Chapter 2 – Meeting Ethical and Legal Responsibilities
Part 1
1. What is your opinion of how journalists deal with ethical issues today?  Do newspaper and television journalists show good taste when dealing with controversy?

2. Explain the 8 functions of a journalist.  Come up with an example for each one.

3. Why did Janet Cooke have to return her Pulitzer? What is wrong with using a composite character?

4. What is credibility, and how do journalists establish it?

5. Explain the two most important ethical principles of a journalist.

6. Explain the six other ethical principles.

Part 2

7. What is libel, and explain what can be done if it is not a crime?

8. Explain the four defenses against libel.

9. Give the details surrounding the Tinker case (time, place, people involved, etc.). Why is this case significant for student journalists?

10. Give the details surrounding the Hazelwood case (time, place, people involved, etc.). Why is this case significant for student journalists?

11. Explain how “in loco parentis” applies to student journalists.

12. Explain the forum theory and how it applies to you in today’s society.

Control Room Response questions

Journal  Entry 1
Suppose the country is going to be invaded by Iran (through Canada).  What are your fears – for your country, family, American way of life?  Keep the following in mind: they have a different form of government, the most of the people in Iran follow Islam whereas the majority of people in the US adhere to some form of Christianity, and in the past, the Iranian president has said some very unflattering things about the US and President Obama.

Journal Entry 2
Now, you are *poof* a journalist during the invasion.  How does being an American affect your objectivity with reporting on a foreign nation’s invasion of yours?  Be specific with your examples.

Movie Responses

1. Give at least 3 pieces of evidence from the film that indicate the Al Jazeera news staff is biased toward or predisposed toward disliking the U.S. troops? What might be the cause of this?

2. All of the major news outlets are stationed in Central Command Headquarters for the coalition troops (Cent. Com.). How does that affect what gets reported on the news?

3. Samir Khader, the senior producer for Al Jazeera, says, “You cannot win a war without propaganda.” Give at least four instances of how the Coalition Forces make mistakes with Al Jazeera staff or presenting the war to the media.

4. Captain Josh Rushing gives several comments about Al Jazeera and they way they present news.  Respond to two of his comments.

5. Later in the film, an American reporter asks an Al Jazeera reporter about objectivity.  What was her response, and do you agree?

6. When the film is done, give three points about the movie you would like to discuss (questions or comments).
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With Tagline, MSNBC Embraces a Political Identity

By Brian Stelter 
New York Times 
October 4, 2010[image: image3.jpg]



MSNBC, once the also-ran but now the No. 2 cable news channel, has a new tagline that embraces its progressive political identity. 

Chris Matthews in an advertisement for MSNBC that will appear in train stations and other public spaces. 

The tagline, “Lean Forward,” will be publicly announced Tuesday, opening a planned two-year advertising campaign intended to raise awareness of the channel among viewers, advertisers and distributors. 

The tagline “defines us and defines our competition,” said Phil Griffin, the president of MSNBC, his implication being that the Fox News Channel, which is No. 1 in cable news and a home for conservatives, is leaning backward. Fox’s best-known tagline is “Fair and Balanced.” 

Some of the new MSNBC ads include shots of President Obama on his election night; others, directed by the filmmaker Spike Lee, showcase hosts like Keith Olbermann and Rachel Maddow preparing for their nightly programs; and still others feature quotes like “the future belongs to the fearless.” 

The multimillion-dollar campaign is a long time coming for the 14-year-old MSNBC, and particularly for Mr. Griffin, who has complained for years about not having more money to market the channel. With “Lean Forward,” MSNBC is following other cable channels that have found success by building easy-to-identify brands — like Bravo, TBS, HBO or, Mr. Griffin freely acknowledges, Fox News. 

“When you’re clear about who you are, you actually make money,” said Sharon Otterman, the chief marketing officer for MSNBC, who started work there one year ago. 

MSNBC’s brand was unclear for its first full decade. A creation of NBC News and Microsoft in 1996, the channel bounced from one programming idea to another before Mr. Olbermann, the host of “Countdown,” and Chris Matthews, the host of “Hardball,” seized on antiwar, anti-Republican sentiments in the latter part of the Bush administration. 

The channel identified itself as “The Place for Politics” — a catchphrase that it will continue to use alongside “Lean Forward” — and added liberal hosts like Ms. Maddow and Ed Schultz, and a lively morning show, “Morning Joe.” 

The campaign is a coming-out of sorts. At an event Monday at Rockefeller Center, where the new ads were screened for employees, Mr. Griffin said the campaign encapsulated “the next era” of MSNBC. A marching band from East New York punctuated his points. 

MSNBC has been encroaching on CNN for years, and last year it beat that channel among 25- to 54-year-old viewers in prime time. This year, for the first time, it is on track to beat CNN in both prime time and the entire day. 

Even so, awareness of MSNBC remains far below that of CNN or Fox, according to the company’s recent research, which found that only 51 percent of respondents said they were very or somewhat familiar with the channel. Ninety-five percent said they were familiar with CNN, and 90 percent with Fox. Sixty-four percent said they were familiar with HLN, the sister channel to CNN. 

Ms. Otterman’s lesson from that research: “All we have to do is tell our story to more people.” 

She added in an interview, “It’s not that the look is changing. It’s not that the programming is changing. It’s that we’re going out and telling people about it now.” 

The resulting ads are not day-and-date promotions for specific programs; rather, they are emotional set pieces about the national debate that moves America forward. The MSNBC brand “is about ideas and change and making the country a better place,” Mr. Griffin said. 

“It’s an umbrella that’s pretty wide, but that does have a progressive sensibility,” he continued. “We’re confident. We’re strong. Let’s not live in the past, let’s not live by fear.” 

Two 60-second television commercials that introduce the message are patriotic and poignant. One begins with a child learning how to walk and intersperses scenes of war, rescues in the wake of Hurricane Katrina, a peace protest and the moon landing. “When we understand the world around us, we lose our fear and we move ahead,” the narrator says. 

The other 60-second commercial says, “Starting today, may the ideas that advance our country, no matter who or where they come from, win.” The remaining commercials feature individual hosts like Mr. Olbermann, who is shown in his office writing one of his trademark commentaries, and Lawrence O’Donnell, the new 10 p.m. host, who is overheard saying, “We deserve answers, so we don’t ask the same questions tomorrow.” 

Starting next Tuesday, the commercials will be shown on MSNBC, but more important, they will also be shown on NBC Universal’s other channels, and on outside channels as well. In addition, ads will appear at train stations, bus shelters and phone kiosks in the Northeast; in newspapers, including The New York Times; and on Slate, The Daily Beast and other Web sites. 

Mr. Obama is shown only briefly in the two 60-second commercials. He is both seen and heard in a video about the ad campaign that was screened for MSNBC employees on Monday, coincidentally summing up the channel’s progressive message. 

“We can go backward, or we can keep moving forward,” the president was shown saying in a June speech at Carnegie Mellon University. “And I don’t know about you, but I want to move forward.” 

Outfoxed Questions

1. List the 6 ethical principles and 4 code of ethics from chapter 2 in your book.  From the movie, give examples of how news upholds or violates those principles.

a. Good Taste

b. Right of Reply or Simultaneous Rebuttal 

c. Fairness to All

d. Plagiarism

e. Attribution

f. Truth or Seek the Truth and Report it

g. Minimize Harm

h. Act Independently

i. Be Accountable

2. Based on this movie, how is the credibility of the news media now in jeopardy? 

3. At the end of the film, what does MSNBC say is their goal?

4. What are 3 things you learned from this film about the media today?

June 28, 2011, 1:35 pm 

Technology, Free Speech and Children

By EMILY BAZELON
When my column about technology and children was published on Sunday, the Supreme Court had not yet ruled on California’s ban on the sale of violent video games to children under the age of 18. Yesterday as expected, the Supreme Court struck down the ban. It was a 7 to 2 decision, but that suggests greater agreement than there really was, as Adam Liptak maps out. What’s most interesting about the fissures on the court is the different thinking among the justices about the impact of technology on children, and the implications for other important clashes over teenagers’ free-speech rights that are percolating in the lower courts.

Scalia doesn’t buy the argument that new technology necessarily poses a new threat to children. In his majority opinion, violent video games are more like Grimm’s fairy tales or Bugs Bunny cartoons than like “a virtual form of target practice,” as Stephen Breyer would have it in dissent. Yes, the games are full of blood and gore. So have children’s literature and movies been for centuries; meanwhile, the country “has no tradition of specially restricting children’s access to depictions of violence.” And looking back, efforts to shield children from this content look peevish and short sighted. In the 1800s, dime novels were blamed for juvenile delinquency. In the early 1900s, it was early movies; in the 1950s, radio dramas and comic books; and next came TV and music lyrics. Scalia doesn’t have to say that all of this seems silly now. It’s obvious. (Instead, he serves up a satisfying defense of low-brow culture: “Reading Dante is unquestionably more cultured and intellectually edifying than playing Mortal Kombat. But these cultural and intellectual differences are not constitutional ones.”)

Breyer, as well as Alito in a concurrence in which he and Chief Justice John Roberts voted to strike down California’s ban on entirely different grounds, is much more worried about the technology. To these justices, video games pose a new kind of problem because they’re so interactive. “The closer a child’s behavior comes, not to watching, but to acting out horrific violence, the greater the potential psychological harm,” Breyer says of research-based findings that Scalia dismisses.

What does all of this mean for the latest source of panic about children — the Internet? One of the hottest legal issues for schools is whether they can punish children for what they do online when they’re out of school. When one child bullies another on Facebook, or posts a super mean YouTube video about another child from home, can she be suspended? What if she’s threatening or insulting a teacher or principal instead of a fellow student? The lower courts are grappling with exactly these questions. Earlier this month, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit said that schools in two cases could not punish students who posted fake profile pages for their principals on MySpace. The pages ooze disrespect. (Sample line, “HELLO CHILDREN yes. it’s your oh so wonderful, hairy, expressionless, sex addict, [homosexual reference], put on this world with a small … PRINCIPAL.”) Yet the students wrote them outside of school. So are they really fair game for suspensions?

The Third Circuit judges said no. They found that it wasn’t reasonably foreseeable that the parody could have materially disrupted the school’s daily proceedings — the standard for decades, generally speaking, for whether schools can punish student speech. Other courts, however, have reached the opposite result in somewhat similar cases.

Scalia didn’t address any of this yesterday. It’s all a few steps away from buying and selling video games. But he did tip the majority’s hand in favor of free speech over special restrictions for children. “No doubt a State possesses legitimate power to protect children from harm,” he wrote, “but that does not include a free-floating power to restrict the ideas to which children may be exposed.” Scalia also talked about giving lots of room for parents, rather than the state, to exercise oversight. Along with the four justices who signed his opinion, he’s not inclined to assume that new technology warrants extra state intrusion into the lives of teenagers. Hey, kids, there’s an idea worth “liking” on Facebook.

Do Students Still Have Free Speech in School?

Social media has eroded young people's privacy—and advocates are trying to win it back.
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In 1965, when Mary Beth Tinker was 13 years old, she wore a black armband to her junior high school to protest the Vietnam War. The school promptly suspended her, but her protest eventually led to a landmark Supreme Court case: Tinker v. Des Moines. In their verdict, the court vindicated Tinker by saying students do not “shed their constitutional rights to freedom of speech or expression at the schoolhouse gate.” The 7-2 ruling ushered in a new era of free speech rights for students. First Amendment advocates basked in the glow of theTinker decision for decades.

However, the Internet has since complicated the meaning of the ruling, and those same advocates now worry students’ rights to freedom of speech are again under attack. Schools regularly punish students for online comments, even if those comments are made away from school property and after school hours. Although some administrators target cyber-bullies, others punish students whose only offense is posting an online comment that the school doesn’t like.

The situation has inspired Tinker herself to tour the nation’s schools to revive student speech rights, nearly 50 years after her famous protest.

“The digital age, with its wonderful capacity to democratize speech, is so important to students’ rights, but also carries new and interesting threats to students’ rights,” Tinker says. “If we don’t encourage young people to use their First Amendment rights, our society is deprived of their creativity, energy, and new ideas. This is a huge loss, and also a human rights abuse.”

There are numerous examples of schools punishing students for seemingly innocuous online activity. In 2012, after a Minnesota student wrote a Facebook post saying a hall monitor was “mean” to her, she was forced to turn over her Facebook password to school admiDAVID R. WHEELERnistrators—in the presence of a sheriff’s deputy. The school made an out-of-court settlement with the student, who was represented by the ACLU.

In other recent cases, student banter that would have gone unnoticed in the pre-digital era has drawn swift punishment. In Kansas, a high school class president was suspended for a Twitter post making fun of his school’s football team. In Oregon, 20 students were suspended over a tweet claiming a female teacher flirted with her students. And just a few days ago, also in Kansas, a student was suspended for a tweet that made the principal “uncomfortable” (in the wording of the school’s disciplinary incident notification).

“We cannot allow the hard-fought battles for student speech rights to be eroded in the digital age,” says Lee Rowland, an ACLU staff attorney specializing in speech, privacy, and technology. “School officials aren’t permitted to listen in on chatter at students’ private gatherings with friends, or rifle through their private videos and photo albums. Nor should we permit them to do so simply because those conversations or images are digital.”

No one disputes the fact that students can be cruel online. Chip Douglas, a 10th grade English teacher in North Carolina, resigned after students created a fake Twitter profile that portrayed him as a hyper-sexualized drug addict. But some First Amendment advocates believe a subsequent law enacted by the North Carolina legislature in December 2012, the first of its kind, has gone too far. Intended to protect teachers from cyber-bullying, the law prohibits students from making any online comments meant to “intimidate or torment” a school employee.

Such broad language creates two big First Amendment problems. First, schools can punish any speech as long as they can cite “intimidation.” Second, schools can punish students for comments made after school hours, in the privacy of their own home.

“You can’t equate online speech created on personal time with in-class speech, and it’s dangerous to try,” says Frank LoMonte, director of the Student Press Law Center. “Schools are so prone to censor and intimidate whistleblowers who complain about school conditions on school time. Students absolutely must have some safe space where they can complain when schools are dirty, dangerous, or overcrowded, without fear that the long arm of school discipline will reach out and grab them.”

Student speech—often in defiance of administrators—has helped keep schools transparent. In September, students writing for an Ohio high school newspaper looked at public records and discovered that what their high school’s administration had called an “alleged assault” by a student was actually an alleged rape. In November, students at a Staten Island high school broke a storyabout how the answers to Department of Education standardized tests were posted online before the test was administered.

In the landmark Tinker case, the Supreme Court specifically warned schools that they could not forbid student expression simply because they wanted to avoid controversy. “In order for [a school] to justify prohibition of a particular expression of opinion, it must be able to show that its action was caused by something more than a mere desire to avoid the discomfort and unpleasantness that always accompany an unpopular viewpoint,” the court said.

Tinker says that the students of today, just like those from her generation, want to express themselves using peaceful, creative methods. “They are using all the tools available, including online speech, to make a positive contribution,” she says. “Today, students have more than armbands.”

The New Yorker AUGUST 1, 2013
Twitter’s Free-Speech Problem

BY EMILY GREENHOUSE
In 2011, with the help of Bitch magazine, a young media critic named Anita Sarkeesian hosted a Web-video series called “Tropes vs. Women.” Over six segments, she critiqued archetypes of females in film, comic books, and TV, from the bubbly so-called Manic Pixie Dream Girl to the wild-eyed Evil Demon Seductress and the self-serious Straw Feminist. The following spring, Sarkeesian launched a Kickstarter campaign for a project called “Tropes vs. Women in Video Games,” to delve into what she saw as the objectification of women in gaming culture, where skimpy armor and bulbous breasts abound. (Developers have even bragged about how they have perfected the physics of female curvature by going “hands on.”) Sarkeesian aimed to raise six thousand dollars for her project; after thirty days she had accumulated $158,917 from nearly seven thousand donors.

To conscientious parents, or just casual observers of the current video-game landscape, the overwhelming support for Sarkeesian’s project may come as no surprise. What was surprising, however, was the intensity of the reaction from some of the Web’s more caustic pockets, like Reddit’s Men’s Rights forums.

Sarkeesian, a Canadian-American of Armenian descent, became the target of a stream of Internet harassment, which included hateful words for Jews, blacks, and gays. Her Wikipedia page was edited to state that she was a “hooker who focuses on drugs in popular culture and their associations with tropes.” Bunitar Sarkereszian, as the Wiki-vandals renamed her, also “holds the world record for maximum amount of sexual toys in the posterior.” Abusive video gamers (called griefers) doctored pornographic images of Sarkeesian, while others tried to hack into her accounts, get Kickstarter to ban her project, flag her YouTube videos as terrorism.

Sarkeesian’s Web site, called Feminist Frequency, posted comments left on the YouTube video that she had created for her Kickstarter page. They included: ”Would be better if she filmed this in the kitchen”; “I hate ovaries with a brain big enough to post videos”; “She is a JEW”; “I hope you get cancer :)”; “I’ll donate $50 if you make me a sandwich”; “The bigger the hoops, the bigger the whore.”

On Feminist Frequency, Sarkeesian recounted, “There was even a game made where players were invited to ‘beat the bitch up’ in which upon clicking on the screen, an image of me would become increasingly battered and bruised.” Griefers also collected and distributed her personal information and sent warnings of violence through every social-media channel: threats of death, sexual assault, and rape.

This past Sunday, Sarkeesian tweeted, “I’ve reported numerous rape threats to@Twitter. This is how they respond: “The account is currently not in violation of the Twitter Rules.” Less than an hour later, she posted a screen grab of one such tweet, showing the account @CoolDehLa tweeting, on December 26, 2012, “@femfreq I will rape you when i get the chance.” Sarkeesian wrote, “Twitter says ‘We have found the reported account is currently not in violation of the Twitter Rules at this time.’ ” Sarkeesian’s two tweets were retweeted more than seven thousand times. On Monday morning, @CoolDehLa’s user page could not be accessed—the account had been suspended.

The same weekend, an even bigger Twitter brouhaha flared up across the Atlantic. Caroline Criado-Perez, also a feminist activist and blogger, had played a significant role in the Bank of England’s decision to put a non-royal woman on the British banknote. As soon as the Bank decreed that Jane Austen’s likeness would be featured on ten-pound note, Criado-Perez was subject to an online onslaught. In her words, she received “about 50 abusive tweets an hour for about 12 hours.” It was so many, she tweeted, that “I actually can’t keep up with the screen-capping & reporting—rape threats thick and fast now. If anyone wants to report the tweets to Twitter.”

A petition began circulating to make it easier to report abuse on Twitter, demanding a “zero tolerance policy on abuse”; by now, over a hundred thousand people have signed it. A Labour MP named Stella Creasy published an op-ed defending Criado-Perez in the Guardian this weekend, headlined, “Twitter’s inadequate action over rape threats is itself an abuse.” Shortly after it went live, she began to receive rape threats herself. One warned, “YOU BETTER WATCH YOUR BACK….IM GONNA RAPE YOUR ASS AT 8PM AND PUT THE VIDEO ALL OVER THE INTERNET.” The attacks led to a proposal, from the popular feminist and columnist Caitlin Moran, for a Twitter “Trolliday,” a day when Internet trolling is especially discouraged. On Sunday, Scotland Yard arrested a twenty-one-year-old man in Manchester in connection with a deluge of hostile tweets threatening to rape and kill Criado-Perez, delivering a measure of legal recourse.

On Monday, Twitter responded to the uproar on its U.K. blog. “We Hear You,” it wrote, in the same pal-to-pal tone that other capitalist giants of the start-up era often choose to employ. The press release, signed by Del Harvey, the senior director of trust and safety, stated, “We are not blind to the reality that there will always be people using Twitter in ways that are abusive and may harm others. While manually reviewing every Tweet is not possible due to Twitter’s global reach and level of activity, we use both automated and manual systems to evaluate reports of users potentially violating our Twitter Rules.” Twitter also reminded users of a relatively new feature allowing them to report individual tweets from its iPhone app, and says that it plans to make the feature available on Android and on desktops.

As Jeffrey Rosen outlined in The New Republic, Twitter pursues the John Stuart Mill-infused “American free-speech ideal” (as opposed to the European stance, which, owing to its history of Fascism, regards suppressing hate speech as a means of promoting democracy) more powerfully than the other social-media tech giants. Twitter, writes Rosen, has “explicitly concluded that it wants to be a platform for democracy rather than civility.” The company doesn’t ban hate speech at all.

Twitter’s official policy on violence and threats is, simply, “You may not publish or post direct, specific threats of violence against others.” For Twitter, the question of when to intervene comes in gauging what is “direct” and what is “specific.” Tweeting, “You promised you would not check out the new Kanye for APC line without me I am going to kill you!!” is different than saying, “When you get home tonight, I’m going to break into your apartment and put a bullet through your head.”

I asked Harvey how directness and specificity are measured by the company. She explained that if two accounts levy abuse at each other equally, that can considered bad behavior more than abuse and harassment. The clarity of the threat, she told me, is what Twitter examines. If a user makes a specifically violent threat, Twitter will remove the threat, or even the user. Accounts that exist only to promote hate, exclusively tweeting “you deserve to die”-type messages, are barred. (It also encourages users to contact law enforcement if they receive specific threats. Suspension of an account, after all, can’t stop a criminal en route to your house.) But if you are a woman who has received repeated threats of rape, even “indirect” threats—maybe even ones meant as ajoke—may feel pretty darn direct.

Engineers, Harvey related, are bright-eyed optimists and innovators who hardly conceive of negative capacities for the gadget they’re developing. “It’s a very tough thing,” she said, “for people to design any sort of platform that won’t be vulnerable to some form of abuse.” Twitter makes an effort to monitor abuse; Harvey has teams, in both Dublin and San Francisco, of a few dozen people devoted to gauging the extent of danger. They spend their days examining whether a given exchange is a two-way dialogue, whether the hundred-and-forty character post could be construed as some kind of in-joke, whether the account is engaging only in this abusive behavior, and whether the victim has blocked the abuser. (The team also looks at how frequently the abuser has been blocked by other users.)

On Monday afternoon, Sarkeesian tweeted, “I just reported two more alarmingly specific and graphic rape threats I received today. Waiting to see if@Twitter ignores these as well.” Twitter doesn’t seem to have ignored her message about @CoolDehLa. A spokesperson assured me there’s no way that Twitter would have waited half a year to respond to Sarkeesian’s threat if it had in fact been reported in late December, when it occurred. (Twitter would not explain why Sarkeesian was initially told that the accounts did not violate Twitter’s terms of service, stating that it would not comment on specific cases.)

The older Twitter gets, the more its service, like the rest of the Web, becomes a vehicle for trolls as well as for responsible users. It is no accident that certain citizens, exposed to a newly open and immediate platform, exploit it as a chance to violate civility. Twitter is a space where trolls can challenge the social contract in a way that they might not be able to—because of decorum, because of law—on the street, which has led to binges of harassment against minority groups, violent speech, and threats against women. Who could be surprised that the rights of men and of white people have become focal points and rallying cries on Twitter? The more trolls take to Twitter, then, the more the company will need to think not only about the beauty of speech but also about its limits.

How can Twitter, which runs up against the subjectivity of content, measure the silencing effect of words that intimidate and shame? I asked Harvey, who suggested routes that at least minimize subjective responses from the company: “How many people have blocked this user, how many have reported the user, is it content that’s starting a dialogue? What was the intent of the content?” These may be questions, not answers, but they’re a starting point from which to determine the appropriate balance between free speech and protection from harassment.

As the M.P. Stella Creasy said about rape threats on Twitter, “It’s not about sexual attraction, it’s about power. It is somebody trying to make you frightened. It is about sex as a weapon.” Twitter can be a weapon, too.

Above: Anita Sarkeesian.
