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Is it possible for mass media to mediate between politics, industry, and science? A communicative theoretical perspective

The idea of the Triple Helix is new to me and I must admit that the exact status of the concept in the scientific discourse is not clear to me. One of the inventors of the concept is L. Leydesdorff, and he describes the triple helix as evolutionary selection process. He writes: 

“In the Triple Helix model, this selection pressure is considered as an overlay of communications among the institutional agencies that hitherto have carried the knowledge infrastructure: industry, academia, and government. Each of these institutions is organised along international dimensions as well. At the level of the overlay of expectations, one can entertain and recombine possibilities other than the ones that have been realised hitherto. Thus, the linkages provide the carrying institutions with access to the knowledge base of an emerging, but knowledge-intensive system of co-ordination (Leydesdorff 2002, p. 2).”
In this conception, the Triple Helix is to be understood as an institutional complex in the broadest sense, which accelerate the knowledge exchange between three dominant spheres in modern society, which historically have been rather sharply separated. A more elaborate definition is not necessary in connection to this papers goal.  

The argument in this paper is that by analysing the prerequisites for successful communication, we can highlight possibilities and restrictions in the ability of the mass media to mediate between science, industry, and government. The central question is, if political, scientific and economic arguments can be presented and weight out against each other in such a way that an audience of laymen can create an opinion about problems and solutions posed by this institutional complex. 

To carry through with this argument, we have to present ad hoc definitions of mass media, politics, industry, and science.
 These definitions implicate a row of propositions, which certainly can be discussed, but which we cannot elaborate here. By definition we treat mass media, politics, industry, and science as constants, with the purpose of analysing the notion of communication and hopefully in this way highlight the prerequisites for mass medial communication between the tree above mentioned spheres. 

A pronounced feature in modern society is division of labour or functional differentiation, which is the preferred term in the present sociological debate. Functional differentiation simply means that the reproduction of society takes place in specialised spheres of modern society. For example scientific results are only produced by a scientific system and the only criteria by which they are evaluated are by their truthfulness. Property is created in an economic system and the rules of law are produced in the legal system. The political system makes decisions for a whole society, and the authoritarian distribution of goods secures the continuity of this process. In modern liberal democracies, the symbolic and material reproduction is directed towards externalities, which is the product of the material and symbolic reproduction in the other spheres of society. For example, it has been the view in western democracies, that private corporations did not have the necessary size to train a knowledge intensive workforce. Consequently, the government has seen it as one of its aims to solve this problem and consequently they have financed public universities. The same argument can be made for knowledge production. 

It is obvious, that the functional differentiation of modern society has raised the complexity of modern society enormously. The growing complexity and its consequences is the focal point for the German sociologist Niklas Luhmann and his theory of society.
 Luhmanns argues that the growing complexity is a function of the reduction of complexity. If one for example observes the world in a scientific perspective, one only sees the world as something, which can be described as true or false, not as legal or illegal, or profitable on non-profitable etc. That is an immense reduction of complexity. However, exactly because science only is preoccupied with what is true and what is false it can make much complex observations of society with that distinction. Lets look at a classic example. When a man of science in pre-modern societies concluded, that the earth was round and not flat the result would not automatically be accepted as scientific. The result had to be co-ordinated with other views on the same matter, often religious ones. This form of co-ordination is extremely costly, time-consuming and a constant source to social conflict and hence largely given up in modern society. A Pre-modern society was highly co-ordinated but the level of complexity was relatively low. Modern society shows high levels of complexity but is relatively uncoordinated. 

From this point of view the Triple Helix-debate can be seen as a reaction to this development. 

Science does not always produce the results that government and the industry want. In addition, government does not always make the decisions that science and industry need. Finally, industry does not always produce the goods that make sense from a scientific or political point of view. The idea of the triple helix is exactly to highlight and control those negative externalities, which are a product of functional differentiation. 

The functional differentiation and the thereby produced complexity have the consequence that everybody becomes experts and everybody becomes laymen. In modern society expert roles have been differentiated from other social roles - education aimed at educating these experts have been established and so forth. If you are a scientist, you are an expert on truth-questions, when you are a lawyer, you are an expert on legal questions and politicians – all though a professional education does not exist – you must have a certain expertise in the field of power – else you would not survive as a politician. However, that means on the other hand that everybody is a layman on all the subjects on which they are not experts. That point we can use to define the function of mass media in modern society: The function of mass media is to describe society in such a way, that society becomes visible and understandable from a laymen perspective. One could also say that is exactly what makes mass media to mass media.

How does mass media describe society? If it is correct, that modern society is functionally differentiated in complex systems or spheres devoted to one kind of problems, and if its correct, that one has to be an expert to participate the communication in these function systems, it contradicts the idea, that mass media can describe and make society visible for laymen. Of course mass media is must reduce complexity, just as all other specialised systems must reduce complexity. How does mass media do that?

To understand communication

To address this question we will ask the basic and on the surface simple question, what it means to understand communication. Precisely that question has occupied Habermas for the better of half a century.
 

To describe what it means to understand communication, one must first describe what a communicative act is. As Austin, Habermas makes a distinction between the locutionary, illocutionary and perlocutionary act as parts of a communicative act (Habermas 1997a, pp. 388ff., and figure 16, p. 439).

With the locutionary act, a speaker expresses something about the world. It could for example be the assertion ”, that the politicians do not pay enough attention to the relationship between science and industry”. The lucotionary act corresponds to the propositional content of a communicative act. Notice, that the locutionary act only describes a matter of fact, not if it is demanded, felt, or for example refused.

That is namely the task of the illocutionary act. With the illocutionary act the speaker expresses how he is acting when he uses a communicative act. The speaker can for example state a fact (”I state, that”), give a promise (”I promise, that”), or express a feeling (”I feel, that”). The illocutionary act is in Habermas’ terminology described by its modus. A communicative act can be divided in to assertions, (to assert something about the objective world), regulatives (to regulate something in the social world), and finally expressives (e.g. express a feeling in the speakers inner subjective world, to which the speaker has privileged access (Habermas 1997a, pp. 414f.).
 

The perlocutionary goal of a communicative act is to get something done, but without it being an explicit part of communicative act. For example, if a speaker asserts, that: ”I hereby state, that government do not pay enough attention to the relationship between science and industry”, not with the aim to get more attention from the government, but simply to overthrow the ruling government, then the speaker has a perlocutionary goal (Habermas 1997a, p. 393, 396). Habermas also calls this branch of communicative acts for strategic communication. 

For a communicative act to be understandable, it is necessary that both the locutionary and illocutionary act is made. If one cannot indicate both the modus and the prepositional content of a communicative act, it is not understandable. If one meets a man on the street stating, “ I promise”, one would not know what he was promising. The same goes for communicative acts, where only the propositional content is expressed. The statement ”, that the politicians do not pay enough attention to the relationship between science and industry” makes no sense in it self.

Now we have the necessary conceptual foundation to analyse what it means to understand a communicative act. 

First, says Habermas, to understand a communicative act the ordinary context conditions and grammatical rules must be respected, so that speaker and hearer understands the meaning of words and sentences in the same way (Habermas 1997a, 401).
 For example, it is necessary for hearer to understand what the words government, science, attention etc. means in a given context, if hearer is to understand the above-mentioned communicative act. That is in a communication theoretical perspective a trivial claim, but in a language philosophical sense, it has significant consequences. It means, that the initial goal of communication is understanding, not misunderstanding: ”Verständigung wohnt als Telos der menschlichen Sprache innen,” as Habermas formulates it (Habermas 1997a, p. 387).
 If it were the case, that communication was developed with the objective of misunderstanding, communication could not arise at all. It would simply be impossible to determine the meaning of words and thus communication.

Secondly, says Habermas, and that is an important point, the hearer must know under which circumstances the illocutionary act is satisfied (Habermas 1997a, pp. 405ff., 1984, p. 596): Hearer must know the circumstances under which Speakers validity claims can be met. In other words, hearer must know under which conditions the validity claims put forward by the Speaker is true, legitimate, and sincere. If not, hearer would not know if he should agree to the validity claims or not. Only in this way, hearer can create an opinion and react with a yes or with a no. If hearer does not know under which circumstances a communicative act is valid, he cannot understand it. For example: If a Speaker makes the following communicative act: ”I demand, that politics in accordance with the given rules pay more attention to the relationship between science and industry”, the speaker at the same time makes three validity claims, namely 1) that it objectively can be established, that sciences, industry and politics exists, and that the three of them are interrelated (objective world) 2) that there exists rules, which can legitimate the demand for attention (the social world), and 3) that the speaker sincerely means, what he are saying (the subjective world). First, when the hearer knows the circumstances under which Speaker can satisfy these validity claims, hearer understands the communicative act. 

The references to the objective, social and subjective world, Habermas calls formal world references.
 In a communicative act it is either the assertoric, the regulative or expressive element that is the theme of the communicative act. In the example above it is the regulative element of the communicative act, which is the theme, namely if politicians for fill a normative demand to facilitate the relationship between science and industry. Now, hearer can mean, that some of the conditions, under which the validity claims is made by speaker, is not met, and make one or more of the validity claims to the theme of the communication. If, for example, the speaker prior has spoken warmly for the separation of industry and science, hearer will now be forced to ask why the speaker has changed his opinion. Else, the hearer would not understand why speaker suddenly has changed his opinion and consequently not know if the speaker is sincere. In that case, the hearer, who is now speaker, refers to the subjective world of the hearer (the person who earlier was the speaker). In the same way hearer can make the normative or the expressive component of a communicative act to a theme for of communication. Hearer (now speaker) can for example claim that the interaction between science and industry not is a problem that the political system should solve (a normative reference), or that it is not correct to see science and industry as separate entities (an objective reference).  

If we accept this definition of communicative understanding, we can ask the question if it is possible in mass media to communicate in such a way, that an audience of laymen can understand the problems and evaluate the solutions.

Laymen and the discourse of the Triple Helix in the mass media
To understand the mass medial discourse on the Triple Helix in the deep sense presented above, we must answer no. Why? Lets take science as an example. The conditions for scientific validity are the same as using certain research methods systematically. When scientists evaluate scientific results made by other scientists, he must know the conditions under which the result is produced. Consequently, it is demanded that scientists clearly shows with which methods the reported results are produced. For example, the whole apparatus of methodological tools in social science is an attempt to secure inter-subjectivity validity of scientific results. That is why scientific publications always are filled with restrictions. However, exactly the demand to use scientific methods in science is what makes science science. That is so to speak the generalised expert knowledge of scientists. 

As scientists we can probably agree upon the fact, that scientific results seldom is presented satisfactory in mass media. But we should not be surprised. The complexity of science is not due to the complexity of the world. For thousands of years people have lived happily with simple models of e.g. the reality nature without the reality of nature being more or less complex for that reason. Science is complex because modern society allows science to be complex and one of the products of this development is expert roles.
 Hence, a science expert is nothing more than a person specialised in the validity claims of a certain sphere in modern society - science. And by definition laymen cannot evaluate these validity claims. Is it valid scientific result that there is a connection between burned bread and cancer? To answer that question you must know research method, e.g which statistical tolls is used, which control variables are used and so forth. 

Similar arguments could be made for industry as well as politics. When the economic consequences of a lower interest rate are evaluated, laymen do not know the circumstance under which economic propositions made about the consequences are valid. 

However, if laymen cannot evaluate the validity of economic, scientific or the political statements of the mass media, what do we then do, when we read about scientific results, politics or economics or the integration of the three? Why do we even bother when we cannot evaluate the validity claims made in mass media?

The relief of communicative processes
There is a solution to the problem. When we have no chance of evaluating the validity of a communicative act, we look for symbols of validity. 

Hence, the validity of a communicative act must be symbolically represented, Habermas says, and these symbols can be split up in two categories. There are attributes on the one hand and resources on the other hand. In addition, these can be analytically split up in attributes and resources that are respectively empirical and rational. The symbols are summarised in table one. 

The easiest way to make clear what Habermas means by symbols of validity, is to give som examples. Let us imagine a Triple Helix debate in the mass media where professor Leydesdorff, the inventor of the Triple Helix concept presented in the introduction, is a central actor. Lets say, that Leydesdorff to a newspaper makes the statement: “The possibilities for a innovative relationship between industry and science has become worsened over the last decade due to gross mismanagement by the government”. If the audience knows about Leydesdorff that he has a solid knowledge about the relationship between science and politics, the audience will be rationally motivated to agree with his assertion (He is a professor, and consequently he must know, what he is talking about). The need to know the specific circumstances, under which his knowledge claim is valid, is reduced because the audience trust professor Leydesdorffs analytical capabilities because his is a professor, an expert on the subject. 

If a member of the audience does not recognise professor Leydesdorffs expertise qua is position in the academic milieu, but instead sees him as accountable and autonomous, it will be a rationally motivating attribute to Leydesdorff, which promotes the acceptability of the communicative act made by him. That is, he cannot personally benefit from making the statement. In professor Leydesdorffs case one could argue, that he would have difficulties symbolising autonomy, because he is placed in a position, where he properly would benefit from it, if the government tried to facilitate a stronger integration between science and industry. 

In the same way one can imagine a situation, where Leydesdorff promotes his argument by showing his big muscles, letting the audience know, that if they do not agree with him, they could hurt them selves. In that case, hearer would evaluate if Leydesdorff have the necessary empirical resources to beat members of the audience if it should come to that. Whether Leydesdorff can keep his promise depends only on the size of Leydesdorffs muscles, not his ability to explain the circumstances under which it is legitimate to use these muscles. Everybody who has seen Leydesdorff would take such a threat very seriously. 

Correspondingly, members of the audience can be of the opinion, that Leydesdorff is beautiful and thus tend to agree with him. Also in this case agreement would be based on an empirical attribute. 

In the figure beneath the symbolic representations of rationality is summarised. Rational motivating communication media (the lower row) can only condensate, not entirely substitute communicative understanding, opposed to empirical ones. When it comes to symbols of rationality, the only way to solve a conflict is to present arguments, which can support the validity claim of a speech act. For example, when we accept what Leydesdorff says about the integration of science and politics in modern society, it is only because he and we knows, that we in the last instance can demand, that Leydesdorff explains, why his statements are true, legitimate or sincere. Note however, that this does not mean that an audience could understand him. 

That is not the case with empirical condensing media. For example, the size of Leydesdorffs muscles will not change whether or not he presents arguments.

Table 1 Condensing media

	Influence through

Motivation
	Attributes
	Resources

	Empirically motivating communication media

Acceptance of communication because of:
	Bodily strength 

Bodily ability

Bodily attraction
	Possession: Material (e.g. economic) award

	Rationally motivating communication media. Acceptance of communication because of:
	Hearers reliance on speakers sanity, autonomy, and cognitive ability
	Knowledge: Hearers reliance on speakers knowledge e.g. because academic performance
(Reputation)


The scheme is a modified version of Habermas 1997b, fig. 27, p. 271. 
Conclusion
Lets us shortly present the argument we have made here. First we argued that modern society is functionally differentiated and the consequences are among other things that the complexity of society has grown and a differentiation socials roles has taken place. Experts are nothing else than persons who can take part in the communication of specific function systems. Laymen on the other hand are persons, who do not meet the communicative requirements to take part in such a communication. We defined the role of media to communicate in such a way, that this highly complex society becomes visible and understandable from a layman’s perspective. But how can mass media do that, when functional differentiation means the exactly opposite: That you cannot understand communication in function systems. It is an empirical fact that mass media communicate about subjects, which are specific to function systems. Now how is that taking place, when assertions, regulatives or expressives and the implicitly made validity claims cannot be validated by arguments? 

To answer this question we asked what it means to understand a communicative act. We followed Habermas in his formal pragmatic analysis of this question and concluded that to understand a communicative act is among other things to know the circumstances under which it is true. 

Mass media uses a kind of condensing media. It only includes persons who posses the symbols of rationality, that this symbols of the ability to describe the circumstances under which a communicative act is true. And precisely these symbols are used to evaluate communication about function systems. 

In a broader perspective, this theoretical strategy combines two different points of view on media and the public sphere in ordinary scientific debate - the competitive and deliberative one. One the one hand the public - and in a broader sense democracy - is seen as a market place where different interests compete about the scares resource attention. That is the competitive view on the public. On the other hand the public is seen as deliberative, a place where rationality is the master and where the better argument wins.
 We are together with Habermas furthering the argument that the media can be seen as a market place, but the currency is symbols of rationality, not arguments. In the same way that money makes it possible to make more transactions faster, the symbols of rationality makes it possible to present more opinions faster or at the same pace as the mass media needs them. Moreover, in the same way as you do not get poorer by investing your money, you do not get a bad reputation by using your symbols of rationality. And in the same way as wealth tend to accumulate wealth, attention tends to accumulate attention. It is not rationality but the symbols of rationality, which is the media in which mass media can mass mediate between science, government, and industry. 
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� With the phrase ad hoc is just meant, that we do not have the time or space to discuss the validity of these definitions, not that they are not thought trough. 


� Following argument is based on Luhmann 1999, pp. 46ff, 1990, p. 62, 1991, pp. 173ff, 1997 pp. 700ff..


� Habermas is chosen because hw almost has an iconic status in the debate about public opinion and media. Not the least because of his highly influential book Strukturwandel der Bürgerlichen Öffentlichkeit. It is paradoxical that Strukturwandel der Bürgerlichen Öffentlichkeit has such a prominent place in the debate. Seen from my point of view, Habermas has developed a much more elaborate conceptualisation of the communicative problems in modern society in Theorie des Kommunikativen Handelns. That book is the point of departure in this paper. 


To answer the question what it means to understand communication, Habermas develops the concept of formal pragmatics in corporation with Apel. One could say that formal pragmatics is an analysis of the system of rules, that hearer must master in order to understand communication. In that sense Habermas translates action theory into communication theory: The question is, how do we act when we communicate? 


� To categorise the world into an objective, a social, and a subjective sphere is classical seen from a scientific point of view. It is nearly the same Aristoteles is making with the categorisation in the true, the good, and the beautiful. Habermas asks him self how it can be that it is exactly these three spheres in which society is categorised. Habermas concludes that the answer is intimate connected with the structure of communication. If we cannot make these three distinctions, Habermas says, we cannot communicate. To be able to make these three distinctions is so to speak the minimum requirements for communication. We must be able to distinguish between real things and things described in communication (objective/social). Further more we must have ability to make a distinction between our own thoughts and communication with other people (subjective/social). Finally, we must be able to make a distinction between things that can (other people) and cannot participate communicate (physical environment) (social/objective).


� That does of course not mean only the official rules of a language area. For example is the communicative act ‘Hey Brother, r’ u’ down with the Bitch’ a full prove formal pragmatic sentence, which can be translated into ‘Hello my dear friend, are you going to spend the afternoon with your wife?’


� (Habermas 1987, p. 52): Habermas him self calls this for a strong idealisation. Habermas knows that languea it self can be a source to misunderstandings. But language it self can be an object for communication. Many tools are available in this situation: Metaphors, references to other situations which is similar to one which is theme for the communication etc. the speakers can so to speak on an ad hoc basis solve language problems and on that basis continue communicating about the things outside language, which was the original theme of the communication. 


� Communicative action is in several places described in this way in Theorie des Kommunikativen Handelns:


"Diese Aktor-Welt-Beziehungen kehren in den reinen Typen verständigungsorientierten Handelns wieder. An den Modi der Sprachverwendung läßt sich klären, was es bedeutet, daß ein Sprecher, indem er einen der Standardsprechakte ausführt, eine pragmatische Beziehung 


- zu etwas in der objektiven Welt (als der Gesamtheit der Entitäten, über die wahre Aussagen möglich sind); oder


- zu etwas in der sozialen Welt (als der Gesamtheit legitim geregelter interpersonaler Beziehungen); oder


- zu etwas in der subjektiven Welt (als der Gesamtheit der privilegiert zugänglichen Erlebnisse, die der Sprecher vor einem Publikum wahrhaftig äußern kann)


aufnimmt, wobei die Referenten der Sprechhandlung für den Sprecher als etwas Objektives, Normatives oder Subjektives erscheinen" (Habermas 1997b, pp. 183f., and  1997a: pp. 149f., pp. 410ff.).


� I write expert roles because I am a happy constructivist. The expert roles is of course a social construction, not given by God or an inevitable creation of nature. 


� That is by the way the point view which is given to Habermas in the ordinary reception of his authorship. It should be clear by now that it is under no circumstances Habermas’ point of view. Rather the opposite is the case. 





