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Diversity isn’t an Issue

There are numerous ways to access  the media.  Television and radio stations gather information from around the world and broadcast what is interesting and informative to the general public.  In other words, they give what the public demands, which includes a variety of information to satisfy a variety of viewers.  Many believe there is a tendency facing mass media corporations to divert from the “norm” (local and national coverage) and lose its central purpose: to entertain and inform the audience about the world around them as a whole.  Local news, weather, sports, and other aspects are all incorporated in the information presented by the media.   According to Emily Carlson, a writer for the University of Wisconsin-Madison school paper, when larger media corporations buy-out local stations, abandonment of diversity of content isn’t necessarily true. She says, “Just because a big company owns all the media outlets in town doesn’t necessarily mean newspapers and broadcast stations will look and sound alike” (Carlson).  Although many disagree with Carlson’s point, she uses logos and other appeals in an attempt to persuade her audience media giants do not always affect diversity.  

In her article, Carlson stresses that the general assumption isn’t necessarily true. She uses emotional reasoning to present the general ignorance of the public towards the truth surrounding media coverage. A review used in the article, written by co-author and graduate student Pearl Latteier and sociology professor Joshua Gamson, helps support Carlson’s claim. Latteier’s position is to undermine the general public’s assumption towards narrow content upon media giant ownership.  According to her, people assume a direct relationship between diverse ownership and diverse content, and the converse also exists (Carlson).  She also admits media consolidation to be a part of newspapers as well as broadcast stations: “‘Critics of media consolidation fear that newspapers owned by a big conglomerate will rely on national wire services at the expense of local news… But the research suggest that this is not always true’” (Carlson).  Her points coincide with Carlson’s purpose, but the question remains to the reader, who is Pearl Latteier?  Although she is a Communication Art’s Graduate student from the same college as the writer of this article, can we, the readers, trust this person whom we know so little about?  The audience is left to wonder if the credibility (or lack thereof) of Carlson’s primary source is convincing enough to earn their trust.  Without it, Latteier’s analysis may be neglected. 
National news stories appear primarily on national media stations, which many in the general public claim is accredited to media giants buying smaller local media stations.  This in turn leads to the decrease in local stories that are valued to the community.  Carlson states, “Critics of media conglomeration are concerned, for example, that nationally owned stations, newspapers, or magazines focus less on local news, limiting diversity of coverage” (Carlson).  Even though there is a strong sense of emotion in the article, a minimal sense of logic from the writer of the article can be read. I mean, who cannot relate with larger companies taking over tiny town companies?  This is a prime example of corporate America right before our eyes.  It is common sense to show what Americans are thinking, and Carlson proves the “norm” wrong.  A fact from viable sources such as Arkansas and Florida’s newspapers proves to the audience that these stations which are owned by Gannett Company provide local events on a national coverage level (Carlson).  This could be a fact, but people could expand the term “fact” in numerous ways.  Carlson fails to provide detailed information about the stations that carried out this so called “local news” in national coverage.  Also, the reader could emphasize that this “local event” was carried out once due to its national community event, rather than just a single event in the community.  
There is yet an “assumed” credibility required in Carlson’s article.  For example, she consistently refers to “… a review of research in this [media giants] area” (Carlson).  The reader is not given the actual results of the research, but rather the analysis from certain people, including herself.  We, the readers, have to assume the analysis is done correctly otherwise the majority of her factual evidence is not credible.  Therefore, she assumes a large quantity of trust to make her point convincing.  Because she is making assumptions based on her own analysis, one reader could buy what Carlson is saying, but another person may be left confused pondering how extensively Carlson did her research. It seems like Carlson goes half way proving media giants do diversify local contents on the national media level, but not enough to provide sufficient evidence such as the use of statistics.  She quotes Latteier: “‘A big conglomerate doesn’t need to compete with itself, so it may develop programming aimed at more diverse audiences’” (Carlson).  Here, both Carlson and Latteier make an assumption that the viewer believes everything she says.  What if, for example, large companies instead of diversifying their content, diminish their content because they want a greater emphasis on a certain issue or event?  She mentions a station that also owned a tobacco company and also the Walt Disney Company devoting bias and programs to their products (Carlson).  For example, for the station who also owned a tobacco company, you probably wouldn’t expect to see a segment on lung cancer or about the problems with under aged smoking.  On the Walt Disney channel, you probably wouldn’t expect to see programs containing violence, drug, and strong sexual content either.  This is just one example where the reader has to assume the effectiveness of Carlson’s (and indirectly Latteier’s) research and analysis of the research.
Another aspect of Carlson’s article is her acknowledgement of an opposing argument followed by a rebuttal.  She repeats this writing style throughout the article.  She quotes Latteier, “‘With more media conglomerations, the fear is that the values presented will be consistent with the values of big business, that a capitalistic sensibility will come through…’” (Carlson).  Using other lines such as “While media consolidation does have adverse effects…” Carlson puts doubt in the minds of her audience and in herself.  The constant opposition and rebuttal techniques give the reader a sense of an epic battle between both sides of the argument.  Specific words used in the article display Carlson’s lack of confidence in the material she intends to present to the reader.  Words such as appear, doesn’t necessarily mean, might, and may indicates her opinion, but not a strong stand point to prove her case correctly.  Rather than using words that provoke understandability and confidence, her diction also necessitates trust, which is hard to give considering the majority of the audience may not know about her background information and legitimacy as a writer.  In the second to last paragraph, she states, “In other words, there is no predictable outcome” (Carlson).  In one sentence Carlson almost admits to the reader of her lack of a position on either side.  After all, would you want to write an article about the relationship between media giants and diversity of content if there never was a relationship in the first place?  The combination of her lackluster diction and constant reference to the opposition weakens her argument.  She shows tentativeness and gives more credit to the opposition than she should and it hurts her overall message to the audience.

Although the birth of larger media corporations does spawn occasional negative effects, content diversity, as Carlson presents, is not one of them (Carlson).  Emily Carlson is implying the message that national media giants don’t necessarily just cover national stories, but it does carry local content as well.  Carlson gives sufficient information, and enough evidence to prove the information worthy of reading.  She, however, shows much weakness in her persuasive skills, both showing her uninspiring confidence in her own viewpoint, and also the lack of sufficient strong evidence to support her point.  In the mind of the average citizen (or in her case student) reading this article, you are left to wonder if there really are opposing sides to the argument, or if there is even an argument to be made at all.  Even the alleged population who believe media giants do cut down on diversity of content are left to wonder if there is opposition to their beliefs.  The question that exists is: what is diverse?  What may be diverse to you may not equal the same to someone else.  Only you the reader, the media consumer, can truly give a definition to the word.
