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Abstract

This article aims to analyse journalists professional
imagination in connection to EU news. A special atten-
tion is paid to the variety of ideas about European public
sphere that inform (or fail to inform) journalists work.

The article is based on 149 semi-structured qualitative
journalist interviews conducted in the home o ces of
mainstream news organisations in ten European coun-
tries. The article takes up Charles Taylor s idea that public
sphere belongs to the key social imaginaries of modernity
and treat journalists as important carriers of these social
imaginaries. These professional imaginaries are traced by
looking at how journalists perceive the locus of news, how
they de ne their professional role vis- -vis their audience,
and nally, how they would describe the political and com-
munication problems within the EU. From this reasoning
three relatively coherent lines of thought were derived:
classical professionalism, secular discourse, and cosmopoli-
tan discourse. As a conclusion the article attempts to map
out these di erent discourses in connection to modes of
political communication. The three discourses detected in
the article can be seen as contemporary versions of profes-
sionalism in European news organisations. As such, they do
not give much ground to assume that a European public
sphere would emerge out of national journalistic cultures.
Given the emergent nature of publics and public spheres,
this does not mean that such practices may not be devel-
oped outside journalism.
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Introduction

Discussions about the phenomena we now refer to as the “public sphere”
have been taking place now for many years. Similar to some other key notions of
modern western social thought — such as “free speech” (Peters 2005) — it is a part
of a broader network of concepts of social thought. As such the concept has gone
ITUOUTTuELOUOET Ui OTuUTIEVREUOEROOU ** TEOTHO Ty xEYTUOUL Ol x ORIBEEN EOEW UOEDEN
power have challenged earlier notions and provoked new innovations. In recent
decades, these challenges have been invoked, for instance, by the emergence of
popular and consumer cultures, and new media technologies.

Journalists have been more or less disconnected from discussions about the
public sphere. This disconnection may be partly due to the fact that a number of
BORUTOMENITTOURUINIEY TLOOUMAITTUUTOP OuxEUBEUIEULOUTUTUDOMOUUOERINLE In the
normative framework — most notably inspired by the early work of Jirgen Haber-
mas (1962/1989) — the modern news media was treated as the ideal example of how
a historically envisioned liberal-democratic ideal of a public sphere gradually ceased
(0T RRUCG+ENT Ui Ol = EETUOEUEOEIOEQa0 I IUENIEUUUESIVOIT TUR TODIrEEQUEEIOUUSOLT Ty
E1Y100xO1000iux UEREUX TTUTgUATEY TLOOWETT OulOUUOERUINE U OUHOUIEOETUOEDEN
OOY1O1000ig%UEUT UhuNN 1 ALOUOTEETUUO W T Tux OBRIREENEOEITEOOOOPEIXUOIT EIROOT Ex
to transnationalisation (Keane 2005). These foci are, of course, relevant in their own
right and work in this area has contributed greatly to contemporary social theory.
(OuTUXEXTUNTOPTYTUWIT TIEDOBUIOWIUAUEOEWUUOW T TUIOEUUOOIOMOUUOERUIIUS

OOUTTUUTEIOO OUEATXEUURO THOUUOERUBEX<UEERETDOUTTOWIRO T T Tix UERELX TTUTy
is the opacity of the concept itself. According to Craig Calhoun (2003, 242) “the public
sphere is a spatial metaphor for a largely non-spatial phenomenon.” Charles Taylor
(2004, 87) makes more or less the same point by distinguishing “what the public
sphere does” from “what it is.” There is a built-in tension between issues concerning the
structural preconditions of spaces, spheres, or realms we call public, and the pragmatic
questions concerning the quality of action in these spheres. These aspects are closely
®OO1EWEOELITTanOUIUENaET rOTu TEETuOITT U3 T00uUIOuUEALITEWOUEOOET < BOOULOIY
the space carry with them normative implications of how we can or should act. It is
precisely this tendency to overemphasise either of these two aspects that is damaging
(OWOUUGE TUUIEOEDS TuOIUT TuIO0 T TENIOUUOERUINu<0EaupOulT Tux UEREIU> TTUTE

We begin by elaborating this distinction and suggesting how it may be over-
EOOTH  WEUTOO0ONITo0N P TEITUTWITEWITTOUR0IESEMOUUIOERUIN OEauO00 ETuE
EDUECOOTENT EuOOuITTWOUEMENOTITTux UEREUx TTUTUEM T TWOIEGEEUELPBIEOOOLTTY
relationship between theory and practice might suggest. In addition, we suggest
that the European integration sets out an appropriate context for clarifying and
elaborating our conceptions of the public sphere. Our empirical case is based on
ITTUEOEAURULOTWOUUOERIILOITUYDT PUEOOEUENT EwdulT OuisUUOX TEQUEOUOIDT Ui

The Public Sphere as a Space and as (Inter)action

= EETUOEUzotuN+ 1vuNUNAEEOOOREEQIT RILOTIT Tuy TOELUE PulTTuT OTUTTOE IO TUEUUXE-
tial-structural aspect of public sphere(s) taking place, at least in two senses. Firstly,
the emergence of public spheres brought issues of critical reasoning outside the
feudalised spaces of publicity (pp. 27-31). Secondly, this expansion introduced
OTPWEETUEOFTTUTOUUTUUEOOOUuT UESAEUY TOUT Ui OUEUBIREEUTEUOORO TS TTUTLOT Py
spaces and the understanding of them as the “sphere” emerged within the distinct



structural forces of capitalism. Later, the circumstances brought about by the self
same capitalism made these inventions obsolete.

“The language of space” used in describing the public sphere directs our imagi-
nation by suggesting that the problems of the public sphere and their solutions
are connected to the question of where. Where is it that private citizens or groups
of various interests could come together under the imagined critical eyes of “the
public”? This question was taken further by, for instance, Nicholas Garnham (1990,
113), who argued that it was crucial to uphold a national focus on national politi-
EEQuxUOETUUTUEOEWITE i< UERELUTUYBE TuEUOEEEEUIMO TuOF TUTEWIT TuExxUOX UBENTux0EETY
for this function. More than a decade later, James Curran introduced his working
OOETWEEUTELOOu ™ EETUOEUZOEITUET yrObUBOOUO I T Tux UERMEWUX TTUTUEURELOTIPOUOM OUL
communicating information and points of view.” In this model he holds that a
democratic society needs a core institution of public service media, a place “where
people come together to engage in reciprocal debate about the management of so-
ciety” (Curran 2002, 239-245). Even if this core is merely a nodal point in a network
OTEUTOEUDOuT FTENDILUIBIWEUNOO T Ul TEGUTTUTUEEOLE TuEuxEUIPEUOEUXOEETUP TTUTLIT Ty
rules of genuine public sphere action can be applied.

3TIUXEREWEITUOTO0BUENOROITIIPDOT EudOulTTsdORUTOMEN = EETUOEUERRBUTH
Nancy Fraser (1992) argues that the access to a singular public sphere is never equally
Ox1O0OENUT TOETUP TEIBUOTTETEBUEEDY TUIRIAOIEOUOUT U< UEREWX TTUTUEREDFTUTOU
levels of society. Although this argument is critical to Habermas, it still mainly ad-
TIUTUOOUTTWXERECOOTOEOLIT Tix UEREUXTTUTE  UWIUETUEDSEUIRTUERUTDOETITOEOTY
it from being incorporated into a broader normative claim that we need to retain a
search for such spaces, and protect those that seem to come closest to the ideal (cf.
Schudson 1992). Indeed, as Calhoun points out, the emergence of counter-publics
DUOS TOETEUEEITURUT EvEuEWUTOUTUIONETDO TUI REOUE 1 EniiUOOuthe public sphere.

(GuEYTOX(pOTu00u UOETUUIEOELITTuUO0Tu OTuIOUUOERUIUN T TuUxEREWEUTUO 10000
DOETTENO xOUIEOUGu(u T OEEOT UnUUuIOux EAEYTOROOWOWT TupEaOuP TRETWTTOTUPOUOU
OluOTEREWUUINUEIVUT EyEOESTOPLUTAU < OUBIROOULIOUUOERUIILOu < EUIPEUOE UL < 0EET UudOu
ITTIRETEOTILONOTPUECEWNYDT B Ui = OB TYTUWBIWEOTUOOU T 10xu00IOux EAUEY TOROOUI0N
P TENIOUUOERUINEEIVEW LI THOOUEOEE OO TUTux0EET Uu(Cullap0 TulOLOEOTWITOUTLOu
European developments the spatial-structural emphasis on the public sphere theory
EEOOTEEWOIEE TEEITIEEOUur OEDO TuOUT UIEERUTIO TIEXO TERU OWTEP OUOEIE TUEEO WO
1OOUT @UENIT Tux T0x0TOTi$UUOX TlOWT TWIVUEIOUT WO TIT Tu$ 403 TOUAUWEOEYTO X
PTETWOO TWETOEIUur OB UiROTEOI TR0 UEEREEMECELTTOUTREEWTUO U20EEYEul Y Y0y
for a more positive interpretation, see, Schlesinger 1999).

Another side of the idea of the public sphere the emphasis on the presumably
distinct quality of action within a public sphere. These theorisations can be traced
back to the legacy of pragmatist philosophy and symbolic interactionism. In these
traditions, the main point about public — it is telling that these thinkers do not
employ the term “sphere” — is that it is not primarily something spatial but rather
a distinct form of interaction. The public is called into being by problematisations
of a given issue. It is constituted by people and groups, who disagree about what
ought to be done and who - in the absence of common culture — are supposed to
EBUEUUUITTWOEYTUENTEOEN

The early pragmatists were highly sceptical of universal truths. For instance,
John Dewey (1927) maintained that there are no guarantees that publics were always
democratically representative.
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Habermas (1987) in his theory of communicative action, on the other hand,
coupled this optimism with universalisation by suggesting that validity claims
built into all speech acts would serve as a model for the general criteria of an ide-
ally rational public debate.

The pragmatist tradition with its focus on action and the emphasis on problems
as the fuel of publics is useful for theorising the fate of publicness in the current
(UEATEDOU2UENOTEUGIOUIIPOWTEUOOUa6U00020R0iI0UTUUT U T Tux OROUITENEDUUTOUUOU IO T Uy
institutions, and structures result from the actions of previous publics and their
understanding of the political condition. Thus, by analytically separating the emer-
gence of publics from the institutional arrangements of politics or media enables us
to think that the publicness of action in itself is instrumental in creating publicness.
21EOOE02000lTUOUOTIOUUOERIONIT TuxUETOERUII O TEURUM OEEIT U TTigUTURO0RO Ty
Ol TEWUOULOIWITOUT TIiUEST POUOUBOTOUOWT TuPOUOO TuxUOTTUROOEMOUUOERIIUG

Imagining the Public Sphere

" TEU0T Us3EA00Ug 1YY KOUUHINNAE Ty OTUT Tux UEMEWD> TTUTUE DT RIVEXx OOBIPEENLUTEVOE
and metatopical space. Extrapolitical refers to a principle that discussions in this
place are seen to be outside of power. The discussion is supposed to be listened to
by power, but it is not itself an exercise of power. The extrapolitical status of the
public sphere denotes a lack of power, but it also assumes that public opinion cre-
ated in the public sphere can be ideally rational and disengaged from partisan spirit.
Secularity, in turn, refers to an idea that an external force supervising and checking
power is not based on any divine order, but that laws and policies are man-made,
constituted by common political action. Metatopicality means that the public sphere
is not bounded by any particular event or purpose, but it knits together a plurality
of spaces into a one larger space of nonassembly. The fact that the public sphere is
metatopical implies that it not merely transcends spaces, but it also extends over time.
The public sphere is institutionalised in a sense that we can expect that a possibility
for conversation, and public action, will available tomorrow as well as today.

Taylor (2004) argues that the public sphere was historically constituted in “a
100 TUOEUETWOPEVENOOETU028(OulTRUNOO TUOEUE TUEWTOERDY 102u0 00y TEWUTOTIOUUN
and homogenous European worldview was replaced by a modern and secular un-
derstanding of the world. In Taylor’s view, a key notion of explaining this process
is social imaginary: A mode of collective understanding about the social world that
is organised in the everyday consciousness of people.

Social imaginary shares some qualities with (social) theory. Both are deployed
in trying to make sense of social existence. This understanding is based on both
IEE0UETYDETOETUEOEIOOUOERY TuUTRIRDYAIAN6 TEWENROTURUTTUUOEEWOETHOEIaw
from theories, according to Taylor, is that social imaginary is imagined by ordi-
nary people, not by theorists; it is carried in images, stories, and legends, not in
theoretical concepts; it is created in daily practices and routines, not exclusively in
theories is that they are shared by large groups of people and they enable common
practices and a widely shared sense of legitimacy. Theories can be incorporated
OICEOOOOuxUEERETUEOENT Oi02u01 THROEEaOUOTEWEUITTauEUTWIUEOUTOUOTERDI0u
social imaginaries (Taylor 2004, 23-30).

The idea of social imaginary is helpful for our discussion in at least two ways.
Firstly, it sheds light on how the dynamics between the unfolding potentials of



ideas and concepts of modernity would play out. This is critical for understanding
that ideas and imaginaries are contingent, thus, constantly moving and evolving.
Secondly, by turning the relationship of theories and everyday consciousness upside
down —or more precisely, stressing the interaction between these two — Taylor helps
U0u00wAIUOE UETWOUUOERUIUBAIOWT TUEBUEUUUROOOOWT Tux UEREUX TTUTd

YOUUOERUINEUTWOE TWUTTEVETEOTOUTTUEUTTOTEEOTUOUETUROWT Tur TOEWOTux UEGREY
UxTTUROOUEULTUTUTOUERY TUOIRITTIOUEOEUAX T0x0TE21 , OUTOY TUOUUOERIIIITOUIEY
be treated as modern professionals, whose daily practices deploy, reproduce and
recreate social imaginaries on the modern social order. It is in this spirit that we
TREONO T T TIKNIOUUOERUIDOUTUYDT PUEOOEUEIT EOUIT TixUOITElIAdequate Information
Management in Europeip ( , Au(OulTTOUTUYDT PUMOUUOERUIUIE TUTUEUOT EWOE TUERRE T
the status of EU news in their respective news organisations.” One central task in
the interviews was to unfold the variety of ideas about the European public sphere
ITENBOTOUOWOUIENIOBOTOUOMIOUUIOERIIIuPOUOWOWTTIWTOO TIO SET U

— 000U UpURO T020IOEOaUOUUOE®UILIOUOEWTTUTW@UTUROOWEE SHOTUEOELT Y1 0U-
ritatingly theoretical. This obviously comes down to their self-perception as “down-
to-earth” people, who generally draw a sharp distinction between their realistic
ExxUOEETWOUTTWOREMPOUEECENTEMOIUT TIROERO TIEEEE T OBEIOU ORIDEENATEDY T Ou
discussion where such a term such as the European “public sphere(s)” is tossed
around. A resistance — and sometimes outright hostility — towards thinking about
IOUUOERUOBOUTTUTLTUOURINTOPTY TUWOOUECELITTOUTIREEXOUNROONT Y T0DINOUUIOEL-
ists themselves may think so. When professionals embrace, disregard, or resist this
or that account of the world, this act itself is validated in one way or another. Since
IOUUOEMUIUEU TuxUEERIROOTUUEOELOOIIT TOURIIUE auxUOTTUUROOMLUT TuYEMED2ulTOE U0
be based not on elaborated concepts and theories, but on something that might
be called a “professional imaginary.” It is a view of the world coherent enough to
OTOUOUIOUUOERUIULOWT ToUT Y TUAEEAuPOUOs(IBUEYDT BPUTEWTT0xUMOUUOERUIUIOUEDU-
tinguish themselves from news sources and the audience, but at the same time this
Y1 PuxUOEUETUENTOUTOIOT TOROEEaGUP TENOUUOERUIGEGH TEEUUTOT TIROEEAOTTE N
IQETWUTETTOTENUIOOOITTUUUEIT TUITEOUUOOUOUUOERIINITTOUTOY TUMITTu?xUOTTU-
sional imaginary” cannot be aloof from more broadly shared social imaginaries.

(OOUUIT Tul OxBUBEEMEOEOAURUID Tur UWINOOOT EIEOUUOERIIUZUOE TUIEGENO TIEEOU
the locus of news i.e. the space or realm in which newsworthy events are supposed
to take place. This spatial foundation of the source of meaning is closely linked to
the question of how the news is framed. Particular realms of meaning emphasise
particular frames of interpretation and exclude others: for instance, the “nation”
as a locus would emphasise the frame of “common interest” instead of the frame

of “pleasure.”

Table 1: Research Themes and Questions for the Analysis

THEMES QUESTIONS

Where can we nd the meaning for news?
What is/are the natural frame(s) for news?

Locus

What is role of a journalist?

Journalists vis-a-vis audience What is the implied or imagined reader like?

What are the main political problems in the EU?

Problems within the EU What are the main communication problems in the EU?




68

OOUITTUWIUOEEOTOIEW@UTUROOUEOOETUOUIT TuUOOTuOIIT TuiOUUOE®INNYRUATYUIT Ty
audience. By probing the idea of who are considered to be involved in the communica-
(BOOUWTEIOUUOERIINENT EUTIOUIEEDRUEIT 0 TEEOur OBIEIEOOIROUUOWTENMIIUTIETTUINOOU
ITTRETEUTENSAuOUUOERIIUEIOWOEEEUT U0 EUEE(T Eul 00T UWEIT TuPEAOW T THETEL
that they would try to speak to uninterested, apolitical individuals. These sketches of
EUEDTOETUOIEOUUUTUTEY T TTRUEOUOITUXEUIUBOWL T TixUOTTUUROOEMO0T U TEIOUUOERIIUY
UOTTT00IOWITTOUTOY TV Cul EUEENTEsEUEDT OETUEEOULTOUOUUOERUIULEULT R> TUIULEOEL
ITTWO0ROUTUTUIT EuiOWECUTEUEEIOUTUEN  TEDOUIUUIEWTUEO TUWEOEWXEETUOIUTITUTOETY
are synchronised, so are professional roles and images of the audience.

3TUERP 1100001 ErgOI0 TOPUIOUIOERIIOEOTLUTOUTUOI TOPUITTu$ 44 TUOEROOU
as a supranational political system and what are the political and communication
problems they detected within the EU. These problems are, for instance, connected
10wOURIVIROOEWUTIOUOUESENXUOTTEINIUE TUEUWEUESPO TW T Tus 44" *OOURIUIROOIEOEWT Ty
TOEUTTOTOUOOUTTIOOTTEOEWEOENONT Tul SEEEA01S 41 ORENT WEOEWTTOT THOEE AW
of the political system itself on the other. Political problems and communication
xUOENT OUEUTUOSTOWOITUEOOOIENTES

Three Discourses on EU Journalism

Journalists’ understanding of the three questions outlined above constitutes
EsETuUTRIOUTuOTuxUOTTUUROOEWUTRTRIYB&0 3 TUUNIkBUL x OUIBENTuIOuEVEPLOUNUTYTUEN
rOERLUUTTU00OWOOOENSTTOEUidiscourses [TEWTTOxWIOUIOERIINIOBOITUEOOOTEWIT 1ol
views about “where are we” (the locus of news) and “who are we” (relationship
E10PTT1040UUOERIOIEOEIEUEDTOETUAEOEWOTOPWITTUTu@UTUBOOUUTOEITWIOWTTIEDU-
rent situation in the EU (what is the EU?). When understood in this way, discourses
EOuO0N O10T02uEOOIBREUITICWITTuUTOUTIOEONO TuOTuiOUUOERUINWEUN ITTawENG TT0xu
DOuiUUGRTapO TuxEVREUOEIOT P U< UEERETUR3TTUTUIOURrEEROOUWEECUE TUETrOTELTRITT 0N
xOUB0DY 102un0T80u0s D TEWIOUUOERIOWBUIUUx xOUTElOUEO2AOUOTTERY 102ug?UTTUTLEUTY
(T TuxUEERET Wb Tur OEux UOENT OERE-24iu

(GuOUUEOEIAURUE TWERNROTUBUT TEWTUT TWERUECUIUT U TENMOUUOERIOLIUT EwgUT T T Tu
summary in Table 2 below). They all represent lines of thought that are more or less
TEOMREUIOIOUUOERIIUBORUEEREENAENIOUIOERIOEUNUUTUEOED T PUIOOOUAB T TWIIVED-
egies of how these discourses were geployed by the interviewees, were dependent
organisational tasks in given news organisations, the status of their news medium
DOWTU TERY TuiOUUOERUIEET0UTaUAWEOELUT Tux OMREEWUIEIOOITTAWEOUOIUALPRITHO
(TTui$4%  UONIOUUOERIILETEOTTENTIOOWOO UEMEOUUUTUWOWTTUOTRIE T TOEROTUOOWT Ty
type of news event they talked about. All this suggests that the analysis cannot be
UTEUETELOMBITTUITTOEDYIEUENOxB0DOOUOTHOUIOERUIGOUIONT TidUERIRT UOEDT TTEoAu
00K 1EWOEROOENIOUUOERUIBEEUINUT Ua3 TUUNBOOULEOEIAURUP TulUaulOuE TUERE WU TTUTu
EBUEOUUUTUOUE T0EBEEUT EsOOW T TIOUUOERIIIRO P OUET 1 OBIBOOUEOEUOOY TUEEURO Ul
towards the level of practices and ideologies informing their thinking.

STTurO00ERUECUUUTUTTUTWIUO T EiEUiclassical professionalism, represents acommon
UTTTUTOETixGpOUIOUO OUNIOUUOERUIUAKIUEEUREWOE TUNIESENS TIO LT TOOEUUOTITTIO TP U
is based on the centrality of the nation state and representative systems of demo-
EVEGEMOYTUOEQE 1100ux O0RIPEENMI T EEOUERO TUWOIOUUOERIIULITEURUOOO TUT 0T Tl Ty
where meaningful political questions are discussed and decisions made, but it is
EQUCEOO X ERENTUPAI T T Tux EYTUOUO Tix O0DIREEMUOEDERUEROOEOENTTEOO O UOREEROCu



Table 2: Summary of Discourses Drawn from the Interviews with Journalists

Theme Classical professionalism | Secular discourse Cosmopolitan discourse

Locus nation state, everyday life, interdependent world of
realm of politics realm of meanings international politics

News frame common good, often utility, pleasure, cor- understanding others,
same as national interest | respondence to public | future orientation

opinion

Journalists detached observer, service consultant, expert, educator, citizen

vis-a-vis neutral mediator, critical | whistle-blower of the world

audiences commentator

Implied reader

informed citizen, national
communities

apolitical individual,
consumer

multiculturalist and
educated elites

Political
problems
within EU

lack of e cacy and popu-
lar support

intangibility of EU
politics and the conse-
quences of EU policies

lack of political dynamism,
problems in the enlarge-
ment, relations to the rest
of the world

Communication
problems within
the EU

lack of transparency,
manipulation,
EU propaganda

alienation of EU elites
from everyday life

incapacity to communicate
European values

systems accessible to citizens and media audiences. Journalists, in general, regard
the national framework of news to be historically and empirical “true,” or almost
EQUTTVOEIUUEQWEEURUIOUOUUOERUOUEX xMTENTY TUAP TTUTGEUEY ! TOTIECWOITUYDT P
stated: “All news is local. That is true for all countries. Everyone looks through
national glasses” (quoted in de Bens et al. 2006, 15).

Whereas the nation state is the taken for granted locus for news, the political
system of the EU lacks respective “natural” qualities. Journalists deploying classical
professionalism do note that the integration has blurred the distinction between
national and supranational decision-making, but they argue that the EU has failed in
establishing democratic institutions that would function as satisfactorily as the na-
(TTi$ 401 PULOWTTOEROOET YO TURE TEOTWOO T/ TOEWOITHOOWTRUWUOUEOUOITULOL
how political decisions are made in real terms, the national locus of news may also
even be supported even by politicians, as was suggested by one interviewee from
France: “70 per cent of our daily life is ruled by the EU, and it’s not the politicians
that are going to make it clear, because if they were doing so, they would be useless.
They would Kill themselves” (quoted in Baisnée and Frinault 2006, 54).

The most commonly used frame for EU news is said to be “national relevance,”
“national interest,” or “common good.” In its most routine way, the EU becomes
news whenever national politicians visit Brussels or other member states, which
DOxMTITENS 40T PUBUTEVEEDFTUTOlIUOOWOEIROOENOT PN  EEOUEDO TuIOUEOEUUD-
EEGuxUOTTUROOERIONS 40T PUBITOUEITUOSTOWOIOUOTELE AT TugUTUROOUNP TEWEEO
2P 12wl T Tu(UUTOSUIO0REOUM IEAT T i UOOWTTWILDEIOUTUOINT TS 406 TROUIAOUUOERUIT
rarely elaborate on the process of how the natural interest is agreed upon, Italian
I6UUOERUIULUE xudOUOWI THOUEBUEOUUUTubOuELUNT 1 U02uERFTUT Ol E2uiUOOUOUT TUUR(OuU T To0
view, the cultural contract between news media and their respective audiences is
DETO00THEENEALOEIUUTH3TUUMOUUOERUILOT TEWOEUBEWT 10O TUUET T UOOUT Tux Odle-
cal ideology to which their distinct audience is subscribing (Cornia and Marini
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2006, 98). Be that as it may, even in the Italian case, the “political” is grounded in
the national framework.

(CuRUUEROOUP TTUTTTUTEUTEOOIUOYTUURT WEEOUGIT TLOEROOENSOITUTUIMOUUOES-
ists are able to take on the role of critical watchdogs. Moreover, within the classical
xUOTTUUROOERIOU EPUEOUUUTIOUUOERUINL EUTu  TUETDYTEwEN OTEDEIOUIN P TOUTL U0
are understood to rest more on reproduction and translation of messages than on
DOUTQOTEVUEQEOEEURREEMOITUXUTIEIROOWE 16" *EUT NN Wb(UBUBO < BT EWTENIOUUOES-
ists need to remain neutral about policy options. In interviews this is sometimes
reinforced by denouncing the obvious binary opposites of neutrality. “We are not
missionaries, we will impart the diversity in Europe, the readers have to draw their
own conclusions” (quoted in Allern and Linge 2006, 132).

3TTuUO0TuOTITTu O TEDEIOU TOEENT UuiOUUOERUIUL4u DI THOLE TUIEDOuDORIUN4u0uEGD-
V00T TOUTOY TUED TEUEETOUUG(OuIT TuEOEUUREEQ>UOTTUIOOERUOWIDUNx TUODY T ExiOUL
EulOUUOEGRUIIOu0T00ux TOx0Tu P TEWITT2uEPELOOUO0O BUETIOUT02u00 TYTOW0N?TRx0EN
things over and over again, like a teacher” (Hahn et al. 2006, 72). In the educator
UO0TWIOUUOERUINLENO T O TEWUTWTERITTUEOTUETTLO1u$ 4101 PUUTOUIEE Tul00px > 1 Ey
from unnecessary abstractions. Curiously with regard to the role of an educator,
ITTauEOUOWIEOTuxUDE TubOuEUUU OO TulTTOUEUERT OETU TEY TulU0Tu xUpOUOOOPITET IOl
$40000T U3 TO0OERTERY TWITOEUIOUE TuxEVREVIEU02uOITOURY Tl T Tul OUOELOILITOT YD-
sion news, which provides very limited space for explanation, interpretation and
background information (cf. de Vreese 2003).

Some researchers have criticised the news genre precisely because of the qualities
TERUTTEOEVUREEQ<UOTTUUBOOERUOWXUTUTOIUEUTOEN O TP TOOEIS 44I0UIOERUIOI2u3 10U
critique argues that the genre of “hard news” presupposes its recipient to be an
EOOOUIETOUIOUREEQUTEE TUual TiOOEOOUIEDIBOITUTUINONOxOUIEOWOEY TUNEQEIDNTY
EOOOUNOMO TO U0 110100 B O U 100U UyNN40ul UHAG) OUUOERUINIUUUENAUE OiOOlur OE
this to be a problem in communicating about the EU. This is probably due to the
IEEQUTERITTEEITTOULOILTEVELOT P Uul OEENT UsOUUOERUIUIOEUTUTW TEWITTAUEUTWITUY-
ing the democracy by informing a general audience and not its special segments
(those with higher education or social status).

Allern and Linge (2006, 133) argue that in Norway the nation as political com-
munity is so strongly entrenched in the existing news values, audience orientations,
and market strategies that all departures from that framework would appear to be
DETOIOTOHEE OUAOUUOERUIUELUOOWTBUNM G000 P UL TEIDOWTBERUEOUUUTHOUUOERUIUEIEOU
no responsibility for addressing political problems related to the EU. As far as politi-
EEQuxUOET OUiUUETUEUIT TVETOOEUEEAUET rEDUihEUTUEOOE TUO T EWIOUUOERUIUUT T
ITEW TS AUTOUOEE LEENTUOUTIOUOBIUTINECELTTETUIOUIOERUOEEOEOBUIOWT xOUL
on how that process develops. The same argument applies to information policies
both within, and relevant to communication from, the EU. Journalists, tapping into
the classical professionalism discourse, state that unless the EU institutions are able
to render their processes intelligible to national audiences, news organisations do
not necessarily feel obligated to cover the EU systematically. “I guess that all of us
IOUUOERIIUAIPOUIERO TWOWP U TWIOURT U TEMPOUIELT T10xEOOO T EMITTi$ 44)0ul YTUAEEAL
life and maintaining the reader’s interest in it. We have really tried to do this ... Sadly,
DUE % x TEVUUTENILUOONEDS EU0UB20u(uI TBOOBIOOWOOT TUO U< UOENT Ou(IiEux<UOENT Ou
the EU has created for itself” (quoted in Heikkild and Kunelius 2006, 40).

u YTEURO TupOuODOEWTENROUUBOITUYDT P TTUPOUOELTOO 11O SET U000 ¥ UUUTO0L
their perceptions of the EU institutions and their communication strategies tend



(OUE TuEURIREEG3 TRULEBIUE TubU0dOu O OUIEEUT V0T BxOEROT EudOul T Tux OQUIUEAEWO WU T TuS4u
as a more or less external force, which is imposing, in a top-down approach, its

DORUTOE TEOEIERUDOENXUEENRE T OOO TOE TUIIENT U OUOTEUUT<UTUTOUI T TOX xOUBITou
authentic and dysfunctional.

refers to the process of secularisation. Hallin and Mancini (2001, 263) understand

secularisation as decline of a political order based on political parties and trade

unions, and their replacement by a more fragmented and individualised society. In

a secular society, they argue, the mass media, along with other socialisation agen-

cies, become more autonomous and begin to take over many of the functions of

(UEEBROOENROURIUIOOUSTTWTEOOEMO O TOUT TUOWOUUIOERUIBOITUYDT PUEEXIUUT Uy
ITRUEDANOUENEOEWOERENIVEITEIOUAMEIE TR0MOW T Tusecular discourse the national political

UTEOOu0R0UTUTUTOIEC®O < OUIESIUTITUTOETLIOULOUUOERIOH— TYTUITTOTUUROWTEUL
discourse the locus of news is clearly pulling away from politics and seeking a more

immediate connection to the seemingly apolitical everyday life of individuals. In

the Habermasian vocabulary, the secular discourse aims to provide distance from

(T Tw0aU0T OuEGETOEUUWOUITEEL OO ITTudi TP OUIERN (OuTT80s 0P Ou POUEUNIOUUOERUIL
prefer to talk about bureaucracies and citizens. In this distinction it is not clear,

whether or not citizens actually assume any political qualities. “This is where our

OEIOUxUOENT OupTUnuiOuxUTY 100iBUUOX TETEO OO TUEUEU RO TULOTITETOOEUEIUUOWTEN
it becomes a business of citizens” (quoted in Baisnée and Frinault 2006, 58).

The secularisation of EU news is directly supported by the low esteem of EU
politics as indicated by plummeting turnouts in EU Parliamentary elections and
decreasing trust in political institutions recorded in surveys.? From this it follows
UTEGWIOUUOERUINET x00200 TWT TWUTEVOEWO T PUENEOUIU iU TWIOWIE AIE PEATUOOWT T
system actors and institutional issues that are said to be of no interest to audiences.
Instead, they regard it important to report on policies that imply tangible conse-
quences for ordinary citizens. This means that questions about the economy gain
in importance in comparison to institutional political processes such as the con-
stitution, enlargement, or security policies. This tendency seems to be particularly
strong in Lithuania, where EU news tends to be saturated with economic facts and
rTOUTUPATOULOUETIEEEOTUOUOEROTOUOEIROup ! EOEARTOTUEOEISIOEIUORT O Tul Y+
hhu G O TOITUYRT PUITIUOEUTUYEROOBUEOO r UO TEIEAOUUOERIINLP TOEIEROWTEN
they perceive the EU as an economic rather than political institution (ibid. 110).

Acrucial distinction in the secular discourse is drawn between macro and micro
TEOOOODEUH  EEOUEDO TWOMOUUOERIDNN OUI REO <010 UOOKUTIEOEEOEISUIOODEELRUNO 1L
relevant topics for EU news concerns consumer issues: transparent comparisons
of prices, taxation, work and study opportunities in other EU countries (Martin
and McNamara 2006, 83-84; Tammpuu and Pullerits 2006, 26). This implies that
a dominant frame for EU news is its utility to individual recipients, whilst, for
instance, the well-being of industry or commerce (the media business notwith-
standing) are not mentioned at all.

(OuUTTWTEDOEWERVEOUIUTHOUUOERIIUT TEVELTTOUTOY TUENO TEDEIOUIME UIEUOEU
facilitators of rational choice. These choices refer to consumption rather than politics.
—OOT0TT0T00000W T TWTEUOEWERUEOUUUTWHIOUUOERIOWEOTUEOWOUTUTUNEOWX ORIEUBOWLT Tu
10000 < UEGEIO>DODOOMY AulE > xBOTWOIOWT TuxOx UOEOINOIIO T Ti$40OUUIOERIO
is able to take a position between the system (elites) and everyday life (ordinary
citizens). This does not suggest that people should become partners in dialogue
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P T TTul 00T 000U EEROUUOERIOWTIURIUTONUxWOWTUTUTOUTTENTOETEGITEEUED-
TOETa3TOUOERTENRY TubUuOE YDOUU0awOOUIEIOUTOAEOOOTENT EulduxOx UOEIOT P UXE X TUUNL
which are said to be competent in recognising topics that would rally the people,
as in the case of Le Parisien in France, or the Bild Zeitung in Germany (Baisnee and
Frinault 2006, 54; Hahn et al. 2006, 73). In the UK these controversial meanings seem
to be the only frame that would render the EU meaningful for the regional and
00EEQxUTUV?  OAITHO TuOOWT Tul YOOI T Tul DUGWOUT TUDO TWEWO ux OUOEEOEIOUOET U
POUEIE TuOTOUTUTUl2up@U00T EnOu& OIEDO TUEOE - 0E r T0EuNYYHuhHIKG

6 TR000uUT TWEOEUUREED < UOTTUUBOOERUOERIEOUIUTEOOUINU TUIOUUOERIOUEIWEDLDO-
dependent and neutral institution, the secular discourse is openly market-driven.
It seeks for resonance with its audience by rendering news tangible and useful
10U TEDxDT OUUR3 T TuUTEUOEWEBUEOUUUTUENUONY TU2URTRDEITuIOuxUTUUOUT UOTEUEDT OE T
demand and restraints set by the market. If it were up to secular thought in the
newsrooms, the status of EU news would likely to decline given that it is considered
as foreign news; i.e. distant to the everyday lives of national audiences. The high
1Y T00LOTEY TOBOOuXEDEWOEUERT OETWIOUY TaUUT T OWEOO r UOWTOWETYT00x O TOUNEN
OOUTENIOULOUIEOETME AUl THTREONOUUOERUINR 3 T TUEE2uP TLOORE T TEWIIOUT LEUTWIEE
Eau000aur Y Tix TUETOLOIOUITEETUUP Tuli0xu T xOUBO TWUETWIIOURT U3 TOUTuy Y Tux 10k
ETOUPNOTEY TWOurOERUIOOTPTTUTUTOUTAETEEDU TWOUUIEUT 10 TUOU xuUuI T TuOUT TUiNKu
per cent” (quoted in de Bens et al. 2006, 15).

Being allegedly outside politics and market-driven by design, the secular dis-
course explains that the political and communication problems result from the fact
that the EU is perceived to be part of the system-world, which is hopelessly distant to
the life-worlds of citizens (individuals and consumers). From this it follows that the
EU is said to be incapable of responding to the needs and demands springing from
the life-worlds on the one hand, and incompetent in explaining how (and when) its
policies would bear practical consequences at the level of everyday life on the other.
This invokes indecisiveness on the part of news organisations about what would be
the appropriate timing for breaking the news about the EU. When this problem is
perceived from the perspective of the recipients, satisfactory solutions are hard to
rOEuR3TIEOOXUOON TP TIOWT TS A¢pUTEETTEL TTOWT Ty *OUOEMWIEUINWOETUT T
It is the right time to publish articles ... But there are still from 18 months to two
AIEVUETIOUTWTTETUTTO 000U OUOERUTEROIOEERUTERY EOEEOO 1UnOI0u FIEN OEu
when the French people realise it as it kicks them back, when they can evaluate the
consequences, it’s been three years. And then they are told, ‘the decision was taken
three years ago and at the time we spoke about it.’ That’s perfectly true. But people
do not appreciate it” (quoted in Baisnee and Frinault 2006, 55).

The paradox with the secular discourse is that it recognises the problems em-
bedded in the transnational decision-making system of the EU, but it is interested
in reporting the outcomes of these decisions at the level of everyday life “here and
00P2uOUOTEWEUux OUURENTu(ihECEUD TTOuhUTOUE > x TEU0IOUE TUEDS EU0IN T Tu0TEVOEUL
discourse runs the risk of neglecting EU news due to its limited popularity with
the audience.

SYTORIITTUTRUEEOOUTOUUUEOOOTISUUOX TEOHOUUOERIINIUT TEVERS W T T EENITEN
O1P Ul ETTx0awEOETOUTEul0uITTuOEROOEMEOOUTRIiET r OTE TRITTUEAITTuOEROOEN
political realm or the media market), there is a third line of thought evident in
ITTWOUUOERUIUZDOITUYRT PUAKU T Ticosmopolitan discourse wherein the locus of news is
shaped by emerging supranational trends in international politics and business. This



ETY100xOT100RUIERENONOEUTEUTITTAOXOUIEGE IO TS 41 OOIDEUEOEIEEEOUEDO TWOWOUU-
nalists this should call for a broader understanding of social and political dynamics
than that which the national framework allows. This idea was expressed by an Irish
IOUUOERUIE TG00 PUaRE(OuO2uYIT PAIT TS 4BUEIPEOTUIOOTTOPWE OO TIEOEIEDYHRU-
ing globalisation ... It’s unique, it’s important, and it wasn’t meant to be democratic
in a sense, so it’s a big issue. But, yes sure, we can help [making EU’s democratic
xUOETUOOUTWUEOUXEUT Olgup@U0UT Ewdu , EUBOIEDE , E—EQEUENYYHIWA

u3TOUPOUWE YR PulTOE(u00uUTUOOETux EUREUIEUIA P 100 PBITuIOUUOERIIPOUOROTY
at foreign news desks and news organisations from strong EU member states,
such as Germany and France. The tendency to frame news from an international
perspective puts it in clear contrast with the classical professionalism discourse.
6 TTUTEUTTWEYTUurOEUUUTOTYEOWIGEEEUTUULOITUOERGOENINUTUOUEOOIUOY TUIRT Uy
from the national perspective, the cosmopolitan news discourse aims to work the
other way around. The national perspective on international politics is regarded
as being inadequate or biased, as considered by one French interviewee (Baisnée
and Frinault 2006, 59).

Contrary to a secular news discourse, a cosmopolitan news discourse is hesitant
in situating EU news in the allegedly apolitical frame of the everyday life. Instead
OluxUUBOTuTO X TEWRU OOuDNUUIUEROTUITTuPTOEIXUOEUEIU2u0Tu$4u < OBERT U0d3 T 6s 0T 10U
xUEEIREEWEOOUT@UTOET Uy iOUspOEDYDEUENUNEOUO Ox OIEON ERUEOUUUTuUTINLIOUUOERIOU
a task to envision possible futures within the international system. This future
orientation would encompass both political utopias as well as risks of failures and
unintended consequences.

In the cosmopolitan discourse a more transnational approach to news is said
to serve citizens’ right to know and understand the social, political, and economic
EAOEOENOILITTuPOUEN - CulTTuOITTUTECEWOLITBUWENEOUIUTLIOUUOERUIIEUTY D T00
aware of the fact that this news frame would probably communicate best among
elite audiences. Some interviewees questioned whether a popular image of nation-
E®UIrONOETEEOEROEDYIEUERUREEUEDT OETUnUNROMEEIEEOIUTELOOTNEUROOUTIOSTOL
than not, notions of the audience played a very limited role in the cosmopolitan
discourse. Instead of talking about the audience, the cosmopolitan discourse concen-
(UEITUOOUTIOOHOUUOERIIUITTOUTIY TUEOEWTTRUE VIR U0 RxOEDOWOWTTOUEUEDT OET UL
what the EU stands for. The interviewees tend to consider this duty as independent
from economic or commercial pressures on news organisations.

In many cases this dutiful role as competent interpreter of the EU allows — or
TYTOx<UTU0O 10ikEOull R x0pENNAux OUBRY TIEYNUE TWOPEUE IS UUO> 1EOROIT TUEROOH(OUT Tu
name of cosmopolitanism, some interviewees explain that they would not publish
crass EU criticism, or negative stereotypes~about the EU. In addition, some did not
(TBUEGOITRIOO 11& 1UOEOOUUOERUIIOEUTTOITUYDT P TWITENITTR81 U2 00000l Ty
referendum in Luxembourg was like “a ray of hope” (Hahn et al. 2006, 71), and a
Finnish interviewee lent his support to EU policies for competitiveness as follows:
“We have to face that it’s almost as if the sun is going down for Europe. We are drop-
ping down economically while China and Asia are in general going up. ... Given these
circumstances Europe will have to come together in many respects, and this includes
the media in one way or another” (quoted in Heikkild and Kunelius 2006, 44).

Journalists deploying cosmopolitan discourse are at least at on a personal level
concerned about the political problems within the EU. In their view, these problems
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UTTT OO0 T TWUOEETOUO LT TDOUT TUERGOuxUOETUUROUT TOTUENI T TUETOOEUEREET rENNEOEL
the faltering legitimacy of the EU as a political system. Journalists do not, however,

think that they need to solve these problems. Instead, they assume some responsi-

bility in grasping the communication problems within the EU. In the cosmopolitan

discourse the biggest problem in communication is located at the same place as with

OUTTUEBUEOUUUT Uaul TECOUITTVEUUTEUEUEREWT IRUOUE VLT TuxUOENT Ol TTUTUET rOT Eu
DOUELOOUTUT rOTEUPER(IBUOOUITEI T Tu$ 48O0RI0IOOUEI TUEAET rOBBOOUTUIUEOTTEy
from EU citizens, but that they — most notably the EU Commission and the presi-

E10EauEYTOXIIOEOOOUGKEENTuS4uxO®ERT UubaiTuOO 1Y ORETUEOEIX UTUUOEE(IE AL
promoting themselves. In contrast, the cosmopolitan discourse would suggest that

only the plurality of voices would count as being genuinely European.

In its simplest form, the plurality of European discussion would refer to the
usage of guest contributors in national newspapers that could provide a contrast
IOOEROOENYT P x 0pO0UGOWTHULY TEOMOO TWIOUUOERUIUUTOEIT EWTEWTTATEEETEOO Ty
more aware of the fact that the news or commentaries published in the national
OIEREEUTO0ROO0AUTETSY T EEAOEROOEWEUEDTOET VB3 TRULE TEWUT TOUURTODr EEON Oy
UTYTUEQSUIOOREOIOUUOERIIULE TOEOEIOWTEWITT au/TOEWOEEEUTUULTTOUOT P ULIOUT Uy
to an implied European reader (Tammpuu and Pullerits 2006, 27). In this sense,
cosmopolitan news discourse entails — albeit very thinly — an idea of Europe as a
“community of fate.” In late-Habermasian terms this echoes constitutional patriotism
(Habermas 1996), which may serve as an ideological basis for envisioning political
structures — and perhaps media structures as well — that escape the contemporary
boundaries of Westphalian thought (cf. Fraser 2005). The point here is, of course,
that while the structures at the moment do not cut across national boundaries, the
xUOTTUROOEMOETIOEROOuOTIOUUOERIIIHENTEUWO OO TOIEINAIHEOT U

STREYTOXUIONOETHOTITTuSUIOXTEOLPEOO O U0 WIENT2uPbl OO TTUE T Tx0au
OEROOENO TEPEWIVUEINUTUEOEMOUUOERUIBEEUI0UT T OEUMOUE TUELTHT 102wl 0BUIRTU-
cise. Some interviewees, however, aim to go further than that by envisioning news
practices that would decentralise reporting on EU policies. Instead of focusing exclu-
sively on either the home country or Brussels or the interaction between these two,
the cosmopolitan discourse wishes to invest in the cooperation of correspondents
EEUTERGEDFTUTOUXENINOISUIOXT56 THROOUIBOITUYET BTTUEITIOTUTaRObEATUI-
ing the idea, in Le Monde this style of reporting was modestly experimented with at
the beginning of this millennium. According to one interviewee a realisation of this
idea proved, however, to be the “Achilles’ heel” of the paper’s ambitious intentions
to improve its reporting on the EU (Baisnée and Frinault 2006, 49).

Journalism and the European Public Sphere

The three discourses outlined here cannot be situated simply in the various
xOUBIBOOUOEEUxbT ELEWiOUUIOERIIULOWT TusUUOX TEQOT PO TEDEWALITOU3TTAOTTEY
to be seen a}grleIaNti\\l/e,I)A/ shared resources of professional cultures; as versions of
ticulate all three discourses makes perfect sense. The overlap notwithstanding, we
argue that the three discourses enable us to see how the professional imaginaries
OliSUU0> 1EOCUOUUOERUINEUTWIVDEIOUT EASTENLUOITTandUUUEITNOPWTTWOETUIIECE-
ing of the locus of news, the roles of communication and the problems of EU are
articulated and synchronised into relative coherent positions and logic within the
2NOUUOERUIRENY TOEup T OUUEDT Uul YKy



In order to reconnect the discourses to the debate about a European public
UxTTUTP OTTEOO IO OUTEOOET < UENE x x EVEIUUa6L B0 T020s ™ EETUOEMOTTULOUEDY
Ox 100 TWTUOUT TN OUIITETOUET rOoROOOIITTIRx UEREUX TTUT52u O TEROOET 0N Ty
connects the public sphere to analytically dualistic model of deliberation: “Imagine
the public sphere as an intermediary system of communication between formally
organised and informal face-to-face deliberations in arenas both at the top and at
ITTEOYOOOIIT Tux OOREENUAUITO21p = EETUOEUY Y4y Ay

STOUET rOppOOWUTUOUOETEMOWIT TuxUETOERIIDOU=BUTELOOROOIOTUETRETUEIROON
but Habermas insists in situating it in a system-level model. This provides us with
OONEEUREEIO TOUROOIOTERUEUUIBO T T Tux UEREUX TTUECEWTTWO0 1O IO UUOERUOWO
political communication. Put simply, any discussion of the public sphere carries
with it implications about horizontal and vertical functions of political communica-
tion (cf. Hallin and Mancini 2004, 22). Horizontal functions refer to deliberation
that takes place between actors at the same level of social space (at the top or at
EOYOOWEU = EETUOEUO TIEX TOUPEE WP UBITUA(CulTTWOEOTUETTuOTuUaUIT O U TTOUa
this communication serves the function of coordinating action. Vertical functions,
in turn, refer to communication mediating between EDFTUTOW0TY T00OTWUOEDEUUXEE T
SI1UBEEWEOO OUBREEROOUEALE T rOAROONIOEUUTUOOUT TN TOROEEA UOEROOUOTEOD-
OUOLEEROOu(OWTTEEEUTLOTIOUUOERUONIT TUTOUBAOOUES Y TUREENEDIO T10UBOOWTOEUIOL
overlap with a familiar distinction of the elite and the popular. Journalism tradi-
tionally functions between institutional actors on a system level (politics, business,
education etc.), but it also claims to take care of vertical political communication
by addressing the relationship between citizens and power holders.

A system-perspective always begs a question about the limits of the system, and
correspondingly about the sense of a minimal shared identity that perhaps has to
be assumed in order for deliberation to work. Habermas (1996) notes this problem
when theorising about the possibility of constitutional patriotism, i.e. a shared
political culture that may enable democratic deliberation to transgress national
identities and boundaries. In the case of the EU and the European public sphere,
then, it is useful to stretch an analytical dimension from a public sphere based on
the idea of shared national identities to possibly more cosmopolitan ones. Thus,
a rough distinction between a national and cosmopolitan imaginary of citizenship
T10x0OUOEOO X EUTUIT TuxUOTTUUROOEGEBUEOUUUT UOTWIOUUOERUIUL

A national YOEEEU0EUauDE 1Oy 10T TuOEROOUUIEITUEOELENRATOULOTIOEIROOUEIT Ty
privileged concepts in making sense of politics. In a nationalist perspective, demo-
cratic politics — representation, debate, pressure group activity — take place within
in the polity of a nation. A cosmopolitan position, in contrast, aims to look beyond
the nation and suggest that supranational political problems would call for trans-
national political identities. In a nationalist position, the social world is rendered
meaningful within national identities; in a cosmopolitan position, understanding
the social world tends to require the opposite: uprooting one’s identity from na-
tionally grounded categories.

Once we place these dimension into a relationship with each other, a conceptual
map can be discerned (see Figure 1). This map covers at least some fundamental
parts of the “background” against which we make sense of various (implicit and
TRxED0AYT P UOOUELSUUOX TEQux UEREWUX TTUTE 1 UDTR0BIOFTU0 I OUUEEIRELY TUUROOUL
of an ideal public sphere.
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political debate takes place between representative actors within the national set-
(b OTURSTTLHOP T1U0TSIEOUOT U< UTUERET U< UEREN= TTUTUP TOE TN T T T TI0TETEE(T Uy
about the legitimacy of national political decisions. The upper right corner of the
rIOEUTTTUO0OELOOETWOTux UEREIUX TTUTUL TTUTUOTECNO TIUlux OORIPEEWE TEEITWIEO T U
X0EETETID 1100 00T WEEUOUIOEIROOEMEOUE TUUGMMOENAEIEOUOOXOMIED|  YTUREENXO-
sition emphasises political communication addressing questions of the legitimacy
and accountability on the transnational level.

Figure 1: Mapping the Journalists’ Professional Imaginaries on European Public Sphere

Horizontal communication
(system coordination functions)

Classical Cosmopolitan
professionalism discourse
Nationalism < > Cosmopolitanism
Cosmopopular

Secular news

discourse discourse

Vertical communication
(legitimacy functions)

The classical professionalism rUUBOIOWT Tixx 100TSIEOUOTUO T TUITUEX TH3T0ixU0-
TOUET 1U00&wx Ul GUPEUEIE IO UUOERUINiPOUORO T Oux UEREUTUYDE TEUOEEEEURO Tou b UiEs
common discourse all across the ten countries based on the interview material —with
the possible exception of Lithuania. The manner in which nationally grounded
EOETOUpAOOUENuOIDT OUTEuxUOTTUIOOERUOUXUTUTOIURIUTORENFTULUOOT B TEREEUOUU
SUUOXTEUITTUTEDFTUTOETUEUTWEITTUWOEUTIOEN OWOEYBOUUMRET*(DOOUTOPTY Tl
EUTu 0T Tu (UEGREOUIOUUOERUINW B TOUTUEEEOUOIU ETOOOUIVENTLUT TuUEEDEEN AW x0UUERUIREY
political culture and the tradition of instrumentalism within the Italian press (see
also Hallin and Mancini 2004). It implies that the national interests are very much
in focus, but the horizontal communication rather takes place between elite media
outlets than inside their coverage (which would be the case for the Nordic coun-
tries, Norway and Finland).

The secular news discourse by and large stands for the belief that EU news stories
should have a national focus. It tends to be pulled away from the political realm
and to be relocated in the domain of everyday life. In most cases, however, every-
day life is understood to be national, not because it is shaped by national politics,
but because it is said to be shared by audiences subscribing to the national (or
regional) news media. Secular discourse appears most naturally in the visibly and
unashamedly commercial news media. Thus, it is most strongly articulated by
IOUUOERUIUITUOOuxOx UEUO TP UXExX TUILEOO O TUEBEN35u0TPUEENIUEOELIOUEWOTUUT UL
TRITOUEAUITOUTUPOUODO Tul U TW T TOOOEGxUTUUAKLWEUCN GI0AUNOO TWUX xOUEO OO T
duty and desk editors at the national news organisations. Secularisation of news is
ETOETOEAUTEOTORUTEENOY TUSUUOX 1080 T T Tux QUUBEOTUl RETx(DOOIOIOUUOERIIUHOU
the French and German elite newspapers, who seem to be able to talk about their
work without referring to everyday life as the primary frame for news, or to mar-



ket pressures reinforcing this idea. In our interview sample the secular discourse
UTTOUOUE TWIUOO T T U Ou+H0 T UEGRE OulOUUOERUIDEETIUUTE

Classical professionalism and secular news discourse are the two main dis-
EOUUUT OO TuxUOTTUUROOENEUNIUUTLO WO EDOUIUTEOus 4uiOUUOERUIUUBIUEIT EvENIT To0L
TOOTuOSETUfu ((ubUy TEUEOAW U0UxUpUBO T EUN U0po0ud O x UTUDY 100 TOPu 0U00 Tu EOEWOE(U-
UEGBUT ExEuxOUBIBOOL T TuEE(T TOUwO wOEROOEWDE 1002w U0 TOIEUOuIOUUOERIOH (UupUy
OO0aWELURT TH02wxUOYOEENRY TuIOEOOEIUE TWTENLOENOUIUTEOWIOUIOERIOWUEINationally
fundamentalist profession. The historical connection between the nation state and
xO0BEEWEOO O UOR2aupUuUOWUIIOO TupOul EEITENNBULOSTOuOOIUOE TUUIOOEUEU TRUIOUR-
cal but rather a natural connection. Nations and national identities are regarded
as being true, cosmopolitanism — even in the imagined and partly elitist form and
X UTEXUETEEUTOLITEUHEGENR Y EDEQOLUIOXOEO
of the map. It endorses a transnational perspective for EU news stories, underlining
the importance of providing a broad picture of the political interests within the EU
EUuP T0OERO T TWEODr EEROOUO TS 4ux OBEDT Ul OUis AEDRAT OURS TTEOUO Ox OBIEORO Ty
OITOUTTUENUOTUITENOT PUEEOUThO FukiEOEWITENDIENUOUWTOUIEIEROUIOWOUXDUTY
— normative discussions about European values. Cosmopolitanism articulated by
IO UUOE®UIUUOOUTLITEGUUT 1002w 000p00kpCublUUOE TUUIEOERO TuOILUT Tux UERELUX TTUTL
/UEREVERUEOUU0TULT B TEITEWOUIRO PUiUOOWTTuIOxuEO P OUWE UM TOUMUEEET < (T EVEUIEY
necessary evil in order to move beyond nation state politics.

**OUOOx ORIEOERUEOUIITBLOOUIUINGE Toawl OEOUUTEE O UUOERUINID TOW X TERERUTY
OIS AEFERUUOBUUTUx TERY TIOTIT 1O TP UOUTEORUERO O OUID TRETWIT T 2uP QU0 UBUEUREU-
OEUTEvEaulOUUOERUIUP OUODO Tul U@ UERIaLO T P UXE x UL EUBEUOE 0w Ol T Tux O0BIPEE AL
strong member states such as Germany and France. Thus, ironically, cosmopolitan-
ism is perhaps not in contradiction with national interests. Interestingly, however,
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from smaller members states — such as Finland and Ireland.

There are four principal positions in the diagram, but only three discourses to
UxTEOOIBSTTHOP TUWRT Tl OURROOHOLTTEE TUEOUPOUIEDO x(aul TEMIOUUOERUINEIOE
covering the EU from a transnational perspective and address questions of legitimacy
of the EU institutions and EU policies without reducing them to the national context
Ol OUIUE 20O Ti Aux OIREUE MEEEYOTIOROEROOUaI— OIUUUX BUBO TOUUTBUREOUOOx Ox UEU-»2
x 100 T1ERY TEGOO02 10002l T xUTUTOUTERGUTTRAITUYDT PUABTTRETEOLEOYOOIUXIET -
METUEROOUEUIOTIEEUOUMOEROOEMET O TUEOEEOOOTEROTUTTOWOUT TUUEOUOEROOEN
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Itis clear that in the current circumstances, any form of cosmopolitanism needs
IOUETUEEUTELOOUEITIT T02uUTOIIUTRIRDY TIEOEWEOOUEIOUllauconstructionist approach to
political identities. Our ability to develop a more cosmopolitan imaginary would
TEYTWOuPOUORIUPEaur WU TUOUT TUELETEOOUIUUEROOOIE TUIX TEREOUOOETQOIIT Ty
public sphere and the idea of shared national identities as a precondition of political
deliberation. Acosmopopular line of thought or “vertical cosmopolitanism” would
OTEQUTENIOUUOEMUIUEEDY 10210000 T Eul OUix ORIDEENLE 1OUIDT UL TENEVIEEIOUUOEROOEN
EQUETUUa&AY TOWT Tur OEDOTUROWT Tu ( , i< UOITENEEOUMIT TIOUTEGRUERGOENEVNIUUT UG
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seems very unlikely. Even if the conceptual ingredients for this direction existed in
ITTUERUEOUUUTUOTIOUUOERUIIUNIT TDUOUTEORUEIROOENx OUBIROOUIDOUEIENTEITUEIXUTUUUUTY
that renders their realisation unrealistic.
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