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Introduction
· Ladies and gentlemen, let me start this talk by stating the obvious: Life of everyday citizens has become much more dominated by the media, especially TV and social media, than it was thirty or forty years ago. The media have become the most important source of information for citizens nowadays. Citizens make sense of their world and collect their information through the media.
· This cannot be without consequence for supervisory organizations. For them it is crucial to communicate their ideas and actions to citizens by means of the media. While at the same time they experience that the media also have their own agenda and logic, leading to sudden increases of attention to which the supervisory organizations have to react. Consequently they find themselves in the spotlight of the media, also when they are not attempting to communicate their actions and ideas through the media. 
· An interesting question then is: How do public managers in supervisory organizations see themselves in relation to the media and what do they think they can achieve or cannot achieve through the media? The logic of the media and the way media frame supervisory actions and initiatives is sometimes very different, or even conflicting, from what was intended or aspired by supervisory organizations. 

· In this talk I want to explore how public managers in supervisory organizations perceive the relation between media and supervisory actions and how they cope with media attention (show slide 2 outline). 
· Based on a literature review I will begin by sketching three perspectives towards the relation of media and governance, rooted in three different strands of literature. Namely, the public relations perspective, the agenda setting perspective and the mediatization perspective. 
· These three perspectives capture possible positions in the debate on the subject. But they do not represent necessarily how people think in practice. That is why we analyzed by means of a Q sort how Dutch managers supervising public services (in education, health, safety) empirically view the relation between media and governance they are involved in. This resulted in three different positions in practice, that I will discuss in my talk.
· Next I will combine these insights on theory on practice to reflect on the way in which EPSO members view the relation between media and supervisory organizations.
· I will conclude my reflection on these views within the EPSO community by presenting four paradoxes relevant to understanding the complicated relation between media and supervisory organizations.
Three theoretical perspectives in theory on the relation between media and governance
· If we look at the relation between media attention and the actions of supervisory organizations different strands of literature present us three different and sometimes contradicting theoretical perspectives on this relation (show slide 3: three theoretical perspectives). Each has its own focus and highlights different elements of the relation between media and governance. 

· The first takes the organizational perspective and focuses on selling messages to the media from a specific organization. This perspective can be found in the literature on public relations and (political) marketing and branding. In this first perspective the emphasis is placed on communicating specific ideas, brands or messages by means of media to a wider public. Although this type of literature acknowledges that media also influence the messenger and the message, the primary focus is on how a specific actor (mostly a public organization) can reach an audience.   
· The second perspective provides a different angle to look at the relation between media and governance. It focuses on the relation between media and the political and policy agenda and how the media influences that agenda. In this perspective it is not so much the organization and its communication strategy that is the core of the perspective but the complex interaction between media attention, actors and actor strategies and the governance process as a whole. Thus the issue and the complex governance process in which it emerges is emphasized. The agenda perspective stresses the complexity of governance processes. There is not one dominant central actor in the decision-making process since agenda building is a struggle between various actors and their different strategies. In this struggle, policy issues are formulated and reformulated. The struggle entails getting the issue on the agenda but also achieving a specific formulation of the policy issue. This all results in quite unpredictable outcomes. 
· The third perspective offers yet another approach to the relation between media and governance. It stresses that the pressure in the media to attract more viewers/readers, has resulted into a specific logic in reporting news events. This media logic increasingly is penetrating other domains and puts severe pressure on public managers to communicate their messages according to this logic. The perspective of mediatization argues that media do not attempt to present to news in an unbiased way. Media outlets like newspapers and TV are looking for newsworthy items; items that can be put in e.g. a conflict frame.  Bennett identifies four types of informational biases that are the result of the recent developments in the media business (2009) (show slide 4 biases)
· Personalization: this is a strong tendency in the news, where the personal aspect of news is emphasized and the social economic or political context in which the event takes place is downplayed. Supposedly, when news is framed in a more personal way, it appeals to more readers and viewers. Personalization tends to simplify or ignore the larger complexity of the issue;
· Dramatization stands for a strong tendency towards dramatizing news, emphasizing crisis and conflict rather than continuity or harmony. The more recent wish to provide the news ‘live’ and ‘at the scene’ has only reinforced this dramatization bias;

· Fragmentation; which means a focus on isolated stories and events, separating them from the larger context, and each other; 

· Authority-disorder bias, which represents the preoccupation with order and whether authorities are capable of maintaining or restoring that order. At the same time a shift has taken place from an attitude where media act favorable towards politicians and authorities to an attitude where media are suspicious of authorities. 

· Thus the third perspective, the mediatization perspective, focuses on characteristics in the media system and how the media logic 'invades' or even ‘colonizes’ other domains such as the political and administrative domain. Media outlets only have limited space and because of this the story needs to be told in short 'sound bites' and requires a clear and attractive story line. Media logic is setting the stage for governance processes and strongly influences which issues are come up, how they are debated and how they are framed.

Connection between practice and perspectives

· Until now I have discussed the three theoretical perspectives in such way as to make them distinctive from each other. But of course in practice the ideas behind the three perspectives can and will be combined in the way one looks at the relation between media and governance. It is important to understand how the relation between media and supervision is experienced not only in theory but also in practice. 
· To get more insight in this issue (as part of a research project that I am currently working on for the Dutch Scientific Council) statements on the relation between media and governance coming from the different theoretical perspectives were emailed to people working at organizations in the Netherlands in the field of supervision and enforcement (the so-called P-set), with the request to order en rank them (resulting in a Q-sort).
· Q-methodology was used to study how Dutch practitioners in the field of supervision think about the relation between media and governance. I will spare you the technical details of Q-methodology (they can be found in a more elaborate research paper that will be published by the Dutch Scientific Council), but our first interpretation of the relevant factors leads us to distinguish three groups of respondents, that can be typified as (show slide 5: positions in practice):

·  persevering fatalists: this first group of respondents combines many ideas from the mediatization perspective with some ideas from the public relations perspective.

· resilient modifiers: this second group of respondents combines some ideas of the mediatization perspective with some ideas of the agenda setting perspective.

· active communicators: this third group of respondents combines many ideas from the public relations perspective with some ideas from the agenda setting perspective.

Three positions in practice on the relation between media and governance

· Let me be a bit more precise about these groups of respondents (slide 6 with table): 
· As I said, first there are the persevering fatalists: People operating from this viewpoint frame media-attention as something that is not only inherently present, but also as a disturbance to what is important in their work (s9). They see the relation as mainly a one-way street; where the media decide on story-lines and public professionals can do little more then follow that line or mildly resist it. They argue that they need more space to push back against overly simplistic or otherwise ‘wrong’ story-lines put out by the media (s24). Consequently they also think that the media attention itself contributes to the complexity of governance processes they are in. They do not perceive that as a good thing; if public organizations adopt to much of the media logic the values of public administration will be lost in the process. 

· Next we have the resilient modifiers: This second group of respondents sees modern media logic as unavoidable but tries to cope with it by means of an opportunistic and pragmatic external orientation. They have mixed feelings about the possibilities to influence the media. People acting from this viewpoint certainly see possibilities to influence media but media is seen an inherent complication to their work. They have incorporated the media in their work , say it is very important, and feel that they are somewhat in control over it. They cannot entirely control what the media says and does, but feel they are able to influence media (s5 ). The main element in this view is a strong external orientation (s14) and professionalism of the public manager, which contributes to getting the message out.
· Last but not least there are the active communicators: This third group of respondents first of all sees governance and inspection as an inherently dynamic and mediatized process that is therefore necessarily an element of a public managers work. Those sharing this viewpoint disagree with the claim that the media is in control over public dialogues and also disagree with the dominance of the media. Thus active communicators think rather well of journalists as a professional group. For them the media is a channel that can be used and an arena that can be played. That requires professionalism on the part of government, but one that can be learned, improved and in the end be used to achieve policy goals and purposes. It is no surprise that this groups claims that government should improve its own ability to perform well in this arena, rather than argue for the media and the arena of mediatized debate to change. 
The EPSO data: reflections on the relation between media and supervisory organizations 

· We have used these first findings from the Dutch context as a starting point for the questionnaire/survey that we used for a first and tentative cross national comparison in the EPSO network. We used the context of the EPSO secretariat to gather data on how members of this network think about the topic of media and supervisory organizations. 
· In total 32 people filled in the questionnaire (N = 32). 15 of them are contact persons for EPSO, 12 work as  public affairs or information press officers and 8 as chief executive officers or deputies. We had response from 15 different countries: Netherlands (5 respondents) Belgium, Schotland, Wales (all 3 respondents each) Denemark, France, Ireland, Italy, Nothern-Ireland, Norway, Portugal (all 2 respondents each) Bulgaria, Estland, Finland and Sweden (all 1 respondent each).
· In all of these countries (slide 7: extent of media attention) there was media attention for the supervisory activities of the organization as you can see on this graph, even though the intensity differs from moderate to rather intense. 
· The media attention is overall not seen as very supportive of the supervisory work, but at the same time is not seen as very counterproductive either (slide 8: type of media attention). The result is quite a mixed picture. I imagine this is because in one case media attention is very helpful while in another case it might be destructive for the reputation of the organization in its consequences. 

· We also see a mixed picture if we look at how media attention is valued in your supervisory work (slide 9: sort of media attention). Some of you say media attention is focused on sensation, while others see it overall as informative. Again I think the reason might be that we have other cases in mind. 

· If we go more into detail and look at differences between countries, we see that some countries perceive media attention as mainly informative, namely: Finland, France, Italy, Sweden and Wales. Others qualify media attention as more sensational: Belgium, Bulgary, Estonia, Northern-Ireland and Scotland. 
· With all precaution, because of our small data set, we think it is interesting to see that South-European countries like Italy and Portugal are on average more positive about the effectiveness of media-attention than e.g. Continental-European and East-European countries. This might be an indication of a structural pattern or just coincidence. I am not sure about that, on the basis of the data we gathered.
· Looking at the three theoretical perspectives and positions in practice I presented earlier, we can see that most of you agree with many assumptions of the mediatization perspective. In my view we can conclude that in most countries the statements derived from the mediatization perspective are found to be true.
· Look e.g. at this graph: One of the statements derived from the literature which supports the mediatization perspective is that negative news sells better (slide 10).
· The same is true for the next statement, in which it is stated that journalists mainly operate as a pack, following and copying each others story lines (slide 11)
· Here is another statement about the media coming from a mediatization perspective: In my line of work there is a strong tendency toward dramatizing the news, emphasizing crisis and conflict stories… (slide 12).
· And many of you think the media need to score, look for conflict and are able to make and break public managers in the end (slide 13).
· I feel we can conclude safely that most of the EPSO members agree to some degree with most of the statements coming from the mediatization perspective. 
· How about the other theoretical perspective e.g. the one that starts from an opposite viewpoint, namely that the media can also be an instrument for supervisory organizations?
· According to the outcome of your questionnaires the professionalism of the public relations officer certainly does matter in this case. It is not only the media or the serendipity in the issue attention cycle that determines what and how the media inform the public about the organization (slide 14). 
· In that respect members of the EPSO network also think that public managers in supervisory organizations should use strong images and compelling story lines to get their messages across (slide 15).
· We haven’t done a Q-sort with the EPSO members but my first impression would be that most of you would qualify as persevering fatalists, even though most of you might feel more at home in the group of respondents that we have identified earlier as active communicators.
· But now comes the puzzle that we have identified from your answers (slide 16: two graphs). Most of you agree that stakeholders are content about the manner in which work is done and also think that the supervisory work of the organization does improve the overall quality of the service in the field. Just look at these two graphs.
· Then why is it many of you think the reputation of the organization is certainly not safe in our mediatized society (slide 16). Half of you seem to think the reputation of their organization is reasonably solid and not very vulnerable to negative media attention. But the other half thinks differently.
· Interestingly enough, it is not the quality of the work that seems to make a difference and determine whether or not an organization is susceptible to negative media attention. 
· The question or the puzzle then is: why worry about the reputation of the organization when the quality of the work is in order, when the organization improves the quality of service in the field and stakeholders are content with the work done by the supervisory organizations?
Conclusion and discussion
· Now I have come to the end of my talk I will try to formulate a first and tentative answer to these intriguing questions. How can we explain the fact that the quality of the work and the support of stakeholders does not seem to determine whether or not an organization feels susceptible to negative media attention? How is it possible that most of you agree that stakeholders are content about the way work is done and also think that the supervisory work of the organization does improve the overall quality of the service in the field, while at the same time we all feel that the reputation of the supervisory organization is never safe?
· In my view, this can be explained if we look at the core of the relationship between media and supervision: which is an interaction between two very different even contradictory logics. An interaction that can best be described by four paradoxes (slide 18: four paradoxes).
· The first paradox is this one: good supervision is invisible in the media, exactly because the supervision is successful. Many things don’t go wrong because there is supervision; Inspectorates improve and secure the quality of service in e.g. education and health. But this generates no news and normally people do not attribute this quality to the supervision by inspectorates. 
· That brings me to the second paradox: when supervision becomes visible in the media, it is most of the time framed as ‘failing’ in the blame game. The normality of safety and soundness, and the invisibility of supervision as an activity for citizens, mean that supervision is only highlighted when things go wrong. Media reports about supervision and Inspectorate often have the character of a problem. Was there enough supervision? Where was the supervisory organization? How could this happen despite the inspectorates? 
· It becomes even more complicated with the third paradox: not only critical reports make supervision vulnerable, supportive reports do so even more, because they are often interpreted as suspicious. When, after an incident, the media increases their attention on the problems, the inspectorate that tries to put the incident ‘in perspective’ by reassuring or ‘appeasing’ reactions is quickly seen as a part of the problem. “It is this kind of lenient and permissive attitudes which are causing the problem”, it will sound quickly.
· That brings us to the fourth and last paradox: the essence of supervision is assuring everything is allright by exposing exactly the opposite, namely: that which is wrong. The most important task of supervision is to maintain trust in the sector. On the one hand, this is done by showing in annual or other periodic reports that all is going well and can be trusted. But on the other hand, the most important interventions in terms of visibility are still the abuses that are ‘seen’ and handled by the inspector. The paradoxical result is that the message that everything is allright in the sector comes across by exposing what is still wrong, even if it is an exception. 
· These observations bring me to the conclusion that it is faulty to believe that thinking about media and supervisory organizations should entail a focus on actualities or on the volatility of the media. The contrary is true. Structural attention for the paradoxes of image creation and the reputation of supervisory organizations in the media is needed. And this structural attention requires continues effort and a consistent approach.. 
· True, today’s news is tomorrow’s history. But that does not justify the attitude that it will fix itself. The story of today will frame and influence the interpretation of tomorrow. Because of this media-interventions should not just serve as a tool to deal with specific incidents or actualities. On the contrary, they should create frames and reputations that will assure that incidents will be supplied with the correct context later on. Frames and reputations serve as positive feedback mechanisms: once a frame or reputation is solidly  established it will partially decide the interpretation of future incidents, and will reinforce these interpretations, e.g. when bearing blows and another image appears in the media. 
· That is also my suggestion for the EPSO network when reflecting on hot cases  of news and media attention the rest of this morning at the conference: do not just think in issues and actualities when discussing the media, but also in strategies and continual development, constantly reaching past the incident and single occurrence. Because only in that way the paradoxes I have described can be effectively dealt with. 
· Thank you very much for your attention…
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