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The mass media are drawn into a symbiotic relationship with powerful sources of information by
economic necessity and reciprocity of interest. The media need a steady, reliable flow of the raw
material of news. They have daily news demands and imperative news schedules that they must
meet. They cannot afford to have reporters and cameras at all places where important stones may
break. Economics dictates that they concentrate their resources where significant news often occurs,
where important rumors and leaks abound, and where regular press conferences are held. The White
House, the Pentagon, and the State Department, in Washington, D.C., are central nodes of such news
activity. On a local basis, city hall and the police department are the subject of regular news ''beats"
for reporters. Business corporations and trade groups are also regular and credible purveyors of
stories deemed newsworthy. These bureaucracies turn out a large volume of material that meets the
demands of news organizations for reliable, scheduled flows. Mark Fishman calls this "the principle of
bureaucratic affinity: only other bureaucracies can satisfy the input needs of a news bureaucracy.' 1
Government and corporate sources also have the great merit of being recognizable and credible by
their status and prestige. This is important to the mass media. As Fishman notes,
Newsworkers are predisposed to treat bureaucratic accounts as factual because news personnel
participate in upholding a normative order of authorized knowers in the society. Reporters operate
with the attitude that officials ought to know what it is their job to know.... In particular, a
newsworker will recognize an official's claim to knowledge not merely as a claim, but as a credible,
competent piece of knowledge. This amounts to a moral division of labor; officials have and give the
facts; reporters merely get them.2
Another reason for the heavy weight given to official sources is that the mass media claim to be
"objective" dispensers of the news. Partly to maintain the image of objectivity, but also to protect
themselves from criticisms of bias and the threat of libel suits, they need material that can be
portrayed as presumptively accurate.3 This is also partly a matter of cost: taking information from
sources that may be presumed credible reduces investigative expense, whereas material from sources
that are not prima facie credible, or that will elicit criticism and threats, requires careful checking and
costly research. [....]
To consolidate their preeminent position as sources, government and business‐news promoters go to
great pains to make things easy for news organizations. They provide the media organizations with
facilities in which to gather; they give journalists advance copies of speeches and forthcoming reports;
they schedule press conferences at hours well‐geared to news deadlines4 they write press releases in
usable language; and they carefully organize their press conferences and "photo opportunity"
sessions.5 It is the job of news officers "to meet the journalist's scheduled needs with material that
their beat agency has generated at its own pace."6
In effect, the large bureaucracies of the powerful subsidize the mass media, and gain special access by
their contribution to reducing the media's costs of acquiring the raw materials of, and producing,
news. The large entities that provide this subsidy become "routine" news sources and have privileged
access to the gates. Non‐routine sources must struggle for access, and may be ignored by the
arbitrary decision of the gatekeepers. It should also be noted that in the case of the largesse of the
Pentagon and the State Department's Office of Public Diplomacy,7 the subsidy is at the taxpayers'
expense, so that, in effect, the citizenry pays to be propagandized in the interest of powerful groups
such as military contractors and other sponsors of state terrorism.
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Because of their services, continuous contact on the beat, and mutual dependency, the powerful can
use personal relationships, threats, and rewards to further influence and coerce the media. The media
may feel obligated to carry extremely dubious stories and mute criticism in order not to offend their
sources and disturb a close relationship.8 It is very difficult to call authorities on whom one depends
for daily news liars, even if they tell whoppers. Critical sources may be avoided not only because of
their lesser availability and higher cost of establishing credibility, but also because the primary sources
may be offended and may even threaten the media using them. [...]
The relation between power and sourcing extends beyond official and corporate provision of day‐to‐
day news to shaping the supply of "experts." The dominance of official sources is weakened by the
existence of highly respectable unofficial sources that give dissident views with great authority. This
problem is alleviated by "co‐opting the experts"9 —i.e., putting them on the payroll as consultants,
funding their research, and organizing think tanks that will hire them directly and help disseminate
their messages. In this way bias may be structured, and the supply of experts may be skewed in the
direction desired by the government and "the market."10 As Henry Kissinger has pointed out, in this
"age of the expert," the "constituency" of the expert is "those who have a vested interest in
commonly held opinions; elaborating and defining its consensus at a high level has, after all, made
him an expert."11 It is therefore appropriate that this restructuring has taken place to allow the
commonly held opinions (meaning those that are functional for elite interests) to continue to prevail.
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