
I assume most conference attendees were suitably hung over 

after one too many glasses of wine at the National Assembly last 

night; I must say I noticed this morning’s session were rather quiet. 
I quite enjoyed the contrasting atmosphere of the quiet bus journey 

there, and the excited chatter on the way back, especially the 

slightly merry guy who said “I thought I’d come here to maybe get 

a girlfriend as well.” Heart wrenching stuff…Anyway, as a journalism 
and media student, here’s my round up on the media and politics 

sessions I’ve indulged in so far. I’ll start first with the Leveson 

plenary, the stuff that gets me excited, a panel of middle-aged, 

grumpy journalists.  
I’m not going to attempt to explain the works of the panellists, 

you can google them to find that out, so instead I’m going to recap 

on what I thought were the most poignant points. When the legal 

jargon and normative ideals are put aside, what this comes down 
to, at least the pre-text to the inquiry, was citizens who suffered 

undeserved bullying and harassment from the press. Charlotte 

Church’s mother, David Nutt’s children, to name a few cases, 

showed indefensible practices in journalism. Journalists may claim 

rights to watchdog roles and investigation, and we all know you 
have to use dirty tactics sometimes if you want to play the game, 

but these practices set a picture of journalism that was abhorrent to 

the general public  

However, the panel highlighted that these incidents were a ‘pre-
text’, and an inquiry into the entire journalism industry, their ethics 

and conventions was not always what was asked for. Now we’re 

faced with ultimately biased accounts in the press, of state imposed 

regulation, and the death of press freedom, but what about the 
public who started this, where do they fit in? Where were they when 

a deal in the dark was struck, and potentially undid 300 years of 

press industry? Also why is a Lord Justice the best person to know 

what’s in the ‘public interest’, as as was said in the talk, who judges 

the judges? (“Who watches the Watchmen?” Appreciate the 
reference there ;)). The panellists considered what is wrong with 

the press if no-one is actually breaking the law. Who said a little bit 

of bullying politicians wasn’t in the public interest, eh? Overall, 

interesting arguments presented from all side, although the answer 
how to solve a problem like the UK press continues. As Alan 

Rusbridger said in an article published yesterday, we still don’t 

know an end to this story.  

On an side note, Mick Hume will be pleased to know that his 
whoreish marketing was successful and I purchased his new book 

(for a bargain reduced price) for a poor course mate who thought 

it’d be a good idea to tackle the Leveson Inquiry in a third year 

dissertation.  
To recap on today’s exploits, I dropped in on both ‘Media and 

Politics’ sessions which raised some thought-provoking points over 



the potential political use of new media today. These arguments 

tend to be quite dichotomised, between an over-enthusiastic 

depiction of new media as the democratic panacea, and a view of 
new media as disappointment, of the participatory ideal that never 

happened.  

I enjoyed the beginnings of Vincent Campbell’s research on 

‘citizen journalism’ and the under theorisation in respect to the 
‘citizen’ element of the definition. Currently, much of the research is 

concerned with the journalistic aspect, of whether the citizen is a 

journalist, rather than consideration of what this means as a citizen. 

Citizen journalism has been used as a new term, but in terms of 
contributing content such as pictures and story ideas, there is a 

fairly long historical tradition. Although, as Tamara Witschge 

pointed out, there are limited platforms within the news media to 

allow the public in, and participation tends to be on their terms.  
As for the utopian view of new media, Tim Markham talked about 

the journalistic discourse around the Arab Spring, and the loaded 

terms used surrounding revolution like “noble” and “pure.” 

However, it is important to consider whether we’re guilty of 

applying Western ideals, and as he coined “political imaginaries.” 
From Ashley Muchison, I gathered a sense of disappointment again, 

that new media participation hasn’t fulfilled these ideals of 

democracy. However I’d like to place a personal interpretation on 

this… 
When academics try to tackle use of Twitter and Facebook, they 

often fail to consider the personalisation of these networks, that 

everyone’s experience is relative; no one sees the same ‘feed’. In 

this context, I feel that social media users often have to mediate 
what they say for their personal “audience” and there’s a sense of 

etiquette to this. For instance, I may want to express my opinions 

on a political studies debate, but I need to consider who I’m talking 

to, will my non-academic friends feel alienated from the discussion? 

If I want to express seemingly liberal views around drug use, I need 
to consider the example I set for young family relatives, who 

perhaps should not be exposed to such discussion. Therefore, 

perhaps we should consider where social media users go, to find the 

audience they need to interact with, perhaps more niche area like 
the comment sections of blog, forums, or private Facebook groups. 

I feel that this discussion of social media would do well to become a 

little more modest and grounded, and to search the nooks of the 

Internet rather that trying to tackle and make generalised 
assumptions of the multi-million pound social network giants.  

Anyway, it’s wine o’ clock now and I’m looking forward to this 

evening’s events at City Hall and Cardiff Museum. More updates 

tomorrow.  
 

 



 
 


