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1. Introduction

In the summer of 2001, a cartel agreement between two Scandinavian airline companies became the focus of an intense media storm in Denmark lasting for several weeks and putting a least one of the involved companies under extreme duress. After the disclosure of a secret market sharing agreement between the Danish airline Maersk and the large Scandinavian airline SAS, the front pages, business pages and domestic pages of most major newspapers and several other media were flooded by articles presenting new and incriminating facts, discerning the behaviour of the involved parties, questioning the wisdom or ethics of managerial actions after the disclosure and so on. 

While it is only one of a series of media dramas involving business in recent years, the SAS-Maersk case displayed two peculiar features that have riddled several observers both during and after the storm: Why did the media coverage gain such enormous intensity? Why did the storm hit one company, SAS, much harder than the other? The last question is particularly intriguing since SAS had enjoyed ‘good press’ for decades and since Maersk relatively speaking was the greater offender. The two questions have typically been answered by drawing attention either to the intentions of the involved players such as politicians, reporters etc. or to the different ways the two firms have handled the media. 

In this article we do not attempt to place blame or responsibility but rather to observe the media storm in conjunction with recent changes in the nature of business news and in the position of firms in society. 

In the last two decades, business news has become one of the largest and fastest growing fields of news making in Denmark and most of the other Western countries. Not only has business coverage increased by several hundred percent since the late 1970’s. It has also become both more differentiated in terms of themes and genres and more autonomous in terms of being produced according to general journalistic ‘production values’. The business press has become institutionalised as a distinct part of the communicative environment both of business and of the broader public debate (Kjær & Langer 2000). 

The institutionalisation of business news seems to have coincided with a more conflict-oriented representation of business affairs in the news (Kjær & Langer 2001). Business news has come to resemble political news in its emphasis on conflict as a central news value, and today business actors can no longer expect friendly coverage even in those media that have traditionally devoted much editorial attention to business. 

It is tempting to link the rise of business news to changes in the role of business firms in society. In recent years there has been a proliferation of conceptions of “corporate social responsibility”, “public-private partnerships”, “political consumption”, “political firms” and so on, and studies have even suggested that more fundamental changes in the institutional constitution of the business enterprise may have occurred (Pedersen et al 1992; Pedersen et al 1994; Åkerstrøm 1996). The intensified media exposure of business seems to fit these general trends perfectly. However, very little research has been dedicated to the relationship between news media and the changing role of business. Several broad questions may be formulated: How do the news media contribute to a changing conception of business in society. Do the production values of news contribute to a particular semantics of business in society? What is the conception of “business” in business news – and what is the related conception of “society”? Is conflict-orientation synonymous with a politicisation of business? 

In the following we shall attempt to address at least some of these questions by analysing conceptions of business and society in the news to ascertain the role of what we have termed the news value or 'production value' of conflict. We see the SAS-Maersk media storm as a critical case that allows us to consider the media-business-society axis with a view to the particular construction of images, identities and roles in the discursive practices of the mass media. It allows us raise the broader questions of media-business relationships empirically from a micro-analytical perspective. The case is not representative of the entire spectrum of daily business news. It displays features that distinguish it from more business friendly news both in overall ‘tone’ and in terms of process characteristics. As such it corresponds to all major characteristics for a media storm defined by Jørgensen and Rasmussen (2001:58): It takes departure in revealing news and gains a nation-wide media exposure over a longer time period. It involves a multiplicity of voices and a plethora of actors interested in or involved in a conflict. The media point out responsible actors and demand solutions for the conflict. Finally, the event becomes part of the political agenda.
 Thus, in an obvious sense the case is both riddled with conflict and quite politicised. Therefore, we should be able to ascertain the discursive characteristics of conflict and politicisation and the more particular ways in which the representation of business occurs within such a discursive environment. The case may be an extreme case, but by describing what seems to be possible in this extreme case, we may gain insight into what could be evolving trends in the production of business news, and certainly an indication of the scope of themes, perspectives, and images involved in public representation of business in Denmark today.

Our argument is structured as follows: First, we present the method applied in this analysis of the media coverage of the SAS-Maersk-cartel. Our method is based on a particular discourse analytical approach to media content analysis inspired by Jäger (1993). Second, we briefly outline the historical background for our case. The SAS-Maersk cartel has a pre-history that is connected with the competitive situation of the Scandinavian and European airline industry in the 1990’s. Third, we describe and analyse the Danish media coverage of the cartel case from early July to mid-September 2001. The analysis is based on the reporting in four major daily newspapers in Denmark and describes the wider discursive context as well as some of the features of the coverage as it unfolds: introduction of topics, sub-topics and voices, the construction of roles and identities etc. Finally, we summarise the analysis in terms of different types of conflict and the conceptions of business and society involved in the construction of these conflicts, and we discuss the possible implications of representing business in conflict narratives. We end our argument by discerning some of the processual features of the media storm and how these features constitute a particularly challenging environment for business and other actors in a mediated world.

2. Media discourse analysis

In the 1980’s and 1990’s an increasing number of scholars have turned towards discourse analysis, as it promises to compensate for some of the pitfalls of traditional media content analysis.
 Different approaches to textually oriented discourse analysis are based on the common claim that social and cultural practices and structures have a linguistic dimension and that discourse constructs as well as reflects social practices. Thus at the same time, discourses are viewed as autonomous practices and as embedded in a complex interrelationship between textual, discursive and social practices.

For the purpose of this study, we have chosen the discourse analytical approach of Jäger (1993) as our point of departure.
 This approach appears to be particularly interesting when studying identities and images constructed and reproduced in discourse. Both Jäger’s own analysis of racist discourse (1993), the analysis of corporate images (e.g. Hansen, Langer & Salskov Iversen 2001) and national images (e.g. Langer 1997 & 2000b) and other topics in media discourses (e.g. Langer & Lund 2000) have proven the usefulness of this approach for such purposes.

This approach is based on a critique of both traditional linguistics and social research, which are accused of having lost contact with other social practices. This critique pinpoints that linguists primarily do research on formal aspects of language without taking notice of the content of texts, of discursive practices and socio-cultural surroundings of texts. On the other hand, Jäger (1993:13-53) criticises qualitative social research for analysing texts without being aware of the linguistic realisation of texts: “Sociology handles texts usually in form of paraphrases or explanatory notes and more or less freehand interpretations of texts” (ibid: 15). Drawing on the cultural-historical school founded by the Russian social psychologist Vygotsky and with reference to Leontjew’s theory of action, Jäger sees texts as manifestations of individual and social work, expressing socio-historical knowledge in relation to particular topics.

Hence, discourse is here seen as a dynamic process and it is defined as a historical flow of text and speech carrying knowledge through time, which can be dammed up or redirect like any other kind of river or stream (ibid: 153). Discourses are constituted on different levels or social domains (e.g. the media, politics, and everyday life). The term discourse is consequently both an analytical and a referential term for number of texts topically interrelated with one another. These texts are the building blocks that constitute discourse chains or strands of discourse. Single texts dealing with a particular topic and the discursive and social practices around them are defined as fragments of discourse. Texts are “never just something individual, but also always social. They are fragments of an over-individual discourse” (Jäger 1994:21). Discourse strands are sub-streams of discourse fragments dealing with the same topic. Since a particular text often includes several topical aspects as well as intertextual and interdiscursive links, it is also part of different discourse strands. The following illustration offers a visual impression of this discourse definition:
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As a particular text can belong to a multiple number of discourse strands, an almost unlimited number of intertextual and interdiscursive links are possible. Texts and discourses are interwoven into each other (intertextuality and interdiscursivity), thus creating a discursive turbulence in social discourse. This turbulence constitutes the interdiscourse, which together with the specialised scientific discourse constitutes the total amount of social discourse. 

The aim of discourse analysis is to disentangle the discursive turbulence between particular texts and discourses by defining regularities, rules and conventions in this discursive turbulence. As the primary purpose of our analysis is to identify the narrative storyline, themes, roles and images in the media discourse about the SAS-Maersk-cartel, we have organised our empirical study in terms of the following analytical steps:

· Analysis of the non-verbal background of the discourse (historical and social context)

· Analysis of the previous media discourse history

· Analysis of the course of discourse: narrative story-line, (sub)-topics and voices of discourse

· Analysis of images and roles in the discursive construction of business and companies

· Analysis of discursive reviews and evaluations

To support the description of the narrative construction of images in the media storm, we rely on a narrative scheme for media storms based developed by Jørgensen and Rasmussen (2001). According to this model, images of actors in media storms can be categorised in four types of role positions: subjects, opponents, supporters and accomplices. In a media storm producers of media texts define the subjects and their opponents (Ibid.). Whereas the subjects pinpoint or demand solutions for a particular problem; opponents reject the existence of problems or suggested solutions. Both subjects and opponents have their respective stakeholders (supporters and accomplices respectively). Supporters contribute to contribute to the subjects’ presentation of the particular problem by presenting new information about and perspectives on the problem and particular solutions. Accomplices, on the other hand, support opponents in their attempt to deny a problem or particular solutions for a problem (se appendix 1, where this categorisation is used in an overview of images and roles in the analysis of the SAS-Maersk cartel).

3. Background: the liberalisation of the European air traffic

In 1987 the European Commission initiated the liberalisation of air traffic. Until 1987 European air traffic had mainly been considered as an issue of national public interest. National airline companies - usually state-owned - dominated the market. In the course of liberalisation, new commercial airline companies were founded and state-owned national airlines were gradually privatised. This process was supposed to lead to an increase in competition between different air traffic providers. However, many of the former national airline companies had a comparative advantage in their domestic markets, which made (and still makes) it very difficult for new commercial companies or airlines from other countries to penetrate these markets. The major trend in the air traffic industry in the 1990s was the establishment of alliances, e.g. the “Star Alliance” with Scandinavian SAS and German Lufthansa – both of them being formerly state owned companies. These alliances allowed customers to transfer frequent flyer bonus points between these allied companies. Instead of increasing competition, these developments resulted in increased monopolisation of (especially domestic) markets in Europe. Consequently, the Scandinavian market was almost hermetically closed in a such way that competitors had almost no opportunity to gain significant market shares at the end of the 1990’s.

In 1997 two airlines – the national Finnish airline Finnair and the Danish commercial airline Maersk Air – challenged the monopoly of SAS for Scandinavian destinations by offering a highly competitive product for the Copenhagen – Stockholm route. However, both companies had to abort their initiative, as they could not attract passengers. Although tickets – usually paid by the travellers company – were more expensive, passengers chose SAS because of the bonus points that they could collect privately when flying with SAS. 

On October 8th 1998 SAS and Maersk Air announced a joint co-operation agreement on code-shares. Following the rules for such agreements, the airlines asked the EU-Commission for approval. Code share gave SAS the opportunity to promote Maersk Air-destinations as SAS-destinations as well as the inclusion of customers of Maersk Air in SAS’ “frequent flyer”-program. This part of the co-operation between the two airline companies was perfectly legal and followed the requirements of rules set by public authorities. However, SAS and Maersk Air also reached a secret agreement, which was not part of their official announcement. According to this secret agreement, Maersk Air would not start up any new international destination from Copenhagen Airport without asking for SAS’ approval. In return, SAS agreed not to offer flight service on routes and to destinations which Maersk Air was flying from Billund in Southern Jutland, Denmark. Both parties also agreed to respect established service divisions and shares for domestic flights in Denmark. In addition to this general restriction of competition, the two companies arranged that from March 28th 1999 Maersk Air was to stop competing with SAS on the Copenhagen-Stockholm route. In return, SAS stopped flying the Copenhagen-Venice route, and Maersk Air took over this destination. Moreover, SAS stopped flying the Billund-Frankfurt/M route from January 1999. From then on, Maersk Air was the only airline flying this route. Independent experts later estimated that the cartel resulted in a 50 % increase in ticket prizes on the Copenhagen-Stockholm route, giving SAS at least about 300 Million Danish Crowns surplus from the cartel. Later reports have revealed that both companies were aware of the illegal status of their agreement, as both agreed on not keeping any documents stored at their offices. 

After the announcement of the official agreement, the small Danish airline Sun Air filed a complaint to the EU-Commission. Sun Air was the last Danish airline company, which was not allied with SAS. Instead, the company co-operates with British Airways. The Commission began an investigation. On June 15th 2000 the Commission organised a dawn raid against SAS’ and Maersk Air’s head offices. Here the authorities found written evidence that the agreement between the two companies violated EU competition laws. In the following months, the EU-Commission examined the documents and drafted an indictment against the two companies. On January 31st 2001 the Commission sent an indictment to both companies. A couple of weeks later, SAS-CEO Stenberg informed his board about the indictment and the supporting evidence. The board of directors of SAS initiated an internal investigation about the whole case, and on May 7th 2001, the board received the final report about the internal investigation. This report stated that no personal responsibility could be placed on individual SAS-employees in this case. 

On July 18th 2001 the EU-Commission officially declared that both airline companies had violated EU-regulations. The Commission imposed a fine of 97 Million Danish Crowns on Maersk Air and a fine of 291 Million Danish Crowns on SAS. The difference in the size of the fines could be explained by the fact that SAS is about 10 times larger than Maersk Air. The fine was actually comparatively high for Maersk Air, since 97 Million Danish Crowns correspond to 2,85 % of the company’s annual total turnover (3,4 Billion Danish Crowns), whereas SAS’ 291 Million Danish Crowns only correspond to 0,72 % of its annual total turnover (40 Billion Danish Crowns). Finally, Maersk Air helped the European Commission in its investigation by supplying documents and information about the cartel, which resulted in an estimated reduction of the fine of about 25 %.

The Danish media did not cover the investigation of the EU-Commission extensively until July 18th 2001, when the EU-Commission officially declared both companies guilty in building a cartel. During the next four weeks, a true media storm swept the two companies and their share- and stakeholders. In the case of SAS, the storm became one of the most traumatic incidents in the history of the company. A significant decline in the value of SAS shares reflected a decline in the overall reputation of the company. Maersk Air, on the other hand, seemed to be less affected, as we shall see in the following. 

4. The Danish media construction of the SAS-Maersk air cartel

This analysis of the media discourse about the SAS-Maersk air cartel is based on all newspaper texts in the three major Danish dailies “Berlingske Tidende”, “Jyllandsposten” and “Politiken” and in the daily business newspaper “Børsen”. The three dailies are the three largest national broadsheet newspapers (“the big three”) and can be seen as the opinion leaders of the serious Danish press having major importance in Danish public media opinion. The business daily “Børsen” is the leading business newspaper in Denmark. It focuses almost exclusively on business issues and their political dimensions. Whereas “Børsen”’s target audience is decision-makers in private business, the three other dailies appeal to audience segments in the broader population.

The data collection for the analysis comprises all discourse fragments about the SAS-Maersk cartel in these four newspapers in a 10-week period from July 10th 2001 to September 17th. The total amount of discourse fragments in this period is 478 (Berlingske Tidende: 91, Jyllandsposten: 138, Politiken: 96, Børsen: 153). This rather large amount shows the high intensity of the media discourse analysed, as each of the media analysed had an average of 1,7 daily articles about the case (reaching from 1,3 daily articles in “Berlingske Tidende” to 2,2 daily articles in “Børsen”).
 The fact that the discourse takes place during the summer – which is the silly season for news in general – has probably even enlarged the importance of the case. Supplementary data in form of previous and succeeding discourse fragments has been collected in order to offer further characteristics in regard to the context of the media coverage of the cartel.

4.1 Previous media discourse history of the SAS-Maersk-relationship
In order to understand the Danish media coverage of the SAS-Maersk air cartel during the data collection period, it is necessary examine the construction of the companies involved in previous media discourse. The Danish media coverage of the cartel case can be traced back to 1998. For years Maersk Air and SAS had been regarded as “arch rivals”, who fought a long war against each other. In autumn 1998, the competition between SAS and Maersk Air was characterised as an “air fight” and a “war” (“Jyllandsposten”, September 14th 1998). 

The successful commercial newcomer Maersk Air was an extraordinary attractive potential business partner for several other airline companies, although an investment in Estonian Air in the mid 1990’s became a major fiasco. “Jyllandsposten” reports on May 28th 1998 that the investment had cost the company 60 Million Danish Crowns. In 1998 Maersk Air decided to co-operate with Finnair, which belongs to the airline alliance “One World” with British Airways as the leading airline. This co-operation was to challenge the dominance from SAS on the lucrative Copenhagen-Stockholm route. On September 15th “Jyllandsposten” characterises the situation of Maersk Air with the phrase “Many lovers, no partner” and called Maersk Air an “ever stronger alternative to SAS”. The company had several agreements with different international airlines, such as KLM, Sabena, Air France and British Airways, but was not a partner in one of the airline alliances developed in the 1990s. In autumn 1998 Maersk Air nevertheless declared British Airways as its favourite partner (“Børsen”, September 21st 1998).

A few days later, everything had changed. On October 9th “Jyllandsposten” reports: “Maersk Air squinted at the slender purse disregarding its feelings, when finally making the unavoidable choice of partner. The ambitions to challenge SAS and to build up an alternative to the giant were given up, as the analysis showed that the annual reports would look better, if competition could be replaced by brotherhood. This solution is in line with the spirit of its owner A.P. Møller, where the earning power always had highest priority”. Also on October 9th “Politiken” assesses, that “Maersk Air has the biggest advantage”, although both companies declare that they would continue competition on other areas and call the alliance “a marriage of convenience” (Politiken, November 12th 1998). The metaphor of former enemies now getting engaged into family relations for rational (financial) reasons is common in the media reports.

The new engagement or brotherhood between the former arch rivals was, however, mostly regarded as an unexpected surprise and there were protests from travel agencies, who anticipate higher prices for airline tickets (“Jyllandsposten”, October 10th 1998 & “Politiken”, October 13th 1998). Already on the day of reporting the “marriage of convenience”, “Jyllandsposten” reports that the alliance will be investigated by the EU-commission. After Sun Air, the last remaining Danish airline company not allied with SAS, accused SAS and Maersk Air for sharing the market illegally (“Jyllandsposten, November 11th 1998), there is no longer any doubt that the agreement between SAS and Maersk will be an object of further investigation, discussion and evaluation. On February 2nd 1999, “Politiken” reports that the EU-Commission is critical towards the agreement between SAS and Maersk Air. On February 2nd 2001 Troels Rasmussen, chief of communications in SAS, declares to “Børsen” that there is nothing wrong with the alliance between SAS and Maersk Air. However, in the following weeks, speculations about an illegal cartel remain a topic in the press. On May 25th 2000 “Børsen” announces that the agreement with SAS has had a positive impact on the amount of passengers for Maersk Air.  On the other hand, journalists’ accounts of the agreement are rather critical. On June 19th 2000 “Jyllandsposten” argues in its editorial headlined “Monopolies in the air” that the SAS-Maersk-agreement is just another sign of increased market sharing based on alliances in global air traffic. The editorial demands that public authorities both take initiatives to stop the monopolisation process in order to re-establish free market competition and to protect airline customers. 

To conclude: the pre-history of the discursive construction of the SAS-Maersk cartel in the Danish media, a number of basic critical themes and distinctions in the narrative construction of the case are introduced, in particular a dramatic opposition of Davis versus Goliath and the metaphors of secret brotherhoods and family relations. Exactly these themes and distinctions are fundamental construction principles in the media storm, after the EU-Commission made its decision on the SAS-Maersk agreement by judging it as illegal collusion on July 20th 2001.

4.2 The course of discourse: (sub-)topics and voices of discourse

The following description of the course of the media discourse about the SAS-Maersk-cartel focuses on the narrative construction of (sub-)topics, actors and voices in discourse by presenting the major re-definitions and transformations and including the constitution of new topical foci in the media storm (cf. Jørgensen & Rasmussen 2001)
:

 On July 9th 2001 the Danish daily “Børsen” announces that a major EU-fine is on the way to SAS and Maersk. On July 19th both “Berlingske Tidende” and “Politiken” display a list of the five different EU-fines, hitherto imposed on A.P. Møller by the EU A.P. Møller. “Jyllandsposten”’s editorial on July 20th, headlined “Embarrassing” is highly critical towards Maersk and SAS. This editorial raises four different issues in relation to the case: 

1. The responsibility of the Danish state that is generally not qualified to own companies. 

2. The lack of business morals in Maersk and the A.P. Møller-group. 

3. The lack of professionalism in SAS and Maersk. 

4. The ethical standards of the lawyers assisting the companies. 

These four topical issues all resurface in the following weeks. The first reactions come from the travel industry and from politicians: On July 21st the managing director of Danish Travel Pool, a travel agency for business travellers, declares that SAS and Maersk Air should pay compensations to their customers. A week later, “Politiken” reports that Danish politicians have reacted on the EU-Commissions’ judgement. A representative of the Danish state in the SAS-board criticises the top management of SAS for not having informed the board about the illegal agreement with Maersk Air. However, he rejects to interfere in the company’s decisions (“Jyllandsposten”, July 21st 2001). This is the starting point for the participation of the governments’ political opponents. A spokesman for the Danish Liberals calls on the responsible Minister of Traffic and requests information as to whether the Minister as one of the major responsible shareholders in SAS had been informed about the collusion between SAS and Maersk Air.
 He also views the cartel case as an example of why the state should stop participating in commercial business (“Børsen”, July 20th 2001). Also the left wing opposition raises its voice, as a spokesman for the Peoples’ Socialist Party states that the Danish government will have to react on the cartel. Even spokesmen from parties supporting the government demand further explanation and action from the responsible minister (e.g. “Jyllandsposten”, July 25th 2001). 

The more the public debaters focus on SAS and the Danish state as one of the company’s owners, the more Maersk Air moves into the background. The issue of whether the Danish state should sell its shares in the company and whether the state should own shares in companies at all, gains intensity by the end of July and beginning of August. Initially raised by liberal and conservative politicians as well as by editorials in “Jyllandsposten” and “Berlingske Tidende”, “Politiken” (July 31st 2001), claims that there is no longer any reason that the state should own shares in the company. The traditional argument behind shareholding is strategic national interests – but according to the editorial this argument is no longer valid. Also, politicians from the opposition draw parallels to a previous media storm about the state owned Danish bus company “Combus”, which was sold for just one Danish Crown to the British company “Arriva” after having swallowed up half a Billion Danish tax crowns because of economic problems. Both the “Combus”- and the “SAS”-case are seen as examples of the Danish state’s lack of economic and managerial expertise (“Jyllandsposten”, August 3rd 2001). Drawing parallels between these two cases, these politicians argue, is reasonable: “[P)artly because of the consequences of political opinions towards free competition. Partly because of the wish to hold the responsible individuals accountable, when something goes wrong.” 

In the beginning of August, the media storm has almost exclusively turned its attention towards SAS. Not towards SAS as a whole, but particularly towards the state owners of the company (no article focuses on the private shareholders), the SAS-board (and in particular the state owners’ representatives in the board), and the top-management of SAS. Still, the responsible minister refuses to interfere. On July 31st “Jyllandsposten” reports that the Danish Minister of Traffic has declared that he does not want to initiate “a witch hunt” against SAS-employees. As neither the Norwegian nor the Swedish government wish a thorough investigation in SAS, no particular action is taken. 

In a desperate attempt to move the focus from SAS, the managing director of the company tries to put the blame on Maersk Air by attacking the former partner for having initiated the illegal collusion and afterwards having co-operated with the EU-Commission, whereas nobody in SAS had saved the documentation for the collusion that is used as a evidence in the EU-Commissions judgement. (“Børsen”, July 31st 2001 & August, 10th 2001). This move does not lead to the intended results, as several commentators express their disgust for this move and call this move “immature and unprofessional” (e.g. “Børsen”, August 3rd 2001).

On August 1st 2001 all media analysed report that A.P. Møller (Maersk Air’s parent company) will not oppose the decision of the EU-Commission. As a consequence the board director of Maersk Air, Bjarne Hansen, resigns both from the board and as a partner in the parent company. Also the managing director of Maersk Air, Ole Dietz, resigns from his position. As all commentators – both journalists and politicians – applaud this decision, the pressure on SAS becomes even bigger. Moreover, “Børsen” (August 4th 2001) reveals that SAS is the object of an investigation by the Swedish anti-trust-authorities in a similar case, where SAS is suspected of having shared the domestic air traffic market with another company. “Jyllandsposten” comments in its’ third editorial about the cartel:

“But the crisis [in Maersk, PK/RL] is nothing compared to what has being going on in SAS until now. Here there is apparently no one responsible for that the company’s conscious violation of the law, which has been kept secret, for the conviction of the company to pay a 291 Million Crown-fine, and for a bad reputation which will last for a long time.” (“Jyllandsposten”, August 2nd 2001). 

On August 3rd SAS finally dismisses one of its most popular directors, the crown prince of the company and the one who had direct responsibility for the collusion with Maersk Air. Not until August 8th 2001, newspapers can report about the background for the dismissal: the manager had admitted that he had lied about his share in and responsibility for the collusion – both to his director and the board of the company. Apparently no longer afraid of commenting on the affair, the Danish traffic minister now criticises the company’s way of handling the whole question of revealing and placing responsibility (“Politiken”, August 8th 2001). He also criticises – in line with other Danish politicians - the SAS-board for having kept knowledge secret in the case (“Berlingske Tidende”, August 8th 2001). 

However, the dismissal of the top manager does not stop the storm against SAS. In its third editorial about the cartel, “Jyllandsposten” demands that the SAS-board acknowledges its responsibility. Also the parliamentary spokesmen of several Danish parties are quoted for believing, “that other persons must have been involved in the cartel case, thus demanding more victims in the SAS-management.” (“Jyllandsposten, August 4th 2001). The largest private owner, the Swedish Wallenberg-foundation, makes critical announcements and demands an investigation of the responsibility of the SAS-board. The Swedish Conservatives are reported as wanting to sell the shares of the Swedish state in SAS (“Jyllandsposten”, August 10th 2001). Also in Norway the case is drawn into national party politics, as the leader of the right wing party “Fremskrittsparti” demands that Norway's Prime minister respond. In its fifth editorial on the case “Jyllandsposten” writes on August 9th: 

“SAS has been forced to do something by the media and politicians, because the management has been unable to put itself into an offensive position by presenting clear messages or coherent decisions.” Professional PR- and media experts as well as legal experts criticise the handling of the case by the SAS-management and –board and claim: “it is not enough to dismiss Vagn Sørensen [the SAS-manager dismissed on August 3rd]. These are just symbolic sacrifices.” (“Jyllandsposten”, August 8th 2001)

The media storm is almost exclusively focuses on SAS, whereas A.P. Møller is even praised for the fast dismissal of the two top managers in Maersk Air. Only a few exceptions indicate a different approach – interestingly enough coming from the broader public (rather than from journalists, experts or politicians). A layman comments on the case in a letter to the editor: 

“Over the past years I have repeatedly been wondering, why the mainstream press is so hesitant and fearful with regard to A.P. Møller…Such an important agreement (about prices/the constitution of the cartel) would hardly been established without the knowledge of the top management [of A.P. Møller, PK/RL]. But because of the hesitance and fear with regard to Mr. Maersk Mc-Kinney Møller, this does not become public.” (“Jyllandsposten”, August 6th 2001)

Other new topics and actors contributing to the final phase of media coverage about the cartel are that the airlines British Airways, EasyJet, Ryanair and the new airline Fairways subsequently prepare attacks on SAS in order to gain market shares in the Scandinavian countries (“Børsen”, August 13th, August 14th, August 16th and August 17th 2001), the comeback of the dismissed SAS-manager as the managing director of Austrian Airlines (“Berlingske Tidende, August 28th 2001) and conflicts inside the EU concerning whether the control of cartels should again be a matter for national rather than EU-authorities (Børsen, September 5th 2001).

Due to the public pressure, the SAS-board finally decides to initiate an investigation about its own responsibility in this case. Headlines in “Børsen” indicate the pressure on the SAS-board: although the “Report is to rescue the SAS-board” (Børsen, August 9th 2001) and “Politicians protect SAS” (ibid.), the “SAS-board will not survive for long” (ibid.), because “[t]he board has been sleeping” (ibid.) The investigation by three prominent jurists and lawyers concludes on September 17th 2001 that the board must be criticised for inactivity and for not having contested the EU-fine immediately. As a consequence, the entire SAS-board collectively resigns on September 17th.

Let us summarise this part of the analysis: The media storm about the SAS-Maersk cartel includes a variety of topics raised subsequently during the course of the discourse. Intertextual and interdiscursive links include references to a variety of topics, such as tax policies, management styles, unemployment rates and protection of jobs, moral and ethical responsibilities in business, consumer protection and party political strategy as well as ideology. Actors in this media discourse are – beside several and different individuals in the large group of owners, managers and board members of the companies involved – primarily journalists, politicians, managers, employees, consumer protection agencies, trade union representatives, media and PR experts, economic experts (university professors etc.) and legal experts (lawyers and university professors).

4.3 The construction of business and companies:  images and roles

The images and roles of business and companies constructed in the media discourse depend on both the respective media/journalists and other voices in the discourse.
 However, almost all of them agree that the cartel has to be criticised. The daily “Politiken” (July 19th 2001) is quite clear in its judgement – in particular with regard to Maersk: “Usually most people would call a shoplifter who has been caught five times a habitual criminal.” Also a commentator in “Berlingske Tidende” calls the cartel on July 20th 2001 an attack against the central nervous system of the market economy: 

“In the USA the managers of Maersk, A.P. Møller and SAS would be locked up. And the penalty would be much harder than those imposed on Danish anti-globalisation demonstrators in Göteborg. In God’s and competitive capitalism’s own country one knows that masked price cartels are more destructive than masked demonstrators. The partly state-owned SAS behaves much worse than the worst social cheater. And opera lover A.P. Møller has gone da capo. Five times so far the company has paid fines for attacking globalisation’s utopia about a free and transparent market. The habitual criminal at Esplanaden [A.P. Møller headquarters, PK/RL] has put a quarter of an opera into EU’s fine box.” (“Berlingske Tidende” July 20th 2001) 

With the dismissal of the managing director and the director of Maersk Airs’ board on August 1st 2001, Maersk allocates personal responsibility for the cartel in its own organisation. The now former director of the board and the managing director of the company are, however, also portrayed as unlucky heroes, as they have always been a very loyal, correct, modest and conscientious to their company. The daily “Politiken” calls them “the lost sons” in a portrait from August 2nd 2001. 

Whereas the top-management and owners of A.P. Møller are praised for the resolute and consequent action, the Danish state as one of the owners, the board and the top-management of SAS are criticised for not locating personal responsibilities. Finally, the vice-managing director of SAS is dismissed. After this dismissal he is portrayed as the same type of “unlucky heroes of the air” (“Jyllandsposten” on August 12th 2001) as the “heroes” of Maersk Air. Hence, the same editorial writers and journalists, who earlier demanded that heads should roll, change their perspective on the dismissed employees and the involved airlines in general, after personal responsibilities have been appointed and personal consequences have been taken. Now, they compare the involved companies and persons with doped bicycle sport professionals: both have been involved in illegal activities but have first been revealed, when the authorities sharpened their control measures. Both companies are now portrayed as scapegoats that have merely engaged in a common practice. “Jyllandsposten” (August 3rd 2001) pinpoints that the practices of SAS correspond to what KLM is doing in Amsterdam, British Airways is doing in London, Air France is doing in Paris etc. – thus implying that SAS and Maersk just did, what everybody else was and is doing in this business.

However, there are differences: SAS clearly has the worst image of all actors involved. The company is presented as a divided organisation characterised by internal struggles (“Børsen”, July 24th 2001). The owners, the board and the top-management of the company are constantly in the centre of the media storm. Not just because of the cartel and the EU-fine itself, but increasingly because of their way of handling this fine in terms of assuming responsibility. Moreover, SAS becomes a symbol in a traditional political and ideological fight about state ownership of companies. Both politicians and editorials (e.g. “Jyllandsposten”, August 4th 2001) criticise the state for lacking economic and managerial expertise to own the company. 

There are, of course, also examples of voices in this discourse that try to defend SAS (and Maersk), such as a former SAS-employee, who in a letter to the editor in “Politiken” (August 15th) pinpoints, that SAS has a difficult stand, when doing business. In contrast to Maersk Air, the company has a variety of owners with different interests. Furthermore SAS has – also in contrast to Maersk Air – to respect strong trade unions. Although such presentations and explanations exist, they do not represent the dominant presentation of the business and the companies involved. Instead, it is rather common to look at the cartel as an expression of low ethical and moral standards (cf. e.g. “Politiken”, August 15th 2001). In another letter to the editor in “Børsen” (August 17th 2001), another citizen states: “The media know only about the consumers’ perspective and the perspective of the EU-bureaucrats. There is no place for a perspective which has to be the perspective of SAS and Maersk, and which these companies should not stand alone with.” 

Also other actors than the state, SAS and Maersk Air gain a particular image in the media. EU is called “Big Brother” (“Politiken”, July 29th 2001) and an inefficient authority (both “Jyllandsposten” and “Børsen”, July 19th 2001). In line with this, EU-bureaucrats are called “the wise men of Gotham” (“Politiken”, August 8th 2001) and, as they do not seem not serve customers by being able to establish free market competition. From a quite opposite perspective, a liberal member of the European Parliament comments on the case under the headline “Good that we have the EU” that the Danes should applaud the EU-Commissions work: 

“What the Danish government couldn’t handle, is handled by the EU…Teasing a little, one could ask: where is the bombastic left wing in this case? The very left wing which claims to be the protector of the little man on the street. It must be hard for those, who vote “no” to the EU, to find arguments against it – in particular right now,” this politician comments.” (Børsen, August 13th 2001)

Other images constructed in this media discourse are the image of Sunair, the last Danish airline which is not co-operating with SAS and which a couple of years before had filed its complaint about the SAS-Maersk co-operation to the EU-Commission. The company is presented as the small David, who successfully challenged the Goliath SAS (“Børsen”, July 23rd 2001; “Jyllandsposten” July 25th 2001). In line with this, other commercial low price airlines – such as Irish Ryanair and British Easyget and Go, are presented as small Davids, who are eager to fight the monopoly of SAS and other national airline companies (“Børsen, July 25th 2001). The David-Goliath distinction is even applied to the relation between SAS and Maersk Air, as Maersk had tried to challenge SAS before initiating the cartel (“Jyllandsposten”, July 28th 2001) Even Denmark and Danes are portrayed in the outskirts of this media storm: Referring to the fact that Danish companies have been fined for 1,3 Billion Danish Crowns out of the 8 Billion Danish Crowns of EU-Commission fines concerning European companies, Denmark is labelled as “EU’s black sheep” (“Politiken”, July 20th 2001).

There are only minor differences between the different media in terms of the construction of identities. “Politiken” gives plenty of room for critical voices – also critical towards Maersk Air. “Børsen” does not just cover the cartel with the highest amount of articles, but also with the highest amount of expert comments participating in the construction of images of the companies. Still, the overall representation of business, companies and other actors involved (e.g. customers, owners, other stakeholders) appears to be very similar in the different media. There is a persistent emphasis on personal responsibility for the deal, particularly in the case of SAS. Both personal and institutional images are mainly built on binary cliché distinctions and dramatic oppositions, such as villains, heroes and victims or David versus Goliath, including their respective attributions. Putting the role of Maersk Air into the background and emphasising the clumsy handling in SAS, most of the discourse participants also come to emphasise traditional oppositions and stereotypes about the private vs. public sector.

4.4 Discursive reviews and evaluations of the media storm

Several texts in the discourse – in particular editorials, news analysis, letters to the editor, comments and interviews – evaluate the course of the media discourse (i.e. its voices, actors, representations, themes, conflicts etc.). These discourse fragments deserve special attention in analysis, as they both summarise and reflect on the course of the discourse and the representations manifested in the discourse. This section will focus on a few of these articles.

Looking back on the whole discourse, the representative of the Danish state in the SAS-board, Anders Eldrup, claims that the Danish press has given Maersk Air too much credit for dismissing the managing director and the chairman of the board of the company: 

“Maersk Mc-Kinney Møller could handle that resolute, because his company is not publicly traded stock Thus he does not need to consult others, before he takes action. This is entirely different for SAS, that is a private Swedish, public stock company with three countries as the largest shareholders.” Also the fact, that SAS just had got a new administrative top-management made it difficult for the company to react in time. (“Børsen”, August 16th 2001)

Lessons to be learned from a corporate business perspective include that SAS had no crisis team to handle the worst scandal in the history of the airline. In an interview in “Børsen” on August 22nd 2001, the managing director of SAS presents some of the lessons connected with this: SAS had neither anticipated and even had rejected previous signals for the potential of a dramatic media storm following the fine, nor did the managers discontinue their summer holidays in order to take action. The new managing director was also rather badly equipped by the SAS-board, his predecessor or other top-managers in the company to handle all the critical questions from different stakeholders. With reference to those politicians criticising SAS, the managing director states: 

“We could ascertain right from the beginning that there are some Danish politicians, who do not know for sure, what role they have in relation to SAS and who have not really recognised that SAS is a public stock company, in which the Danish state only owns 14,3 pct. of the shares. But I do have much respect for the handling of the case by the Danish Minister of Traffic, Jacob Buksti (Social Democrats). He deserves much praise.” (“Børsen”, August 22nd 2001)

The effects of the media storm on the employees in the company deserve special attention: 

“There was blood in the water and there have been sharks too. This hurts our employees. There are many in SAS, who are almost afraid of reading their newspaper… The case and the critical light on SAS weakened the positive spirit among many employees. This is dangerous.” (“Børsen”, August 22nd 2001)

The Danish Minister of Traffic, Jacob Buksti, who had to face serious and personal criticism from experts, journalists and political opponents during the media storm, concludes on the cartel case and the following media storm that the Danish influence in SAS has been weakened (“Jyllandsposten”, August 20th 2001). Thus, the cartel case and the media storm had affected the inter-Nordic competition about being the primary flight destination in Scandinavia. In an interview, he pinpoints the differences in the reactions on the cartel case between the Nordic countries:

 “In Norway and Sweden one is puzzled about the political reactions and demands about selling state shares in Denmark. This has not supported confidence in Denmark as a serious and trustworthy partner”… We think that there is a Danish interest in keeping SAS as a Scandinavian airline and not a Swedish.” (“Jyllandsposten”, August 20th 2001)

As the Scandinavian countries first had to find a joint position, the intervention from the state owners of SAS had to wait. This joint position was first defined on August 2nd 2001 – the same day, when the Danish minister criticised the handling of the case by the SAS-board as unacceptable. Hence, SAS’ problems in reacting fast and resolute in the media storm, can be – at least partly – be explained by the specific ownership structure behind the company. Different national interests and agendas as well as a heterogeneous corporate culture made it difficult to react in time.

After the storm had gradually died down there were several articles, where journalists and experts speculate about how much was known and by whom in the companies. For example, the release of the EU-Commission’s report from July 18th in mid-September 2001 entails accusations against the top of Maersk Air’s parent company A.P. Møller, including its chairman of the board - the grand old man in Danish business, Mr. Maersk McKinney Møller. “Politiken”’s editorial from September 19th 2001 is more than clear in its evaluation of Maersk Mc Kinney Møller
: 

“The silence is total. The only response from the shipping company is a reference to a press release published by Mærsk Mc Kinney Møller on August 1st. Here he calls the cartel case ‘an unhappy, unique incident’. For a man and a company, who – based on the doctrine ‘care in due time’ - enjoys to promote oneself as a role model for Denmark and Danish business, this silence is awkward and abject.” (“Politiken”, September 19th 2001)

Other experts demand that politicians (ministers) should not any longer be allowed to be stockholders in partly state-owned companies. Instead, all these activities should be united in a special unit administrated by professional economists, who do not have to consider politics (“Politiken”, September 22nd 2001). However, and despite of these evaluations and proposals, the dismissal of the “scapegoats” (including the resignation of the SAS board) was apparently sufficient for most stakeholders. Further actions have not been taken.

In mid-September 2001, SAS’ expectations for the annual result were reduced with 25 %. This happened before taking notice of the effects of the terror actions in the U.S on September 11th 2001. These resulted in another 33 % loss of the company’s stock value. Instead, reductions in the workforce (up to 1100 jobs) are announced, prices will be raised by 5 % and further retrenchments are anticipated (“Politiken”, September 27th 2001). However, the changed political situation also put an end to the media discourse about the cartel and its consequences.

5. Discussion

As we stated in the introduction, business news is one of the largest and fastest growing fields of news making in most Western countries and has become an institutionalised part of the communicative environment of business and society. One aspect of this development is an increasingly conflict-oriented representation of business in the news, which seems to coincide with a more general trend towards politicisation of business. Both aspects entail that individual companies and their actions become an object for critical examination and evaluation. In the case of the SAS-Maersk air cartel, we have examined some of these trends at the level of discursive practices in the media. Our aim has been to discern how conceptions of business and society are constructed in media discourse, and in particular how the construction of conflict in the news may entail the construction of particular identities, roles and responsibilities for firms vis-à-vis the broader social context. 

Our analytical approach to media discourse was inspired by the German discourse analyst Jäger. We based the analysis on a systematic reading of a larger body of text. Here we described the case in terms of broader discursive context, topical selections and voices of discourse, roles and images conferred on business- and other actors in the process, and how discourse producers observe the process. The purpose was to highlight the complexity and the dynamics of media discourse and to allow us to discern both structural characteristics and process characteristics. 

 The analysis so far has described a media storm characterised by a wealth of themes, actors, images and roles. How, then, did the media storm contribute to the construction of business in society? 

This question may be addressed first by outlining some of the conflicts articulated in the media discourse, and second by considering the conceptions of business and society involved in these conflicts. The pre-history of the case illustrates how business rivalry is transformed into a legal conflict involving EU. As the media storm unfolds from July 2001 the basic legal conflict explodes into a series of other conflicts: state owners versus public interest; business versus public interest; business versus customers; business versus state; government versus opposition; business versus business
; state (government) versus SAS-board; board versus management; regulating bodies versus regulating bodies; individual managers versus company; company versus owners; left versus right; politicians versus SAS; media versus employees; politicians versus national interest; politicians versus public interest; Denmark versus EU. 

What conceptions of business and society are involved in this confusing mass of conflicts? 

· First, there is a conception of the firm as a market actor involved in competition and rivalry with other firms. Here no particular notion of society or of responsibility is involved. 

· Second, there is a conception of the firm as a legal subject. Here a notion of public interest (in unrestrained trade) as represented by the EU is involved, but the responsibility of the firm remains a legal responsibility, attached to the corporation and not to any particular individuals. 

· Third, there is a conception of the firm as a moral business actor whose activities are evaluated in terms of their contribution to the public interest in open and free trade. The conception of responsibility is still limited to an ideal that one does not strategize against legal regulation by withholding information, etc. 

· Fourth, there is a conception of the firm as a managerial entity. Here problems of mismanagement, lack of professionalism, of objectivity etc. are identified implying a responsibility towards a managerial ethos of rationality and professionalism. Notions of society are largely implicit but sometimes involve “peers” (colleagues, experts) observing and evaluating the firm and sometimes stakeholders (customers, owners, competitors) whose interests are affected by the firm. 

· Fifth, the firm is construed as an extension of public authority. This is where demands are made that the firms investigate and persecute individuals (in top management) involved in the scandal, implying an extended responsibility for the firm to ensure that justice is done even within the firm. 

· Sixth, there is a conception of the firm (SAS) as a symbol of privatisation. Here problems of ownership and public-private relations are emphasised. This debate involves managerialist as well as more (partisan) ideological stances. It only indirectly involves the actions of the firm, but rather emphasises the responsibilities of public representatives and politicians. 

· Seventh, there is a conception of the firm as a symbol of national interest. Again, attention is focused on the responsibilities and actions of politicians and others who may jeopardise important national or regional interests. 

· Finally, there is a conception of the firm as symbol of media power. Here notions of responsibility and interest are fuzzy. On one hand, there are reflections on the impact of media attention on the internal workings of the firm. On the other, there are reflections on how “the public” demands more or less arbitrary sacrifices and scapegoats in a medialised ‘demi-monde’. 

The list is not exhaustive but indicates some of the more recurrent notions. It indicates that there are not one but several interrelated conceptions of the linkages between firm and society, each shaping the contours of possible conflicts and allocation of responsibility and blame. 

As stated in the introduction it is tempting to see the case as an index of increased politicisation of business. However, at least two caveats are required with respect to such a conclusion. First, the case does not allow us to conclude anything about changes in media reporting or in the social status of business but merely provides an instant image of the discursive elements and processes involved in a media storm. Second, the case suggests that there is not only but several possible forms of politicisation. It is premature to conclude that firms are politicised simply because they become the subject of public attention and controversy, unless we operate with a totalising concept of politics (in which case it would still be difficult to detect a trend towards politicisation). At the same time, especially SAS becomes an object of political controversy, both in the sense that the case mobilises parliamentary actors (government and opposition) and in the sense that the controversy involves the role of public representatives in private companies. The potential for party political- and ideological controversy is probably important when considering the different fates of SAS and Maersk in the media storm.
 

More interestingly, the case highlights intermediary forms of conflict that implies business responsibilities beyond that of basic legal responsibility: the firm as managerial entity, the firm as a public (paralegal) authority, the firm as the nexus of stakeholder interests etc. These intermediary forms of conflict and responsibility entail conceptions of the firm than transgress formal definitions of firms as legal entities and market actors, and indicate that there exists a wide scope of opportunities for problematisation of business in the media. 

The case also allows us to speculate about the implications of having institutionalised conflict as a production value in business reporting. One obvious implication is that business issues are represented in interpretative schemes of proponents and opponents that increase the risk of becoming corporate villains in dramatised stories orchestrated by journalists. However, there may be a more fundamental effect that is so obvious that it is not always recognised, namely that by emphasising conflict, news stories come to emphasise agency. 

Each of the conceptions described above are conceptions that stress agency. Stories organised around conflict produce or reproduce different conceptions of agency, which then are open to further problematisation. In this sense, conflict orientation constitutes firms as something more than instruments for accumulation of capital or mirrors of market impulses. Firms are constituted as actors, something that leads to new problems: Why is there no action? Who is really responsible? Why this particular action? And so on. The mechanism is known from the world of politics where intensified media coverage has led to an emphasis on political actors and actions, which again have tended to favour individuals over parties, opinions over programs and communicated action over systemic responses. In other words, the fundamental value that is reproduced by mediated conflict is not hostility towards business but the value of action.
 The discursive evaluations described in the analysis suggests that scapegoating, problematisation of decision making processes, etc. are some of the recognised effects of such an intense focus on agency: the need for sacrifice, the need for immediate response.

Let us end, briefly, by shifting attention to the process characteristics that our case also highlighted. We have already indicated how the media storm progresses by constant re-definitions and changes in topical focus, and that the media construction of the case was characterised not by one but by a multiplicity of topics and sub-topics as well as by a multiplicity of actors and/or stakeholders. In fact, the case seemed to ‘feed’ on a continuous introduction of new themes, voices and actors that enabled the identification of new lines of conflict and new interests, including tax policies, management styles, unemployment rates and job security, political and ideological issues etc. However, our study also detailed how a number of these themes and images in the narrative construction of the event had been imported from previous discourse and have been used as fundamental construction principles in the media storm in summer 2001.

This points to an important process characteristic that distinguishes the problematisation and possible politicisation of business in the media from that occurring in e.g. the legal system or the parliamentary system. Problematisation and politicisation in the media does not occur within a stable institutional environment but in a context that itself becomes challenged and in which there are only few stable and pre-given positions and actors/stakeholders. Journalists play a crucial part in this process, as they can introduce new topics, invite new voices of discourse and, as gatekeepers and producers, push the development of the discourse and its narrative storyline in particular directions. In the analysis, we indicated that one of the first texts in the media storm endowed the companies and other actors involved in the cartel not just with legal or economic responsibilities, but also introduced an agenda for political intervention and moral discussion. By doing so, the agenda for linkages and interrelations between business, journalism and the society at large had been set.

This observation suggests that representations of business and business issues in the media are neither “institutionally defined” (i.e. defined in stable formalised rules or conventions) nor entirely chaotic or random. There are historical lineages of argumentation that enable actors to draw on broad conceptions, images, clichés and analogies that, once established, persist in the coverage of the case. At the same time, the ordering of roles, images, responsibilities only persist as long as the are reproduced in new stories of conflict, in new sub-topical selections and so on. In this sense, the media constructions are temporal constructions given to constant decay.
 Being an important and, in a broad sense, an institutionalised element of the communicative environment of business, this makes media communication a particularly challenging endeavour to participate in, regardless of whether one is a momentary hero or simply the villain of the day. 
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Appendix 1:

	Date
	Subject
	Opponent
	Supporter
	Accomplice
	Topical focus

	09.07.01 / 10.97.01
	EU-Commission
	SAS & Maersk Air
	
	
	information about the fine

	17.07.01
	Danish anti-trust authorities
	SAS & Maersk Air
	EU-Commission , customers
	
	compensations to customers

	19.07.01
	Editorial writers “Politiken”, “Berlingske Tidende”
	Maersk as representative for Danish business
	EU-Commis-sion
	
	Danish companies’ lack of moral responsibility resulting in many EU-fines

	19.07.01
	Editorial writer “Politiken”
	SAS
	
	the owners of SAS
	SAS-owners’ accept of the cartel

	19.07.01
	SAS & Maersk Air
	EU
	
	
	SAS and Maersk - though acknowledging their fault - intend to appeal the size of the fine

	19.07.01
	Danish anti-trust authorities
	SAS & Maersk Air & other airline companies
	
	Swedish (and other Nordic) anti-trust authorities, EU-commission
	new investigations and regulations in order to prevent cartels and market shares and in order to guarantee free competition 

	20.07.01
	“Jyllandsposten”
	SAS & Maersk
	
	airline customers 
	prices for airline tickets to Tallinn and Riga have doubled because of the cartel

	20.07.01
	Editorial writer “Jyllandsposten”
	the Danish government (Social Democrats) 
	
	
	the inappropriateness of state ownership of companies

	21.07.01
	Danish Travel Pool
	SAS & Maersk Air
	
	commercial large account customers 
	demand for compensation to customers 

	21.07.01
	right and left wing opposition to the Danish government (Social Democrats and Social Liberals)
	the Danish Minister for Traffic (Social Democrat), representing the state as a share owners of SAS
	
	SAS- management and board of directors
	intervention with respect to SAS’s board and top management by the Danish state as one of the owners of SAS

	21.07.01
	SAS-board member (representative of the Danish state)
	SAS’ management
	
	
	information policy from SAS’ top-management to the board of the company

	22.07.01
	Danish employees’ representative in the SAS-board
	SAS’ managers, who have been responsible for the collusion
	
	
	dismissal of SAS-managers responsible for the collusion with Maersk Air (and the fine)

	27.01.01
	“Jyllandsposten”
	Danish, Swedish & Norwegian government
	spokesmen from almost all political parties in Denmark
	
	the Nordic governments, who own 50 % of the shares of SAS have to comment on this case

	30.07.01
	EU-Commission / national anti-trust authorities
	companies suspected to be involved in illegal activities 
	
	consumers
	EU-Commission declares that it – together with the national anti-trust authorities - wants larger support to investigate on cartel cases – including investigations in private homes 

	31.07.01
	Editorial writer “Politiken”
	the Danish government (Social Democrats)
	
	
	sale of state shares in companies

	31.07.01
	SAS’ managing director
	Maersk Air
	
	
	SAS tries to blame Maersk for having handled the collusion unprofessionally

	01.08.01
	Swedish employers’ organisation & Ombudsman
	SAS
	
	
	Considerations about bringing an action for compensation payments against SAS

	01.08.01
	Swedish anti-trust authorities
	SAS
	
	Skyways
	news revealing, that SAS might be involved in a similar cartel on the domestic market in Sweden

	02.08.01
	A.P.Møller)

parent company and owner of Maersk Air
	managing director and director of the board of Maersk
	politicians, readers, media journalists 
	
	dismissal of the managing director of Maersk Air and the company’s director of the board and demand from SAS to locate the responsible managers

	03.08.01
	Opposition politicians & journalists
	Danish government, state owned companies
	
	
	demand for investigations in all state owned companies

	03.08.01
	SAS
	vice-managing director
	politicians and media journalists commenting on the case
	politician
	dismissal of director, but political and journalistic commentators are not satisfied and want an investigation of the SAS-board's responsibility and demand that the board resigns

	07.08.01
	Ministers for Industry and Taxation
	employees in companies gaining private advantages of bonus points,

SAS
	director of the Danish chamber of Trade, Grundfos, KPMG
	
	Government considers to regulate bonus programs, so that companies and not individual business travellers get bonus points privately

	08.08.01
	SAS board
	three former SAS-managers 
	
	
	SAS board presents its account of the case and presents three former SAS-managers as scapegoats 

	10.08.01
	KPMG
	SAS-board
	
	
	KPMG-report reveals that the SAS-board could have prevented the media storm

	10.08.01
	Moderata Samlingspartiet (Sweden)
	SAS (state shares)
	
	
	Swedish conservatives announce that they want to sell the Swedish state shares in SAS

	11.08.01
	Wallenberg-foundation, Göran Person, Swedish LO (trade union)
	SAS-board
	
	
	both Swedish state and private owners criticise the SAS-board

	13.08.01
	British Airways
	SAS
	“One World” alliance
	“Star Alliance”
	British Airways plans to conquer the Scandinavian airline market

	25.08.01
	Danish traffic minister as company owner
	Scandals and inefficiency in and around companies 
	
	
	the introduction of a new controlling unit for (partially) state owned companies


Appendix 2:

	Date
	Actors
	Images & roles constructed; attributions

	09.07.01
	EU, SAS & Maersk Air
	EU: judge; SAS & Maersk Air: found guilty & immoral villains

	10.07.01
	Lawyers as a professional group 
	unethical advocates 

	10.07.01
	Consumers
	victims of the cartel

	19.07.01
	Maersk
	Maersk Air compared to a shoplifter: a “habitual criminal”

	19.07.01
	Maersk Air & SAS
	repentant sinners

	19.07.01
	Danish, Swedish and other Nordic anti-trust authorities and the EU-Commission
	“heroes”: consumer and free market-protectors

	20.07.01
	SAS
	worse than “the worst social cheater”

	20.07.01
	Denmark
	Denmark is the black sheep of the EU-family

	19.07.01
	EU
	Inefficient public authority 

	24.07.01
	SAS
	a divided organisation, where board members, owners, employees, managers etc. are fighting against each other

	25.07.01
	Sun-Air, SAS
	Sun Air: David; SAS: Goliath

	27.07.01
	the Nordic governments (all with Social Democrats)
	ignorant, passive & irresponsible

	28.07.01
	SAS, Maersk Air
	Maersk Air: former David, SAS: Goliath

	29.07.01
	EU
	“Big Brother”

	31.07.01
	Danes
	Danes are incompetent and dull

	02.08.01
	Managing director of Maersk Air and director of the board of Maersk Air
	responsible “scape goats” , unlucky heroes? & “lost sons” of the company

	02./03.08.01
	Top-management and board in A.P. Møller, Maersk Mc Kinney-Møller & SAS (including the Danish state as one of the SAS’-owners)
	A.P. Møller: resolute, fast and consequential

SAS (state representatives, board, top-management): inconsequential, slow, irresponsible

	03.08.01
	the Danish government/state
	lack of economic and managerial expertise, unprofessional

	04.08.01
	Vice-managing director of SAS
	responsible “scapegoat”

	08.08.01
	two further former managers of SAS
	responsible “scapegoats”

	08.08.01
	EU-Commission, SAS- & Maersk-managers
	“the wise men of Gotham”

	10.09.01
	SAS-board
	passive, slow and irresponsible, unprofessional

	11.08.01
	Göran Persson
	passive, not contributing to a fast illumination of the case 

	12.08.01
	SAS & Maersk Air
	“the unlucky heroes of the air” – like doped bicycle sport professionals

	13.08.01
	EU
	the protector of the ordinary citizens 

	14.08.01
	SAS & Maersk Air
	not better or worse than everybody else in the air traffic business

	15.08.01
	Danish business life
	generally low ethical and moral standards

	from 03.08.01 to

17.08.01 
	SAS-board
	constant critique of the SAS-board, which rejects responsibility for the cartel


� For a different conceptualisation of ’media storms’ and ’media hurricanes’, see Pedersen et al. (2000), chapters 6 & 7. 


� On content analysis and its critics, see Krippendorf 1980; Fühlau 1982, Mayring 1983; Bucher & Fritz 1989. 


� See Langer (1998a & 2000a) for a discussion of different approaches to textually oriented discourse analysis and their capabilities in the analysis of media contents.


� In a study covering 7 national dailies, the weekly newsmagazine MandagmorgenMonitor recorded no less than 2.782 articles on SAS and Maersk in the first nine months of 2001 (MandagmorgenMonitor, 1 October 2001).


� All quotes from Danish sources are translated to English by the authors of this paper. These quotes should be regarded as “working translations”.


� 	A table summarising the course of discourse along these lines is provided in Appendix 1.


� 	Maersk Air is owned 100 % by its parent company A.P. Møller (D/S Svendborg). SAS is owned by several major investors. The largest of these investors are the Swedish state (21 %), the Danish and the Norwegian state (each 14,3 %) and the private Wallenberg-foundation (8 %).


� 	An overview for the images and roles constructed for the main actors in the course of the media discourse is provided in Appendix 2.


� Interestingly, in recent news analyses the silence of Maersk has been interpreted as a particularly effective media strategy that is seen as an emergent model for handling difficult coverage in the media (MandagmorgenMonitor, August 2002).  


� This pertains to the conflict between SAS and Maersk during the media storm, involving accusations of lack of morality.


� It has been suggested that because politicians were involved from an early stage, many newspapers shifted the story from the business desk to the domestic politics desk, thus engaging political journalists in the reporting and inviting more ’political’ angles on SAS’ role (MandagMorgenMonitor, October 2001).


� The observation that there is a proliferation of modern discourses emphasising agency is also found in neo-institutional analyses of organisations. See also Åkerstrøm 1995 for an analysis of how administrative units in Danish public administration are construed as actors. 


� This aspect of news has also been highlighted by Niklas Luhmann (1996).
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