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Local News Shouldn’t Have to Disappear

The local news is the main channel of information about issues that are going on in the world for people all over America. Now imagine a revision in media ownership, which allows one dominating corporation to control what is shown and heard in every single local news station. Would this revision allow the “local culture” of the news to fade away? This is the question that Michael S. James has placed on the table in his article “Critics: Local News, Culture May Fade Away.” Since the author works for ABC, his audience includes the general public who watches TV as their main source of news.  He is specifically reaching out to people who watch local news considering that they might be more strongly affected.  The Federal Communications Commission, or FCC, voted for a decision that allows media companies to “own multiple media outlets in the same market” and Michael James is indirectly stating his discontent with the decision in his piece.  He is concerned that different media companies would lose their uniqueness and personality if they were to be run by one corporation. Although he shows the reader what the consequences of a single dominated mass media will be, his overall article is not convincing. James uses hypothetical scenarios and a series of quotations to state his claims, but he never provides us with sufficient elaboration, which would support his point. This leaves the reader with a vague sense of what his stance is.

James starts out his article with a weak hypothetical situation in which a musician is being shown in different types of the media such as radio, TV, newspaper, and billboards. He is basically simulating what it would be like if one corporation owned all of the media; and he stresses that the same information would be channeled through all types of media.  Although he is making a pathos appeal by creating a memorable scenario, the story is not convincing because he doesn’t distinguish how it is different from how the news is reported before the revision.  In the mid-90’s, before the ownership revisions, a musician named Kurt Cobain died and his death was plastered all over the media. His songs were played constantly on the radio, his death was investigated on the news, and his picture was on the front page of the newspaper. This is an example of how the media had already sent out the same kind of information on all types of information channels, even without the revision. James’s pathos appeal is not convincing because it lacks evidence that distinguishes how his scenario is any different from what goes on today in the mass media.

Often times, many authors leave it for their audience to decide the main idea of their argument. In this article, Michael S. James uses a very similar strategy where he incorporates a variety of quotes by spokesmen from different companies, expecting the reader to make their own assumptions. Due to such a style of writing, the article is not organized efficiently and seems like a mere collection of quotes. The author puts forth very little of his own opinion, hoping to initiate deep analysis by the audience itself. His idea of writing is to get the readers to think and make their own judgments. This strategy strengthens his writing style because it encourages the readers to apply their own analytical skills to interpret the main idea.


Another proficient tactic used by the author is his application of punctuation in the incorporated quotes. This creates an expressive and a very superior tool to communicate with his audience. For example, a quote by Nichols reads, “Frankly, I think the people who pushed these rule changes made a big mistake because they have energized people….Media has never before been an issue in this country. It is now becoming an issue.” It seems like one can hear the voices of these people on a radio or on a television. This allows the audience to extend their imagination and interpret the information individually. The author does not go into much detail to explain the quotes any further than what has exactly been said by these spokesmen. The use of these direct quotes enables the author to deliver the intended message in an unchanged and an unbiased form.


However, the author abuses the use of so many quotes causing the article to be confusing. This weakness in his writing style causes the readers to feel lost and overwhelmed with the simultaneous ideas. Many times throughout the article, the author makes use of questions such as “Will Anyone Really Notice?” “End of Local Culture?” in the middle of an already continuing thought. Such a writing style prepares the readers to watch out for all the evidence supporting the argument. The author never answers these questions directly. He mentions, “FCC officials say the old rules were largely written back in the days when ABC, NBC and CBS alone dominated the airwaves,” in order to help the audience by presenting what other people have to say about a certain idea.

Even in the last sentence of his concluding paragraph the author persists on using the thoughts of another. He states that Nichols says, “It’s out of those local markets that some of our best music, some of our greatest trends in literature have come from.” Instead of backing up his opinion with his own reasoning or supporting personal views towards the problem, he states another man’s quote to end his piece. This conclusion, although it consists of an interesting and somewhat convincing statement, lacks depth and individuality. The author is somewhat able to get his point across from the words of others; however, he is unsuccessful in persuading the readers through the use of his own opinions, which seem lack a complete thought.

Michael James fails to directly make the audience aware of his own opinion. James’s writing style is more informative than persuasive because it lacks his own feedback making his claims less convincing. He is merely informing audience about the problems but not presenting any solutions. However, one way James does make his arguments convincing is by using pathos and logos appeals. In the beginning of the article, James uses an emotional appeal. He is building a scenario that portrays what it would be like if the same company ran all the media programs, which makes this claim memorable. All along the article the author is using a logos appeal by stating testimonies from media companies and the FCC. These appeals are used by James to enhance audience’s imaginations on these issues.
Another weakness in James’s work relates to his lack of clarity and an inappropriate word choice. One of James’s biggest mistakes was choosing incorrect transition word, which lead to contradiction and unclearness in his writing. James makes an evaluation claim declaring that ‘they picked the wrong guy,’ referring to Rupert Murdoch, chairman of News Corp. He notes that one print campaign states that Murdoch “wants to control the news in America.” Yet, James contradicts himself by applying an incorrect transition word. He chooses to use the word ‘however’ when really this word is unnecessary and leads to confusion regarding the rest of his sentence. He follows with a logos appeal consisting of hard evidence from the testimony of another spokesman for News Corp. This spokesman reveals to us that the opponents of “homogenized,” or in other words, unified media, “picked the wrong guy” when choosing Murdoch. This statement supports the idea that Murdoch might want to “control the news in America”. But since James uses an incorrect transition, it leads us to believe that he would follow with a statement of contrast rather than support. Unfortunately, his mistake cost him less persuasiveness and more confusion and uncertainty.

Michael James commits a hasty generalization fallacy by jumping to the conclusion that the revisions will put an end to the “local culture”. A major corporation controlling all sources of the media doesn’t necessarily entail that the information being presented will be significantly changed. The local news will still be “local” because it will be still be reported by people in that community but just under a new boss.  For example, the Austin City Limits Festival will still be covered by the local Austin reporters, regardless of who controls the media because it’s a major event that only occurs in Austin.  The people who watch the local news will still see events that are special to their community even if it owned by a major corporation.  The author believes that a unified company will only show a “one-size fits all” media that will make the local culture disappear. His statement would be like saying: Kentucky Fried Chicken and Taco Bell would only serve fried chicken tacos when they merged together. This statement would be ridiculous because KFC and Taco Bell will still sell the same products they have before, but under one owner instead of two.  James’s claim is a fallacy that jumps to an illogical conclusion.

As much as we disagree with major corporations taking over small business, Michael James does not successfully convince us that the “local favor” will come to an end if a single company dominates it.  The author pounds us with quote after quote but doesn’t provide sufficient elaboration to support any of his claims. James is often times unclear because of his incorrect sentence structure.  He also uses a hasty generalization fallacy to explain that all culture will be lost because of the revisions. His article is effective in displaying a future problem for the mass media but doesn’t give enough evidence to show us why we should agree with his stance.  Michael James’s article is not convincing because of his lack of sufficient evidence and unclear points. 

