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ABSTRACT
Media Ownership Structure and Media Freedom in Turkey

Analyzed From a Republican Conceptualization of Freedom

This thesis demonstrates how and why contemporary media ownership structure in
Turkey damages the internal freedom of journalists. After explaining the emergence of
the ownership structure, which is monopolistic, the three motivations of media owners in
violating the internal freedom of journalists will be elaborated: individual, economic and
ideological. The methods and strategies deployed by owners to further their dominative
power will be explained but include wage differentials and de-unionization. Interviews
conducted by the researcher for this study and other statements made by journalists,
media bosses and politicians will be used to demonstrate violations of the internal
freedom of journalists. The exposition of the harmful effects of the ownership structure
will be strengthened by a content analysis of media (primarily newspaper and
additionally TV broadcast). Two effects of domination as alienation and normalization
will also be demonstrated and discussed. It will be shown that with respect to the
internal freedom of journalists, Marxian concerns from the critical political school
related to media research are more explanatory and comprehensive in comparison with
the Weberian arguments and beliefs in managerialism of the liberal pluralist school

assumptions.



OZET
Tiirkiye’de Medya Sahipligi ve Medya Ozgiirliigiiniin
Ozgiirliigiin Cumhuriyet¢i Kavramsallastirilist

Acisindan Incelenmesi

Bu tez gilinlimiiz medya sahiplik yapisinin Tiirkiye’de medya 6zgiirliigiine nasil ve neden
zarar verdigini gostermektedir. Tekelci nitelikteki sahiplik yapisinin olusumu
aciklandiktan sonra medya sahiplerinin gazetecilerin i¢sel 6zgiirliiklerini ihlal
edislerindeki {i¢ motivasyon kaynagi {izerinde durulacaktir. Bunlar bireysel, iktisadi,
ideolojik kaynaklardir. Medya sahiplerinin tahakkiim gii¢lerini artirmak icin
basvurduklar1 yollar ve stratejiler incelenecektir. Bunlar temel olarak sendikasizlagtirma
ve maag farkidir. Tahakkiimiin agiklanisi, serimlemesi, medya iceriginin analizi ile
gelistirilecektir. Tahakkiimiin iki etkisi, yabancilasma ve normallesme/normallestirme
gosterilecek ve tartisilacaktir. Gazetecilerin igsel dzgiirliigii s6z konusu oldugunda
medya caligmalarinda elestirel okulun benimsedigi Marksgil kaygilarin, liberal ¢cogulcu
okulun var saydigr Webergil argiiman ve yoneticigil kaniyla kiyaslandiginda daha

aciklayici oldugu gosterilecektir.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION: THE QUESTION, THE ARGUMENTS,

AND THE METHODOLOGY

This purpose of this thesis is to examine how the contemporary media ownership
structure in Turkey affects the internal freedom of journalists utilizing (1) elite
interviews conducted for this research, along with the memoirs and statements of media
people, and (2) content analysis (primarily newspaper and additionally TV broadcast).
Media people refer to TV and newspaper journalists, media managers and media
owners. | elaborate on the mechanisms deployed by owners to dominate media workers
in the production process: de-unionization and wage differential. I present and
categorize cases in which the ownership structure causes violations of the internal
freedom of journalists. These cases are strengthened by content analysis. Finally, |
briefly evaluate the observable effects of the domination caused by the ownership
structure over journalists.

This study provides an extension to the debate between the liberal pluralist (LP)
and critical political economy (CPE) schools of thought. While CPE grounds its
criticism in the very nature and results of the capitalist mode of production, LP focuses
mostly on the decreasing number of media owners; the underlying assumptions and
evaluations of LP about media production exhibit a belief in balance between producers
and consumers where even monopolization is unexpected. Concerning the internal
freedom of journalists, CPE defends a more Marxian position, and LP argues for
Weberian and Managerial claims. The former insists that private interest has a

detrimental effect on media while the latter assumes the autonomy of media managers
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and elites from owners and their interests. | examine conglomerate media in Turkey
from the 1980s to the 2010s to determine which school’s claims have more explanatory
power.

The primary focus of the study is the internal freedom of journalists. Internal
freedom essentially refers to the intra-institutional relationships and internal conditions
of media institutions in which media workers produce media content. It requires that
journalists produce media content depending solely on their conscience and reverence
for media ethics. More specifically, it is dependent on being free from any other barrier
or pressure within media institutions with regard to production that contradicts the
conscience of media workers, the principles of journalism, the freedom of expression
and media ethics. A high level of internal freedom indicates that a journalist is free from
structural constraints and actors in media institution seeking to prioritize the private
interests of the media owner over journalism.

This focus also requires the consideration of two types of relationships that
media conglomerates have: their relationship with non-media actors, mostly the state,
and their relationship with sectors other than media. The first type refers to the external
freedom of media, which is the freedom of the media from the state. The second one is
the cross-industry ownership. These two types of relationships are interrelated since the
state has determinative power over certain sectors in which media conglomerates in
Turkey operate. Therefore, to the extent that the external freedom of media affects the
way media conglomerates are governed, hence affecting the internal freedom of
journalists, it will be under examination. However, the interest of the research in

external freedom is not primary; it is limited. The political economic basis of it has a



place in the thesis, but the research does not include the legal frame and judiciary
processes.

Figure 1 describes the main structure, arguments, and sub-arguments of the
research. Two ways used by owners to weaken the internal freedom of journalists will be
analyzed and their interrelation presented. Cases will be used to highlight violations of
the internal freedom of journalists and content analysis will strengthen the argument
about the harmful effects of the ownership structure on media freedom and media
production. Violations of internal freedom due to the capitalist interests of the owner

have noticeable effects on journalists. These effects will be elucidated.

_

Domination of

the media harms the -Cases to

market by a internal demonstrate the

few - freedom of violations of internal
multifaceted journalists freedom
conglomerates

-Content analyses

-The observable
effects on
journalists:

via two mechanisms: Alienation

Y . . Normalization
de-unionization <> wage differential

To realize wage differential, de-
unionization must be achieved.
Unions prevent wage differentials.

Fig. 1 Schematic summary of the thesis

In Chapter 2, after elaborating on the liberal pluralist and critical political
economy schools’ opposing claims and arguments about the effects of the ownership
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structure on the internal freedom of journalists, other categorizations that pertain to the
conditions that restrict the internal freedom of journalists will be given. The chapter ends
with the studies on Turkey. In Chapter 3, the emergence of the contemporary media
ownership structure will be detailed through a periodization in which 1980 is taken as
the critical turn. The chapter ends by assessing the period of one party rule between
2002 and 2019. Chapter 4 provides a categorization of various cases in which media
owners violated the internal freedom of journalists. The chapter ends with a content
analysis to test whether and how certain factors related to the owners’ role in dominating
media production.

Chapter 5 describes the two ways by which owners further their dominative
power over journalists and the production process. These are de-unionization and wage
differentials; the link between them is also detailed. Chapter 6 pertains to the
consequences for journalists of the violations caused by the ownership structure:
alienation and normalization. Chapter 7 summarizes the findings and discusses whether
the critical school or liberal pluralist approach is more correct concerning the case of
Turkey. It ends with new questions concerning big media in Turkey after the radical
changes of recent periods

This research primarily uses gqualitative methods, along with some descriptive
statistics, articles of law and a brief comparative content analysis. Data consist of the
experiences of media people. Elite interviews with journalists constitute part of the data.
Interviews were carried out in November and December, 2016. Then, in order to enlarge
the scope of the data, or more precisely the size of the sample, other sources such as

memoirs, statements and other interviews and articles of media people are included.



During the research, the most significant issue was convincing journalists to give
an interview. The specific focus of the research is big media, so this already restricts the
options for constructing the data. Furthermore, many academic studies on media in
Turkey commonly underline a well-known obstacle to gathering information from
journalists working in big media (Ozsever, 2004; Sénmez M. , 2003, p. 48; Adakls,
2006). Even a famous media manager of a well-known media conglomerate in Turkey
admits to its existence and, furthermore, appreciates it (Ozkok, 2002b). This obstacle is
the entente between a small number of dominant media owners regarding a cooperative
employment policy, sometimes called the law of omerta (Adakli, 2006, pp. 240, 306-
307) or gentlemen’s agreement (Sénmez M. , 2003, p. 48; Ozsever, 2004, pp. 121, 162)
between media owners.

This cooperation between media owners specifically restricts journalists who
work for a media conglomerate. When a journalist opposes the interests of an owner that
endangers her or his internal freedom by speaking out, she or he may be blacklisted
within the industry due to this cooperation among owners (Sik & Tekelioglu, 2015). It
creates fear and silence. It is named as the law of omerta. It refers to the code of silence
inspired by mafia groups in Italy. If any member of a mafia group endangers the mafia
leader’s authority by disclosing information to law enforcement or disrespecting the
authority of the mafia leader, then this member is marked for retribution by all mafia
leaders. It also entails the silence of all mafia groups regarding a common interest, such
as the silence of the mafia when questioned by the state. Its use in media literature is
slightly different: Journalists should be silent about the secrets of the owner, or else, they

break the code of silence and are marked by all media owners and blacklisted.



However, the fear of being fired and continued unemployment is not the sole
obstacle to gaining journalists’ consent for an interview. Unfortunately, the legal and
political environment creates further unfavorable conditions for journalists. Between
2016 and 2018, the topic of the research was decided, the research was designed, and the
major part of it was conducted. During this period, imprisonment was as likely for a
journalist as getting fired. One of the interviewees even warned me against studying
media freedom for a master’s thesis in a period that he termed an “intermediate regime.”
Specifically, he said, “You should not study media freedom in Academia especially as
the topic of your thesis is in the period of intermediate regimes” (Interviewee no. 3). In
2016, there were 81 journalists in prison (Committee to Protect Journalists, 2016). By
2019, according to the Journalists Union of Turkey, this number raised to 134 (Tirkiye
Gazeteciler Sendikasi, 2019).

Moreover, following a failed coup d’état attempt in 2016, a state of emergency
was declared that lasted two years. Not only did the number of imprisoned journalists
remain high during that time but more media outlets were additionally closed down.
Briefly, the climate made it difficult for me to find additional journalists to interview,
and, given journalists’ perception of the risks, it seems understandable. The rate of
acceptance per interview request decreased gradually. Furthermore, especially since
2018, the number of journalists who initially consented to an interview then later
declined shows a continuous increase. They gave a variety of reasons; some openly
declared feelings of concern and fear related to the current circumstances.

Along with the friendly warning from the third interviewee, | faced a dilemma.
On the one hand, the difficulties associated with obtaining interviews also indicated the

acute importance of the question of media freedom in Turkey. From one perspective,
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this is appealing for a researcher and even creates more motivation to continue the
research. On the other hand, in terms of the methodological requirements and other risks
that make journalists averse to talking, the process of constructing the qualitative data
was difficult and encountered barriers. | chose to continue researching the issue of media
freedom rather than quitting, enlarging the qualitative data pool through the inclusion of
memoirs and other statements that show the experiences of journalists, media bosses and
media managers. | use memoirs written by journalists, their statements, commission
reports, and interviews in newspapers and other academic studies or journalists’ books. |
translated the quotes that arecited in the thesis into English. The original versions of the
quotes will be given in footnotes if they are less than or equal to 40 words. Otherwise,
they will be given in Appendix A.

The table in Appendix B presents a complete picture of the data. In the table, the
“indirect” label indicates that the media person concerned was evaluated in a source
based on another person’s perspective, while the label “direct” indicates a first-person
perspective where the journalist is the source of the material. When a claim is grounded
on an indirect reference, further confirmation is sought as much as possible through
statements given by the referenced actor or through other indirect references or sources
for the same actor or event.

The table in Appendix B only lists book references. Sources other than books
and interviews conducted by the author for this research will be given in-text. These are
indicated in the table with the label “other”. Interviews conducted are semi-structured
and the questions may vary depending on the interviewee. However, questions that were
common to all three in-person interviews are listed in Appendix C. The sample consists

of 28 media people, including three journalists who were interviewed personally, and
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four media bosses. The remainder of the sample consists of journalists (whether TV,
newspaper or both) and media managers.

The in-depth interviews and memoirs, by definition, are based on personal
experience and subjective perceptions. Not all information provided is taken as reliable
though its validity is assumed in many cases. Then, in order to deal with the subjectivity
inherent in the nature of the qualitative data, content analysis is used for triangulation.
These methods are complementary to each other, each providing what the other lacks.
The necessarily subjective nature of journalists” experiences is complemented by the
content (news, columns and broadcasts) media provides. Both methods are used to
demonstrate the harms caused by the ownership structure to the internal freedom of
journalists during the production process. In-depth interviews and memoirs highlight
these harms through the experiences of individuals. In other words, the violation of
media freedom is detailed through the description of the relationship of production in big
media. The content analysis allows a demonstration, explanation and discussion of these
harms through the objective content of media as the end product of this relationship of
production. Individuals’ interpretation of their experiences have the benefit of showing
the harmful effects of ownership through a direct description of the dominative
relationship between the media owner or manager and journalist but have the drawback
of relying on subjective perceptions. The content analysis examines directly data, which
can be analyzed both qualitatively and quantitatively. It has the benefit of being
independent of subjective perceptions and the drawback of elaborating the harm
indirectly, through the consequences of the dominative relationship. Using both methods

allows data triangulation as a methodological cross check. In addition to these two



methods, | also address articles of laws and regulations as well as providing certain

descriptive statistics.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Freedom of the press is directly related to two civil rights: freedom of information and
freedom of expression. Thus media freedom is important not only for those who work in
media but for all of society. Media freedom as a civil right has been underlined by many
philosophers and writers from the end of the 17" century through today (Asgill, 1712;
Locke, Klibansky & Gough, 1968; Priestley, 1771; Paine, 1791). The Universal
Declaration of Human Rights adopted by the United Nations in 1948 also underlines this
right. Article 19 states: “Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression;
this right includes freedom to hold opinions without interference and to seek, receive
and impart information and ideas through any media and regardless of frontiers” (UN
General Assembly, 1948).

Furthermore, a viable democracy requires media freedom because of two other
reasons. First, a free media is supposed to play the role of a watchdog, functioning as a
check on power (including political, economic, etc.) through the provision of facts and
information to the public, including information that might annoy those in power.
Second, for the democratic formation of public opinion, the media is supposed to voice
different opinions, again including those that might annoy those in power. Consequently,
free media appears as an indispensable property of democracy (Kizil, 1998, p. 18). The
reverse is also true: free media becomes possible only under democratic conditions
(Tartanoglu, 1994, p. 62).

That being said, however, freedom of media is a broad topic. While Freedom

House annually measures the level of media independence across the globe, it divides
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media independence or freedom into three subcategories. Media freedom requires an
appropriate political, economic and legal environment. Hence these are also the three
subcategories that Freedom House measures to evaluate the level of media independence
in each country (Freedom House, 2019).

Reporters Sans Frontiéres, on the other hand, utilizes seven categories or criteria
in order to evaluate media freedom. The first category is pluralism, which is the capacity
of the media to represent different views. The second is the independence of media,
which means whether it functions independently from different political, governmental,
business or religious sources of power. The third one is the environment and self-
censorship, which measures whether the environment in which media production takes
place enables or hinders the free flow of information. The fourth one is the legislative
framework. The other criteria are transparency, infrastructure and abuse. The last
subcategory of media freedom measured by Reporters Sans Frontiéres focuses on
abuses, violence and physical attacks against journalists (Reporters Sans Frontiéres,
2019).

The literature on media freedom and journalism explicates a number of factors
related to the presence or absence of media freedom around the world. The studies might
focus, for example, on diversity and plurality (Czepek, Hellwig & Nowak, 2013), the
legal framework that envelops the professional life of journalists (Ukrow & lacino,
2016; Zelezny, 2011; Moore, 2000; Horrie, 2008), the physical or other kinds of attacks
journalists experience (Nerone, 1994; Committee to Protect Journalists, 2013; 2017), or
how governments restrict journalism and use various direct and indirect ways to censor

or oppress the media.
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However, the specific focus of this research pertains to the relationship between
media ownership and media freedom in Turkey. Thus, its scope is more related to the
economic and political environment than the legal one. Consequently, the political
economic conditions that are related to the freedom of journalists within media
institutions, more specifically in large media conglomerates, are the main interest of this
study.

In the academic world, especially from the last quarter of the twentieth century,
the concentration of media ownership, its relationship with the way media functions, and
its effect on media freedom have become hot topics. Two major approaches among
various understandings and analyses appear dominant regarding the monopolization or
ownership issue in media. These are the liberal pluralist approach and critical political
economy approach. First, these schools’ main arguments about the relationship between
media freedom and monopolized ownership will be elaborated. Second, their views on
the internal freedoms of journalists will be presented. Third, other options and
categorizations for evaluating the conditions that restrict journalists in the workplace
will be noted. Lastly, studies regarding the case of Turkey will be described. Before
providing a detailed examination in the next two sections, Table 1 presents a summary

of the main assumptions, claims and positions of the two schools.
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Table 1. Summary of Literature Discussion

Liberal pluralist approach

Critical approach

Economic analysis

Liberal political economy
assumptions: capitalistic
free market and competition
provide the best result in
media.

Critical /Marxian political
economy is based on class
conflict and a critique of
capitalism.

The relationship
between the free
market and media

The free market provides
plurality; consumers have
determinative power over
the market share of different
media companies.

Profit-driven control over
media content makes
journalism fragile. Media loses
its capacity to inform people
and critical views are
marginalized. Those who first
adapt the newest technology
and lower its costs (and are also
helped by the state through
different mechanisms)
dominate the market without
being primarily dependent on
the demand side of the market.

Media production
/producing media
content

Media mirrors society. It
publishes newsworthy
occurrences. It disseminates
current plural views of
society. Capitalists’ interests
do not constitute an
obstruction between the
news and people.

Propaganda model of
Chomsky: filtering mechanisms
work in producing and
publishing media content in
favor of the dominant class and
state. News is exposed to
certain filtering mechanisms.

Concentration in
media ownership, its
evaluation and
meaning

Normative stance against
concentrated ownership,
based on defense of the
liberal right to be informed
and emphasis on pluralism.
Concentration of media is a
danger to democracy. It is
not due to capitalism; it is
more due to lessening the
number of suppliers and is
plucked out of thin air.

Concentrated ownership
increases the dominance of
capitalists, state and ideology
over media production.

It is a further danger for
democracy, which always
exists in monopoly capitalism.

Internal freedom,
freedom of media
and media worker

The views of managerial
school are held: media elites
defend liberal democratic
values and, hence, media
freedom.

Media elites serve the capitalist
interests. Media workers are
dominated during the
production process, and the role
of media elites is to ease this
domination.
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2.1 Liberal pluralist approach

The liberal pluralist approach, occasionally called the mainstream approach, highlights
liberal democratic values such as pluralism, freedom of the media, and freedom of
expression, as its name suggests. Further, it emphasizes the watchdog function of the
media (Kaya, 2016, pp. 93-95). On the other hand, in spite of this school’s alignment
with these norms, it does not sufficiently question the socio-economic mechanisms
behind media economics with relation to the capitalist system and ideology.
Consequently, it has difficulties and limitations when it comes to the underlying
mechanisms of concentrated media ownership structure that violate media freedom.
Liberal pluralists appear to miss the difference between “what is” and “what ought to
be” because of the distance between what they defend as norms and their assumptions
regarding the socio-economic system that shapes media organization.

This approach evaluates the performance of mass media more positively in
comparison with the critical political economy school. Kaya and Cakmur (2012) note
that the pluralist school understands media as the mediator of what occurs in society.
Pluralists evaluate the function of media as mirroring society (Kaya & Cakmur, 2012).
Consequently, the media informs people objectively since it is itself a reflection of a
pluralistic society. Curran, Gurevitch and Woollacott (1977, p. 5) explain the positive
attitude of the school:

The pluralists see society as a complex of competing groups and interests; none

of them predominant all of the time. Media organizations are seen as bounded

organizational systems, enjoying an important degree of autonomy from the
state, political parties and institutionalised pressure groups. Control of the media

is said to be in the hands of an autonomous managerial elite who allow a
considerable degree of flexibility to media professionals.

14



This school does not elaborate on the drive toward monopolization as a
continuous process in which different socio-economic and political actors or classes tend
to concentrate the ownership structure, conforming to the structural features and the
expected results of capitalism. Here, concentration seems an unwanted result, yet the
mechanisms that are related to capitalism and cause this are not focused on as much as
issues associated with directly state-owned or governed media. The primary attitude is
blaming the result without considering the process. Hence, the issue that this school
cannot capture emerges from the difference between what ought to be and what is; that
is to say, the difference between what ought not to be, i.e., monopolization, and why it
occurs.

The liberal pluralist approach, as a political philosophy, takes a valuable and
respectable stance for the defense of rights and democratic norms, opposing
concentrated media ownership. Nevertheless, the economic doctrine in which it grounds
its views and assumptions regarding society seem to be its weakness. Liberal
mainstream economic understandings miss the power relations in the economic system
due to its exclusion of capitalism from its critical evaluation. Schutz (2001) explains this
based on the way mainstream economics evaluates capitalism. It takes capitalism as a
natural, power-free, de-socialized mode of the economic functioning of society. First, it
assumes an ideal market structure that is perfectly competitive, the perfect market, and
assigns corresponding agency to this structure. Then second, it concludes that “there can
be no power relationships among people exchanging in an assumed system of ‘perfect’
markets, and the ramifications of power in economic activity simply cannot be
considered in such a world” (Schutz, 2001, p. 7). However, in the capitalist economy

and market, especially in capital intensive sectors, monopolization seems to be the rule
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rather than the exception, thus competition ends competition (Foster, McChesney, &
Jonna, 2011). Under the pressure of competition, profit-driven actions of economic
actors create this result of monopolization as a reality of capitalism (Schumpeter, 2003,
pp. 104-105; Mandel, 1976, pp. 314,316-318).

Another assumption of this school is the belief in a balance between consumer
and producer. This attenuates the importance of the ideological and socio-economic
characteristics of owners; after all, owners are bounded by consumers comprising a
heterogeneous mix of tastes and interests. This is again based on an economic
assumption of the school. Just as the liberal economic school argues there exists a
balance between consumer and producer, the liberal pluralist school argues, regarding
media production, that the audience has the power to check the producer (Seiden, 1974,
p. 5), and further, that the relationship between them is not one of dominance but rather
an equal one based on voluntariness (McQuiail, 1979; 2010, pp. 87-88; Murdock, 1982,
p. 125; Topuz, Kaya, Kurtboke, & Orki, 1989, p. 4). This power assigned to media
consumers by the school lessens the power and effect of owners, their interests and their
relationships with the capitalist system regarding media production. Consequently, the
media becomes solely a mirror of society. In the words of British journalist Whale
(1977, pp. 82-85), the liberal pluralist school believes that:

The central truth about newspapers is that they cannot go beyond the range of

their readers. It is, therefore, the readers, in the end, who are the figures of power.

That is the answer to the riddle of proprietorial influence. Where it survives at

all, it must still defer to the influence of readers.... The broad shape and nature of
the press is ultimately determined by no one but its readers. (pp. 82-85)

These assumptions exhibit the myopia of the school. It is against monopolization,
yet it does not expect its emergence in market societies because it does not include

capitalist domination over the working class and society in its analysis. Furthermore, it
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tends to give too much credit to the market in the democratic representation of different
views. Concerning this research, this school’s central assumptions about the internal
freedom of journalists are based on Managerial or Weberian-cultural assumptions
(Adakl1, 2006, pp. 66-72). The first assumption claims that the power of managers in
control of the production and decision-making process reaches such a level that they are
able to control the production process and make decisions concerning production
independently from the owners of capital. Dahrendorf (1959), Berle and Means (1932)
and Veblen (1921) argued that the twentieth century would be a revolutionary one
regarding the rising power of managers. Managerialism currently argues that managers
have already been freed from the influence of owners. With regard to media studies,
“managers” refers to professional media managers and professional journalists. Liberal
pluralists expect the protection of media freedom from managers of media and
professionalism, both of which entail the autonomy of journalists from media owners.
These are the two main elements in which the liberal pluralist school grounds its views
on the internal freedom of journalists vis-a-vis the capitalist interests of media owners.
Murdock (1982) categorizes these managerialist views into two groups:
structural and agent-based. While the former is based on the managerial revolution
literature (Berle & Means, 1932; Veblen, 1921), which argues that a structural change in
modern corporations was the main factor in freeing managers from owners, the latter
provides a more agency-based explanation with respect to the media, which is the
presence of journalism’s own professional codes. Journalism has its own professional
culture that serves as a source of power, increasing the autonomy of journalists and
restricting the influence of owners’ interests and the ownership structure. While

Murdock terms the former category “structural managerial,” I prefer the term
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“managerial” because the managerial revolution approach strongly emphasizes the
structural changes of the corporation. While Murdock uses “agency-based
managerialism,” to describe the second category, I believe that the adjective Weberian is
more suitable because individual journalists who have prestige because of their career
are expected to limit owners’ influences rather than the structure itself. Nevertheless, in
both cases, as Curran, Gurevitch, and Woollacott (1977) underline, this school mainly
argues that journalists act independently of the owners’ aims, wants and interests in

news production.

2.2 Critical school or critical political economy school

The other main school of thought is the critical political economy school, which stresses
the negative influence of capitalist interests and owners on media production and, hence,
on the internal freedom of journalists. First, according to this approach, the function of
mass media, which is dominated by a few mega conglomerates, is to serve the
ideological dominance of the capitalist class over society. Instead of being a mirror of
society, the critical political economy school argues that the function of mass media is to
sustain and strengthen the ruling ideology, serving the class that dominates the material
force of society: capitalists. In making major and crucial decisions regarding production,
either for the overall economy (Engels, 1987, p. 261) or specifically for media
production (Chomsky, 2002, p. 19), the consumer and the capitalist are never taken as
equals that are equally free and influential in this approach. Capitalist domination is
emphasized instead of balance, harmony and a pluralist representation. Marx and Engels

(1998, p. 67) state:
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The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas, i.e. the class
which is the ruling material force of society, is at the same time its ruling
intellectual force. The class which has the means of material production at its
disposal, has control at the same time over the means of mental production, so
that thereby, generally speaking, the ideas of those who lack the means of mental
production are subject to it. The ruling ideas are nothing more than the ideal
expression of the dominant material relationships, the dominant material
relationships grasped as ideas. (p. 67)

Critical political economy is distinguished from the liberal pluralist approach,
first, by starting its criticism with capitalism itself. Its emphases are on class conflict and
a critique of capitalism that dominates the media and makes it unfree. Here, the
dominant ideology, state and capitalist interests are taken as interrelated factors that all
damage media freedom and the internal freedom of journalists. In other words, the
concentrated ownership structure, state and ideology go hand in hand to make media
content produced by “big” media conglomerates serve the interests of big investment
groups, the dominant ideology and the state. Monopolization is not a surprise but rather
a result of the logic of accumulation (Marx, 1976, pp. 776-780) in any capital intensive
sector (Schutz, 2001, p. 61; Stolyarchuk, 2008; Foster, McChesney, & Jonna, 2011),
including the media (McChesney, 2003, p. 300). It is seen as the expected outcome of
the capitalist mode of production (Mandel, 2002, p. 36). The critical political economy
school points out the dangers of profit-driven control over media content for democratic
society and the media itself (O’Neill, 2006; Chomsky & Hermann, 2002; McChesney,
2008; 2015).

The critical approach criticizes the direct association between the free market
economy approach to the press and freedom of expression made by the liberal pluralist

approach. The critical school does not consider the free market to be the guarantor of the
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freedom of expression for a whole society (Garnham, 2000, pp. 41,42,44-48,52) nor a
sufficient mechanism to assure diversity (Glasser, Awad, & Kim, 2009).

O’Neill (2006) elaborates on what is lacking in liberal pluralists’ overconfidence
in the market and explains how money or monetary interests lead to censorship and
thereby endanger what democratic life requires from journalism for its survival. He
makes three points. First, in terms of costs, no guarantee can be provided by the free
market that each view will find a way to be voiced and published. Second, even if the
exaggerated power of the consumer were true, market pressure for profit-oriented
production would still push media to produce content that is more in accordance with the
views, demands and desires of the median citizen, hence marginalizing dissenting
viewpoints. Third, the marketization of journalism might endanger the public
responsibility of the profession, which O’Neill argues is “telling the truth” (O’Neill,
2006). To clarify the third point, O’Neill draws an analogy between journalism and
medicine. In either activity, if monetary aims outweigh the very meaning of the
profession, it creates a violation of professional ethics and precludes the realization of
the internal good of the profession, improving health for medicine and revealing the
truth for journalism (O’ Neill, 2006).

Murdock finds two patterns in critical political economy studies of media,
structural and instrumental; instead of considering them as necessarily separate
approaches, he conceptualizes them as different emphases within the same school
(Murdock, 1982). The first sub-category focuses more on the structural conditions and
properties of the capitalist system that make capitalist media owners do what they are
supposed to do. Here, the focus is more on the broad ideological influence on media

production. In the instrumentalist approach, capitalists are argued to be individuals who
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have their own interests in the media sector and the capitalist system. Murdock’s (1982)
use of these two categories provides a symmetrical counterpoint to the categorization of
managerialism as agent-based or structural he also provided. He suggests a combination
of the two sub-categories or emphases of the critical school is the best option (Murdock,
1982).

The classic example of the instrumental approach is provided by a 2002 study by
Chomsky and Hermann. They emphasize factors related to control over media, including
the culture imperialism, the media’s role in “manufacturing consent” and the effect of
neoliberalism on the international media industry (Chomsky & Hermann, 2002). In their
own words, they look at the role of ...ownership and control, dependence on other
major funding sources (notably, advertisers), and mutual interests and relationships
between the media and those who make the news and have the power to define it and
explain what it means” (Chomsky & Hermann, 2002, p. xi). They provide five headings,
each of which indicates a filtering mechanism between what media publishes and the
facts. In order to understand what “big” media does to serve private interests, one should
be aware of these filters in reading or watching media.

A propaganda model focuses on this inequality of wealth and power and its

multilevel effects on mass-media interests and choices. It traces the routes by

which money and power are able to filter out the news fit to print, marginalize
dissent, and allow the government and dominant private interests to get their
messages across to the public. The essential ingredients of our propaganda
model, or set of news “filters,” fall under the following headings: (1) the size,
concentrated ownership, owner wealth, and profit orientation of the dominant
mass-media firms; (2) advertising as the primary income source of the mass
media; (3) the reliance of the media on information provided by government,
business, and “experts” funded and approved by these primary sources and

agents of power; (4) “flak” as a means of disciplining the media; and (5)

“anticommunism’ as a national religion and control mechanism. (Chomsky &
Hermann, 2002, p. 2)
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They focus on different cases using qualitative and quantitative content analyses
to show the influence of these filtering mechanisms (Chomsky & Hermann, 2002).
Chomsky (1989) explicitly underlines that the primary function of big media as an
instrument of the dominant class is to instill the necessary illusions in the public.
However, Chomsky adds, it performs this function not by force, in a direct, vulgar or
openly propagandist way, but in subtler ways that neither close nor block the discussion
while keeping it within “proper” boundaries (p. 71). Proper implies two things in this
context. In order to maintain the necessary credibility to be a useful instrument of the
dominant class, the media must include diverse and even opposing views and
evaluations. At the same time, however, these views must be presented selectively, in a
limited and controlled manner, within the range represented by different views of the
elites and the limits allowed by the interests of the capitalist system (Chomsky, 2002, p.
13).

To give examples of structural concerns in the critical school, Murdock (1982)
mentions neo-Marxists like De Vroey, and Adakli (2006, p. 27) mentions Hall. De
Vroey (1975) criticizes managerial school within a structural perspective and Hall
(1980) emphasizes on the culture and the ideology as main structural factors. However,
Murdock criticizes the dichotomy of structure-based and agent-based as separate
emphases and defends a synthesis (Murdock, 1982).

Bagdikian (2002) is another important name in this school who shows how a
monopolized ownership structure and profit-driven production of media endanger media
freedom and democracy and restrict journalists in their work. In his books Media
Monopoly (2002) and the New Media Monopoly (2004)-the latter being an updated

version of the former—he first details the background of the rise of monopolistic media
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and describes the monopolistic structure of the market with a specific focus on the major
actors. Here, Bagdikian shows how the big five (Time Warner, Viacom, Disney,
Bertelsmann, and News Corporation) dominate all media sectors, including print
publishing like books, newspapers and magazines as well as visual media like TV and
movies (Bagdikian, 2004, pp. 27-54). In the first part of the book, he also shows how
these dominant actors interact with political figures to circumvent or invalidate anti-
monopolistic restrictions, regulations and laws to dominate the market (Bagdikian, 2004,
pp. 39-41). The main cases he concentrates on are the U.K., U.S., Germany, and France
(Bagdikian, 2004).

After describing the overall picture, in the second part of his book, Bagdikian
examines the negative effects of these major actors’ domination of the sector on media
freedom and journalists, showing the pro-corporate bias of media. This bias means that
big media becomes more tolerant of corporations and their effects on society and the
environment. At the same time, the very same media conglomerates do not miss any
occasion to assail the government at any time the government has problems applying
any social policy (Bagdikian, 2004). This pro-corporate bias also creates pressure on
journalists. Bagdikian takes a closer look at the cases to show how journalists who
oppose the interests of big actors in the oil, finance and energy industries in their reports
are oppressed by the power of those big investment groups that influence the media
institutions where they work and can even be influential in professional associations of
journalists (Bagdikian, 2004, pp. 173-176, 178-180, 198-203).

The claims the critical political economy school makes regarding the internal
freedom of journalists constitute another essential and distinctive feature that

distinguishes it from, and puts it in opposition to, liberal pluralists. It directly opposes
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managerial views. Marx appears to be among the first to highlight the increasing
importance of managers in directing and controlling the production process, even before
the managerial school was born (Marx, 1981, pp. 567-568). However, he also underlines
that managers who are appointed to the function of control of capitalists on production
still exist to serve the interests of capitalists rather than to create a revolution as the
managerial school argues (Marx, 1976, p. 449). He even compares managers with non-
commissioned officers in the army in terms of the similarity of their functions (Marx,
1976, p. 450). Bottomore (1993) argues that professional managers are part of the
capitalist class, and they are already owners of companies due to having substantial
shareholdings. Even in the case that professional managers are not shareholders, their
economic existence is still fused with the ultra-rich class. Finally, in terms of roles and
goals, the owner and the manager are the same. Thus, he criticizes managerialist views
that differentiate managers from owners and claim the former revolutionize the system
of the latter (Bottomore, 1993, p. 61).

Consequently, for critical approaches, media elites and managers are considered
within their function of keeping the media institution within the boundaries determined
and drawn by the interests of owners (Murdock, 1982; Adakli, 2006). As De Vroey
(1975, p. 6) states “While Managerialists just ask the question ‘who rules the
corporations?’, Marxists’ main question is: ‘For which class interests are the
corporations ruled?’”

It is not the autonomy of journalists that limits the capitalist influence on media
production; the critical school argues that the reverse is true. It is the capitalist interests
of owners, their relationships and functions in the system that restrict journalists within

the institution in performing their jobs and the news-making process. Consequently,
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professionalism seems to be the point of discussion between liberal pluralists and critical
political economy scholars. Hallin, for example, criticizes the work of Chomsky and
Hermann for not valuing the importance of professionalism in their analysis (Hallin,
1994). In return, Herman replies to Hallin with a demonstration of how the
professionalism of journalists indeed works for those who hold power and how it
naturalizes the internalization of corporate values, principles and interests in the very
activity of journalism (Herman, 2018). A similar position is also held by Bagdikian
(2004, p. 216).

McChesney’s insightful and concise analysis of the U.S. case astutely explains
the position of the critical political economy approach vis-a-vis the internal freedom of
journalism (McChesney, 2003). His critical analysis of professionalism is notable
because professionalism constitutes a major part of the liberal pluralist position that
provides grounds for a positive belief in the internal freedom of journalists from owners
(T1ilig, 1998, p. 54). Professionalism implies adherence to the professional codes of
journalism, which is supposed to protect the freedom of journalists from capitalist
interests and make journalism a non-ideological, impartial and, thus, high-quality
profession (inal, 1993).

McChesney (2003) makes three points about how the characteristics of the socio-
political and economic systems negatively affect the media. First the professionalism of
journalism in the U.S. has always had problematic aspects with respect to its biases
favoring the status quo and property owning class. Though the notion entails and
stresses editorial and reporter autonomy from owners and even from their own views
while they perform their job, McChesney argues that professional journalism was born

according to the needs of monopolized media owners to solve their credibility problem
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(McChesney, 2003, pp. 301,307). To elaborate on the limitations of professionalism, he
explains its three biases and evaluates them through examples.

Second, he argues that commercial attacks on journalism in the late twentieth
century have already downgraded the codes of professionalism in the U.S. that
emphasize the wall between the owner of the newspaper and professional journalists. In
other words, he asserts that the current picture is already worse than the already existing
limitations of professional journalism (McChesney, 2003).

Third, he shows how, as an official opposition, conservative critiques of media
have functioned both to push journalism and media production and content to a more
right-wing position in the political spectrum as well as to cover over features of the
current media order that led to corporate media’s pro-business biases (McChesney,
2003, pp. 318-322).

For the first point he makes (McChesney, 2003), his emphasis on political
economic analysis to understand the limitations of professional journalism is critical.
Here, it is essential to underline that monopolization in the ownership structure has
appeared as a continuous trend during the twentieth century, especially from the
beginning of the second half. According to McChesney (2003), this trend was not a
surprise, but was due to the logic of accumulation (p. 300). This trend also meant a sea
change in media organizations and the way journalism was performed and evaluated.
Prior to the late nineteenth century, various newspapers, each reflecting their owner’s
views and taking a political stance, were still suited to a democratic context because
newspaper ownership did not require being a big investment group. Therefore,

expressions of plurality, diversity and democratic representation by newspapers were
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still the case (McChesney, 2003, pp. 301-302). However, this plurality changed and had
to be removed due to the logic of capitalism, which is accumulation.

The new environment was defined by huge entry costs to own media outlets
along with concentrated ownership. Along with this change came the professionalization
of journalism, which indicates a belief in two types of journalistic independence. The
first one is the independence of what journalists do from what they believe. The second
is the independence of journalism from what the owners of media institutions have
interests in. Without such a belief in this independence, it would be impossible to sustain
the media as a profitable industry. Because of a few dominant media owners,
professionalism has become indispensable for sustaining the profitability of media
production. McChesney also adds that this is the reason why the rise of
“professionalism” is supported, wanted and eased by monopolies who themselves
dominate the media. It is, in a sense, their invention (McChesney, 2003, pp. 301-303).

McChesney (2003) elaborates on three deep-seated biases within the concept of
professionalism that hinder the way media should function for the viability of
democratic life. The first bias is the reliance of journalists upon official sources to avoid
being accused of introducing their own views in the news. These sources are already
pre-determined and the available information already restricted by the perspectives and
demands of elites. This bias pushes journalists to be stenographers to those in positions
of power, both economic and political (McChesney, 2003, p. 303). Drawing on experts
from the establishment furthers the process in which media neutrality becomes direct or
indirect support for the status quo, weakening its capacity to be critical (McChesney,

2003, p. 304). Besides losing its watchdog function, examining major social and
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economic issues becomes less likely for media unless these intersect with elites’
attention and interests.

The second bias is avoiding contextualization. McChesney (2003) points out that
journalists avoid evaluating the issues avoid evaluating the issues according to the
political and socio-economic context surrounding the event and based on the economic,
social and political features of society (pp. 304-306). This avoidance by “professional”
journalists is also to protect themselves from accusations of being ideological. These two
biases, reliance upon official statements and avoidance of contextualization, as
McChesney (2003) points out, led to the birth and rise of “public relations” to the extent
that it became influential in the very logic of media production (p. 304). Additionally,
these two biases further media depoliticization and, according to McChesney (2003), ““at
its worth,” they “feed a cynicism about the value and integrity of public life” (p. 304).
The last but most important bias is media’s pro-capitalist and pro-corporate attitude,
which pushes media toward significant selection biases regarding events considered
newsworthy or to criticize. When a social policy of a U.S. government causes problems,
big media does not miss the opportunity to investigate such a case. However, when a
wealthy capitalist or a powerful financial organization are involved in severe corruption
or harmful economic activity, even causing scandalous levels of damage to the
environment, the economy or more generally to society and its democratic life, rights
and capacity (most of the time in cooperation with political actors), then the radar of big
media does not seem to be working (McChesney, 2003, pp. 305, 310, 313, 314, 321).

These three biases appear to have already lessened the critical capacity and
watchdog function of the media; McChesney (2003) adds that the late twentieth century,

which witnessed the rise of neoliberalism, caused a two-pronged attack on journalism by
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commercialism that worsened the environment and the quality of journalism from the
1980s onward in comparison with the period of rising professional journalism. These
two harmful effects of commercialization are financial cutbacks to discipline journalists
and financial motives that push journalists to act in accordance with the interests of big
investment groups in making news (McChesney, 2003).

Budget-cutting mania (McChesney, 2003, p. 309) disciplines the investigative
capacity of journalists through allocative control over resources for an increase in short-
term profits. This effect is also strengthened by making the same journalists work in
many different subcategories of the profession (from newspaper columnist to TV
anchor) and for different types of media (TV, newspaper), all of which are owned by the
same group. The indirect effects of commercialism can be observed when advertisers
push journalists to write, and make news according to their interests or when non-media
business groups provide journalists personally extra economic benefits to publish media
content that favors their interests (McChesney, 2003, pp. 308-310). The direct effect is
just the opposite of the intended “wall” between media owners and journalists built by
the professional codes: journalists “use their privileges to report favorably on their
owners’ commercial venture[s] or investment” (McChesney, 2003, p. 311).

McChesney (2003) finishes his analysis with a critique of the conservative
critique of “liberal” media, arguing that the conservative critique is instead a pseudo-
critique. He shows, first, the incoherence and unrealism within this line of argumentation
about the influence of professional journalists (being supposedly free from owners’
interests) on the news, which claims that they favor a liberal agenda. Then, second,
McChesney (2003) shows how this conservative critique has nothing to say about the

pro-capitalist stance of media with regard to its structure, content and employment
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policy. Third, he convincingly shows how emphasis on the word “liberal” is used to
cover up how media elites are actually right-wing in terms of economic policies despite
their leftist attitude towards cultural and individual rights; this also functions to push
journalists away from expressing liberal views in order to convince their audience that
they are professionals. Alongside the many examples he gives, he finishes his criticism
of the pseudo critique by comparing professional journalists’ caution in criticizing
former U.S. President Bush while feeling free to assail Bill Clinton. This pseudo-critique
seems to strengthen the already right-wing attitude of big media, because of this
pressure, journalists who hold already right wing position in economic issues feel
pushed to appear less left wing as their caution against Bush shows. (McChesney, 2003,
pp. 318-324).

Finally, McChesney (2003) demonstrates contrary to its appearance, how
professionalism in the U.S. is not indeed intended to protect the journalism from
capitalist interests in a monopolized era, but rather to keep the industry making profit for
the few media owners, how its biases limit the practices of journalism and lessens its
power to criticize the dominant class, and how commercial attacks and conservative
critiques make the situation worse. It is essential to consider his insistence on the
necessity of a political economic perspective to detect these problems and find solutions
to them. His analysis shows the structural reasons behind “lousy journalism” are the
basis of the problem; instead of focusing on “the moral bankruptcy of journalists”, he
insists on examining the causes rather than merely discussing the results to solve the

problems facing journalism (McChesney, 2003, p. 324).
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2.3 Other options and categorizations

Briefly, the two schools of thought examined above, critical political economy and
liberal pluralism, have opposite claims, assumptions and arguments regarding the effects
of the ownership structure on media freedom and specifically on the internal freedom of
journalists. However, in addition to these two major schools, there are other
categorizations and ways of analysis that enrich the discussion regarding the causes of
restrictions on journalists in media production and provide different insights on the
factors that condition, specify and influence the internal freedom of journalists, the
routines that journalists conform to, and the choices they make during the news-making
process. These are the culturalist approach and occupational sociology.

Schudson (1989), for example, provides an overall discussion on different
approaches that aim to discover whether observable patterns in news-making exist and,
if so, the reasons behind them. After exploring the gatekeeper approach as the first
attempt at examining this issue and criticizing it because of its unsuitability for
sociological analysis, he critically evaluates three major approaches: the political
economy approaches (critical political economy), mainstream (occupational) sociology,
and anthropological/cultural approach (Schudson, 1989).

The first approach focuses on the economic basis of news production and its
effects on producing news. The school argues that this makes media production conform
to, support, and prioritize private interest, pro-profit, and pro-conservative views,
attitudes and evaluations. While agreeing that this approach appears useful at the macro-
level to understand and detect general patterns of news, Schudson underlines that a more
specific look at the dynamic conditions in the workplace is needed to understand

whether and why they produce conformity, submission or a contestation by journalists in
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the newsroom and how organizational elements in the media institution restrict
journalists (Schudson, 1989, pp. 267-269).

Here, Schudson (1989) says, the sociological approach enters into the picture,
focusing more on the occupational perspective, daily routine, and institutional and social
relationships in places news is produced. The interactions between the political
bureaucracy and journalists and between reporters and editors seem to be crucial to
understanding what factors are influential in the news-making process or, in other
words, effect journalists who participate in the process of socially constructing the news
(Schudson, 1989, pp. 270-274). Schudson (1989), however, argues that the third
alternative, which is culturological or anthropological, is the most fruitful (pp. 275-
277).

The anthropological approach focuses on “the constraining force of broad
cultural symbol systems regardless of the details of organizational and occupational
routines” (Schudson, 1989, p. 266). These systems have power in news production, as
this school suggests. Schudson argues this school provides a more comprehensive
understanding of the factors restricting journalists within media institutions and during
news-making because it includes various sources of power that interact in the social
realm which consequently enables the researcher to consider various ruling groups that
restrict journalists in making the news. Schudson gives the examples of racism and
patriarchy in this comprehensiveness (Schudson, 1989, pp. 276-279).

Breed (1955 b) provides a structural analysis of the internal freedom of
journalists based on a more occupational focus. Breed (1955 b) examines how
executives maintain the conformity of new journalists and staffers in the newsroom to

the publishing policy determined by the publisher or owner. By grounding his analysis
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in a functionalist frame of Merton’s sociology (Breed, 1955 b, p. 328), he explains how
a newsroom, as a social organization based on a certain hierarchy, secures and maintains
such a conformity.

He elaborates on the process in two parts: the process of learning the policy and
structural causes for conforming to the policy. First, Breed explains how staffers, who
are in a lower position in the hierarchy, learn the publishing policy. This learning
process includes a variety of socialization processes in the workplace instead of an open
and direct exposition and explanation of the policy by executives (Breed, 1955 b, pp.
328-329). Second, Breed (1955 b) explores various structural causes by looking at the
individual position and ambition of the staffer and the structural properties of the
newsroom (pp. 329-332).

Breed (1955b) presents six factors that push staffers to conform: (1) sanctions
and institutional authority (especially the fear of them rather than their actual
occurrence); (2) subordinates’ feeling of esteem for their superiors; (3) staffers’ career
goals and mobility aspirations; (4) journalists’ professional association’s disinterest in,
and even avoidance of, the newsroom’s internal policies; (5) the pleasure staffers receive
while they perform their jobs because of the feeling of in-groupness, finding the
operations the profession requires from them interesting and non-financial perquisites
(such as a sense of prestige from preforming their job); and (6) evaluating the news as
the most valuable element of the job with a disregard for other matters related to the
norms of the profession that might put the policy in question (Breed, 1955 b, pp. 329-
331). Briefly, Breed (1955 b) states that “the cultural patterns of the newsroom produce

results insufficient for wider democratic needs. Any important change toward a more

33



‘free and responsible press’ must stem from various possible pressures on the publisher,
who epitomizes the policy making and coordinating role” (p. 335).

In another piece, Breed (1955 a) shows how the decisions journalists take in the
news-making process are influenced by not only the hierarchy within the newspaper but
also by the hierarchy among newspapers in terms of circulation numbers. He emphasizes
an arterial pattern: journalists from small newspapers look toward, read and are
influenced by the big newspapers. This leads to an arterial pattern in selecting topics,
and even styles. Here, Brand argues that the process is not mere copying but rather an
occupational routine that has an influence on journalists and leads to standardization,
noting that reading newspapers is an indispensable part of editors’ activities (Breed,
1955 a).

Furthermore, the arterial effect is also related to career preferences of journalists;
those working for small newspapers generally aspire to work for the big newspapers in
the future. Thus big newspapers represent a justified, credible standard for preparing a
newspaper. Hence, Breed finds this arterial pattern from big newspapers to small ones to
be another important factor that affects journalists in performing their jobs. This shows
that the monopolistic nature of ownership is not the sole problem, there are journalistic
processes—including the arterial pattern— that push editors and journalists toward a more
undemocratic way of making the news. Because of this arterial pattern, a small number
of big newspapers have an effect on many newspapers with small circulation numbers.
This seems to further the harmful effects of the monopolized ownership structure on
democracy (Breed, 1955 a).

To sum up, liberal pluralist views and critical views are two major and opposing

approaches that elaborate on the relationship between ownership and media freedom.
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While the former believes the pluralistic composition of media, which mirrors the nature
of society, is best sustained through market mechanisms, the latter insists
monopolization is a reality of capitalism and the logical conclusion of the inherent drive
toward accumulation rather than a surprise. The former argues for the importance of
journalistic autonomy, which is ensured by professionalism, and that managerial power
protects the internal freedom of journalists from owners. The latter criticizes the harmful
effects of the ownership structure on media freedom, considers media managers and
elites to be in the service of owners’ interests and declares professionalism a deception
that lessens the power of critical media and makes it serve the property owning class.

While there are other ways to analyze the factors related to the freedom of
journalists within the media institution, the main discussion of the thesis will be between
the liberal pluralist and critical political economy approaches. The reason is question
specific; this research seeks to determine the influence of the ownership structure on
media freedom and the internal freedom of media workers. After analyzing the case of
big media in Turkey, | will evaluate which school provides a more useful frame to

examine the case of Turkey and why.

2.4 Studies on Turkey
The media market in Turkey is a concentrated one in terms of ownership. Media
monopolization, including horizontal and vertical, cross-media ownership and cross-

industry ownership! are accepted as a fact with consensus between many different

! Horizontal expansion means a conglomerate owns various products in the same specific market, for
example it owns various newspapers. Vertical expansion means that the conglomerate also owns its own
distribution company. Cross media ownership is related to the monopolization of media such that from Tv
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authors (Sénmez M. , 2010; Adakli, 2006; Ozsever, 2004; Topuz, Kaya, Kurtbdke, &
Orki, 1989; Sézeri & Giiney, 2011; Kaya, 2016, pp. 273,276; Kuyucu, 2012). Media
freedom and its relationship with the state and capital is a topic that has attracted
increasing interest, especially after 1980 with the neoliberal transformation of the
Turkish economy. In the following decade, concentration of media ownership
intensified. Thus from 1990 to the 2000s, various studies (Kaya, 2016; Kuyucu, 2012;
Adakli, 2006; Ozsever, 2004; Tilig, 1998; 2001; Sénmez, 2010; Yesil, 2016) focused on
monopolization in the Turkish media and its effects on the way media functions.

These various studies have had a variety of interests and emphases, though many
point out a number of issues in analyzing the effects of a monopolized media ownership
structure on media freedom. These issues include economic details and causes of
monopolization and its relationship with the neoliberalization of Turkey; a description
and analysis of post-1980 non-journalist media owners; the influences and strategies of
the state in this monopolization process; the state-media relationship due to the business
operations of market-dominant multifaceted media conglomerates in various sectors; the
transformation of working relationships within media institutions; professionalism under
the monopoly capitalistic ownership structure of media; the effect of owners’ interests
on journalism; and the influence of the ownership structure on the unionization of
journalists. Thus, the review will be a classification of studies based on their primary
areas of emphasis among these common points. The three categories will be general-

evaluative, technical-economic, and journalism-oriented from the political economy

to newspapers, various sub-sectors of media are dominated by few conglomerates. Cross industry refers to
the fact that these conglomerates have also non-media businesses.
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perspective. The third category includes a specific subcategory in which studies place a
stronger emphasis on evaluating union problems.

The first category consists of studies that evaluate each of these aspects in a
balanced yet concise way. Topuz (1973) seems to be a typical example. He evaluates
changes and continuities in the social, political, economic and other structural conditions
that affected the freedom of journalists in Turkey, from the late imperial period to the
late twentieth century, through an analysis of the legal framework, political culture and
the process of conglomeration as fundamental factors (Topuz, 1973; 1996).

Another example of the general evaluative category is an article by Christensen
(2007), which emphasizes three characteristics within the Turkish media system that
endanger media freedom: monopolized media ownership, the successful efforts of media
moguls to de-unionize journalists, and legislation that worsens the conditions for news
workers. Christensen argues that the danger to media freedom from a combination of
market mechanisms, media moguls in oligopolistic markets and the state is neither a
paradox nor a surprise when the state is both patrimonial and clientelist and when the
instrumentalization of media is more beneficial in monetary terms than performing
journalism for the benefit of a democratic structure for media owners (Christensen,
2007).

Christensen (2007) further criticizes the consideration of the Turkish media
system as an idiosyncratic case, noting studies about the media system of Turkey that
show its similarities to states in Southeastern Europe, especially Spain and Greece, and
certain Latin American countries (Christensen, 2007). Briefly, he argues that a three-

pronged attack occurred against free media: monopolization, a restrictive legal

37



environment that suppress freedom of speech, and weakening organizational capacity of
journalists by government and media owners (Christensen, 2007).

The second category consists of studies with more of a focus on detailed
economic analysis. Gorgilii (1991); Sonmez (2010); and Kuyucu (2012); and Sozeri and
Giiney (2011) are four significant examples. Their analyses of the effect of a
monopolized media ownership structure on the way media functions are more economic-
oriented.

Gorgiilii (1991) provides the first detailed economic analysis of monopolization
of print media of Turkey. Focusing on 1970-1990, he examines social and economic
factors, especially those related to the reading habits of society, and the increase in the
costs of production in the printed press that resulted in monopolization of the newspaper
sector (Gorgiilii, 1991). He provides a statistical demonstration of this monopolization
through circulation numbers and market shares along with a description of the new non-
journalist owners of the press (Gorgiili, 1991).

Sonmez (1992) evaluates the economic environment of Turkey with a specific
emphasis on the monopolized structure of various sectors in the early nineties. In this
study, he also touches upon the dominant conglomerates in the media sectors (Sonmez,
1992). In a more recent study, Sonmez (2010) also analyzes the transformation of the
working relationship due to structural changes in the media economics of Turkey,
particularly from 1980. Big investment groups who are involved in various sectors, like
energy, construction, tourism, and banking, dominate the media market. He explains
how this transformation affects the de-unionization and alienation of journalists
(Sonmez, 2010). With a closer look at the economic properties of each sub-sector of

media, newspaper, broadcast, book and magazine, Sénmez underlines the rise of
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Istanbul over Turkey in the media economy through monopolization and
industrialization of the sector (S6nmez M. , 2010).

In another work, Sénmez (2003) analyzes an essential division in the
monopolized media of Turkey that occurred under the influence of the financial and
economic crisis in 2001 between one conglomerate, Dogan Media, and all others. He
considers this polarization and its reflection into the opposing political positioning of
different media conglomerates between 2001 and 2003 (Sonmez M. , 2003).

Kuyucu’s (2012) study is more of a structural analysis of the media economy in
Turkey, yet it is the one that includes the most details about the change in ownership
structure, underlying reasons for monopolization, shares of big groups in the media
market over time, and changes in the revenues and costs of various dominant groups and
branches of the media. The study covers the period between the mid-twentieth century
and the early 2010s (Kuyucu, 2012). S6zeri and Giiney’s (2011) study looks at the more
limited period between 2010 and 2011 but still gives a detailed evaluation of the
economic picture of monopolization along with related issues such as the de-
unionization and job insecurity of journalists.

Journalism-oriented studies, as the last category, do not differ from the previous
categories in terms of their examination of the general environment of journalism that
produce problems and obstacles for media freedom. Their analyses, however, contain a
more journalistic focus, with industry-specific concerns and processes added to the
political economic perspective that is shared with the previous category. They
particularly emphasize journalistic practices that are endangered by capitalist interests
and the ownership structure, with an analysis of journalists’ experiences and various

types of content analyses. They also elaborate more on the question of internal freedom
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of journalists. Adakl1 (2006), Kaya (2016), Yesil (2016), Ozsever (2004), Tili¢ (1998;
2001) are some authors who provide such studies.

Adakl1 (2006), for example, provides a genuinely elaborate, insightful and
detailed analysis of the question of control in the Turkish media from a political
economy perspective. She explicitly underlines the transformation of Turkish media,
including both its continuities and its novelties, with the neoliberal turn in the Turkish
economy. The study provides a comprehensive description of media actors, from media
managers to media owners, along with their social relationships and personal, economic,
and cultural backgrounds. She analyzes the monopolized media of Turkey through new
professionalization, a new division of labor and its effects on the way corporations
control media production (Adakli, 2006).

In addition to its concern with describing media economics, this study evaluates
the outcome of the political economic conditions in media institutions on journalists.
Briefly, Adakli (2006) provides a detailed description of the following three points
related to the question of media control and the ownership structure from a political
economy perspective: the changing characteristics of media owners, changes in the way
media institutions are governed; and changing relationships within media institutions.

In other, relatively short pieces, Adakli (2010; 2015) underlines multifaceted
media conglomerates’ instrumentalization of the media and its effect on the state-media
relationship and media freedom. While sectors other than media can provide more
tangible benefits, media may be instrumentalized solely to create closer ties with the
government; with a one-party government for more than a decade beginning in the early
2000s, this instrumentalization has created further state oppression of the media through

the government’s economic stick and carrot policy (Adakli, 2015). More specific to the
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first years of AKP rule, between 2002 and 2008, Adakli (2010) also elaborates on the
uneasy relationship between one major part of the media conglomerates and the
government, along with the government’s restructuring of the Turkish media and its
ownership structure to an ideologically more Islamist or pro-government one.

Tilig (1998) evaluates the factors that affect the way journalists perform their
jobs in a comparative study of the conditions of journalism in Turkey and Greece. His
field research is based on interviews with journalists from both countries (T1lig, 1998).
He finds that the following major factors negatively affect journalism in these two
countries: the state-media relationship, concentration of media ownership, organizational
capacity or incapacity of journalists, job security or insecurity, competitiveness, and
nationalist ideology. He also finds that in market conditions, journalists become more
and more alienated during their professional careers (Tilig, 1998). Lastly, he remarks
that editorial independence is not solely eroded by direct pressure from the state. The
hegemony of corporate logic mark the profession through a few dominant monopolies in
the sector. Editorial independence is harmed by the capitalist interests of media owners
(T1ilig, 1998).

In another study, Tilig (2001) focuses solely on Turkey. He explores whether
journalists are more prone to support the status quo or change, their positioning between
nationalist ideology and peace, and the effects of tabloidization, underlining how media
is in the grip of a monopolized ownership structure (Tilig, 2001).

Bilge Yesil’s studies, a book published in 2016 and an article published in 2018,
constitute another example for this category. Yesil (2016) conceptualizes a frame to
understand and analyze the problems of media in Turkey under neoliberal

authoritarianism. She argues that neoliberalization of the economy requires neither the
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democratization of the state nor free media production (Yesil, 2016, pp. 10-14). She
points out that during the period of AKP government, political pressure on journalists
and media institutions underwent a negative qualitative and quantitative change in
comparison with the previous governments (Yesil, 2016, p. 92).

Yesil takes the whole AKP period, from 2002 to 2018, as a continuous line
through which the neoliberal authoritarian state increases in the level of despotism and
creates a more monolithic structure of media that publishes creates pro-government
materials (Yesil, 2018). She states that the period between 2002 and 2007 was a calmer
period regarding the relationship between the ruling party and mainstream media (Yesil,
2016). She adds that the situation worsened after three events: the Gezi protests (2013),
division within the ruling bloc (2013), and failed coup d’état attempt (2016) (Yesil,
2016).

Yesil (2016) provides a combination of the political, legal and economic aspects
of media freedom and details direct and indirect ways that political power oppresses
media, grounding her analysis from a political economic perspective. In addition to the
legal framework and judiciary processes, economic and political methods used by the
AKP to control the media are noted as: the instrumentalization of the Savings Deposit
Insurance Fund to reshuffle ownership structure; channeling of state advertising to
sympathetic outlets; using public banks for such advertising expenditures and provision
of cheap credit to such outlets; appointing managers from the circle of the leader of the
party to mainstream media; and tax fines (Yesil, 2016).

The last example of the journalism-oriented critical approach in media studies is
that of Oguzhan Tas (2012) who explains the function of professionalism in journalism

in the Turkish media. Taking a critical position in his evaluation, Tas (2012) argues a
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similar set of claims to those of McChesney (2003). Professionalism is an ideological
tool which functions simultaneously in two ways: downplaying criticisms against
capitalist influence on media production, because of the capitalist interests of media
owners, and helping make the process of news-making conform to a publishing policy
that accords with both the private interests of the owner and the views of the dominant
class (Tas, 2012). He demonstrates the ideological influence of professionalism over
media content through a specific focus on the Dogan media conglomerate and explains
how ethical norms are indeed constructed to serve profitability (Tas, 2012). One of the
two examples he gives to prove his point is the promotion war among media
conglomerates during the 1990s. Journalists justified the promotions as in service to the
public responsibility of satisfying the needs of people, though the main concern was the
market struggle for more profit by gaining readers. The second example he provides is
from the early 2010s. Big media published and broadcasted scandalous news about
certain politicians related to their intimate relationships (Tas, 2012). As Tas (2012)
shows, the professional and ethical codes of the Dogan conglomerate did not prevent a
serious disregard for privacy without a relationship to the public good.

The last category is a subcategory of the third, critical studies on media
ownership structure with a specific focus on news-making processes. Here, the extra
emphasis is on unionization and the organizational capacity problems of journalists.
Atilgan (2001) provides a detailed description of the transformation of legal rights of
journalists throughout the history of the Republic of Turkey, with a specific interest in
the negative effects of conglomeration and monopolization on the unionization level of
journalists. Atilla Ozsever’s (2004) analysis is a more political economic one. He

explains how monopolization restricts journalists in media with a specific focus on the
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transformation of journalists’ organizational power. The harmful effect of
monopolization on media freedom is analyzed in relation to the organizational power or,
more correctly, organizational weakness of journalists (Ozsever, 2004).

With this study, I aim to provide an extension to the debate between the liberal
pluralist and political economy schools. This extension to the existing literature will
focus on the conglomerate media in Turkey, mostly from the 1980s to 2010s, to show
which school’s claims hold more explanatory value for the internal freedom of

journalists in the Turkish case.
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CHAPTER 3
THE EMERGENCE OF THE CONTEMPORARY MEDIA OWNERSHIP

STRUCTURE IN TURKEY

This chapter provides background information for the oligopolistic structure of big
media and the domination of multifaceted conglomerates in Turkey. In the post-1980
period, the conglomeration of media in Turkey meant that capitalist owned
conglomerates that both dominate the media sector and own corporations in sectors such
as finance, energy, and construction became the new rule. In this chapter, I show that
conglomeration of the media leads to a loss of media freedom in Turkey. The interests of
the media owner and his/her dependence on the state to protect his/her business interests
in other fields results in increasingly negative effects of the media ownership structure
on media freedom.

There are two points of clarification in this research that should be noted. First,
capitalist domination over the media sector did not emerge after 1980. With respect to
“big press” and in terms of ideology, capitalist dominance over “big press” has long
been a fact in the general sense. The difference is that the nature of companies and
owners of media changed after 1980. Before the 1980s, the leading authors, themselves
journalists, were also the owners of the newspapers. However, this changed in the post-
1980 period, and the owners are no longer journalists but large-scale investors who also
own corporations in non-media sectors. This has increased the level of capitalist control
over the media, making journalists increasingly dependent on owners. In this new
period, media has become a way for capitalists to forge closer ties with the government

and benefits from them. The internal good of journalism, revealing the truth, becomes
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more easily replaced by the external benefits of the owner, which does not prioritize a
concern for journalism or consideration of media ethics. The new owners
instrumentalize their media without hesitation, which works against the internal freedom
of media workers.

The second note is that the political powers ruling the state seem to control “big”
media successfully. However, this power to control goes hand in hand with the rise of
capitalist dominance over media. The state or, more precisely, the different political
powers of different periods plays a substantive role in this transformation. The capitalist
dominance is a product of the capitalist system that favors capitalist interests and which
is fostered and empowered by the state itself. During the 1980s, liberalization of the
economy and elimination of subsidies coupled with an extreme increase in paper prices,
leading to concentration of the media ownership structure and acting as a mechanism to
discipline media owners.?

Even though the post 2010s exhibit a more unilateral dominance of the political
side of the table over media actors, this chapter will first provide a periodization of
media ownership structures. The recent government clampdown on media will be

elaborated at the end of the chapter.

3.1 Media in Turkey: A description of newspapers and prominent journalists
Mustafa Sonmez (2010) denotes three different stages for Turkish media in terms of the
relations of production: the newspaper stage (between the mid-19"" century and the

1970s), industrial media stage (the 1980s and 1990s) and media industry complex stages

2 Ozal, a former prime minister and president of the republic, declared his wish that there would only be two
and a half newspapers in Turkey (Alan, 2015, p. 125)
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(1990s onwards). Sonmez (2010) states that there are three characteristics of the
newspaper stage. First, the lead writer and editor-in-chief is the boss® and has
journalistic concerns. Second, media convergence is not realized. Third, the media
consists of printed media. The relationship of production is appropriate for more
horizontal relations among those who participate in the production process. Adakli
(2006) underlines that the main characteristics of this period are print media, small scale
production, and artisanship. There is a low level of capitalization and technical
development in the production process. Journalists working in print media were
expected to be experienced enough to have developed various skills and journalism—
mostly opinion journalism — was more of an intellectual enterprise. The working
relations were more horizontal compared to the subsequent periods (p. 109). This period
is relatively more open for the functioning of journalism as a profession protected from
external economic influences in comparison with the post-1980 era.

Even though Adakli (2006) indicates that the capitalist influence on newspapers

began in the late 1940s,* Sénmez (2010) underlines that it was in the 1980s, the media

3 Prior to the mid-twentieth century in Turkey, journalist bosses who owned the newspaper and, at the same
time, were the lead authors of the newspaper include: Yunus Nadi (Cumhuriyet), Necmettin Sadak (4ksam),
Halil Litfii Dordiincii, Zekeriya & Sabiha Sertel (Tan), Ahmet Emin Yalman (Vatan), Ali Naci Karacan
(Milliyet), Cihat Baban ve Ziya Ebiizziya (Tasvir), Hakki, Tarik ve Asim Us (Vakit), Cemalettin Saragoglu
(Yeni Sabah), Selim Ragip Emeg (Son Posta), Etem Izzet Benice (Son Telgraf), Faruk Giirtiina (Hergiin),
Sevket Bilgin (Yeni Asir), Sedat Simavi (Hiirriyet), Falih Rifk1 Atay (Diinya) (Kuyucu, 2012, p. 243).

4 Parallel to Adakl1’s periodization, Hifz1 Topuz (1996) notes that the first attempt by a non-journalist
capitalist to own a newspaper was Sefa Kiligoglu in 1948 (pp. 159-160). Malik Yola¢ and Habib Edip
Torehan are two other examples of business people of the same period who bought or founded
newspapers. Malik Yolag, born into a rich family, was a business person, former deputy and former
minister. Before becoming a deputy and minister, he bought the Aksam newspaper in 1957. After 1965,
the circulation numbers of the newspaper started to decrease, and he had to sell the newspaper in 1971
(Adakli, 2006, pp. 133-135). Habib Edip Torehan was a lawyer who had also imported wool for a while
from Germany. Before founding Yeni Istanbul in 1948, he had been a correspondent for Cumhuriyet
newspaper (Cankaya, 1969, p. 1341). His career as a newspaper boss lasted an even shorter period of time
than Yolag’s. He sold the newspaper in the late 1950s (Adakli, 2006, p. 133). These three, Kiligoglu,
Yolag and Torehan, were the first three capitalists to enter the printed press sector in the history of the
republic, yet none of them were as influential as journalist newspaper owners, e.g., Simavi and Karacan.
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industry period, that media institutions became conglomerates.® In the 1980s, when
liberalization, privatization, and deregulation became the de facto mottos of the Turkish
government, media companies started to expand their business to other sectors and big
capital owners entered the media sector.® Advertising revenues became an essential
revenue item and technological improvements deepened the division of labor,
consequently increasing both the level of owner control over the editorial board and the
commodification of media products along with establishing more hierarchical work
relationships. Media owners developed ties based on mutual political and economic
interests with those holding political power. This was the period in which
commercialization started to increase rapidly. The third and contemporary stage — media
industries complex — refers to the period in which technological advances reached its
contemporary level (Sé6nmez M. , 2010).

In the 1940s, the leading newspapers in terms of circulation numbers were
Cumbhuriyet, Ulus, Tan, Yeni Sabah, Vatan and Zafer (Topuz, 1996, p. 172). The
development of Hiirriyet (founded in 1948 by Sedat Simavi) and Milliyet (founded in
1950 by Ali Naci Karacan) newspapers in the twentieth century parallel the history of
industrialization of the media in Turkey (Adakli, 2006, p. 129).” Adakl1 (2006)

underlines two primary characteristics of these newspapers. Firstly, the owners and

Adakli ascribes this difference to these two journalist bosses’ ambition and persistence in continuing and
sustaining journalism as their career, along with their serious professionalism (Adakli, 2006, p. 135).

5 The new scene was marked by the replacement of import substitution growth with an open economy and
export-led growth strategy. The decrees of 24 January 1980, and military coup on 12 September 1980
were significant moments in the initiation of this radical transformation of economic policy (Giircan &
Mete, 2017, p. 70; Sonmez S. , 2009, p. 25).

® Some important examples in the post-1980 era of the entrance of banking capital or other non-media
businesses to the media sector and the expansion of media conglomerates to the finance sector are
Kozanoglu-Cavusoglu, Asil Nadir, Ding Bilgin, Uzan, Karamehmet, Erol Aksoy, and Aydin Dogan
(Adakli, 2006; Sonmez M. , 2003; Gorgiild, 1991).

7 The first newspaper founded with the name Milliyet is not the same Milliyet known by the general reader,
thus | directly start with the second and better known one.
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founders of both newspapers belonged to the bourgeoisie, yet they preferred journalism
as a career. Secondly they are leading in technological improvement. Hiirriyet in
particular, was a leading actor in terms of technological investments in publishing and
product differentiation from the beginning of its publishing history. From the very
beginning, Hiirriyet exhibited new types of products, using the advanced technology of
its time, as well as using chauvinist and anti-communist language and publishing policy
(Adakli, 2006, pp. 114,121).

With the improvement in the distribution capacity of newspapers in the 1950s,2
popular newspapers emerged (Oziikan, 1983, p. 230). Hiirriyet and Milliyet increased
their circulation to a hundred thousand in the late 1950s (Gevgilili, 1983, p. 222). Along
with these two mass-circulation newspapers, Ilicak’s Terciiman — a right wing
newspaper—and Nadi’s Cumhuriyet®-a left-wing Kemalist newspaper—are other
influential newspapers of the period.

The 1960s saw social movements by oppressed classes in Turkey.'? Parallel to
this social and political vibrancy, opinion journalism was effective in the first half of the
decade (Topuz, 2003, p. 238). Abdi Ipekgi, appointed as general manager despite his
young age in 1954, Ipek¢i became head author of Milliyet in 1961, remaining in that
position until his assassination in 1979. The son of Ali Naci Karacan, Ercliment
Karacan, who studied engineering and worked for the istanbul Directorate of Water

became the owner of Milliyet after his father. His career plans did not include journalism

8 Highway improvements during the 1950s seem to play an important role in this (Oziikan, 1983, p. 230).

® The founder of Cumhuriyet newspaper, Nadir Nadi, his son and the second boss at Cumhuriyet, Yunus
Nadi, the founder of Milliyet newspaper, Ali Naci Karacan, and the founder of Hiirriyet newspaper, Sedat
Simavi, are all alumni of Lycée de Galatasaray.

10 For instance, the Workers’ Party of Turkey, founded by unionized workers as a socialist party, entered
the parliament for the first time in the history of the republic following the 1965 election.

49



(Adakli, 2006, p. 131); however, after his father unexpectedly passed away, he found
himself the new boss of the newspaper. This unexpected and unfortunate event resulted
in Abdi Ipekgi easily taking control of Milliyet. Adakli (2006) notes that Milliyet was
published with exceptional media professionalism during this time (p. 115). The end of
the Karacan period was marked by another unfortunate event, ipekci’s assassination, a
critical moment that symbolizes the transition of journalism from a period of artisanship
to a more industrialized one. Adakli (2006) underlines the importance of the close
relationship of these two newspapers with the state,'! along with their prioritization of
professionalism and technical development:
Hiirriyet and Milliyet, which were always in cohesion with governments, thanks
to the advantages coming from this web of relations, increased their circulation
numbers by a vast scale. On the other hand, these newspapers, in terms of their
organizational structures and professionalization, also played a leading role. In
the course of the history of newspapers that were managed by professional
journalist families, it is seen that technicism shaped their world perception/view.
From the owners of newspaper to the heirs, and from them to professional

managers, all those in a position of decision making lay emphasis upon the
development of the technical infrastructure. (p. 115) (See Appendix A, 1)

The 1970s constitute a transition period of the Turkish economy and media
sector;*? at the same time monopoly capitalism emerged and big conglomerates began
dominating the economy, there was also a merger between banking capital and industrial

capital®™ (Silier, 1976, p. 13). Kazgan (1983) asserts that from 1970 to 1981, the number

1 The Burla family was said to be the creditor for Simavi to found Hiirriyet (Adakli, 2006, pp. 122-123),
while for Karacan, it was the government directly (Kuyucu, 2012, pp. 325-326). When Argelik—the biggest
white goods company in Turkey — was established by Kog¢ family, the Burla family held 20% of its shares
(Giingor, 2009).

12 According to Gevgilili (1989), the process of monopolization began in the 1960s, but the dominance of
big conglomerates and firms in the economy became apparent in the 1970s (pp. 73-75).

13 Finance capital is a term used by Hilferding, which implies close ties and even mergers between industrial
capital and banking capital, to indicate the monopoly stage of capitalism (Hilferding, 1981). For a relatively
concise explanation of the role of finance capital in monopoly capitalism, see Hilferding (1981, pp. 223-
226).
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of firms owned by particular groups in the top hundred industrial firms of Turkey
increased as follows: Ko¢ from six to eight, Sabanc1 from three to seven, Cukurova from
zero to four, and Is Bankas1 from one to four (p. 2401).* In 1971, the owners of such
conglomerates founded TUSIAD (Tiirkiye Sanayi ve isadamlar1 Dernegi—the Turkish
Industry and Business Association) in order to defend their interests more effectively.
Oztiirk takes this as a sign of expansion of the monopolistic nature of capitalism in
Turkey (Oztiirk, 2010).%°

The immediate effects of this rising monopoly of capitalism in media ownership
started to appear in the late 1970s. The first long-lasting — and even longest-lasting —
media mogul who entered the sector was Aydin Dogan. His first action was buying
Milliyet in 1979. This is a very notable event in the history of Turkish press, since one of
the two most circulated newspapers was for the first time owned by a person who
initially had nothing to do with journalism.® Aydin Dogan began his career as a supplier
of automotive spare parts. When the Kog¢ group began working with Italian automotive
company Fiat, Aydin Dogan’s acquaintance with Kog led his business to grow. He
became one of the dealers and distributors for Kog¢ Group and took part in the

manufacturing of the Kog¢ Magirus truck. With the support of Demirel'” in the 1970s, he

14 See also Oztiirk (2010, p. 116).

15 There is agreement within the literature that the 1970s mark the establishment of monopolies in Turkey
(Kiiciik, 1980, p. 471; Oztiirk, 2010, pp. 88,89,92,116-118; Arikan & Akad, 1976, pp. 20,21,25,44;
Adakli, 2006, pp. 135-136). Tekeli, Aksoy and Kepenek (1981) demonstrate that with regard to the private
sector, in 66 out of 115 sectors, the one-firm concentration ratio is greater than 25%. In 106 of 115 sectors,
the four-firm concentration ratio is greater than 30% (pp. 40,42). In 1979, in the metal industry, in 65 out
of 370 products, one firm had 100% market share. In 82 of them, one firm had over 50% market share. In
76 of them, at most five firms controlled the whole supply. In 120 of them, the market shares of the top
four firms were over 50%. Oztiirk concludes that 343 of 371 products are produced in monopolistic
conditions (Bagriagik, 1983, pp. 37,134; Oztiirk, 2010, p. 116). Oztiirk also adds that in Marxist
terminology, monopolistic conditions and monopolized sectors or economy includes cases defined as
duopolies and oligopolies by mainstream economics (Oztiirk, 2010, p. 116).

16 Aydin Dogan is the son of a former mayor of Kelkit, irfani Bey (Karaca, 2003, p. 33).

17 A former prime minister and president of republic of Turkey.
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took part in the administration of the chamber of commerce and industry. In 1978, he
became the head distributor of Unilever (Kuyucu, 2012, pp. 597-598).18 Dogan himself
appeared to be aware of the potential for criticism when he entered the media sector as a
non-journalist. In order to alleviate the anticipated reactions, he first bought 25% of the
shares of Milliyet in 1979. Then, one year later, he became the only owner of the
newspaper. Kuyucu (2012) notes that Dogan’s purchase of Milliyet symbolizes the
beginning of industrialization in Turkish media (p. 589).%° Dogan group is the classical
example of vertical and horizontal expansion along with ultra-cross ownership (Adakli,
2006, pp. 264-265).

Dogan entered the TV sector when Kanal D began to broadcast in 1993. This is a
critical moment in cross media ownership of the group. Another action of the group to
expand in media regarding the printed press was buying Hiirriyet from Erol Simavi in
1994.2° The growth period of the Turkish economy between 1989 and 1993 was
followed by an economic crisis in 1994. The crisis led to the elimination of some actors
from different sectors. For others, however, i