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Un homme qui n'est pas informé est un sujet;
un homme informé est un citoyen. (A. Sauvy)'

There has been considerable discussion in recent times about the increasing use of
public relations and information management in modern societies. In Europe the
‘selling’ of the Maastricht Treaty has brought these issues into sharp focus. The
European Union (EU) is particularly concerned with its image at a time when its
unpopularity with its citizens appears to be growing. Critics of the Maastricht
Treaty have argued that its implementation will resuit in the loss of econemic
sovereignty at the local level among nation states that decide to participate, while
its adherents have attempted to counter this argument by promoting the idea that
sovereignty would be enhanced by European union.

It has been argued that, for the first time, a break exists in the traditional support
of European citizens for the cause of European integration and that European
construction (the ‘good project’) is no longer a subject of unanimity, nor is it
perceived as something normai or obvious, or even as being imperative. Public
attitudes in Member States as reflected in the referenda over the Maastrict Treaty
and the debates in national parliaments appear ambivalent and contradictory {De
Clercq, 1993: preface, 2). The economic recession in Europe coupled with the
warnings by Eurosceptics about the effects of the Maastricht Treaty have led to
widespread doubts about the European ideal. A matter of concern for ‘Brussels’ is
that economic failures, in particular, are being blamed on European Union while
Member States take credit for any successes.

One explanation often put forward, by governments and institutions, to account
for changes in public opinion and the reduction in public support for their particular
policies is that ‘the message is not getting across’ and one of the principal features
of recent change has been the increasing use of long-term promotional strategies by
governments, political parties, institutions and corporate interests to promote their
image and influence policy-making.?

Perhaps foreseeing ‘trouble’ ahead, the Maastricht Treaty itself expressed
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concern about the ‘openess’ of the European Community and made some provisio

i ination of material. ) ) ‘ of
fo;tl:ct:;ssg‘:r:opean Union two main issues are myolvcd'. 'Flmh:i tpet'c:t)ptcig::ss_.m !
th %.uropcan Union and secondly the ‘selling’ of its policies an }n: vle:ts de‘m he
tw‘::n though, are inextricably linked and the following ana:_ys'lsso
straies by d;:vclopmcnt 03 o EU'; tfc?l[l:egioﬁr;:g:?r:::ar '{eJn‘ion at Maastricht

i rocess of adoption of the ( ' nt
oanll;Z%ctcllfn%er 1991, a declaration was made on improved public access

information. It stated that:

ision-maki TOCEss
the Conference considers that transparency o’f the c‘ije::rt‘s.lm:1 I;I:ii!(slzgn‘f)idence
trengthens the democratic nature of the institutions and the p O the
in hg dministration. The Conference accordingly recommends ¢
Commisaion submit to the Council no later than _1993 a report on me.as:{:z-
E:s‘i!::;?g‘ i}nprove public access to the information available to the insti
tions. (Commission, 1993a: 2)

i in February 1992. It is evident
i i as annexed to the Treaty signed in
3;1}:: t?xf:c:;?tt);g;:v over ratification of the Maastricht T}'eaty were ‘forizeig :;ngl ;l;(a)\:
therefore the need to ‘sell’ the idea of European Union was going

tas:.t the European Council held in Birmingham in October 1992, Member States

i its citi needin,
restated their eagerness to bring the Cpmmumty closer to its ::ilet:;::l:da!nd. 4
to respond to the concerns expressed in the current debate, :

: 0 . t
wfie"r::)sttlstrate to our citizens the benefits of the Community and the Maastrich

Trf:;:ié the Community more open, 10 ensure a better informed public debate

on its activities. (Council, 1992: 9)

i ‘ * policy. It
The Birmingham declaration was thus a reaffirmation of thl;:e fg[::ntr;]eessEz?n I‘J:Ergh
also stated that Foreign Ministers would suggest ways, s e e
Council due to take place two months later, of opcmr:)g :pOouncil Tk O e
Community’s institutions, including the poss:!)nl!ty 0f some f:ee o mext year
The Council, in addition, asked the Commission “to comp va)i(l i
(1993) its work on improving public access to the lpformgtllc:poz e e aimples
other Community institutions(j We want Community legislati
an%féegg;rﬂizﬁﬁg'iﬁfi re,)sponse to the Birmingham declaration a:(iic ;got:se
eneral debate on openness was to adopt two cpmplementary oom?:e purposé
%he first on transparency and the secon('idgnasg::ilsalfgtz?si:‘ igt{;“g?s;cussion rpose
icati to provi
gcf)r::lr?bﬁ:?:):ct,:)n glpl::r:;:tsls?qr;lw: sComl:'nission envisaged the process of transparency

encompassing:

i i debates.
i its work in a number of areas mcl}l,dmg open )
;' gﬁe?.:gfe:fe in information regarding Council’s decisions — better back
und i jon and press briefings. L
gl‘gungr:n:'(:;::; in ge:eral information on the role and th:d a:ctll:;:::i:)fn LI::
Council to include the earlier publication of the annual report and to !

-,
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accessible to the public. It also suggested a reinforcement of the Press Service :
the establishment of a programme for visits of journalists not based in Brusse!
4. The co-operation between Member States and Community institutions in
information field with the aim of developing co-ordinated information strateg
More rapid transmission of material by the use of new communication technolog
5. An attempt to make new Community legistation clearer and simpler anc
make existing legislation more accessible. Two methods were outlined to accc
plish this, namely a more organized use of consolidation or codification and
improvement of the Celex data base system (Presidency, 1992: 18-20),

The purpose of the second communication was to define the ground rules for
open, structured dialogue between the Commission and special interest grou
Since the passing of the Single European Act there has been a sharp increasc
lobbying at Commission level. There are believed to be approximately 3000 spe«
intcrest groups operating in Brussels with up to 10,000 employees working in
tobbying sector. While there are no explicit rules for special interest groups,
Commission has a general policy not to grant privileges such as the issuing of en
passes and favoured access to information. Apparently there have been ca
where more aggressive styles of lobbying have occurred. Misdemeanours have be
reported such as ‘lobbyists selling draft and official documents; lobbyists m
representing themselves to the public by the use of Commission symbols; lobbyi
who are in possession of a press card and therefore have direct access to pr.
conferences and press releases’ (Commission, 1993b: 2-3).
The European Commission carried out a fact finding exercise on special inter.
groups by looking at the rules and procedures on lobbying in Member States a
third countries and, following the investigation, set out directions for future poli
including the establishment of a single Directory of special interest groups; a Co
of Conduct between the Commission and special interest groups {Commissio
1993b: 2-10).3
The Edinburgh Council in December 1992 welcomed these measures and ti
Commission was invited to complete its work on improving access to informatio
The European Council in Copenhagen in June 1993 restated its commitment
continue progress in developing a more open and transparent community. Tl
Presidency conclusions stated: ‘in the area of public access to information, it invit
the Council and the Commission to continue their work based on the principle
citizens having the fullest possible access to information. The aim should be to ha:
all necessary measures in place by the end of 1993’ (Commission, 1993c: 1).
The Commission’s response continued with the publication of two documents
1993. The first, in May, was a communication on Public Access to the Institution
Documents and gave the results of the Commission’s survey of policies on access
information in the Member States and in some third countries {Commissio
1993a}. The Commission noted that access to information consisted of two ma:
clements: firstly, measures taken by the authorities themselves aimed at informir
the general public of their actions and, secondly, the making of informatic
available upon request from a member of the public. The results of this survc
showed the different experiences of improved access to information. Giving
historical overview regarding the secret workings of public administration, th
Commission noted the growing pressure during the 1960s for more open govern
ment and for freedom of information. The Commission mentioned three elemen:
comprising this push: a desire for a stronger form of democracy with public affai

being conducted more openly; that parliamentary control over administratior

appeared to be less effective; and that a more open approach stimulates informe

debate on public policy issues (Commission, 1993a: 7).
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The Commission showed that a number of Member States and third countries

gradually had adopted a series of measures designed to open up and improve public
administration:

i mmunity, Denmark, France, Greece and the Nethgrlands h_ave
::I:::tec;t:::tactﬁishing gt;neral public rights of access to govemmeptfmfon:_latlz:é
In Belgium, draft proposals on establishing the right of access to in or::a ion e
currently under discussion at federal and regionat level. As is also the catl_senal
many other countries, Portugal, Spain and the P{ctherlan_ds haye conslt:tu 10!
provisions regarding a general right of access to 1qformagon '\\'Itho(l;t, mfveye;,
Portugal and Spain having yet implemented specific legislation. (Commission,
1993a: 9)

to information law there
Although some Member States do not have gem;ral access orn W the
are varigous regulations allowing access in spe_c:ﬁc areas. In Britain no legislation
i neral right of access to information.
ex;s:stgzi:ggt;mum gof the survey the Commission concluded that there :as 3
‘strong case for developing further access to documents at Community leve anh
invited the other institutions to ‘cooperate in the development of such an approtac "
which should contain at least the fundamcntal principles and a minimum set o
i ts’ (Commission, 1993a: 3). _ ) i
re('lll':::esn;sgnil f:ommunication by the Commission published in June 1993 enntil‘ed
Openness in the Community noted progress |:nade so far and quthned furt er
Commission measures to improve its relations with the general pubtic (Commission,
1993d). o o ]
i oduced a joint Code o
In December 1993 the Council and Commission produced
Co:duct Concerning Public Access To Council And Commnss:pn‘ Doclugglfn_tsséci
take effect from 1st January 1994 (Coungil, 1993:_ 41-4; C".ommms:on.co ;l 3
61). The Code established a general principle of wide public access to Coun e
Commission documeats. Applications and requests for bacct;ss t;e d:«i::nyegt: ;c:; d
be made in writing and a fee was to be set by the Secr al.
ls.la::u::rising;, perhaps, th%: code also provided a number of grounds upon which
access could be refused. Article 4 of the Code/Decision stated:

1. Access to a Council document shall not be granted where its disclosure
n : . - - »
coﬂd tlllagd:::‘t;c;on of the public interest (public security, international relations,
monetary stability, court proceedings, inspections and investigations),

— the protection of the individual anfl of privacy,

— the protection of oomg:.rcial a_::;i mi;lustr;ia;ll si::t::gt's

— tection of the Community’s finan .

— ::: g:gtection of confidentiality as req_ucsteﬁ by the natural or legal pe:;igg
who supplied any of the information contained in the document or afs reqt:ion
by the legislation of the Member State which supplied any of that informa the;

2. Access to a Council document may be refused in order to protect
confidentiality of the Council’s proceedings. (Council, 1993: 434)

i i It of a compromise among the Member States after the
miiiarslirﬁn;:dasl;z:;?k had oppgud the ‘catch all' confidentiality clau::;
promoted by Belgium, the UK, Germany and Portugal. The .Dlétch havmgA ‘;?airs
against the compromise wanted the code anmlnlled and their urogen:en Mraits
Minister argued that they were doing this because *support for European integra
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already in doubt because of too many bureaucratic and secretive structu
(Financial Times, 5 February 1994: 2). Following the adoption of decisi
concerning implementing measures, the code of conduct was put into practice
the Commission on 15 February 1994. Access to unpublished Commission dc
ments can now be requested by anyone.’

However, in the light of the ‘exclusion’ clauses contained in the Code it is
clear how successful attempts would be to obtain information from EU institutic
This commitment to freedom of information has recently been tested by -
Guardian newspaper which in February 1994 submitted formal requests for Cou:
documents. These included the minutes of different meetings of the social affa
justice and agriculture councils. The documents from the social affairs council w
sent to The Guardian and included minutes which revealed the bitterness expres:
by Member States about the securing of an opt-out by the United Kingdom of
EC directive concerning the exploitation of child labour. The office of the Counc
Secretary-General refused to send most of the justice council papers ‘since 1)
refer to the deliberations of the Council and cannot under its rules of procedure
disclosed’ (The Guardian, 15 April 1994: 8). The agriculture minutes were not -
available,

The Guardian submitted a formal appeal against the refusal to supply the just
minutes arguing that their status was the same as those of the social affairs minu
which were sent. The appeal was rejected and in addition The Guardian v
informed that the decision to make the social affairs material available was *
administrative error’. The justification for this reply was that these kinds
disclosures ‘would breach the confidentiality of Council proceedings by reveali
the positions taken by member states’ (The Guardian, 15 April 1994: 8).

The Netherlands, in line with their general opposition to the code, enterec
formal reservation and accused other Member States of failing to provide
explanation as to why the case for opencss was outweighed by a need |
confidentiality (The Guardian, 15 April 1994: 8).

The Guardian has challenged the ruling to refuse access to the documents
lodging an application at the European Court of Justice. In a further developme:
Foreign Ministers of the European Union have asked their ambassadors to prepa
proposals outlining how the code could be made to operate efficiently. The decisis
appeats to rest between having a complete blanket ban on the disclosure of Coun:
minutes or introducing some new method for deciding which document shou
remain secret (The Guardian, 17 May 1994: 22).

The issue of open government within the EU has now been taken up |
politicians as part of their own agendas. While the democratic nature of the EU h.
long been a focus of political debate, the secrecy of EU decision making h
entered the political sphere. In a trip to Brussels, Tony Blair, prior to being electc
as leader of the British Labour Party, stated: ‘It is absolutely scandalous th.
important decisions are taken behind closed doors and are barely reported 1
national parliaments afterwards’ (The Guardian, 8 ) uly 1994: 6).

At the same time that the Council and Commission were drafting the code «
conduct, the Committee on Culture, Youth, Education and the Media of th
European Parliament was drawing up a report on the Information Policy of tt
European Community. The Committee had been asked to draw up a report i
February 1992 and it was completed in July 1993 (Oostlander, 1993). Mr Ari
Oostlander, the rapporteur, in presenting the report to the European Parliament i
September 1993, was very critical of the Council accusing it of being ‘the greate:
obstacle to democratic openness’ and that ‘the amount of “transparency” produce
by that body is frankly laughable, and would go down well in some “Burocabaret”
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(Parliament, 1993). The report provides an interesting contrast to the Council and
Commission final code in that it attempts to promote better information and
communication policy as a way of democratizing politics by reducing the gulf
between citizens and politics (Oostlander, 1993: 5). Taking note of the results of
the referenda on Maastricht in Denmark, Ireland and France, the report acknowl-
edged ‘the tendency to attribute the lack of commitment (to Europe} to short-
comings in information policy’. However, the report added, ‘an information policy
cannot make good what is structurally wrong in the European Community’
(Oostlander, 1993: 11). The report set out what was needed to ensure an effective
policy: changes in methods — audiovisual versus leaflets; an increase in the budget;
and increases in efficiency — changes in location of audiovisual services, better
library provision and the importance of the contribution of external offices.

More interestingly, the report attempted to address the question of the
democratic deficit by arguing for European Parliament primacy over political
democracy: ‘for decades the future of the Community has been in the hands of a
restricted, well-entrenched group of people taking decisions behind closed doors.
Their activities have not been open to the public’ (Qostlander, 1993: 12). On the
issue of public information the report set out an agenda which has some semblance
to a modern model of a public sphere operating within liberal democratic states and
institutions, It is worth quoting part of it as an illustration of current thinking and of
the differences in ideas regarding information policy between institutions of the

EU.

Public information is a special form of communications in which systematic
efforts are made to pass on information to ordinary citizens and their social
organisations to enable them to form and express their own opinions. Public
information is concerned with fostering a greater awareness but also with
implementing government policy. It is a form of persuasion and it is expressed in
the following ways:

a. information on what policy has been adopted;

b. information on major policy initiatives;
c. information on social problems to which a solution can be found through

information geared to a voluntary change in the behaviour of the citizen.

The Community's public information policy should be designed to help
devclop the constitutionat status of the community and European democracy in
its political and social context. It should enable individuals and their social
organisations to find out how the Community protects the traditional basic rights
and promotes social rights. Individuals and their social organisations also need
to know how they can appeal to and influence the Community if the need arises.
An information policy should not be directed solely at achieving a positive
response from individuals and their organisations. It can also encourage them to
engage in a critical dialogue. The information policy is therefore much more
important than ‘selling policy’, because as far as the Community is concerned its
people are both citizens and the object of policy. In other words, European laws
and rules are directed at citizens and their organisations as a means of
implementing policy. But individuals can also change laws and rules via the
European Parliament. That is their democratic right. (Qostlander, 1993: 13)

These views — of how public information can inform a critical dialogue and that
information policy is more important than selling policy — are very different from
those produced in a report by another committee chaired by Mr Willy De Clercq, a
member of the European Pasliament. This report, entitled ‘Reflection on Infos-
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mation and Communication Policy of th
e E
March 1993. The objective of they De Cie iy
Europeap Commission in November 1992
information strategy within a mid-term

the Member-States take account

h L { of the needs, preoccupati .
In a decisive moment in the process of Europepr:n in‘:panops a}nd hopes of crazer
preface). cgration’ (De Ciercq, 199

The committee comprised two senior officials of
) or ce ¢ i the Commissi i
tﬁngg:)su:;c;lil::::(g); thfe lliartcsldent of the Madrid operation I::-llr'l}l Ssx \\‘f):lt‘::d'l'ftil‘c;?nmeg I
the Ecropear e so; the French bas;f:l Havas agency; and the director- psor
1ation of Advertising Agencies Beneral«
t The report argued tha_t the European Communit
erms p'f confidence, credibility, desirability
ca_p.a\blhty, Public approval and public sup'
critical situation was that the Commission and some of the Member States wer.
1

g $ t g ct .
tly"l to c" hc WwWron plodu ]la"lely, [he l»laast! |cht lleaty Rathe] It wa:

be ‘sold’ (De Clercq, 1993: 34). Th
’ . ’ . . € I s
ad-man's pitch for selling Europe’ (Bar‘:gﬁn ooy escri

5

pean Community’, was compi

C | pieted
req committee, which was set up by tl
» Was ‘1o propose a communications a;
perspective, in which the Institutions a,

; Y Was in a critical situation i;

conomic performance, peace keepi
ce, pin;

port and that the main reason for thiz

szs;:;v;:. optimistic way, and not delight in criticism
1, ' i
infonnati%gneﬂeg:::t as far as poss:l?lc_:. “Europe” should be integrated into th
oo amatic s, o anqme?t, advertising and didactic functiong of media .
ola marker'e al sections’ (De Clercq, 1993: 12). In essence, this was the 'tl"wt
oram Ing strategy for the European ‘ideal’. The repOl:t mad ber of
emggl ; ons for Improvement including the setting up of an Office of Co¢ runicatione,
andp VZIT:‘?: 2l;h;;:of:ass10nal p:blic telations personnel; use of elecTr':l:lir::lc:lgg?:;
e ) ecommendations includine i i ;
Citizens direct access to community policies. 8 inlormation networks to  altow

Following t!le_publicatipn of the De Clercq report, Mr Joao de Deus Pinhei
: , eiro,

mation, Communication and Culture. The aim js ide i i "

area of EU policy and to rovid i
quality and timeliness of ilt)s infofn?:til:iependem #104 {0 monitor DGID for the

1‘\ COIII!I]ISSIOII COIIIIIII.III!C&IIO[] on llllplOUed access to docume“ts Staled that A“

the work of the Europeap Union up to the public’ (Commission, 1994b: 5). Asthe

. . - = !
Scll(lllICIltS “lay not be "“plcl“ented in pl BCIIOC. lt Would apwal to be thc case that

no documents will be released that identify the positions of the national governments
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of Member States. Some Member Si )s have a stz j in which the EU is blamed
for being undemocratic while at the same time their own image is being protected
by not releasing minutes detailing their approaches to Council decisions.

The Maastricht Treaty highlighted the importance of information in generating
support for EC policies. It unleashed a number of reports and documents on the
future of information and communication policy. A legitimizing process has begun
and the battle for its direction is being fought out — epitomized by the opposing
ideas and strategics of De Clercq and Oostlander.

The main problem for the EU is that, as Euro-scepticism grows (underpinned at
the present time by London and Rome), it is having to compete for publicity with
national governments of Member States in a game still officiated by national media
and particularly the national press. At the moment it is the EU which is receiving
most of the yellow cards.

Notes

This article is a revised version of a paper presented to ‘Turbulent Europe: Conflict
Identity and Culture’, EFTSC London, July 1994.

1. A quote used at the front of the De Clerq Report. Rather ironic in the light of
the Report’s sentiments.

2. For a recent study of promotional activities in the criminal justice field see
Schiesinger and Tumber (1994) and for the activities of business see Tumber
(1993a).

3. The minimum requirements for a code have been set out by the Commission
and include provisions on public presentation; behaviour; dissemination of Com-
mission information; and organisations through which special interest groups would
communicate with the Commission. See Annex II C 63. In Britain the practices of
lobbyists have come under increasing scrutiny. In a number of cases journalists

sing as businessmen offered money both to Members of Parliament and to
lobbyists to ask Parliamentary questions. In order to investigate these practices and
advise on new rules of procedure a public inquiry headed by Lord Nolan was set up
by John Major, the Prime Minister, at the end of 1994 and which reported in May
1995.

4. The 1980s witnessed the growing commercialization of government infor-
mation. In the US see Demac (1984, 1989), in the UK see Tumber (1992, 1993b).

5. Applicants for Commission documents are supposed to receive an answer
within one month.

References

Barton, J. (1993) ‘European Community Information Developments — Reflection
on Information and Communication Policy of the European Community’,
European Access 3 (25).

Carvel, J. (1994) ‘EU’s Spirit of Openness Proves IHusory’, The Guardian 18 April.

Carvel, J. (1994) ‘Guardian Case Forces EU to Review Secrecy Code’, The

Guardian, 17 May.

“)Carvel, 3. pa) ‘Biair
. [ / attacks B “ " .
Commission of the European @rr:;szl;itisecrecy » The Guardian, 8 July.

tions’ D o es (1993a) Public A
Economi‘-:;“:”:je"“.‘ Commuqlcatlon to the Council, the g:ﬂ:to The 1

C non nd Social Committee, 191 fina! Brussels ’5 M ment an
ommission of the European Communi ’ ay.

Dialogue between the Comemivers o ties (1993b) ‘An Open and Stru.

of the European Communities C 63 (5 :g:'f:l;)l‘lntcrest Groups’, Official Je

Commission of the Euro
pean Communities (1
G :mhr‘n(i)srq Open Community’, ISEC/B23/6 J(ulg;??’c
i nf::::: cg{i;}:jetlc::,utl;lzpcg;luﬁtginrmxnities (1993d) Openness In the Comm
. Com_mittee, 298 ol e é]u?n eParh:m'zent and the Economic and
ommission of the European (.:ommun: i
. ities {1994a} *Commissi isi
Eﬁ;l:g;y)}%g j;i?m};u})hc Access to Commission l?)ocu:emn:zsl(omn D%cgg(g.
February)_’ ournal of the European Communities L 46/58-6

Commission of the Euro iti

pean Communities (1994b) * issi i

?:n Improved Access to Documents’, Oﬁicia(l Joumll(‘;‘}):zemésswnmCommumt
67 (4 March). e Comems

Council of the European Communities (1 irmi

Cofl ni'ﬁn:;mtrlzlity EF‘l’ose o its Citizens. éuglﬁzl)ién{'{ix;c;if:rrggham Declarai
el Accc‘;s Turopc:an Communities (1993) ‘Code Of Conduct Conce
Toumal o b Eo Council And Commission Documents (93/730/EC)’, O
De Cleree ?l gaagopean Communities L 340/41-44 (31 December) Y
Europet;n o ) Reflection on Information and Communication }’olicy ‘

Demac A (19 S:n;? Report by_the group of experts R.P./1051 March
Demac, DA (1989) L_eepmg America Uninformed, New York: Pilgrim Pre:
oemac, D. (.1993 ‘)P zberry Demefi. New Brunswick: Rutgers University P'
Oostland'er . { (lagsre‘sentmg a Bright New Image’, The Financial Times, 5 #
ynaer, A& ) ‘Report of tht_: Committee on Culture, Youth Educ.
Eutopean Parll?a r(r:::n tthc lr!formatlon Policy of the European C’ommux

i 9?0/&:1. T o » session documents DOC EN/RR/232/232259 PE

arliament of the European Communitie ¢

Pri:ifg;nmatmfn Policy, Debates 16 Septembirg,lgb?g)fi—?ﬁgg?flcr’ A Comm
csider ;gr:n cthe European Communities (1992) ‘Conclusions Annex 3 to Pa

; y — Implementation of the Birmingham Declaration’, Bull, E

, P. an . | j

Criminal Justice. Oxfor(:mct;::e(nldgz:)Piz‘:?mng Crime: The Media Poli
Tlxlrr|‘1::(:ar1[-;1 aﬁén(lgglzily‘hid:rll;e?itn'g ’Politics: The Americanisation of Govern
Culture Conference, Univr;rznty'o?g?:arnszr:semed '0 the Americanisatio

Tumber, H. {1993a) ‘Selli . - )
Sociery | 5:( » 5_6)1_ elling Scandal: Business and the Media’, Media, Cultu

Tumber, H. (1993b) ‘“Taming the Truth’, British Journalism Review 4: 37—41

) ‘Background Report: To



