. Yet the terms of the
Leveson proposals do not create a ‘procedure that provides for structured, authoritative
government pronouncements regarding the performance of the press’, which is the core
concern of one leading proponent of the watchdog theory (Blasi, 1977, 590). Recognition
and certification is a very blunt tool that operates by looking at the workings of the system
of regulation as a whole. It would not be used to express a verdict on a particular news-
paper or even a particular decision from the regulator. Furthermore, the decision by the
recognition body would be limited to the criteria in the statute and its conclusions would
be reasoned. Finally, the process would not offer a government pronouncement, as long as
the recognition body is independent of government. This independence would depend on
how the recognition body is appointed. Leveson at first proposed that Ofcom should
perform this function, but, due to concerns about that body having a government-
appointed director, that possibility now seems to be off the table. Instead, negotiations are
focused on an alternative body to perform this role, with some proposing members of the
judiciary. The point being made is that the statute can be drafted in such a way as to
minimise the scope for government or parliamentary influence. The argument against any
statutory input seems to be premised on a level of mistrust, which suggests even the most
limited risk is not worth taking. 

Another argument against statutory underpinning is that even if the legislation starts
off as modest, there is nothing to stop it being amended and extended into more onerous
forms of legislation (see Maria Miller, House of Commons Debates, 2012b, col. 598). This is
a type of slippery slope argument. Again, it is a view premised on a concern that any
precedent for legislating in this area, no matter how well-intentioned, is likely to be abused
by some future government. If this is a concern, then it is one that can apply to a range of
others laws, which could all be amended to make life for the press more difficult, such as
the Contempt of Court Act 1981 or the Defamation Bill (still going through Parliament at
the time of writing). The risk of politicians interfering with press content is more direct with
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the examples of contempt of court and defamation, as Parliament actually decides in those
laws what detailed standards the press has to fulfill. In the Leveson proposals, Parliament
will not set those standards. Furthermore, the Communications Act 2003 creates a system
of content regulation for broadcasters. If statute constitutes the Rubicon, it appears to
have been crossed already. Maybe the Leveson proposals can be distinguished from these
examples, as Leveson proposes a new system of regulation specific to the press. However,
if the concern is only with certain types of statute, then those types of statute need to be
identified before we can formulate a prophylactic rule. In any event, Parliament is subject
to some checks and any statutory amendments made in future could be subject to chal-
lenge under the Human Rights Act 1998 if it unduly interferes with press freedom. 

We might reject the outright opposition to any statute to implement Leveson partly
because we do not prioritise the risks of state power to the exclusion of concerns about
other sources of power. The press needs to check private sources of power and therefore
needs independence from powerful private actors. If we take the view that private sources
of power can be detrimental to press freedom, it becomes clear why the system of regula-
tion needs to have some independence from the industry. Just as there are dangers with
government pressuring a regulator to decide an issue one way or another, there are also
dangers that the industry could pressure the regulator to make decisions that are
favourable to its commercial interests. The Leveson proposal therefore seeks to mediate
between these competing pressures. The press has some say in so far as it can choose
whether to join the regulatory scheme. The body will be self-regulatory and established by
the press. However, the statutory recognition process seeks to ensure that these connec-
tions with the industry do not undermine the regulatory body and that it remains sufficiently
independent. The system combines statutory underpinning and input from the industry, in
the hope that neither source of power exerts control over the regulator. There might be
risks with government or parliamentary input, but there are ways of reducing those risks. If
a system is to be established that allows for some state support, and does not leave the
industry to regulate itself, then this is a risk that needs to be taken.

So far, the choice seems to be between some form of statutory underpinning or
allowing the press to continue to regulate itself. The Conservative Party has successfully
sought to advance a separate approach that avoids this stark choice, by underpinning the
new regulator through a Royal Charter. Given the Conservatives’ stance against statute,
this proposal is somewhat surprising. It is puzzling that, having advanced arguments that
any statute would undermine press freedom, all these objections to state input seem to be
abandoned in relation to a prerogative power. The libertarian approach described is
concerned with state input in whatever form. According to that view, even with a Royal
Charter, the psychological barrier to state action would be crossed and the apparatus to
support the regulatory system, once established, could be tinkered with in future. Given
this, it is difficult to see why a Charter is more acceptable for the strong view of the
watchdog argument than statute. 

The Conservative Party, subsequently followed by Labour and the Liberal Democrats,
have argued that there are ways a Charter could be protected from subsequent amend-
ment by the executive, through provision that amendments can only be made with
approval of the leaders of the three main parties and by a resolution in Parliament. Even if
a Charter could be protected from future amendment by prerogative powers, Parliament
would still have the power to legislate to override provisions of the Charter or impose new
obligations on the recognition body. The attempts to entrench the Charter would therefore
not so much fortify the Rubicon, but create a Maginot Line that would be easily by-passed
through legislative means. If cross-party agreement is desirable before any changes are
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made to the new system, this could be achieved in relation to legislation through a consti-
tutional convention. So the Charter does not seem to offer an advantage over legislation. It
can also offer some disadvantages in so far as it gives greater scope for the terms of the
system for recognition and certification to be decided behind closed doors through
bargaining between interested parties (and that bargaining would produce an outcome
which the Conservative proposals would then seek partly to entrench). While it is undesir-
able for MPs to influence the regulator, there is something to be said for using the
legislative process that would allow MPs to scrutinise properly and publicly debate the
general framework of the recognition system.

Relations between politicians and the press

The threat to press independence does not only come from formal legal interventions. If
senior media figures and politicians develop close ties in which each can offer the other
mutual benefits, then the watchdog role is compromised. While distinct from statutory
power, this informal link could lead to a situation where the press holds back on a story or
does the bidding of the government on a particular issue. While Leveson found no evidence
of any backroom deals between politicians and senior media representatives, he concludes
that the relationship had become ‘too close’ (Leveson, 2012, 1439). As with judicial
independence, Leveson states that in the absence of any direct collusion, there is at least a
problem with ‘public perceptions’ that independence is being jeopardised (Leveson, 2012,
1439).  Consequently, Leveson calls on the party leaders to devise stronger transparency
rules in relation to communications with senior media executives and their agents. He
argues that this should go beyond recording details of formal meetings and should include
some information about informal communications, such as email. 

It would be difficult to go any further than this. Lobbying can provide important infor-
mation to ministers and civil servants, and there will be a need for senior media executives
to communicate with government at times. This shows that a complete separation
between press and politicians is not possible, and the two often rely on each other to
perform their functions. Transparency at least provides a way to monitor the extent of the
communications. However, it also shows that greater self-restraint should perhaps be
shown by politicians and the press. In his discussion of lobbying by the press, Leveson’s
criticism focuses on the politicians, finding that they had acted in ways that have ‘not
served the public interest’ (Leveson, 2012, 1439). Leveson states that the issue raised by
lobbying is the accountability of politicians, not ‘the conduct of the press’ (Leveson, 2012,
1451). By taking this view, Leveson places all responsibility on the politicians and treats the
press like any other private enterprise that seeks to advocate its interests forcefully. This
view, however, overlooks the claim made by the media that they are different from other
industries and that they perform a quasi-constitutional function in holding government to
account. If the press are to have such a role, then they too have a responsibility to show
caution in developing close links with government on matters of policy. Certainly, if the
press is seen to be too close to government, then they risk undermining the legitimacy of
their claim to act as a quasi-constitutional check. The closeness of press and government
therefore poses a real challenge to the watchdog function.

Conclusion

It is easy to write off much of the debate following the Leveson Report as self-interested
positioning by the media industry or privacy campaigners. Claims being made about press
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freedom are being advanced in the context of political advocacy and should not be taken
at face value. However, this essay has sought to identify the understanding of press
freedom that underlies the criticism of the Leveson proposals for statutory underpinning.
The criticisms appear to fit most closely with a structural understanding of press freedom
as guaranteeing an absence of state interference. There are lessons that can be taken from
this argument, in particular in understanding the risks that statute may pose. This does not
mean stopping at any imagined Rubicon concerning the use of legislation. Instead, it
entails that we seek to frame legislation in a way that minimises those risks – though this
should not be used as an excuse to water down the Leveson proposals simply to please
the industry. 

This essay has looked at one argument concerning the use of statute. There are many
other parts of the Leveson proposals that need consideration, such as the impact of the
incentives for joining the new regulator. Once the new regulator is established, the impact
of its code of practice will also need to be evaluated in the light of its effect on the
watchdog function. While important, the watchdog role is not the only democratic function
of the press. Those other functions might on occasion call for a different relationship with
the legislature and executive. Ultimately, the argument here is that concern about mistrust
of government power, while important, should not be taken to an extreme that precludes
any measures seeking to address abuses of other sources of power. While the protection
for speech under the US First Amendment is often associated with a mistrust of govern-
ment, the culture in the UK is different and shows ‘more concern about the excessive
power of media magnates to influence public opinion’ (Feldman, 1998, 170). That means
we should address abuses of private sources of power, including the press. If there is one
lesson to take from Leveson it is that as well as emphasising the checking function of the
press, we also ask what checks the press are subject to. 

Jacob Rowbottom is Fellow in Law at University College, Oxford. He is the author of
Democracy Distorted (Cambridge University Press, 2010). 
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Notes

1. There are other parts of Leveson’s scheme that raise issues of controversy, such as some of
the incentives to encourage membership of the new regulator, that are beyond the scope of
this article.

2. Of course, the use of comments sections on newspaper websites does open the forum to
many other speakers. However, only a relatively small number can contribute to the main
articles and set the agenda of the newspaper. 

3. Siebert et al. note that the emphasis on the watchdog argument is a distinguishing charac-
teristic of the libertarian view (Siebert et al., 1956, 56). 

RENEWAL Vol 21 No. 1

66

Renewal 21.1  23/04/2013  21:13  Page 66



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


