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Abstract

Anxieties, Expectations, and Truths of Contempodayrnalism:

A Case Study of the Mike Daisey Scandal
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Christine Harold, Ph.D.
Communication
In the tradition of studies that examine journ@isireaches, this thesis analyzes a
journalistic scandalThis American Lifs (TAL) radio broadcast and subsequent retraction of the
story “Mr. Daisey and the Apple Factory” by Mike iBay. | analyze the text of Daisey’s stage
show “The Agony and Ecstasy of Steve Jobs, TtA& broadcast based on that performance,
TAL's retraction, and numerous public written respsrisghe scandal. This public response, in
particular, serves as a reflection on the boundarides, and purpose of journalism in
democratic society, as an expression of anxieties the state of contemporary journalism, and
as a debate on the nature of truth. Using an appritet is indebted to the cultural studies of
journalism and critical rhetoric, and drawing upgmaradigm repair theory and public sphere
theories, this thesis furthers previous work ompailistic breaches. | provide an update based on
a 2012 example and look specifically at the quastiowhat “truth” is and why people think it is

important.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The management also wishes to remind you thaistlaigrue story, and like every story
being told in every medium, all stories are fictieAVlike Daisey

On March 16 2012, host Ira Glass introduced thdipusdio progranmThis American
Life with these words: “I'm coming to you today to saynething that I've never had to say on
our program. Two months ago, we broadcast a shatywe've come to believe is not true”
(Glass, 2012b). Glass, who described himself agiffexl,” was announcing thathis American
Life (TAL) was retracting its most popular episode ever ff&ting ‘Mr. Daisey and the Apple
Factory’,” 2012).

TAL had broadcast the episode “Mr. Daisey and the@ppkttory,” in January, 2012.
The episode consists of a single story by dramigliis¢ Daisey, which was an adaptation of
Daisey’s staged monologue “The Agony and Ecstas$te¥e Jobs.” The story, presented on
TAL as a piece of amateur journalism, describes Daistsit to Chinese factories producing
popular Apple technology products for the U.S. nregrkuch as iPhones and iPads, and details
the abuses of workers he witnessed there. Throogipelling personal storytelling, Daisey’s
work makes a strong activist case that Americaosisihcare about the people who manufacture
their technology, and that consumers should ha@dAjple corporation accountable for the
conditions in its Chinese suppliers’ factories.42gialso criticizes mainstream journalists for
failing to focus attention on the inhumane facterieargue in this thesis that his work offers an
alternative to that mainstream journalism and aldites a non-journalistic definition of truth
based on a different ethical framework.

The episode was wildly popular. At over 880,000 dmads, it soon became the most

downloaded episode ever of TAL'’s already-populatqast, and Daisey enjoyed a period of



media fame as an activist and Apple critic, writopgnion pieces and appearing on at least four
television networks (Kurtz, 2012)AL listener Mark Shields started a petition againgpla that
quickly gathered over 150,000 signatures. Withiekeeof the broadcast, Apple made several
changes that increased the transparency and aabditptof its suppliers. News coverage of
Chinese factory conditions increased; shortly aftelT AL episode aired, thidew York Times

for example, published an indepth series of agielgout the factories (Emerson, 2012).

Mainstream American journalists working in Chinaeleped suspicions about the truth
of Daisey’s story based on their experience repgrin the same subject matter. American
Public Media’sMarketplacereporter Rob Schmitz investigated Daisey’s cldionther, and
uncovered a number of factual inaccuracies. Abeatrhonths after its original broadcashis
American Lifeaired an hour-long retraction of the story, exflagy that many of its details
turned out to have been fabricated. Specificallyyaber of the people who Daisey vividly
describes in his story did not exist. He combinethits from several different factories in
different locations into a single composite. Heodtsistratedl' AL's fact checking process by
lying to producers that his translator was impdssit contact for verification (Doctor, 2012;
Glass, 2012b; “Retracting ‘Mr. Daisey and the Apipéetory’,” 2012).

Daisey’s work served as both an exemplar of whatentional journalism aspires to and
simultaneously as a lesson in what mainstream @ism explicitly condemns. It reached a large
audience and inspired that audience to humanitacgtan; Shields’ online petition, for example,
specifically cites th& AL episode as its inspiration (Shields, n.d.). As c@ntator Rosenberg
notes, “journalists are often proud to see theirkw@ave an impact on the world” (Rosenberg,
2012). At the same time, the retraction revealadl raisey’s truth standards flagrantly violated

core tenets of journalism, particularly its regfordfactual accuracy.



In the days and weeks following the retractiormetous journalists, media critics and
audience members commented on the scandal. lideréwthat, based on the enormous amount
of commentary that appeared immediately, the reetradiit a cultural nerve. One of my central
guestions in this thesis is: What was that nervé® Wd people, especially journalists, care so
much? Though Daisey was quickly rebuked by the ntgjof commentators, his work was also
representative of broader trends in journalism #natmatters of impassioned debate. | argue that
Daisey’s work presented a comprehensive case or fawchanging the journalistic paradigm: it
articulated an alternate conception of truth, @ffea different set of priorities for journalismdan
suggested alternate models of the public spherg¢oamdalism’s role within it. The public
reflection that occurred following the retractioegbed back some of the layers of journalistic
assumptions. It created an opportunity to examineraber of taken-for-granted truths about
journalism.

Commentators were forced to confront the quesifamhat counts as journalism and
where its boundaries lie. Daisey’s work appeardabith a journalistic and a theatrical context.
Daisey is clear that he is not a journalist, bstwork was journalistic in many wayBAL itself
also operates on the very edges of what is coresideurnalism. After grappling with the
guestion of Daisey’s work’s genre, commentatoredtskemselves what truth standard it should
be held to and, more generally, how truth shoulgreeluced. Though many journalists tried to
marginalize Daisey’s work as an unfortunate butatsal case, Daisey’s work also evoked more
general anxieties about increasing “truthinésat society at large, the blurring of generic
boundaries, and changing journalistic prioritiegt thre replacing truth with storytelling,

activism, and popularity.

! Nicole Smith Dahmen (2010) defines truthiness +a fgopularized in 2005 by satirist Stephen Colbag-the
societal acceptance of the appearance of trutlasepf truth itself.



Of course, these questions are not entirely neuthTscandals have occurred periodically
throughout the history of journalism, and have mfieompted similar questions. The “New
Journalism” of the 1970s represented, in many widgssame priorities and definition of truth as
Daisey’s work. Writers of New Journalism becamerabters in their own stories and freely
used techniques outside mainstream journalism, asichconstructing dialogue and using
composite characters, in an attempt to capturstimbheality. Just as journalists challenged
Daisey’s accuracy, traditional journalists regujaithallenged the factual accuracy of New
Journalism (Sims, 2007, pp. 219-262). Daisey anal dmurnalism both contested the power of
traditional journalism by questioning the posstiibf objective truth and the power of the
journalist to produce authoritative accounts.

The Daisey commentary also participates in a l@gbhg debate over journalism’s
boundaries and the tug of war between objectivity advocacy. In his history of journalistic
objectivity, David T. Z. Mindich explains that deba over the nature of journalism have
recurred throughout history each time old medianmeg are challenged by upstarts: “Whenever
the hegemony of elite news brokers is threatemtelnse debates over the nature of news occur”
(Mindich, 1998, p. 138). Though the Daisey casmoisdirectly about the decline of newspapers
or the impact of the internet on journalism, ileefs concerns about changes in journalism
related to those phenomena.

This sphere of debate was not new to Mike Daisélyee Throughout his career in
theater his monologues generally combined fictioth @onfiction, and questions about the
boundaries of non-fiction and what constituteshituid appeared in his work long before “The
Agony and Ecstasy of Steve Jobs.” Daisey’s 2006atogue “Truth” specifically looked at the

truth controversy over James Frey’s fictitious meraad, according to Daisey’s website,



included an “autobiographical accounting of Dais@yvn history of lying and telling the truth in
an attempt to illuminate the uncertain landscapd®fmotionally true, the literally true, and the
constant struggle to speak the truth” (Daisey,)drdquestions eerily reminiscent of later
debatesNew York Timetheater critic Jason Zinoman (2006) wrote thautit asks questions
such as, “Is lying acceptable when in service gfemter truth? What does truth mean in the
context of art?”

Previous studies of journalistic breaches havenihated something about the cultural
context in which they occur by treating the breacag symptoms of larger cultural trends. The
breaches highlight which parts of the journaligtazadigm are being questioned in that historical
moment. Commentary surrounding the breach bringsutixieties of the times into focus.
Eason’s study of the Janet Cooke scandal, for ebgrapgues that “Janet Cooke became a
representative figure who personified changesunnalism during that period,” of the 1970s and
early 1980s (Eason, 1986, p. 434). Cooke was btaakime that ushered in increasing numbers
of racial minority journalists. She wrote her fatated story in the midst of evolving journalistic
conventions that included literary New Journaliswell as investigative journalism that relied
on anonymous sources. Commentators on the Cookdadaerefore focused on Cooke’s race
and her use of anonymous sources. They debately qmestions such as: Was Cooke less than
gualified but hired because of her race? Was sheatnte to carry out her deception because of
an increasing tolerance for anonymous sources?

In 2012, the changes occurring in journalism —dnait associated anxieties— were
different than they were when Janet Cooke wrotestaely in 1980. In the Daisey controversy,
recurring questions and concerns about journalamd a uniquely current expression. The

definition of truth seems uniquely relevant andamtgn today’s political environment, which



some describe as “the age of truthiness.” Questbjmirnalism’s mandate and role in society
have become particularly salient as institutiongafnalism are disappearing or having to
change in radical ways in order to be financiatiivent. And as the world is increasingly
globalized and more diverse populations are indudépublic sphere” debates, the question
Daisey raises about how journalism can serve @tangd more diverse population is particularly
relevant. Like Janet Cooke did over 30 years agkeNdaisey serves as a nucleus around which
larger debates and anxieties about journalismtipeknd truth have coalesced. My aim is for
this analysis to capture a snapshot in time ofetltescerns and debates.

Daisey’s work,TAL's retraction, and the corpus of public commentagythis thesis’
objects of analysis. Using an approach that ishteteto the cultural studies of journalism and
critical rhetoric, | broadly consider what the sdahhas to say about contemporary American
journalism, truth and the public sphere.

Journalistic standards of practice and the purpthe®msserve are often taken for granted.
Advocating a version of critical rhetoric basedtba work of Michel Foucault, Raymie
McKerrow (1989) calls for critics to interrogataslkind of “undiscussed” discursive power. The
Daisey scandal provides an ideal opportunity taagegn this kind of critique, which McKerrow
calls the “critique of freedom.” McKerrow’s critiguof freedom, as opposed to his “critique of
domination,” doesn’t aim to question the repressnegemonic ideology of a ruling class.
Instead, this kind of critique teases apart thei¢adf power that is all around us. It doesn’t aim
to upend a particular regime, but instead to engagever ending skepticism that draws
attention to unquestioned dogma and discursives relgpecially rules for the production of truth.
It therefore opens up new possibilities for actornn this case, new possibilities for the practice

of journalism.



The Daisey case lends itself to such a critiquieesfdom, because there is a wide gap
between Daisey'’s journalistic practice and tradilgournalistic dogmas, rules and assumptions.
The scandal highlighted those assumptions; thegirhedopics of conversation. The violation of
norms brought the norms themselves into the sptl&s Foucault writes, “transgression forces
the limit to face the fact of its imminent disappe®ce, to find itself in what it excludes”
(Foucault, 1977, p. 34). David Michael Ryfe mak@s same point about journalism
specifically: “Within any particular news regimégh, its core vision of what counts as news
will be produced and reproduced precisely througkeht” (Ryfe, 2006, p. 211). This process of
finding the limits of “what counts” occurred in thléscussion among journalists and critics that
followed TAL'’s retraction. Some commentators defeshtraditional journalism and explained
why they supported its rules; others argued thagdy&s unconventional work drew attention to
some of the weaknesses of the traditional model.

Dahlgren (1992) divides the assumptions behindaalitional notion of journalism” into
two broad categories. The first category is episiegical. These assumptions privilege
rationality, a representational view of languagej an absolute, transparent notion of truth. The
second set of assumption is political and sociétalse have to do with journalism’s place in the
world and its role in public life. In this thesisgxamine both sets of assumptions as the Daisey
scandal reveals and comments on them. | do thasigifr furthering previous work on
journalistic breaches and paradigm repair theohyclvspeak to the ways in which journalistic
scandals highlight the discursive power of tradidiljournalistic paradigms. | also utilize theory
of publics and the public sphere, which help exptaiticisms and defenses of Daisey that relate
to journalism’s role in democracy and civic life.

Journalistic Breaches, Public Responses, and Parapin Repair



| position this thesis in the tradition of studegournalistic breaches. | borrow the term
“journalistic breaches” from Barbie Zelizer, wheitifies the study of journalistic breaches as a
scholarly tradition within the broader categorycaftural analysis of journalism. A journalistic
breach is a rupture in an otherwise fairly seansgeste of journalistic norms, conventions,
assumptions and worldviews. The rupture providespgortunity to examine how those norms,
conventions, assumptions and worldviews —the jdistiaparadigm— usually function.

(Bennett, Gressett, & Haltom, 1985; Hindman, 2G03226; Zelizer, 2004, pp. 196-197).

Journalistic breaches generate reactions from ghsta and from the public. Within a
few days ofTAL's retraction of “Mr. Daisey and the Apple Fact8myumerous news institutions
such as th&lew York TimesSlate theAtlantic, theEconomisttheGuardian theChicago
Tribung Salon theNew YorkerTimg ReutersMarketplace CNN, theHuffington Postand the
Washington Pogtublished opinion pieces on the scandal, as djdrozations of media criticism
such as Poynter, the Nieman Journalism Lab, thar@laia Journalism Review and numerous
independent blogs.

These reactions provide insight into the journiglisaradigm. They describe societal,
institutional and professional expectations of jalists, fears about the current or future state of
journalism, and opinions on the role that jourmalislays or ought to play in society. To fully
understand the breach and its impacts, it is fiLitf analyze not just the transgressive texts
themselves but also responses to the breachnithese responses, largely written by traditional
professional journalists, where the rupture betwberparadigm and the transgressive text
crystallizes.

David Eason (1986) began the tradition of analyzongnalistic breaches with his study

of the way journalists made sense of the Janet €soéndal, which involved high-profile



journalistic fabrications. The scandal, accordim@ason, “provided an occasion for journalists
to reflect publicly on the social and cultural peeses whereby their accounts gain authority in
society” (Eason, 1986, p. 430). In other words,lireach created an opportunity to articulate
rules and mechanisms of knowledge production tteatygically taken for granted.

In their analysis of the controversy surroundingpBldaureate Rigoberta Menchu’s 1983
autobiography, Avant-Mier and Hasian explain that teckoning that occurs in the wake of a
journalistic breach provides the researcher adoeasare public debate over journalistic norms,
the rules for the production of truth in generaild @pinions on the role that journalism should
play in public life.

Nicole Smith Dahmen (2010) uses a frame analystpofion pieces on James Frey’s
controversial memoiA Million Little Piecego catalog the public’s descriptions of the breach
and diagnoses of its causes. The frames she idsrgiXplain how the public makes sense of the
event and reveal widespread societal anxietiestdahetstatus of journalism and truth in a
particular historical moment. These opinion pie@esording to Dahmen, express concern about
the “slippery slope” between truth and fiction letmemoir genre, which they blame on an
increasingly voyeuristic society. They are alarraethe “age of truthiness,” and respond by
defending journalistic truth as a important founaiabf democracy.

A number of scholars have noted that responsgaitoalistic breaches serve the specific
purpose of “paradigm repair.” Bennett, et al. uspair”’ to describe how journalists “normalize”
a troublesome story to uphold traditional procesdaesews creation (Bennett et al., 1985). Reese
(1990) and Hindman (2005) each further the coneeparadigm repair by applying it to
journalistic breaches. Reese argues that a braaehiténs the overarching journalistic paradigm

and its rules of knowledge production. Repair witiks follows to mend the damage done to the



paradigm. The repair work reveals the usually itmesand implicit rules and limits of the
paradigm (Reese, 1990, p. 391) by justifying amdifsing them in the face of a challenge.

Hindman (2005) explains that paradigm repair Uguansists of two primary
techniques: distancing the journalistic breach fpooper, paradigm-conforming journalism and
re-affirming the value of the paradigm itself. Teéschniques protect the paradigm while
recognizing the breach. The outcome of successfadigm repair, according to Hindman, “is
that news media can continue operating as befarause they have isolated and dismissed the
anomaly.” (Hindman, 2005, p. 227).

Hindman adds, however, that some breaches argmsificant that paradigm repair is not
sufficient. She makes a case that the Jayson &lairdal, for example, so disrupted the
traditional news production paradigm that New York Timesn addition to the usual repair
work, responded by making some changes to the iganatself as practiced by that particular
newspaper.

Theories of journalism’s publics.

Journalistic breaches generate particular contspMeecause of the important role that
journalism is often assigned in the maintenanadeofiocracy. According to many scholars and
commentators journalism connects the public angbtivate; it is the independent mediator
between people and politics. Many commentatorsethes criticize journalism that operates
outside the dominant paradigm as jeopardizing deaggc This criticism rests on a number of
assumptions about both the superiority of the cuparadigm and the operation of the
democratic public sphere. In order to identify axglain these assumptions in the commentary
surrounding the Daisey scandal, | draw upon vartbasretical models of publics and the public

sphere.



Jurgen Habermas’ (1974) description of the idealrgeois public sphere has been highly
influential as a normative vision of journalismtde in democracy, and informs a number of
contemporary journalistic conventions (Allan, 199R)Habermas’ conception of the public
sphere, citizens develop public opinion througlsoe&d discourse. This public sphere requires
facts that are unadulterated by the interests¥iduals and depends on rationality. It also
entails equality; each citizen must have an eqppbdunity to participate. Power differentials
must be bracketed. Journalism serves as the medfitims public debate by providing the public
with the information it needs to deliberate. Furthpeiblic debates in the press are analogous to
debates in legislatures (Hampton, 2010). The psasecessarily separate from government,
special interests, and corporate interests.

The model that Habermas articulated has beenweiti from many angles, a number of
which resonate with Daisey’s intervention. Daisegst forwards an alternate conception of the
public sphere. It attempts to expand what countsrastter of public concern, who counts as the
public, and critiques the role of journalism in tlikole process.

In an argument that could be seen as sympatheaisey, Nancy Fraser (1990)
critiques Habermas’ public sphere on the groundsiths exclusive and elides real and
important power differentials. A singular, rigidgurgeois conception of “the public” and a
single set of rules for what counts as approppataic discourse excludes many communities
and texts from discursive participation in demoygradaaser argues that multiple “publics” is a
more inclusive and more democratic model than Habst monolithic public. This model of
multiple competing and overlapping publics, accogdio Fraser, allows participation on a

broader range of topics from a wider variety offdepand it recognizes that societal inequalities



exist. Fraser doesn’t specifically address jousmalibut her modifications of the public sphere
would certainly entail a reimagining of journalism.

DelLuca and Peeples (2002) also critique the tathtiHabermasian conception of the
public sphere for its narrowness. They take issitie it¢ insistence on rationality and the
privileging of face-to-face communication, espdyiai the 2£' century technological context.
They suggest the supplemental concept of the “pglieen,” which allows for the rhetoric of
non-rational images in addition to rational diss@uBesides allowing a broader range of
acceptable public discourse, the public screengilsots access to members of the public who
may not have access to the traditional public spti@ough the mainstream media, especially
activists. Many critics have grappled with the pgeob of the pervasive commercial influence on
journalism as an obstacle to the ideal public sphéfhere Habermas (1974) sees this influence
as an obstacle that can be overcome, others, ingli@eLuca and Peeples, argue that it is an
extensive problem that requires overhauling concagtof journalism and the public sphere
entirely (Curran, 2000; Hampton, 2010).

In an argument that is similar to Daisey’s, DeLucayson, & Sun (2012) expand this
argument to suggest that non-mainstream truths @éman-mainstream journalism. Through an
examination at representations of the Occupy Wadle$ protests from various media, Deluca, et
al. declare that the mainstream media represehéegrotests in a way that benefitted the status
guo and those already in power. Less-mainstreagsblmwever, represented the protests in a
more complete and complicated way.

All of this is to say that, despite overwhelminghdemnation by journalists and media

critics, Daisey’s alternative journalism is notessily dismissed as a mere liar's perversion of



the democratic process. Instead it can be vieweoh @application, with both faults and
advantages, of some of these re-worked concepoiotne public sphere.
Textual Artifacts

In this thesis, | analyze two types of texts. FAgghe original work by Mike Daisey and
This American Lif€TAL) that sparked controversy. | examine the transcopDaisey’s
theatrical monologue “the Agony and Ecstasy of St&bs,” posted on Daisey’s blog. | work
with both the Feb 2012 version and the Septemb&2 26rsions, as Daisey made some changes
in response to the controversy. | also looKAL's adaptation of the monologue, “Mr. Daisey
and the Apple Factory.” Additionally, | examine tthanscript and audio afAL's subsequent
“Retraction” episode.

Secondly, I look at approximately 80 pieces of t@ritcommentary by journalists,
academics and members of the public produced poree to the retraction. In this corpus, |
include pieces of both news and opinion. | inclndess stories under the category of
“‘commentary,” because they often include snippétspmion from quoted sources or
summaries of the controversy as they view it. \ihigh goal of capturing the widest possible
variety of opinions, rather than a systematic presentative sample, | assembled this corpus
throughLexis-Nexidatabase searches, general Web searches, amdrigliinks between
commentaries. This method produced a rich massxtd from a great diversity of sources, from
personal blogs to venerated newspapers. | attenipiedlude every piece of commentary
available on the internet that appeared soon #iféeretraction. The vast majority of the
commentaries in this study were published in thekifellowing TAL's “Retraction” episode,
which aired on March 16, 2012. | have, howeveruded several relevant texts that fall outside

of that timeframe. All were published within thnemnths ofTAL's retraction.



Methods

According to Barbie Zelizer, cultural studies ofifnalism consider journalists to be
“producers of culture.” This type of analysis loagournalism as one type of “cultural
argumentation, expression, representation and ptimaiti among many others (Zelizer, 2004, p.
177). A cultural approach necessarily entails &oatlilook at the journalistic worldview. It
studies journalism as culturally and historicalbntngent, caught up in power dynamics, and
ideological. It therefore interrogates acceptednalistic principles such as objectivity,
independence, transparent facts, the strict boyrimtwween fiction and non-fiction, balance, and
direct and faithful quotation, among others.

These journalistic norms and values often fath mhat Raymie McKerrow calls “the
undiscussed.” The goal of critical rhetoric, simiia cultural studies of journalism, is to reveal
the undiscussed in order to understand mechanipwaer in society that are typically taken
for granted. Following Foucault, McKerrow calls fermanent criticism” in his “critique of
freedom” (McKerrow, 1989, p. 96). This type of @yite interrogates assumptions in order to
allow for new possibilities in power dynamics, sdc¢elations, and —in this case— the practice
and function of journalism. My aim is explicitly htio advocate specific reforms of journalism,
or even to suggest that they are necessary, detioh$o participate in this ongoing permanent
criticism by looking with skepticism at the rulesdsassumptions of contemporary American
journalism. In McKerrow’s words, this type of cqtie “guard[s] against ‘taken for granteds’ that
endanger our freedom—our chance to consider nesilpldges for action” (McKerrow, 1989, p.
97).

As paradigm repair theory argues, the overwhelmomglemnation Daisey received from

the journalistic community can be interpreted asité@mpt to shore up traditional journalism’s



discursive power. As McKerrow explains, “Bringirfiet‘undiscussed’ or concealed to the
forefront is an act of heterodoxical rhetoric, metturally enough, by an orthodox rhetoric of
defense of the status quo” (McKerrow, 1989, p. 1@&)e view could describe Daisey’s work as
“heterodoxical rhetoric” designed to reveal the atdailings of traditional journalism and the
critical responses from journalists as the orthottlefense of the status quo.” Without either
defending or dismissing Daisey’s work, my projexta explore the conversation it began.
Foucault's perspective assumes that any statussquai the product of linear progress.
As historians of journalism have also pointed out, current journalistic norms of practice are
neither natural nor inevitable (see, for examplknBurst & Nerone, 2009; Schudson, 2001).
According to Foucault, when a genealogist seekmtierstand the way things are, she discovers,
as Nietzsche did, “not a timeless and essentiaésduut the secret that they have no essence or
that their essence was fabricated in a piecemshida from alien forms” (Foucault, 1984, p.
78). A search for the “best” way to practice jodisra will therefore be fruitless, because there
IS N0 essence or secret to discover, no perfentgdiam towards which our practices can evolve.
What we can do instead is reflect upon our coneestand our rules for the production
of truth. In McKerrow’s version of Foucaultian ecgl rhetoric, critical reflection on the ways
that truth is shaped by power and constraints pomant, because it grants us “freedom” to
imagine different possibilities for journalism atrdth. Barbara Biesecker further articulates
what Foucaultian rhetorical criticism can meandocial change: it can help alter the “grid of
intelligibility” that serves as the conditions adgsibility and directs the use of power (Biesecker,
1992). My project is sympathetic to these aims perdpectives. Its aim is to detail the
conventions that Daisey’s work questions and erplae “grid of intelligibility” that the scandal

illuminates.



Consistent with the concerns of both cultural Esi@énd critical rhetoric, this thesis also
emphasizes the audience. Because audience intgipnstof a discursive event determine its
significance, | devote two thesis chapters to tiadysis of responses to Daisey’s work and
TAL's retraction. | focus primarily on responses wveritby professional journalists and critics.
These audience members dominate the commentargnhobecause producing media content
is their job. They also have personal stakes irmtksbover journalism, and are in the position to
negotiate journalism’s changing norms as theylaenes who enact and reproduce those
norms.

Additionally, one of my primary questions conceting relationship between journalism
and its publics: what is journalism’s role in demadic society? | am interested in understanding
more than the rhetorical techniques of journalismant to investigate what it does in the world
and what the public expects it to do in a momergmdociety’s expectations of journalism seem
to be changing.

With these analytical goals in mind, | carefukad the texts in my corpus and identified
trends in the arguments. | then examined thesevagts in detail and compared them to my
own interpretation of Daisey’s text. Based on poesgiwork on journalistic breaches and theories
of paradigm repair and publics, | specifically pattention to:

* Definitions of truth and standards of truth protion.

Related to the boundaries of journalism, contempydears about encroaching
“truthiness,” and the assumed link between trutth @mocratic deliberation, | examined
arguments that addressed the truth or falsity a$&és work and arguments that attempted to
define truth.

» Examples of paradigm repair or arguments agaastdigm repair.



| was particularly interested in commentary th#ttes seeks to preserve or questions the
boundaries, definitions, and rules of traditiormalrpalism. | therefore specifically looked for
descriptions ohowjournalism is (or should be) practiced; its tecfugis and conventions, and
for commentary that compares and contrasts Daiséyis methods with mainstream journalists
and their methods.

» Anxiety about recent and future changes in jolisma

| paid attention to arguments that describe Daseyrk as symptomatic of societal or

journalistic trends without attempting to pre-detere those trends.
» Arguments about journalism’s role in the demdcrpublic sphere.

| noted arguments that concerned the relationstiywden journalism, activism, and
public debate. | also examined comments that censine effects of Daisey’s text on debates
regarding the working conditions in Chinese fa@sri
Chapters of this Thesis

Chapter 2, “The Agony and Ecstasy of Mr. Daisegguses on transcripts of Daisey’s
stage show and the original TAL broadcast. Fiestid what genre the piece belongs to, as that
later became a topic of debate. | look at the fradiscourses and textual features that allowed
Daisey’s work to find a home in both journalistitdetheatrical contexts, which allows me to
explore the mechanisms of rhetorical shorthandittthtate “journalism” and “truth” to
audiences. | also investigate the question of wdrdtie rules of truth production and the
definition of truth vary by genre.

| then detail Daisey’s non-journalistic definitioftruth. In his piece, truth is not

something that exists objectively. Instead of bdirgd and verifiable, it is a constructed product



of power. | argue that this definition facilitatBsisey’s indictment of mainstream journalism’s
coverage of Chinese factory conditions, and allbinsto offer an alternate truth in its place.

Finally, | examine aspects of the text that conttiélal to its rhetorical power and
facilitated its popularity. One of the frustratiooissome Daisey critics is that other (“real”)
journalists were also documenting the abuses iné€3ai factories, but it was Daisey’s
(“dishonest”) work that brought attention to thsus.

In Chapter 3, “Mr. Daisey and Journalism’s Paradig examine commentary on
Daisey'’s piece an@AL's retraction. In this chapter, | broadly ask wttas commentary,
through the lens of the Daisey case, has to saytgmarnalism more broadly. First, | analyze the
techniques of paradigm repair that appear in tbesementaries. | detail the mechanisms by
which the commentary marginalizes Daisey and deféyadlitional journalism.

| conclude that the repair work has not been elytsuccessful, as the commentary
expresses significant anxieties about larger (dhgtg) trends in journalism that Daisey
represents. These trends include increasing tregkirblurred generic boundaries, and the
reduced prioritization of truth in favor of storifteg, activism, and financial gain.

Chapter 4, “Mr. Daisey and Democracy: Journalisih issmPublics,looks at how the
commentary interprets journalism’s role in the deratic public sphere. | describe how
Daisey’s work questions that role and also questtoaditional assumptions about the nature and
function of the public sphere itself. His work adates expanding the public sphere to include
more types of people, topics, texts and truths.

Finally, in the conclusion | reflect on Daiseyfarisgressions as part of larger historical

trends in journalism.






Chapter 2: The Agony and Ecstasy of Mr. Daisey
Yes, Cathy. I'm going to lie to lots of peapilike Daisey

In this chapter, | examine the content of s American Lifs (TAL) episode “Mr.
Daisey and the Apple Factory” as well as both warsiof Mike Daisey’s stage transcript “The
Agony and Ecstasy of Steve Jobs.” The similaritied differences between the various versions
of this text are instructive and help illuminatersoof the sources of the controversy that
followed TAL's retraction of the episode.

First, | examine the text’s genre, which has betape of debate in the controversy.
Genre determines audience expectations and impaatshe text will be judged, so it sets the
parameters for any debate over the text’s trutbuocess. | detail the indicators of different
genres in this text, which include its context{sg discourses that frame it, and its performance
of genre through textual conventions. Although thid is a dizzying mix of drama and
journalism, it is one that mobilizes rhetorical o@g that powerfully signal “truth” to audiences.

There is a gap between the type of truth thatemgdis expect from the journalistic genre
and the way Daisey constructs truth in this tekie Tiext section of this chapter explains this
gap. The text doesn’t simply ignore or flout jodrsig truth standards; it presents an argument
against them and elaborates its own view of trdtuirnalistic truth is determined by its
correspondence to external reality, while truthoading to Daisey’s text is instead a product of
power. It is therefore subject to change as powranhics change. The text’s project is to
contest the power that the Apple corporation astltirtions of journalism have over the truth
about Chinese manufacturing. According to this’seligic, it cannot succeed by simply relating

an alternate narrative; it must also mobilize powfats own.



In the final section of this chapter, | explore Sources of the text’s rhetorical power. A
significant source of that power is the text’'s klahat it describes actual events. Although the
text rejects a journalistic definition of truth sitmultaneously relies on the rhetorical force that
journalistic conventions confer.

Introduction: the Texts, Their Contents and Their Contexts

Mike Daisey started performing his theatrical mogoe “The Agony and Ecstasy of
Steve Jobs” in 2010. Though successful as faragedtmonologues go, the work did not
initially generate controversy or attract much naealitention. In January 2012, the public radio
showThis American Lif€TAL) based an entire episode on Daisey’s monologuedcaVir.
Daisey and the Apple Factory.” This broadcast gachattention and later generated
controversy by exposing the material to a muchdaegidience and placing it in a different
generic context. At over 880,000 downloads, thecpstlof “Mr. Daisey and the Apple Factory”
soon becam@&AL's most downloaded episode ever (“Retracting ‘Maid2y and the Apple
Factory’,” 2012). Due to the enormous initial pagoitly of the episode, Daisey released the
transcript of his stage monologue with the idea titlaers might want to stage it. He posted the
first version of the transcript to his blog on Redmy 21, 2012.

The text (in both its monologue and broadcast &)ralls the story of Daisey’s visit to
Shenzhen, China, which is the site of a massiveéix factory, one of Apple, Inc.’s suppliers.
Daisey explains that he was motivated to makertpdy a sudden curiosity about where his
beloved Apple technology comes from (Daisey, 202P42d; Glass, 2012a).

According to the text, in China Daisey encounstrgcking evidence of the abuse of
Foxconn factory workers. He meets a number of §ipeaiemorable characters who explain

their desperate living and working conditions. Kgelns to their heartwrenching stories, which



involve working inhumanely long hours, developirrgyentable disabilities, and the presence of
many underage workers. He also witnesses the wgpdad dormitory conditions inside one of
the factories.

As a non-journalist who has no experience in CHasey gains surprising access to
these workers and to the factory itself through tudimentary tactics: First, he stands outside
the factory until people talk to him. Later he poss an executive hoping to do business with the
factory, and is rapidly allowed inside. Throughtha story, Daisey portrays himself as a naif
armed with nothing more than curiosity about Apghel a desire to know the truth.

In the text, Daisey is sharply critical of professl American journalists who, according
to Daisey, have willfully ignored these inhumanetéay conditions. He is even more critical of
the Apple corporation, which is responsible for teaditions. His explicit goals are to
encourage his audience of American Apple userar® about the Chinese people who make
their technology “by hand,” and to take steps ttl#pple accountable for the inhumane
treatment of those workers.

In the stage monologue, but not &L broadcast, there is a second storyline that tells
the history of the Apple company. It follows Apged its leaders through generations of
technology and business decisions. This portigdh@imonologue was not subjecfitAL’'s
retraction and generated no controversy.

TheTAL broadcast brought significant attention to Daigeg to the plight of the
workers in Apple’s Chinese supplier factories. Aftee episode aired, Daisey made numerous
media appearances on the topic,Mesv York Timepublished an extensive series of exposés,
and members of the public pressured Apple and tBe Congress to take action on the issue

(Doctor, 2012; Duhigg & Bradsher, 2012).



Meanwhile, journalists who had reported aboutstime Chinese factory conditions
became suspicious about the literal truth of sohtheostory’s details. Though by all accounts
the factory conditions that Daisey describes dstereporters doubted the specifics of his tale,
particularly some of its most powerful and intimatements. American Public Media’s
Marketplacereporter Rob Schmitz investigated Daisey’s stvacked down his interpreter, and
uncovered a number of fabrications. According tbri8itz’'s reporting, some memorable scenes
that Daisey describes simply did not occur. Fomgxa, in “Mr. Daisey and the Apple Factory,”
Daisey describes his initial impression upon angvat the gates of Foxconn: “I get out of the
taxi with my translator. And the first thing | saethe gates are the guards. And the guards look
pissed. They look really pissed. And they are ¢agguns” (Glass, 2012a). According to
Schmitz, security guards never carry guns in Chiiaen Schmitz interviewed Daisey’s
interpreter Cathy Lee about the guns, “Cathy shg&saever seen a gun in person, only in the
movies and on TV, so she’'d remember it” (Glass,2B0p. 5).

Other characters and stories were evidently congm#iat Daisey created from several
sources, including the accounts of other jourmaliSaisey describes an encounter with workers
poisoned by N-Hexane, a chemical used to cleami®Boreens, whose “hands shake
uncontrollably. Most of them can't even pick uplasg.” In the course of his own reporting,
Schmitz had met these same workers in a diffeignt@athy Lee told Schmitz that she and
Daisey had not met any workers who claimed to begmed by N-Hexane or anybody whose
hands shook as Daisey described. According to Seht@athy suggests that Daisey saw
reports about this in the news, and copied ancegdasinto his monologue” (Glass, 2012b, p. 7).

Schmitz also says that Daisey consistently oveoited the number of workers he met

and the number of factories he visited. He als@g&eated the youth of the workers. According



to Schmitz, Lee, Apple, Inc. and other journalistsjerage workers are rare at Foxconn
factories, but Daisey claims to have immediatelyoemtered several (Glass, 2012a, 2012b). In a
damning indictment of Apple, Daisey says, “I do knihat in my first two hours of my first day

at that gate, | met workers who were 14 yearsi8dyears old, 12. Do you really think Apple
doesn't know?” (Glass, 2012a). Lee told Schmitzifithey had met workers that young, “I

would be surprised. | would be very surprised. Amauld remember for sure. But there is no
such thing” (Glass, 2012b, p. 6).

Schmitz brought the results of his investigatiohjch included these and other detailed
accusations, tdAL. The show retracted the entire episode as a r@dtshow broadcast its
“Retraction” episode on March 16, 2012 (Glass, 208Bthmitz, 2012). The retraction sparked a
controversy and a media debate, which are the sishpé Chapters 3 and 4 of this thesis.

In the retraction and afterwards, Daisey consistelefended his work. He admitted to a
very small number of the infractions, and apolodiraly for broadcasting it as journalism on
TAL (Daisey, 2012b, 2012c; Glass, 2012b). He contintagubrform “The Agony and Ecstasy of
Steve Jobs” on stage in a slightly amended formatidressed some of the retraction’s
accusations. In September 2012, Daisey releasaddbdied version of the stage transcript
(“Release 2.0").

Genre and Context

A significant component of the controversy had ¢ondth the genre of Daisey’s work.
Commentators debated whether the text was dragoaoralism and which generic standards
they should use to judge the text fairly. Throutghdifferent contexts, framing discourses, and
textual features, Daisey’s text performed bothpalism and theater, which allowed it to

leverage the persuasive tools of both genres.



Daisey’s use of journalistic framing and textuaheentions, however, also burdened the
text with audience expectations that it failed teetn This is one of the primary causes of the
controversy. Following the retraction, one of theestions critics asked was how Daisey duped
his audience. Put less judgmentally, how did “Maidey and the Apple Factory” so thoroughly
seento be journalism when, as the retraction showselféxt fundamentally failed to uphold
journalistic norms? This contested text providesigue opportunity explore the mechanisms of
rhetorical shorthand that indicate journalism, daatruth, and fiction to audiences.

As a stage show, the monologue neither had thégablpower nor generated the
controversy of its radio broadcast version. Somiefpower and controversy is likely a simple
result of the large size dhis American Lifs audience, estimated at 1.7 million listeners per
week.TAL’s podcast is also the most popular in the UniteteSt@About our radio show,”

n.d.). The increase in the audience size doedhth&ewhole story, however. The change from a
theatrical to a journalistic context is also crlidieecause it changed audience expectations of the
piece’s genre. A number of commentators on therovatsy judge the piece as acceptable as
drama in the context of a theater but condemn job@aalism in the context of a news program.
Film critic Andrew O’Hehir, for example, wrote, “Was totally OK to do that onstage, and

totally not OK to do it in the context of a radiews program” (O’Hehir, Williams, & Miller,

2012).

In their study of a parallel example, the contreyesurrounding the truthfulness of Nobel
laureate Rigoberta Menchu’s 1983 autobiography nédier and Hasian (2008) explain that
the debate over that text often invoked genre. Maupporters justified MenchU'’s questionably
“true” work by explaining its genre. As a Guatenmati@stimoniq the purposes dfle Llamo

Rigoberta Menchare different from traditional North American joatism, as are its standards



of truth. The genre dkstimonig according to Avant-Mier and Hasian, is “a colieist form of
discourse” (p. 330). First-person accountgestimoniospeak for a community, rather than the
literal, singular author. These texts are politicpbwerful; they create solidarity and give a
voice to disempowered people who may not normallyehaccess to the literary establishment.
Because the genre does not conform to North Amegesegories of “fact” and “fiction,”
Menchd's text attracted critics in the U.S. Menchdéfenders argue that judging this text by the
standards of North American journalism does notersdnse, and further, does violence to the
text and to the indigenous communities it represefithough the first-person stories Menchu
relates are not actual eyewitness accounts, thiahee'truth” according to the rules of the
testimoniogenre.

Menchu'stestimoniowas clearly comprehended by the indigenous Gudaas it
represents and by those familiar with testimoniogenre. Detractors of the text were those from
outside Latin America who (mis)understood it aswpalistic memoir. Generic identity depends
upon conventions and a uniform set of rules, spetfthe particular genre, that are understood
by both producer and audience. When the audieragt¢h@nproducer understand a text and its
genre differently, the text garners criticism.

Enthusiastic Daisey defender Scott Walters (2028g)es that “The Agony and Ecstasy
of Steve Jobs” is alsotastimonig and therefore should not be held to journalistédards.
Walters is in the minority here, and it is easgée why.Testimonids not a widely recognized
genre in the United States. Even if Daisey’s warkformed strictly to the norms of the
testimoniogenre —which it does not— those norms are notwvelerstood among the work’s
intended audience. The audience, therefore, cdrmexpected to classify the work as a

testimoniocand judge it by the standards of that genre.llf imstead, expect “The Agony and



Ecstasy of Steve Jobs” to uphold the norms of aerfammiliar genre such as literature, drama,
journalism or memoir. Rhetorical scholar Carolynl&fi(1984) argues that genres participate in
social action, and should therefore be classifredymatically, according to what they do. She
points out that genres are cultural; they corredgorrecurring situations that are defined
according to culturally-specific ways of organiziting world. She dismisses scholarship that, for
example, attempts to classify contemporary rhetaemording to Aristotelian genres, as those
genres accord with the situations of another tinee@ace. The pragmatic tasks of the
contemporary U.S. are not those of Aristotle’spbindigenous Guatemala, and consequently its
genres will be different.

The question, then, is how the audience placestavithin a genre and chooses the
standards by which to judge it. Campbell and Jabmié€ampbell & Jamieson, 1978) suggest
that genres cohere through several aspects; these][substantive, stylistic and situational
characteristics.” In the Daisey case, there amsethypes of generic indicators that can influence
the generic contract the audience makes with th@oflogue. They roughly correspond to
Campbell and Jamieson’s three kinds of characdiesidtirst is the context (or situation) in
which the work appears; Daisey performed his warlstage, published a stage “transcript,” and
broadcast it on a journalistic radio program. Selcare framing discourses —introductions and
epilogues— that surround the work. The differemsims of Daisey’s text are framed by wildly
different (substantive) messages about genre.lifjmadcursive (stylistic) conventions within a
text itself evoke genres; this text’'s conventioresraixed. These various signals are inconsistent,
placing the work in a muddled liminal zone somewhaetween theater and journalism.

Following TAL's retraction, Daisey defended his work. As Daidegcribed the piece, “It

uses a combination of fact, memoir, and dramatemise to tell its story, and | believe it does so



with integrity.” He stated that he stood by thettexd only apologized for presenting it in a
journalistic context. On his blog, Daisey wroteHTE AMERICAN LIFE is essentially a
journalistic - not a theatrical - enterprise, asdgsach it operates under a different set of rubes a
expectations. But this is my only regret” (Dais2@12b, capitals in original). He had never
intended the work to be journalism, and had belwed original intention by broadcasting the
story on the journalistic shoWAL. If TAL had not broadcast his story, Daisey suggestsyutdv
never have been judged by the standards of josmalk work’s context certainly impacts how
the audience perceives its genre. Indeed, in aditi Daisey himself, a number of other
commentators on this controversy draw neat correggaces between the theatrical context and
fiction, and theT AL context and journalism. Media critic David Cant Example, described the
piece as “a fine bit of theater. It worked lesslhasla piece of journalism” (Carr, 2012).

The generic identities suggested by the theataiodlradio contexts are strengthened by
introductions and epilogues that frame the texarnntroduction to both versions of the stage
transcript, Daisey explains that he intends fortthascript to be an open-source “blueprint” that
others can use to stage “The Agony and EcstasyeokSobs.” He notes that he performs the
monologue slightly differently each time and th#teys staging it should feel free to adapt the
transcript as they see fit. “We invite you,” writBgisey, “artists of all stripes, to take our
monologue and put your own unique spin on it” (Eg012a, p. 2)

The monologue transcript’s introduction clearlgntifies the work as a piece of drama
that doesn’t pretend to journalism. It repeatedhpbasizes that the monologue is “performed,”
and allows —even encourages— individual performatméake liberties with the transcript.
Further, Daisey locates the monologue within “thg”aand refers to others who might stage it

as “artists” and “actors.” In direct contrast witle TAL version, there is no mention of the



integrity of facts or journalism (Daisey, 2012a2p.

The introduction does not label the monologue #eeefiction or non-fiction (though the
Public Theater’s program described it as “nonfict)pbut it does call itself “activist.” Its
explicit goal is to get Americans to care about@tmenese workers who make their electronics.
This goal is spelled out in both the introduction an two addendums to the end of the transcript
labeled “Change is possible” and “The rest of tfoeysis in your hands.” “Change is Possible,” a
document theaters distribute to their audiencdeviahg performances of the monologue, begins
“If you feel moved to take action from what you’lieard tonight, there are concrete steps you
can choose to take.” The document then explainsawamience members can pressure Apple and
other corporations to improve their labor practi@s includes details such as email addresses,
Twitter hashtags, and websites (Daisey, 2012a2)p.The epilogue “The rest of the story is in
your hands,” which appears only in the first vensod the transcript, celebrates the monologue’s
political impact on Apple, Foxconn, and the newsliaeince its appearance ©AL (Daisey,
2012a, p. 61).

By contrast, th& AL broadcast explicitly declares the piece to benjalism.TAL host Ira
Glass’ introduction describes Daisey as someon®‘whkes his living doing monologues on
stage” but who “turned himself into an amateur reg® for this story. Th& AL broadcast
follows Daisey’s story with Glass explaining tAa&L carefully fact-checked his work because
“he’s not a reporter. TAL interviewed “over a dozen” knowledgeable expensluding two
during the broadcast, to confirm the main point®aisey’s story (though not its exact factual
details). In its framing of the story as journaligime broadcast carefully explains which of the
details of Daisey’s account are common and confirimeother sources (that factories deceive

auditors, for example) and which may seem exagegetay Daisey’s story (the prevalence of



underage workers and the suicide rate, for exani@kss, 2012a). This portion of the broadcast
clearly signals that the monologue is intendedeaibderstood as journalism and thaL has

put its journalistic muscle behind making sure thisateur’s” story lives up to professional
journalistic standards of truth. It signals th&L declares the story to be within the journalistic
paradigm.

TAL doesn’t broadcast exclusively journalism. Its wiebdescribes the content of the
show as “mostly true stories of everyday peopleugin not always. There's lots more to the
show, but it's sort of hard to describe” (“About’usd.). Several commentators blame the
scandal oM AL's complex mix of fiction and non-fiction with ammgphasis on storytelling. The
show’s overall lack of generic clarity (Myers & @&lrman, 2012) or its unquestioning devotion
to well-told stories (J. Rosen, 2012b) may haveemtdpe for this type of scandal.
NeverthelessTAL's “Mr. Daisey and the Apple Factory” episode iphoit that it is
broadcasting Daisey’s story as journalism. Daigdyndt use the methods of professional
journalists to gather information in China, BUAL worked to verify the story according to
journalistic standards and devotes a segment dirtbedcast to corroborating Daisey with other
experts. In the broadcast, Glass states abouty)dlde’s not a reporter, and | wondered, did he
get it right? And so we’ve actually spent a few leehecking everything he says in his show”
(Glass, 2012a).

Importantly, context isn’t the only indicator ofrge, or the only line separating factual
genres from fictional ones. In order to make semgeparticular context, the internal
components of a text also have to correspond,testegree, to a genre appropriate to the
context. The fact that the same text found an awdi@adotha staged monologue and as a

journalistic story calls for a close analysis & teatures of the text itself that allowed it tioiti



in both contexts. Despite the differences of inticttbns and epilogues, the content of Daisey’s
story onTAL is nearly identical to portions of the originahgeé monologue. THEAL broadcast
is significantly shorterT AL removed parts of the monologue—specifically thel&gistory
storyline—that didn’t directly relate to Daisey’'si to China. However, the sections of the
monologue that do appear in the broadcast are altnawpletely unchanged. Daisey’s stage
instructions call the story drama; Glass’ intervgemith experts call it journalism, but the content
is the same. The next question, then, is how threlenit presents itself in terms of genre.

Marcel Broersma argues that the main feature ofailmaalism genre is its “claim to
truth” (2010, p. 25) The truth of its content i tenerally recognized dividing line between
journalism and not-journalism, but Broersma consetinéht this line is based on performance, not
substance. According to Broersma and others suEfshman (1980), Ericson, Baranek, & Chan
(1987), and Schudson (1995) journalism’s authartiyes from its rhetorical performance of
genre, not from its factual correspondence totyedlhat factual correspondence is not only
impractical for audience members to verify, bualso impossible for any text to achieve. No
text, including rigorous journalism, can ever b&raple reflection of reality. It will always be a
partial, filtered representation from a particutantage point that is constrained by the limits of
language.

Journalistic fraud, in Broersma’s view, prompt®sg reactions from journalists and
from the public because journalism’s performativdes have been abused. The strength of
those codes, which serve as a proxy for acceptedgathering and news production practices,
is crucial to journalism’s authority and identiB0Q0, p. 25). Furthermore, performative codes
are only as powerful as the audience’s belief @anthAs a parade of journalistic scandals

demonstrates, there is no necessary correspontletween a text’'s performance of journalism



and its production methods. The journalistic audeemakes that link and accepts a text as “true”
based on trust and the quality of the journaliggdormance.

This performance begins with the context and lalgehvhich | discussed earlier. When
CNN advertises itself as “The most trusted nam@eins,” it is performing trustworthiness. The
context of a text on CNN, the slogan argues, istbathas a history of truthfulness, and which
many other people have chosen to trust. Theredaidience members should, according to
CNN, believe in the truth of its texts and undardtéhem as journalism. SimilarlJAL adds
weight to Daisey’s truth claims by surrounding $tiery with a forceful journalistic performance
and a journalistic resume. When Glass and the shpwducers interview experts to evaluate
Daisey'’s claims, they are asserting to the audiehtmi may not be able to trust Daisey, but
you can trust us.”

Beyond context and overt labels, the audiencdig mechanism for identifying
“truthful” journalistic discourse is through styiis conventions. According to Broersma (2010),
some examples of these (mainstream contemporaryigang conventions include presenting
material according to the norm of objectivity, iogiing that the content has been produced
according to accepted professional routines —ssga#icular interviewing procedures— and
framing stories in ways that are meaningful and ensdnse within existing worldviews of the
audience. Daisey'’s text both utilizes and defiesi@mber of journalistic conventions. This is
typical of TAL, which describes its content on its website is thay: “The journalism we do
tends to use a lot of the techniques of fictiomrgs and characters and narrative threads.
Meanwhile, the fiction we have on the show funcsitike journalism” (“*About our radio show,”
n.d.).

“Mr. Daisey and the Apple Factory” does use scedearacters and narrative threads.



Though those techniques are compatible with joistialruth, the parts of the monologue that
most strongly display these “techniques of fictiamé also the ones that later led to the
retraction, a fact that Daisey’s critics highlight&lany critics single out one scene in particular,
which Daisey whistleblower Schmitz calls “the mdsamatic point in Daisey’s monologue”
(Glass, 2012b, p. 7). Daisey meets a man whose leshtbieen permanently disfigured in a
workplace accident at Foxconn. The worker was syums&ly fired from his job making iPad
and laptop parts for working too slowly. Daiseywsisdhe worker his own iPad:

He's never actually seen one on. This thing thalt tos hand. | turn it on, unlock the

screen, pass it to him. He takes it. The iconflato view. And he strokes the screen

with his ruined hand, and the icons slide backfarith, and he says something to Cathy,

and Cathy says, "He says it's a kind of magic.'i¢®g 2012a, p. 56)

This scene neatly encapsulates several of Daipeyds in a memorable human
moment. The character of the leathery, claw-hamdad is unforgettable, as is his encounter
with ironic “magic.” In an interview with SchmitniTAL's “Retraction,” Daisey’s interpreter
Cathy Lee describes this scene as “just like a enseenery.” In other words, Lee recognizes the
encounter as utilizing the techniques of fictiohe&lso says thatis fiction: “This is not true”
(Glass, 2012b, p. 8).

The monologue also uses pacing, dramatic stonytedind language that is atypical in
journalism. The sentences vary between very lormgwaying several lines of text— and very
short —just two words. There are occasional longea and the repetition of impactful phrases.
Daisey frequently speaks directly to the audiena#ing it “you” and giving instructions. He
asks the audience to visualize a cafeteria, thgs ‘$d wait. No really. I'll wait” (2012a, p. 28)

A pause follows. He also speaks in colloquial laagguand profanity, as in this example:



“Because one of the ways Steve Jobs organizediikierse is he divided everyone in the
universe into Geniuses and Bozos—and there areadiely Geniuses and there’s a FUCKLOAD
of Bozos” (2012a, p. 32).

Daisey provides a wealth of detailed personalrmttion about himself. This not only
flouts the norm of objectivity, but also goes begdhe norms of partisan or reflective
journalism, which advocate taking a stance andaemiplg the journalist’s stakes in the story and
makes no pretense of objectivity. (Broersma, 2p1@9) Daisey not only provides that type of
disclosure, but further goes into detail about,eample, his history of computer ownership. He
provides his own judgment, emotion and opinionvatg turn. He sees “shitty Chinese
advertising,” (2012a, p. 25) describes a coupli@actory positions as the “worst job in the
fucking world,” (2012a, p. 43) and takes time totragainst the uselessness of PowerPoint and
Microsoft products in general (2012a, p. 41).

Daisey illustrates the story with fictionalized sols. Even when he quotes others, the
only voice in the story is Daisey’s. He makes ms@ound effects and does some voice
impressions of people he quotes. His impressiodpple co-founder Steve Wozniak appears in
the transcript as “groggy incomprehensible bea-fjkek sounds” (2012a, p. 23) One of the
stage directions explains that Daisey performsragogar sentence “in the manner of a serious
pirate” (2012a, p. 34). Furthermore, evenTiAd version of Daisey’s story was recorded in front
of an audience, and the broadcast includes sodralgdence laughter. These features are not
those of typical journalism; they are those of teeal'he text’s storytelling cadence, its humor,
its colorful personal details, and its sound athbine to create a work that is at home in a

theatrical context.



At one point Daisey quotes an aphorism, saying@i'tremember who said it
originally.” This type of attribution falls outsid@®@mmon journalistic practices, which would
name the source of the quote. This example illtetrdne priorities of Daisey’s monologue; it is
less concerned with journalistic (or any) normsithweth emotional appeal that furthers its
activist purposes.

Although its textual elements aren’t classicallyrjmalistic, they do not preclude Daisey’s
work from being journalism. It is important to ndtet journalistic conventions and, by
extension, the definition of “good” journalism areither universal nor fixed in time. As news
sociologist Michael Schudson (1995) has persuastkefailed, they are changing, negotiable,
and, above all, cultural. Schudson explains thajdhrnalistic “conventions of one society or
time are not those of another. Some of the mosiliEamews conventions of our day, so obvious
they seem timeless, are recent innovations. Likerst these conventions help make culturally
consonant messages readable and culturally dissoremsages unsayable” (Schudson, 1995, p.
55).

In the contemporary United States, a wide variétjt@rary styles are accepted as
journalism. The trait that unites all journalistarieties, as Broersma indicates, is their claim to
truth. Indeed, th&lew York Timesdn its analysis of the Jayson Blair scandal, dbss “the
cardinal tenet of journalism” as “simply truth” (Bg, Barstow, Glater, Liptak, & Steinberg,
2003)? And in their 2003 survey of U.S. journalists’ vesuand roles, Plaisance and Skewes
(2003) found that “honest” was the value journalisinked most important by a wide margin.
The unorthodox style of Daisey’s text may makent@mmon among journalism, then, but

doesn’t necessarily disqualify it from belonginghe genre. If the content claims to be true and

2 Blair was aNew York Timeseporter who engaged in “widespread fabricatioh plagiarism” (Barry, Barstow,
Glater, Liptak, & Steinberg, 2003).



seems true to its audience, this text could stilbbrceived as journalism, albeit unique
journalism.

Even in the context of the theater, and despiiedys preference for a theatrical style
over a journalistic one, Daisey’s work is not unaguabus fiction. The text consistently applies
the journalistic metaphor of the eyewitness firatih account. In “Retraction,” Glass dismisses
Daisey’s argument that his text is perfectly homest theatrical context, if not literally true @
journalistic way. Glass tells Daisey, “I thoughéathhe story was literally true seeing it in the
theater. [...] | thought it was true because you vagrstage saying ‘this happened to me’ (Glass,
2012b, p. 19). Hartley (2008) notes that the mostgrful journalistic metaphors are those of
sight: the eyewitness, the watchdog, revelatiothénspotlight, etc. The eyewitness convention,
in particular, is an especially influential shontlkdefor “truth.” Hartley further asserts that “This
ideology of eyewitness authenticity is much strartgan the actuality of news-gathering
practices” (2008, p. 921). In other words, theifegebf authenticity that the convention conveys
outstrips the actual authenticity of news content.

Daisey strengthens his truth claims by assertinghk personally witnessed the events
he describes. Daisey’s controversial statementétl workers who were fourteen years old, | met
workers who were thirteen years old, | met workein® were twelve” (Daisey, 2012a, p. 31) is
powerful not solely because of its shocking contBatisey’s theatrical delivery or its use of
dramatic repetition. It is also powerful becauseauge of the eyewitness convention “I met”
carries a sense of journalistic truth. That trgth key component of Daisey’s activist argument.
In order to care about the plight of Chinese facteorkers and take action on their behalf, the

audience must believe that they are real.



Hartley extends the sight metaphor to describenjlists as “visionaries” who order the
world. They imbue random events with meaning byasipg control and coherence on those
events. To do this, according to Hartley, theytheetechniques of “fakery,” by which he means
the transformation of events into coherent stahasfit into a meaningful structure. What
people understand as journalistic truth is notpetiag to Hartley, “that which exists in fact” but
rather “plausible stories” (2008, p. 919). Thishe same point Broersma makes when he
explains that the persuasiveness of journalismth ttlaim depends on its content conforming to
existing worldviews. Dahlgren also helpfully digiinshes between “analytic mode” and “story
mode” in journalism, and suggests that these twdas@voke truth in different ways. He notes
that "the more intense the narrative coherencdg8simperative is the referential function to an
external reality for meaning to be conveyed" (Dadrg 1992, pp. 14-15).

Daisey’s work excels at telling a plausible, conégory and in this way is believable as
journalism. His story proceeds in a logical, easyeilow way and tells the familiar and
appealing tale of an underdog. Daisey, a regulaeigan, goes to China with no plan. He defies
the advice of professional journalists and themidation tactics of the Apple corporation, and
easily meets a variety of workers who neatly englaps all of the factories’ failings in vivid,
personal ways. According to the monologue, whers®atells his plan to journalists in Hong
Kong, “you can actually see them wrestling witht jnew to express to me just how totally
fucked up my plan is” (Daisey, 2012a, p. 26). Iitespf the journalists’ advice, Daisey goes to
the gates of Foxconn where there are guards witk gnd nets around the building because
“day after day, week after week, worker after workeclimbing all the way up to the tops of
these enormous buildings and then throwing themasadif’ (Daisey, 2012a, p. 29). Sure

enough, Daisey’s defiance and bravery lead himgstréao workers such as one woman who



wanted to be paid overtime. She tells Daisey, “hie the Labor Board, and | told them about
my problem, and they took down my name and my agdaed my company, and they took my
name and they put it on the blacklist. And thegdime.” Then, according to Daisey, “she shows
me a copy of the blacklist” (Daisey, 2012a, p. 55).

In addition to its simple narrative coherence anarm, Daisey’s story of his trip to
China is also plausible because, though not joisticlly and literally true, the things Daisey
describes are consistent with what other jourreahstve discovered about the factories. As
Schmitz wrote, “What makes this a little complichte that the things Daisey lied about seeing
are things that have actually happened in Chinahi(8tz, 2012). In th& AL broadcast Glass
summarizes many experts’ reaction to the factondimns as Daisey described them: “nobody
seemed very surprised by themildt being surprisedounts as vouching for the truth of
Daisey’s claims. Daisey’s claims are not surpristhgy are consistent with the opinions of
experts, so therefore they count as truth.

Scholars may define journalistic truth as that Wwhgcbelievable and successfully
performs news conventions. That is not, howeverywhy most news consumers understand
journalism, who judge its truth based on how pelyatcorresponds to events that have
happened. Daisey’s story was plausible and utilstede powerful journalistic conventions; it
(partially) took the finishedlorm of journalism. But during his trip to China Daisa not, for
example, meet workers who were 12 to 14 yearsDdsey did not produce his work according
to journalisticmethodsAccording to the retraction, some parts of hisystvere fabricated and
others were adapted from the accounts of othengiists (Glass, 2012b). The monologue was
not strictly based on Daisey’s first-hand expereeimcChina even though it employed

eyewitness language and told a congruent storyddaseality with a familiar narrative arc.



The retraction thus created a moment of reckorongt$ audience. It presented evidence
that journalistic form doesn’t guarantee the liteempirical truth of its contents, and it
encouraged a conversation about how we define ghstit truth. It reminded the public that it
cannot trust its usual shorthand indicators ohtriitcan never really know what'’s true. Even
further, it can no longer be sure what “true” meand must confront the question of whether its
expectations for “truth” are realistic.

Avant-Mier and Hasian beautifully describe thisk&aing in their description of the
Rigoberta Menchu controversy. The controversy, theie, “presents a rare moment of public
post-structural debate. In it, the ongoing but radlynsubtle post-structural questioning of the
epistemological and ontological foundations of kfexge production was pushed to the
forefront in a public negotiation that leaped beyacademic circles” (Avant-Mier & Hasian,
2008, p. 326). Although rhetoricians, philosopheard literary critics often discuss the
contingent or constructed nature of truth, in gahttre public does not, except in these “rare
moments” when norms of truth telling are publiclglated.

Constructing and Controlling the Truth

The definition of truth became one of the pointslebate in the controversy following
TAL's retraction. The retraction noted that the textfermation about Apple and Foxconn “is
true.” However, “what's not true is what Mike satabut his own trip to China” (Glass, 2012b, p.
1). This discrepancy became the foundation of atdetiver the meaning of truth. Do the
“small” inaccuracies of Daisey’s story matter i tiace of the “larger” correct points he makes
about Apple? The answer depends on one’s definatidruth.

WhenTAL and Schmitz fact-checked Daisey’s story, they botmverify its truth by

measuring its equivalence to the real world. Wiy discovered systematic differences, the



text was received by journalists and the publitnas true.” In the original monologue, Daisey
describes his meetings with members of illegal nsias, “They come in twos and threes and
fours, they come in all day—it’'s a nine, ten hoaydl interview all of them.” In “Mr. Daisey
and the Apple Factory,” Glass asks Daisey exaaly many of these workers he met, and
Daisey replies, “there were like 25, 30 throughttvet course of the day.” Lee, Daisey’s
interpreter, told Schmitz the number was betweemand five, and Daisey later revised his
figure down to ten. In order for Daisey’s descoptiof the meeting to be journalistically true, the
number of workers in his story needs to be accuvatéfiable by somebody else who was
present (such as Lee), and unchanging. As it doesiaeet these criteria it is not, to use Glass’
words “true in the traditional way.” When Glass fronts Daisey in “Retraction,” and asks him
to admit that parts of his story aren’t true, Dgidemurs. He tells Glass that “we have different
languages for what the truth means.” The clash éetvthese two understandings of truth
underlies the controversy (Glass, 2012a, 2012hb).

The text itself is not simply a catalyst for thisbéte; it also participates with a point of
view of its own. Although the text utilizes a mixset of conventions and powers from both
fictional and non-fictional genres, it activelyeejs a journalistic definition of truth. Not only
does the text fail to conform to journalistic nogrbat it also overtly critiques the journalistic
perspective on what constitutes truth.

Daisey’s work portrays “truth” as something thetonstructed and contested. Speaking
about Apple devices, Daisey says in the monoloigou control the metaphor through which
people see the world, then you control the woddlit (Daisey, 2012a, p. 12). The “metaphor”
here is the Apple operating system that mediatesiszh of its users’ lives. Journalism is

another metaphor that works the same way. Througheuext, Daisey rejects Apple’s control



over its devices and its consumers. In a paralésl,\we also rejects traditional journalism’s
control over what counts as “truth” and its abilitydictate the way its audience sees the world.
At the core of Daisey’s critique is the argumertthoth Apple and journalism have failed the
workers in Chinese factories. Daisey describes élinas a “jailbreaker” who wants to free the
truth from the control of the powerful Apple corption and institutional journalism and then,
though this goes unstated, put his own versiohetrtuth in its place.

Throughout all three versions of the work, but ngistngly expressed in the original
monologue, runs a theme of control versus openiesss introduction to the monologue
transcript, Daisey explains the transcript’s opeuarse nature in these control/openness terms.
The introduction states that the response to Daiskacision to release the transcript as open-
source and royalty-free has been,

confused and wary from the media. We've been adgkee are afraid of what will

happen when these words are free, if we're afrawhat will happen to this work?

We're not afraid at all. [...] One of the most powegiforces for humanism is that we are

capable of doing things that are not motivated fofip—something corporations are

incapable of. We’'re delighted to throw away thealtgs and control in favor of real

openness, so that the work will bloom everywhebaigey, 2012a, p. 2)

Unlike “corporations” (implicitly Apple), Daisey gues, he is not motivated by profit, and
unlike “the media” (implicitly professional journsts) he doesn’t feel the need to tightly control
the truth. The “open performance license” that agganies the monologue is an expression of
this viewpoint. It encourages artists to stagenlsologue freely—at no cost, taking whatever
liberties they like with the script, and as muclpassible. The implication is that this will seéth

truth free. The introduction suggests that thehtrsitarger than Apple, the media, and mere



facts.

The monologue consistently describes Apple asrolting and describes Daisey as
seeking freedom from control, despite his loyattyApple technology. He begins the monologue
by detailing a trip to a Hong Kong back-alley (whis highly reminiscent of the Chiba City in
Gibson’sNeuromancerfurther blurring the fiction-journalism distinoti) to get his Apple
iPhone “jailbroken.” This is a process by which¢c@aaing to Daisey, “pirates... give people
back ownership of the things they thought theyaalyeowned” by allowing them to circumvent
Apple’s built-in limitations on the device. (Daise3012a, p. 10). Unless an Apple iPod, iPhone
or iPad is jailbroken, the device's owner can gulychase software through Apple’s official
App Store. Apple, Daisey says, controls—even owns-users. He imagines Apple dictating the
terms of its devices to its users: “You will loveetn, and they will own you” (Daisey, 2012a, p.
52)

Daisey describes Apple as telling people that Hreynothing but Apple consumers
(2012a, pp. 51-52). In this circumscribed role, kppill dictate exactly what they will want in
their electronic devices and give them no choinesyptions for customization. Apple operating
systems and applications are controlled and sbddys, by Apple. By extension, so are its
consumers until they jailbreak themselves and wrask some of that control. In Daisey’s
worldview, that seizure of consumer control entdésnanding that Apple address the working
and living conditions of the Chinese workers whde#s products. Daisey ends the monologue
by returning to the metaphor of jailoreaking. Hiésthis audience members that now, after
hearing the story of Daisey’s trip to China, thaill not be able forget or ignore thoughts of the
people who make their electronics. The final wartlthe transcript are, “Tonight we are

jailbroken. Tonight we are free” (Daisey, 2012a6@). Daisey wants his audience to jailbreak



more than their devices. He also encourages consum@ilbreak themselves from the control
of the global manufacturing system’s technology wéets them to see through its beautiful
facade and insist on re-writing its software, whiesbans making it more humane.

In TAL's original fact-checking of Daisey'’s story, theoghsought comment from Apple.
As Glass explains in the broadcast, Apple claimsetentirely transparent about their factories
yet simultaneously refused to comment. Glass weglyplains that although Apple does do
research and publicly report on the working coodsiin the factories of its suppliers, it refuses
to name those suppliers. This means, Glass nbts;nobody can independently verify any of
it” (Glass, 2012a). In other words, it is not pbésito test Apple’s claims according to a literal
correspondence definition of truth.

The same way Apple maintains strict control ot®devices and its operating system, it
sought to control the public narrative about ity chain. It released a good deal of
information from its internal supplier audits, mdt enough information that the truth of its
narrative could be independently examined. AccaydnDaisey, Apple also tried to hamper his
investigations by discouraging journalists fromgied) him: “Apple would call journalists who
had spoken to me, and tell them, “You know, | ddmow if you want to be associated with
him. He’s kind of unstable. You know, he does workhetheater” (Daisey, 2012a, p. 59, italics
in original).

Apple strove to control the truth, and, interegiyn so did Daisey. Apple refused to name
the suppliers that appear in its public reportmilarly, TAL's retraction revealed that Daisey
purposely obstructe@iAL’s attempts to contact his interpreter for verifica. As Glass said in
“Retraction,” “He said he had know way to reach. ier] And he lied to us.” (Glass, 2012b). In

his monologue, Daisey claims to be seeking freeffom control, from the truth that Apple



wants its customers to believe. However, his ol#tisns duringlrAL's fact-checking suggest
that he merely intended to replace Apple’s cortkar the truth with his own. The retraction
thus exposed the rift between Daisey the person,fighcely maintained personal control over
his story against the interferencel@L, and Daisey the character in his monologue, who is
critical of all mechanisms of control and just watite truth to be free. The retraction revealed
the calculated inner workings of a text that préséself as artless journalism.

Daisey’s critique of Apple’s control becomes diqtie of professional journalism and its
brand of truth. Throughout the original versiortlé monologue and, to some extent, Tid
broadcast, Daisey pushes back against the coritppbfiessional journalists and journalistic
institutions. As he describes himself, Daisey refu® play by the confining rules of
professional journalists whose actions, like Appl&iave been inhumane. At best, according to
Daisey, these journalists have failed to bringrdite to the abuses taking place in Chinese
factories. At worst, they have purposely overlookeslabuses.

The text doesn’t directly accuse journalists of ah@owardice. It does, however,
denounce their laziness and, more importantlynunstie a lack of creative thinking that is the
result of a dogmatic adherence to a limited seepbrting methods. These methods include a
reliance on official and corporate sources. Dat&younces technology journalists who “let
themselves be flown all the way to Shenzhen irctivepany of PR reps for Foxconn, and walk
around the gleaming factories, and then write cet@ies for glossy magazines without ever
speaking to a single worker...” (Daisey, 2012&58). The journalists tell Daisey that his plan for
gathering information is terrible, and he “can’t gaywhere” when he seeks help from the BBC.
Only when Daisey disregards their advice and reftisesubmit to their controlling rules do

doors begin to open.



Daisey describes his relationship with journalisraaalogous to the illegally unionized
workers’ relationship with Foxconn, and by extensidpple. When he asks the workers how
they organize,

They say, “Well, we talk bot, we have a lot of meetings—we meet at coffeehouses,

different Starbucks in Guangzhou, we exchange gapemetimes there are books...”

And it's so clear, in this moment, that they are&king this up as they go along.The

way so many of us dolThe way pirates do. The way rebelsidd.he way the crazy

ones who change the world do—they all make it ughag go along. (Daisey, 2012a, p.

54)

“Make it up as they go along” is exactly how Daisi®scribes his reporting technique: “it's a
kind of professional blundering” (Daisey, 2012a9p.When Daisey’s interpreter suggests that
his plan to stand at the gates of Foxconn willwotk, “I hasten to assure her thawitl work,

but I'm talking out of my ass because | don't knthat it's going to work; in fact, | have a lot of
evidence that this is not going to work” (Daise@12a, p. 26). Daisey proudly places himself in
the same group, “so many of us,” as pirates, rebal$ the crazy ones who change the world.
This group also includes the unionized Chineseofgiatvorkers and the jailbreakers who free
Apple technology from the company’s shackles.

Daisey’s interpreter Cathy represents, in the téet traditional way of thinking that he
attributes to other journalists. When Daisey ex@diis plan to pose as a businessperson in order
to get inside the factory, Cathy seems confusezsdiently, Daisey tells her, “Yes, Cathy. I'm
going to lie to lots of people” (Daisey, 2012a3p). As Daisey tells it, this plan works perfectly
despite his slipshod homemade paper business &aidey even gets to see Foxconn’s

dormitories, because, as he smugly explains, “Ivalaable potential future customer: they will



show me anything | ask to see” (Daisey, 2012a4jp. Bhe journalists Daisey criticizes do not
get this kind of access using their sophisticatanhing. Daisey’s argument implies that
journalistic training, experience and even thdiict may actually impose hobbling limits on
those who seek the truth, which must be wrested the grip of corporate powers. The story
suggests that journalism, too, could use somergaling.

The text’s overt critique of journalists paralléh® implicit critique embedded in his
unorthodox reporting methods, his violation of jealism’s performative codes, and his evasion
of journalism’s fact-checking expectations. Combinal of these actions add up to a strong
rejection of journalistic truth. The retractionetkfore, was not just the simple story of supposed
journalism exposed as fiction. It was also the begig of a debate over Daisey’s critique of
journalism and journalistic truth. In the view o&iSey’s critics, the lesson is that professional
journalism’s norms, conventions and expectationstdéar good reasons. A person such as
Daisey who questions them and flouts them will pdeing unmasked as a manipulative liar.
In the next chapter, | will argue that this pushbagainst Daisey'’s intimation that journalism
needs jailbreaking took the form of paradigm repair

To Daisey and his supporters, the narrative insie#tht the “truthful” normative
techniques of journalism have failed to stand ughie human rights of Chinese factory workers.
Daisey constructed a different, more humanitamathtaccording to unorthodox methods.
Corporate powers and institutions of journalisrmtlréed to marginalize Daisey because he
contested their control, dared to critique thend mvealed truths they would rather not
confront.

Daisey’s stance, if not his method, resonates ign (2008) and van Dijk (2009), who

both argue that journalism reproduces dominant waysterpreting the world. Far from simply



describing reality, journalism participates in cioasting a reality that perpetuates existing
power structures. Daisey'’s text portrays journgles having upheld Apple’s power in a tragic
way. By failing to report on the horrors occurringChinese factories, they are supporting the
dominant capitalist ideology and reinforcing Apgleorporate power. Rejecting journalistic
“truth” goes hand-in-hand with rejecting Apple’siléip to obscure the inhumane conditions in
its suppliers’ factories. Daisey asserts that taltbuld be judged by whatdbes In the last
minutes of the monologue, Daisey states, “Steve-Jdhis genius of design and form—~blinded
himself to the most essential law of design: thatway in which a thing is made is a part of the
design itself.” Daisey is, of course, referringhe fact that the exploitation of Chinese workers
is designed into every beautiful Apple device. Skatence, however, also contains the
suggestion that there are ethics in the makingudit A piece of journalism or a monologue can
be made in a way to support Apple’s corporate @ssror it can be made in a way that supports
the human rights of the workers in Apple’s supgliéactories. The text's argument against
journalistic truth is that it has failed to figldrfthe oppressed. Whether that is an appropriate
measure of truth or journalism is a debate througttte commentary on the story and its
retraction.

To some degree, the text is participating in yfpetof critical rhetorical project that
McKerrow (1989), following Foucault, advocates. Paucault (1972, 2001) explains, truth is a
function of power and a product of constraint. fjow@rnalistic context Foucaultian “truth” has a
double meaning. It refers both to cultural convamsior expectations of how journalisimould
operate as well as the actual “truthful” texts tihaise conventions produce. In McKerrow’s
version of Foucaultian critical rhetoric, critigalflection on these truths of our society grants us

freedom to imagine that journalism and truth cdugdotherwise. Importantly, the possible



“otherwise” situations will not uncouple truth fropower. Critique, according to Foucault and
McKerrow, merely allows us to understand our owtuea’s truth-power relationship and to
realize that our definition of journalistic truthéour rules for good journalism are neither
natural nor inevitable.

This realization presents a danger to institutizeal journalism. At least to some extent,
journalistic authority depends on its opacity. Wiagiliences believe in journalism’s truth, they
do not question the journalistic method as the Wasgtto get at truth. As Eason writes about the
scandal following/Vashington Posteporter Janet Cooke’s fabrications, “The scanelaaled
the foundation of the news process to be a trastsirstains the authority to determine the facts”
(Eason, 1986, p. 432). When the trust between aadseand journalists is broken, journalistic
authority is undermined. Daisey'’s text asks auderto question their trusting relationship with
journalism, to ask whether other methods might geeeoreferable truths. As a result,
journalism’s very foundation —its truthfulness—is longer sound. As | will discuss in Chapter
3, this crack in the foundation of journalisticttrus one of the fears of Daisey’s critics.

In the monologue, Daisey confesses that he usasistame that Apple products were
made by robots, like “60 Minutesstory about Japanese automotive plants” (Daiseb220p.

17). Daisey dares his audience to release itsmth that lie and to understand that behind all the
“perfectly minimalist Apple packaging” are real pé®living and working in unacceptable
conditions to make the technology by hand: “Evanghs handmade. If you have the eyes to
see it” (Daisey, 2012a, p. 56;45). Similarly, joaliam is not made by truth-seeking robots.
Daisey points out that beneath its authoritativeor journalism is also handmade, and reflects
particular (corporate) interests. It could be carged differently and therefore tell different

truths.



Daisey critiques journalism’s humanitarian failsignd its coziness with Apple. His text
also participates in the project of identifying thiks between truth and power, and therefore
guestioning journalistic authority, in two additadrways. First, the text questions journalistic
methods by offering alternative ones. As | expldiearlier, it plays with and subverts some of
the conventional norms of journalism both stylialig and substantively. Stylistically, the text
combines, among other techniques, the journakstwitness convention, a live audience,
dramatic pauses and profane vocabulary. Substanttie piece presents itself as true without
conforming to the expectations for creating a jalistically true text. Near the end of the
monologue, Daisey declares to his audience, “Anijtdi—we know the truth.” Daisey’s
“truth,” however, wasn’t produced according to joalistic expectations such as meticulous
guotation of real people, narrating events accgrtiinthe sequence in which they occurred, or
basing his account strictly on what he personailseoved.

Secondly, through its portrayal of the struggleiasgfathe truth-control of Apple and
professional journalism, the text's content advareeonstructed notion of truth. In this
understanding of truth, to use Schudson’s wordsw$does not mirror the world, but constructs
one” (1995, p. 66) This viewpoint can be compatibith a journalistic correspondence
conception of truth, which defines true discourgét® literal correspondence to the
nondiscursive world. It is possible to concede tbatnalism inevitably involves a process that
selects and organizes facts while maintaining Egiaince to a traditional notion of “fact.”
Daisey'’s text, however, discounts correspondendgd-gntirely, which sets up its conflict with
journalists and news consumers. As | will illustrah Daisey’s text the facts themselves are
changeable, subject to the influence of power amdervient to the larger truths they support.

The revised introduction to “Release 2.0” acknowgksithe controversy indirectly. It



declares the new version to be better than thdquswne because it has been “made ethically.”
It is telling that Daisey describes the monologsiéraade.” Several sentences later he calls it
“buil[t].” This language of manufacture reveals it@losophy, embedded throughout Daisey’s
work, that the truth is constructed rather thacalered.

The differences between the monologue’s origieasion and “Release 2.0” are not
extensive, as Daisey’s contrition followif@\L's retraction was limited. In line with his non-
journalistic understanding of truth, Daisey dispuféL's charges that he had lied, and defended
his piece as “a story that captured the totalityngftrip” (Glass, 2012b, pp. 10-11). Most of the
changes in “Release 2.0” address the specificldekeit the retraction disputed. The guards
outside the Foxconn factory gates are no longesribesl as carrying guns. The testimony about
the underage workers has been removed, as aremeésrto the number of unionized workers
who came to meet with him. A couple of particularigmorable moments are removed,
including the scene in which the disabled workerlakes Daisey’s iPad to be “magic.” Daisey
also scales back claims that professional jounsa&ren’t reporting on the horrors of Chinese
factories. All of these details reflect facts tBahmitz, TAL and Daisey’s interpreter discredited.

Aside from some added material unrelated to D&geip to China, there aren’t changes
between the two versions in any of the undisputateral. “Release 2.0” appears, therefore, not
as an ethical attempt at greater journalistic fultiess but instead as an effort to mollify critics
Daisey even removes a portion of the monologuewiaatnever a factual statement but instead a
subjective impression: Referring to the union orgers he met, Daisey originally stated “they
don’t even look college-aged, they look youngenttiaat” (Daisey, 2012a, p. 54). Daisey’s use
of the word “look” indicates that the workers’ agee Daisey’s opinion, which is not normally

the kind of claim that would be subject to fact-ckiag or retraction. Worker age was, however



a flashpoint of the controversy. Therefore, thisgbly inflammatory reference is removed along
with the other declarative statements about wotlegyss. The updates to the text in “Release
2.0” are part of a negotiation over the truth betw®aisey and his critics. Daisey removes
references to underage workers in order to satisigs; as a result, he gets to keep performing
his monologue. By placing truth in the realm of tiegotiable, the text underscores its truth-is-a-
construction perspective.

According to the text’'s (and Daisey’s) definitiohtauth, the original version of the
monologue was true. The updated “Release 2.05talie, although its details are different.
This is possible because, according to Daisey tauhot fixed and verifiable; it is built.
Furthermore, the factual details that critics digduvere not vitally important to the text’s
overall truth. As Daisey has since argued on log ldhis story aims to get at amotionaltruth,
which is constructed differently from corporatgaurnalistic truth. Daisey writes to TAL
listeners, “if you felt something that connected yath where your devices come from—that is
not a lie. That is art. That is human empathy, iargreal” (Daisey, 2012c). The text engages in
a struggle to legitimize this alternate conceptibtruth and to contest journalistic authority and
control over what counts as true.

The new introduction to “Release 2.0” is still @efi. Daisey expresses pride in having
committed himself to “the hard work of reformindiet monologue rather than abandoning it
altogether, as his critics might have preferredDémsey’s view, to quit performing the
monologue because of the controversy would haveuatad to abandoning the cause of Chinese
workers’ rights and allowing his truth to be sileddy the powerful, which includes both Apple

and his journalist critics.



While it critiques journalism, however, the texhaltaneously recognizes its cultural
power. Institutions of journalism that audiencestr—based on a history of adherence to
performative codes— have authority that Daiseyg pmirnalistic interloper, doesn’t have: the
authority to declare what is true. Daisey acknogésdthat audiences may not have the same
confidence in his truth that they are likely to bam the journalism of thRlew York Timesr
CNN. Although he doesn’t subscribe to a journalistefinition of truth, Daisey tries to mobilize
some of its power. In the epilogue to the firstsien of the transcript, Daisey claims that those
venerated institutions and others “corroborated’dtory. “Release 2.0,” includes a summary of
Chinese factory abuses uncovered by other joutaaisce Daisey’s trip to China. He
introduces this section by saying “You don’t hawdeélieve me. You could believe tNew
York Time%(2012d, p. 61). This journalistic power to gerterbelief is likely what led Daisey
to broadcast his show ArAL, a decision he later came to regret as inappriepf@aass, 2012b).

The text's stance that truth is a function of pow@mes across in its mixing of genres. It
attempted to harness the power of journalisticalisge while simultaneously maintaining the
complete rhetorical control that fiction affordshiié journalists are, at least to some extent,
constrained by what they see and hear as “eyewsgscreators of fiction are not. In order to
counter the heartless truths of Apple and profesdimurnalists, Daisey attempted to mobilize
as many discursive weapons as possible. In “RatrgtiDaisey explains that “everything | have
done in making this monologue for the theater leenlioward that end — to make people care”
(Glass, 2012b, p. 18)

Truth, according to this Daisey’s work, is detered in battle. It is never free; it is
always subject to the control of power. The onlyw@disseminate a marginalized truth,

according to this text, it is to seize control frémose who have authority and hold onto it tightly.



Rhetorical Power

In TAL's introduction to Daisey'’s story, Glass expressender at Daisey'’s storytelling
skills: “He took this fact that we all already knptliis fact that our stuff is made overseas in
maybe not the greatest working conditions, and adarthe audience actually feel something
about that fact. Which is really quite a trick."eBumably, it is this unique storytelling ability
that attracted AL to Daisey’s monologue.

One of the trends in the frustrations expresseprbfessional journalists in their
commentary about the scandal is that Daisey’s warkso much political power. TA&AL
broadcast drew more attention to the issue of Glirf@ctories, specifically those producing
Apple products, than any professional journalis® ¢hane. The work's impactfulness comes
from several sources, which are the same soureégénerate the generic confusion.

First, as Glass identified, are Daisey’s storytglkkills. The dramatic pauses and
language use | discussed earlier aren’t simplgaltref Daisey’s lack of journalistic training.
They are a result of his expertise as a dram&diststory is entertaining to listen to. It is
personal. It is emotionally touching. The last mainia the TAL episode, for example, is an
exchange between Daisey and his interpreter Catiwhich they discuss whether the workers

whose stories they've heard are mentally ill ondyi

And she suddenly looks very tired. And she takésef glasses, and she rubs the bridge

of her nose. And she says, "No. | do not think taeymentally ill. It's just that you hear
stories, but you do not think it is going to bensach. You know? It's just so much."

And | reach across the table, and | touch her hidsdhe first and last time we will ever
touch, | and this woman whose real name | donthévew. | say to her, "I know exactly

what you mean." (Glass, 2012a)



The drama and the emotion of this moment (whichndidoccur, according to Cathy
Lee) are engineered by a skilled expert with ai@aer focus. Daisey’s goal in the monologue is
not simply to tell an entertaining story so he ozake a living in theater. He is clear that he
wants people to care more about where their teolgnzd! devices come from. This activist goal
helps focus his storytelling skills on a specifopaal, which also strengthens the work’s power.
All of the dramatic devices are aimed at elicitsygnpathy for the Chinese workers, a sense of
urgency for their plight, and guilt at having bemmplicit in their exploitation. At the same
time, the piece does not feel preachy. Daisey deschimself as “an Apple aficionado, | am an
Apple partisan, | am an Apple fanboy, | am a wagupkr in the cult of Mac. | have been to the
House of Jobs, | have walked through the statidissocross, | have knelt before his throne”
(Daisey, 2012a, p. 12). As in this passage, thegfsause of humor and self-deprecating personal
detail counter the weighty emotions with entertaantrand build rapport between Daisey and his
audience.

This persuasive focus is a major difference betwi2aisey’s work and the professional
journalism on the same topic. In TAL’s “Retracticgpisode, Glass interviewdew York Times
reporter Charles Duhigg, who has also covered Gkidgple supplier factories. Glass asks
Duhigg how Americans should feel about the worlang living conditions in those factories.
Duhigg replies, “So it's not my job to tell you vither you should feel bad or not, right? I'm a
reporter for théNew York Timeany job is to find facts and essentially let yoaka a decision
on your own” (Glass, 2012b, p. 24). When a profesali storyteller such as Daisey puts all of
his skill behind persuading the audience to feeiething about the factory conditions, it is not
surprising that his work is more politically powarthan the work of a reporter who believes in

finding facts and letting the audience make denssion their own.



I would like to suggest, however, that Daisey'sasiderable storytelling skill, even used
with persuasive righteousness, cannot accounhéehntirety of the work’s power. Its
journalistic performance, which confers a sensengpirical truth, is vital to its rhetorical force.
The story’s details are made more haunting by tiggiestion that Daisey personally witnessed
them. This power is evident in a comparison of ¢gfegrbetween the two versions of the
monologue’s transcript. In the original version,id2y says “I talko people whose joints in their
hands have disintegrated from working on the ldwng the same motion hundreds and
hundreds of thousands of times” (Daisey, 201284pitalics added) In “Release 2.0,” updated
in response to the controversy, this sentence bes6We talkaboutpeople who work on the
line doing the same motion hundreds and hundreti®ofands of times” (Daisey, 2012d, p. 59,
italics added). With the adjustment of one wore@, passage loses its eyewitness character and
some of its force. It is transformed from a toughgersonal encounter into the simple record of
a conversation.

This type of change is a pattern. In “Releasé D@jsey no longer asserts that he saw
the dormitories himself. Other first-hand meetiags replaced with third-person stories of
workers Daisey has heaathout Over the entire monologue, this pattern chanigesharacter of
the work. The story morphs from astonishing angbteaffecting first-hand journalism to a
well-told based-on-a-true-story fiction that iswrafrom others’ journalistic accounts. “Release
2.0” lacks the immediacy of the original versioredduse Daisey is more removed from the lives
of his characters, he is also more distant fromabdience.

The closeness between Daisey and the Chinese \gaskeecessary to the work’s
persuasiveness. Daisey (2012d, p. 63) and Glakspoait out that the audieneéready knows

the basic story; that many of the products it @8es‘'made overseas in maybe not the greatest



working conditions” (Glass, 2012a). Daisey’s wodedn’t bring new information to light, but it
does bring the audience to care. This empathyemted through the seemingly real personal
connections between Daisey, a privileged Apple pcodevotee, and the exploited workers who
make his Apple devices.

Daisey'’s story projects truth so strongly that,cading to several theater critics, it
doesn’t lose much of its force even when perfortmgdther actors (Bresloff, 2013; Cavendish,
2012; Vire, 2013). The story’s use of the eyewithesnvention and its description of personal
interactions between Daisey and compelling characieate the sense of reality and evoke
empathy regardless of who voices the monologueatEheritic Lubitow writes of a
performance in which actor Remi Sandri plays Datbey “during the talkback following the
performance, many audience members continued tessl®andri as though he himself had
written the monologue, despite his repeated attemopset them straight” (Lubitow, 2013).
When an equally talented actor who is not Mike Byisays “I talk to an older worker with
leathery skin. His right hand is twisted up, it wagimed in some machinery,” the dramatic re-
enactment carries similar emotional force as D&sesrsion, because the testimony is still
based on the same “truth” and because the texttagdistic conventions carry so much force.
Those conventions serve to make the text appeaattd remove the distance between the
audience and the Chinese workers, even when theiagierforming someone else’s factually
guestionable story.

Daisey intensifies this truth-power by portraymgself as an unskilled but sincere non-
journalist. The text describes his reporting planhee so-crazy-it-just-might-work idea of a
clueless but hopeful outsider in a Hawaiian sligisey intensifies this guileless self-

presentation through his profanity and casual vditeecomes across as merely a layperson who



uses Apple devices, like everyone in his audiewt®, then happened to become curious and
uncover some uncomfortable truths. This mythologyes to further develop identification
between Daisey and his audience.

Daisey’s non-journalist identity also makes higgteem more true. His successful
performance transforms Daisey from a skilled praifasal storyteller in real life into a regular
guy on stage, who appears to be doing no morertaaating what happened to him during his
crazy trip to China. This aspect of the performace@mouflages the monologue’s artifice. The
retraction’s revelation that the monologue wasrafady-measured performance broke this
spell. When Daisey’s handiwork became apparentpiiiic image shifted from a likeable
amateur into a calculating manipulator.

The performance created the impression that Daisdyhis audience were on a truth-
seeking journey together. Daisey as a charactey wloieclaim superior status or knowledge to
the audience; he presents the relationship betiweeself and his audience as one of equality.
On the surface, this situation is reminiscent obétanas’ “communicative rationality,” which
sees truth as a product of consensus (Habermag, A980). Statements are true, according to
Habermas, if there are good reasons in suppoheoht if they can be “argumentatively
vindicated,” as Biesecker explains (1997, p. 8B)sTruth-by-consensus is only possible in the
right kind of intersubjective context, the “ideg@legch situation” in which everyone’s goal is to
seek the truth, rather than to persuade, and #rereo power differentials. Daisey’s text
presents itself as if these were its conditiongotligh the course of the monologue, it seems that
Daisey and the audience together reach a constraubey must do something about their

complicity in the inhumane conditions in Chinesetdaies.



The retraction had the effect of exposing this enssis-journey as a rhetorical
performance. The text never defined “truth” in s#aene journalistic way as its audience, though
its conventions made it appear as if it did. Italgeas success-oriented persuasion rather than
mutual truth-seeking. This text doesn’t seek cosssnruth. Viewing the truth as a product of
power and control, it instead aims to gain somehaf control for itself.

Conclusion

The simplest criticisms of Daisey accuse him afidyiWhile the text certainly plays with
and subverts audience expectations, it does mareligt it makes an argument for a different
kind of truth. The text mobilizes journalistic camtions and masks its craft so that an audience
is likely to understand it as true, even accordmg correspondence definition of truth.
Simultaneously, the text interrogates that sammitieh of truth by comparing it to Apple’s
unscrupulous corporate power and criticizing itkifa to stand up for exploited workers. In its
effort to advocate for those workers, the text lsvgself of the persuasiveness of journalistic
conventions, but declines to abide by the “conitugll substantive expectations that some of its
conventions carry.

Truth, says this text, is not in the world waititagbe found. It is contested and won. The
contest is inevitable, but the outcome is not. Ba@rgues for a truth that is empathetic rather
than merely capitalist (like Apple’s) or dogmatiik¢ journalism’s), and he fights for it.

Daisey makes his case in ethical terms. He ardna¢ghe restrictions of traditional
journalism have led it to participate in a humanméa failure. It is his ethics that drive his
alternate truth. At the same time, as | will shovihie next chapter, the resounding censure of
Daisey reproaches him as unethical; his violatiojarnalism’s performative codes didn’t

merely question conventions, it disregarded ettgoadelines. The text and its retraction thus



opened a forum to debate fundamental questionardfrmwledge society: How do we know

what's true? What counts as truth? What shouldh ttof and what is its relationship with ethics?



Chapter 3: Mr. Daisey and Journalism’s Paradigm

| know but | feel like | have the normal worldviewIra Glass

This chapter analyzes media critics’ attempt aagigm repair that followed the
retraction ofThis American Lifs (TAL) episode “Mr. Daisey and the Apple Factory.” Both
TAL's “Retraction” episode and a wealth of media comtasy worked to repair the journalistic
paradigm in the wake of the scandal. The first stdpe paradigm repair was to marginalize
Mike Daisey as a skilled liar anidAL as a journalistic outlier. Then supporters of itradal
journalism reaffirmed the value of the paradigmelitby arguing that Daisey hurt the
humanitarian cause he was trying to support anchin@amaged trust in journalism. The repair
work, however, was not entirely successful, andtipéure remains open. Instead of simply
dismissing “Mr. Daisey and the Apple Factory” aeturning to journalism-as-usual, the
commentary grapples with larger trends in conteraoournalism that Daisey’s text
represents. These trends include a perceptiomuathihess” replacing truth, increased blurriness
of the boundaries between genres, and factual acgas a diminished priority in favor of
storytelling, activism, and financial gain.
Introduction: The Retraction and the Reaction

Between January 6th and MarcH"18012, Mike Daisey enjoyed celebrity as an Apple
critic. Following the popularity of his American Lifs (TAL) “Mr. Daisey and the Apple
Factory” Daisey became a well-known spokespersothfocause against inhumane working
conditions in Chinese factories that manufacturpl@roducts for the U.S. market. He was a
leading voice in the growing demand for Apple tame its production practices. He published
opinion pieces in national newspapers and appeareadimerous television shows (Kurtz, 2012;

Weprin, 2012). Although a number of U.S. journalistho had worked in China later claimed to



have harbored suspicions about Daisey’s factualracy, they did not publicly voice those
concerns at the time (Fallows, 2012; Osnos, 2012naff, 2012). Only Rob Schmitz, a
Shanghai-based American journalist, followed th&sspicions with action.

In the originalTAL broadcast, host Ira Glass states, “we have genadh his script and
fact checked everything that was checkable” (Gl2B8%2a). Knowing that Daisey was a
storyteller rather than a professional journatisg, program worked to verify his claims
according to journalistic standards. As part ot #féort, producers asked Daisey for his
interpreter’s contact information. Daisey told th#rat her real name was Anna (he calls her
“Cathy” in the monologue) and that her phone nunmzelonger worked. As a result, the
program did not check Daisey’s story with his ipteter (Glass, 2012b).

After the episode aired, Schmitz conducted his owlependent fact-checking. Through
a Google search, he quickly found Daisey’s inteégtevhose name actually was Cathy. Cathy
Lee (Li Guifen in Chinese) remembered Daisey’s tnifshenzhen well and disputed many parts
of his story. Between Schmitz’s perception thatdegis details were inconsistent with his
knowledge of China, Lee’s memories that differamhfrDaisey’s account, and some written
evidence in the form email exchanges between Lddamsey, Schmitz was confident that
Daisey'’s story did not happen as he narrated. Altiegrto Schmitz, Daisey used composite
characters, plagiarized details from the accouhtdheer journalists, exaggerated numbers,
changed the order of events, and invented interastnd facts. Furthermore, Daisey had lied to
TAL in order to keep the show's fact-checkers frorkingl to Lee.

Schmitz took the results of his investigationT#L producers, who decided to retract the
entire episode “Mr. Daisey and the Apple Factot March 18 2012, TAL issued a press

release explaining that it was retracting the stang aired the episode “Retraction” as a



broadcast, a podcast and a written transcript tatgrsame day. Also that day, Schmitz reported
on his investigations on the public radio shidarketplace The simultaneous release of all of
the suspicions, reporting, revelations and theacgitvn quickly became headline news. On
March 18" alone, critics from thétlantic, Bloomberg BusinessWedusiness InsideForbes
theGuardian theNew York Time$Poynter ReutersSlate Timeg TVNewseland théNashington
Postall commented on the scandal.

TAL's episode “Retraction” is an hour-long broadchsthe episode, Glass clearly
explains the details of how the story was produaedi authenticated. He apologizesTéi s
incomplete fact-checking. Schmitz also tells tlogysbf his investigation, interviews Lee on the
air, and explains in detail which facts in Daisestery are untrue according to journalistic
standards. Both Schmitz and Glass interview Daasel/challenge him with their newly
discovered evidence of his impropriety. In botlemitews, Daisey defends his work and refuses
to confess to many of the accusations. He only edes that his work is not appropriate for a
journalistic context. Finally, Glass interviews @lea Duhigg, &New York Timepurnalist who
has reported extensively on Apple supplier fackmeChina, to explain the real conditions in
those factories.

The immediate and massive public discussion tHEtvied Schmitz’s revelations and
TAL's concurrent retraction often took the form ofg@igm repair, which defends the
journalistic status quo from the threat posed byeach such as Daisey’s. Commentators on the
retraction, who were mostly journalists, workedrarginalize Daisey ant@iAL, and argued that
the scandal could have been prevented by simpllyiagpsome traditional norms of journalism
practice. Most argued it was Daisey'’s failure thex@ sufficiently to journalistic standards that

was to blame, not some weakness inherent in thraadstic paradigm itself.



As journalism scholar Reese (1990) points out snstiidy of paradigm repair in the case
of a socialist reporter at thall Street Journalthe repair work that follows in the wake of
journalistic “anomalies” is a rare window into tharadigm itself. The journalistic paradigm is
normally so seamless as to be invisible. It is aviten it is ruptured that its contents and
boundaries become accessible. Eason, in his sfutig danet Cooke journalistic fabrication
scandal, points out that journalistic conventiorehfbit discussion of the news creation process,
including topics such as reporters’ relationsh@sdurces, the process of editing and
institutional structure (Eason, 1986, pp. 429-480jly following a violation does the public
discuss these behind-the-scenes components ofdbess. Journalistic breaches thus become
opportunities for the public to learn more abow typically unnoticed news production
paradigm and opportunities for journalists andagito suggest changes to it.

Suggesting changes to the paradigm exceeds theokpdradigm repair, which seeks to
show that the paradigm itself is sound despitébtkeach. “Mr. Daisey and the Apple Factory,”
however, was more than an isolated and easily twdadhreat to the paradigm, and the work of
the commentary ventured significantly beyond payediepair to debate the weaknesses of the
paradigm itself. Though most commentators werekgi@condemn him as an extreme example,
Daisey represents more widespread threats to thieghbstic paradigm that are not so easily
dismissed. As | explained in Chapter 2, Daiseys tiwes not merely flout or circumvent the
paradigm; it presents a case against it. Some comatoes agree with the text’'s argument and
contend that the paradigm needs to be changedr<3itik cling to the paradigm, but believe
that it is in jeopardy, and that Daisey’s textymptomatic of a larger attack on the foundations
of good journalism. The plethora of commentary o retraction illuminates American

society’s anxieties about the current state ofjoumalism.



Paradigm Repair

Generally, a paradigm is the set of widely acagpt@written guidelines for the practice
of a discipline. Reese describes the news paradgakin to Foucault’'s “ensemble of rules
according to which the true and false are separ@izbse, 1990, p. 392). A paradigm is a set of
norms and assumptions that govern knowledge prmauddindman (2005), who also studies
journalistic paradigm repair, notes that paradigmesnormalized to the point of being
unquestioned and invisible. The journalistic pagadis a set of “taken for granted” standards of
news production. Reese argues that the journapatiadigm in particular is deeply influential
because it “defines what becomes part of our seband reality received through the news
media” (1990, p. 392). In a way that normally gaasoticed, the journalistic paradigm restricts
the possible truths that news consumers come te labout the world.

Reese’s (1990) definition of the journalistic phgan focuses specifically news
production routines, which he argues are the mastmnof reproduction and negotiation of the
journalistic paradigm. These routines include avgapinions except as they are articulated by
sources, drawing upon sources that represent etyaf viewpoints, relying on official sources
and editors vetting content for “bias.” Hindmangfidition is slightly more expansive; she refers
to journalists’ paradigm as “the fundamental wadyesytdefine, gather, process, and present
information” (Hindman, 2005, p. 226). | would like expand the definition of the news
paradigm even further to include values. Daisetaady violated accepted journalistic
production routines such as fact-checking, butlse uptured the paradigm by questioning its
values. Specifically, Daisey’s text disagreed witd paradigmatic value that true discourse

should prioritize literal factual accuracy aboveedge.



Bennett, et al. first introduced the concept ofaplagm repair to describe how journalists
“normalize” a troublesome story—what | am callingparnalistic breach—to uphold traditional
processes of news creation (Bennett et al., 198gurnalistic breach, such as a story that
doesn’t conform to conventional scripts or a jolistavho violates traditional norms, threatens
the overarching structure of the paradigm. Repankwhus follows to mend the damage. The
repair work reveals the usually invisible and imjplrules and limits of the paradigm (Reese,
1990, p. 391). Reese and Hindman both apply Bemrethcept to scandals involving rogue
journalists who violated standards of objectivibddruth production.

Hindman (2005) explains that paradigm repair uguansists of two primary techniques
that work together. First, the repair work isolea@sl marginalizes the journalistic breach from
proper, paradigm-conforming journalism. Secondgdiffirms the value of the paradigm itself.
The commentary on Daisey utilizes both of theshrigpies, as | will elaborate below. This
repair work protects the paradigm’s integrity whigeognizing the breach. “What paradigm
repair does not do,” Hindman points out, “is acklfemige a need for systemic change in the way
news is defined, gathered, and presented” (Hind2@05, p. 227). Successful paradigm repair
results in a return to the status quo. | will artheg this did not occur in the Daisey case.

Each isolated case of paradigm repair, Reesespoutf only illuminates a small part of
the paradigm, because the repair only operatesensptecific norms that have been threatened
by that particular breach. Reese’s example focasdke norms of objectivity and a reliance on
official sources. These norms are not central éorépair work in the Daisey case. Instead,
Daisey threatened the paradigm’s routine of inddpetfact-checking and value of factual
accuracy above other agendas and purposes. Bytidigple paradigm’s emphasis on verifiable

facts, Daisey questioned the paradigm’s very dabimiof truth.



Marginalizing the breach.

The first typical step in paradigm repair is magdizing the breach. This process
minimizes and isolates the reporter or news othigtviolated the paradigm’s norms, so as to
downplay the impact of the breach and distana@rmfmainstream journalism. As journalism
scholar Lowrey explains, ““Individuals and orgartinas have developed stakes in agreed-upon
and legitimized conventions, routines and gramrmiltavericks’ who defy conventions are
often banished to the hinterlands” (Lowrey, 2014, 140-141). This repair work—or
“banishing”—thus insulates the traditional joursét paradigm from the threat the breach
presents to it. The commentary BAL's retraction of Daisey’s text strongly participgia this
process. Many of the commentators work to margiedlaisey as a “bad apple,” and a number
also marginaliz& AL

By and large, the commentators are people who personal or professional stakes in
the Daisey case. Most are journalists whose prafieasstanding and self-image rely upon the
traditional paradigm. Many are specifically mediarpalists and journalism educators. A
number are people who personally reported on thne <@hinese factories as Daisey. Others are
theater critics who have followed Daisey’s car€shers are experts in business and technology
who are interested in the Apple corporation. Ve bf the commentators in my analysis are
bloggers without any particular connection to ttedey case.

These journalist-commentators marginalize Daisethiiee steps. First, they simplify
Daisey into an easily dismissed pejorative categbiat of “liar.” Second, they emphasizes that
Daisey is not an average everyday liar, but is@a#grly conniving and convincing. The
commentary describes Daisey'’s skills as finely lioeeough to fool even rigorous editorial

oversight. Finally, they portray Daisey’s deceptigknt and lack of ethics as extreme and



unusual. He appears to be an isolated, atypical easl therefore does not represent a larger
threat to the journalistic paradigm.

By far, the most common label attached to Daikeyughout the commentary is “liar.”
Commentators describe him as somebody who disregiaedobasic journalistic (and human)
ethic of honesty. For example, media critic and Njgurnalism professor Jay Rosen (2012a)
calls Daisey a “master manipulator” on his blodf Jarvis (2012), also a journalism professor,
blogs that Daisey is a “bald-faced liar” who does practice the ethics Jarvis learned from his
mother at a young age. This label simplifies tlegdssion and neatly avoids addressing Daisey’s
guestions of truth and activism in journalism.ifrdisses his arguments as invalid, because he is
no more than a talented liar.

Reuters press-and-politics columnist Jack Shaf@tZ) andNew York Timemedia
columnist David Carr (2012) both point out thatetee most rigorous editorial technique and
fact-checking can be subverted by someone whdigeicdeceptive. Shafer writes, “the highly
regarded public radio showhis American Liféearned a lesson that many journalists, including
me, have learned the hard way: It's almost impdsddy an editor to fact-check a contributor
who lies.” Carr concurs: “There is nothing in tle@ijnalism playbook to prevent a determined
liar from getting one over now and again.” Thiswargnt suggests that Daisey was no more than
an isolated unethical bad apple. Other truth sdandgournalism history notwithstanding,
Daisey'’s transgressions do not represent a systeprablem with the journalistic paradigm, or
the “journalism playbook,” to use Carr’s term. Aodimg to Carr and Shafer, the fact that there
are no plays —no editorial mechanisms— designestich a liar like Daisey only speaks to

how extreme a case this is.



In a CNN discussion, American Public Medidsarketplacgournalist Kai Ryssdal takes
this argument a step further by suggesting thas&as manipulations were so convincing as to
almost bewitch journalists into failing to fact-ckehis details. It is true thatAL did not
adequately fact-check Daisey’s story, Ryssdal daysDaisey’s lies and storytelling were so
skillful that “it's really difficult to take it apé and say, listen, let's think about this for el
and what doesn't really work here.”(Kurtz, 20I)rbesmedia and technology journalist Jeff
Bercovici (2012) also articulates a similar arguiméis [...] their unabashed lack of self-
doubt that makes these fabulists such convincarg In the first place and makes them so
difficult for news organizations to spot coming.y$8dal and Bercovici acknowledge that the
breach in the paradigm went beyond Daisey’s petsar@ns, but is still quick to lay all the
blame at Daisey'’s feet.

TAL's “Retraction” works similarly to Ryssdal’s arguneT AL accepts some
responsibility for the text’s failings, but focuse®re on portraying Daisey as unusually evasive.
At the beginning of the episode, Glass dividesrésponsibility this way:

| can say now in retrospect that when Mike Daiseybin't give us contact information

for his interpreter we should've killed the stoayhrer than run it. We never should've

broadcast this story without talking to that womkastead, we trusted his word.

Although he's not a journalist, we made clear to that anything he was going to say on

our show would have to live up to journalistic stards. He had to be truthful. And he

lied to us. (Glass, 2012b, p. 2)

The acceptance of responsibility helps loda& squarely within the journalistic
paradigm, and the representation of Daisey as egpéonal liar places him far outside the

paradigm’s boundaries.



First, TAL openly apologizes for its fact-checking failuresl @&xplains what it should
have done according to the norms of journalismh@ugh Glass concedes that TAL “should
have killed the story,” (Glass, 2012b, p. 2) herdassures listeners thBAL follows the same
rigorous journalistic processes as other “big dadws shows” (Glass, 2012b, p. 20). The
detailed and lengthy retraction itself echoes threective action of th&lew York Times the
wake of its 2003 Jayson Blair scandal. In her stfdyaradigm repair in the Blair case,
Hindman describes théew York Timégeasoning behind its unusually extensive retoacand
explanation. She quotes Bditor's Noteexplaining that the paper acted “in the belief that
appropriate corrective action for flawed journalisbetter journalism—accurate journalism”
(Hindman, 2005, p. 235). This same belief undedieBAL's “Retraction.” Glass declares near
the episode’s beginning that “we want to be conghyeransparent about what we got wrong,
and what we now believe is the truth” (Glass, 2Q1Zhe similarity between the two retractions
also invites comparisons betweBAL and the highly veneratddew York TimesThis renews
TAL's commitment to the journalistic paradigm, whishainecessary step to paradigm repair,
especially for a program that occupies ambiguougdey on the border of the journalistic
genre.

After the episode briefly acknowledg€aL's mistakes and renews its dedication to the
paradigm, it issues a long and scathing critiquBatey. Schmitz’s reporting and three
accusatory interviews with Daisey fill 38 minutdglte 57-minute broadcast. “Retraction”
presents evidence that Daisey clearly understaatchik work would be held to traditional
journalistic standards, despite his later argumentsublic appearances and on his blog, that he
is not a journalist and works in theatrical trugither than journalistic truth. In the episode, Glas

confronts Daisey with an emailTéAL producer sent to Daisey during the production gsec



“Being that news stations are obviously a diffedant of form than the theater we wanted to
make sure that this thing is totally, utterly uralsdble by anyone who might hear it.” Daisey’s
email replied, “I want you to know that makes setesme” (Glass, 2012b, p. 15). Later in
“Retraction,” Daisey does admit that his text &tot up to the standards of journalism and
that’'s why it was completely wrong for me to hawen your show,” though he continues to
maintain that his work tells the truth (Glass, 2012 18).

All of this evidence is presented in order to destmte that Daisey did not simply err,
and that there was no misunderstanding about whbiti@ork would be presented as theater or
journalism. He understood the expectation$ AL and he disregarded them. He knew that his
work would be fact-checked, and he lied about e and contact information of his
interpreter so as to avoid this. As the retracpmesents itTAL made some mistakes. The
program should have worked harder at the fact-ahga throw out the story, but that was an
execution error rather than a lack of ethics. Dagise the other hand, practiced unscrupulous
and knowing deception. In “Retraction,” Glass styBaisey, “You put us in this position of
going out and vouching for the truth of what you@saying and all along, in all of these ways,
you knew that these things weren't true” (Glasg,2X) p. 15)

Ethics, of course, are not universal. As | suggesteéChapter 2, Daisey justified his work
on ethical terms while critics rejected it on diffat ethical terms. In its condemnation of Daisey,
TAL draws upon accepted journalism ethics and alsa gpaeral cultural values of honesty and
truth. During Glass’ accusatory interview of DaiseyRetraction,” Glass tells Daisey, “I feel
lied to.” Daisey rejects being characterized aara&nd insists that his work is truthful, justno
according to the same definition of truth th#&L chooses to use. Daisey tells Glass, “We have

different worldviews on some of these things. lesgwith you truth is really important.” Glass



quickly responds, “I know but | feel like | havesthormal worldview.” Glass’ use of the word
“normal”’ here is instructive. He acknowledges thtdtics and truth can vary, but isolates
Daisey’s variations of ethics and truth as culiyrabnormal, not to mention distinctly outside
the journalistic paradigm.

“Retraction” further marginalizes Daisey by higltitang his continued defiance. In the
episode, Glass and Schmitz prompt Daisey numenmgs to admit that he lied. Daisey never
does, despit@ AL's strong evidence. He continues to rationalize tarigtand by” his work.
Schmitz says that “talking to Daisey was exhaustibgcause Daisey constantly offered excuses
and qualifications. As Schmitz describes theirrvitav, “It was never simple. He never just
said: ‘I lied” (Glass, 2012b, pp. 11-12). Not on¢yDaisey a liar, according to “Retraction,”
he’s an unrepentant or deluded liar. Other comnmergtanake this same point. Media and
politics columnist Shafer (2012) dismisses Daisegl defense with this short sentence: “Liars
come up with all sorts of justifications when caugfournalism critic and professor Jay Rosen
describes Daisey as arrogant enough to believénthe&n keep lying and manipulating his way
out of the scandal, and imagines Daisey’s intetimalights during the “Retraction” interview
with Glass: t can talk my way out of this, out of anything.sTisijust another performance!”
(2012a).

A number of commentators express approval/dts nicely executed paradigm repair
(Carr, 2012; Fallows, 2012; Oppenheimer, 2012;0%6eR, 2012a; Wain, 2012). They appreciate
the seriousness with whidrAL addressed the breach of journalistic norms ancdhoamcate
satisfaction with the retraction as appropriatagtdte and highly effective in its
marginalization of DaiseyBusiness Insideeditor Henry Blodget (2012), for example, initall

criticized TAL for failing to properly fact-check its story andoie, in his commentary’s



headline, that the program “Throws Mike Daisey UriBles.” Blodget later amended his original
commentary after listening to “Retraction.” In thygdate, Blodget writes that he is impressed
with TAL's “serious explaining” and, “this does sound likeras mostly Mike Daisey's fault.” In
the view of these commentators, the retractionessgfally argues that the problem was not the
journalistic fact-checking process, but that Daipayposely frustrated it.

Another strand of commentary refuses to abs®lk This commentary participates in
an analogous marginalization process for the p@gos$ paradigm repair, but it marginalizes
TAL as a whole instead of just Daisey. The critici@hEAL center around the show’s failure to
properly fact-check Daisey'’s story (Clark, 2012;,0€02012; Myers & Silverman, 2012; Pintak,
2012; Silverman, 2012). Good fact-checking is anemstone of the journalistic paradigm. The
paradigm is effective in preventing misinformatisay these critics, bdiAL, unlike better
institutions of journalism, just did not do it riglWashington State University journalism
professor Lawrence Pintak, for example, criticidgstraction,” in theColumbia Journalism
Reviewbecause “what some consider Ira Glass’s clasppnse to the episode was just a tad
self-serving, letting his program off the hook &asily for allowing it to happen in the first
place” (Pintak, 2012). In contrast with Carr’'s argent, this commentary contends that even
someone as manipulative as Daisey can be corifledvs production norms are properly
followed. TAL could have produced journalistic truth, even is ttase, if they had correctly
executed the process within the paradigm. In tl@e/yTAL is the problem.

Other paradigm repair studies have looked at @listic breaches within long-
established mainstream news outlets such aS¢eYork TimegheWall Street Journahnd the
Washington PodtEason, 1986; Hindman, 2005; Reese, 1990). Tlsis isadifferent, because it

concerns an edgy journalistic upstdL only began broadcasting in 1995, and has never



practiced highly traditional journalism. In 1999ak Fisher wrote in thAmerican Journalism
ReviewthatTAL “is at the vanguard of a shift in American joursal” and referred to Glass as

“a revolutionary” (Marc Fisher, 1999, p. 42) Thaauynalistic shift, according to Fisher, is the
result of a decrease in media credibility, and lmgs moving towards an aesthetic that feels less
edited and filtered, more direct and “raw.” In atherds, it seems more real. Soon after it began
broadcastingT AL started winning awards, including a Peabody Awardrge Corporation for
Public Broadcasting grant, the duPont-Columbia dwidre Murrow award, and the Overseas
Press Club award@'AL also commands a huge audience of about 1.7 miiidio listeners per
week and around 500,000 podcast downloads per (¥abkut our radio show,” n.d.; Marc
Fisher, 1999).

In light of the show’s innovation and rapid succele Daisey scandal provides
ammunition to those who would prefer journalisnstick to a more traditional model. Despite
its facade of realness, the scandal showsTtAatmay purvey less truth than other journalism.
By casting Daisey’s work as typical ®AL, critics marginalize the show as a whole and the
model of journalism that it represents.

This commentary view§AL's fact-checking errors in the Daisey case asqfaatlarger
pattern.TAL, it argues, is a chronic offender that regulariggitizes storytelling above factual
accuracy. The show's lax approach to fact checlgrayident, notes journalist Craig Silverman
(2012) inPoynter by how easy it was for Schmitz to find Daiseyigerpreter through a simple
Google search. Daisey did lieTé\L about his interpreter's name and contact inforomatbut if
producers had put any effort searching for hery theuld have found her. Silverman also asserts
of TAL that, “if they’d practiced real fact checking chas are the outcome would have been

different.” Journalists Myers and Silverman (2018)ain inPoynter point out that the show has



also aired material by Stephen Glass, a notoriadislyredited journalist who fabricated stories
for theNew Republien the 1990s. ThougRAL, especially in “Mr. Daisey and the Apple
Factory” and “Retraction,” insists that it is a joalistic enterprise, a number of commentators
disagree and place the entire program squarelydeutse journalistic paradigm. This has the
effect of isolatinglT AL as an outlier, which helps protect the paradigm.

Many of these critics cit€AL's regular broadcast of David Sedaris’ humorousesdo
which are narrated as truth, but which almost adit@xaggerate and are definitely not subject
to fact-checking byrAL. Gawkereditor John Cook, for example, writes in direcp@nse to
media columnist Carr's condemnation of Daisey anmdikaneous defense ®fAL, “Daisey got
what was coming to him. But why the reluctancehtow Sedaris, or [David Foster] Wallace, or
who knows how many othdihis American Lifeontributors whose tales Carr always assumed
were not ‘literally true,” overboard with him?” (Gk, 2012). Through its regular broadcast of
work by storytellers who do not abide by “literéith, goes the argument, the show refuses to
respect important journalistic norms, which is hiogot itself into trouble. Like Daisey, the
show wanted to appear journalistic to harness tineep that comes with a label of “truth,” but it
was merely an imposter.

Reaffirming the value of the paradigm.

Confirming the importance of journalistic normghg second primary component of
paradigm repair: reaffirming the value of the pagad All of the paradigm-repairing
commentary, regardless of whether it marginalizas&y orTAL, shares enthusiastic support for
the paradigm itself, which in this case center$aot-checking, the prioritization of factual
accuracy above other goals, and the definitiomuthtas a collection of literal facts. Daisey’s

violation of the paradigm’s orientation towardstfadid not just bring scandal upon himself,



commentators argue, but it also damaged the casmpooving the conditions in Chinese
factories and contributed to a general erosiorudfence trust in journalism. The scandal just
demonstrates the vital importance of the traditigr@aadigm, according to these commentators.

First, critics roundly reject Daisey’s critique thaurnalists, following practices
circumscribed by their paradigm, failed to standaithe human rights of Chinese factory
workers (A. Chen, 2012; Fallows, 2012; G., 2012ss#ddahl, 2012a, 2012b; Osnos, 2012;
Zinoman, 2012). They argue that Daisey was simpbyng in his assertion that journalists were
not bringing attention to an important humanitarfiaiture; this was another of his fabrications.
Gawkerjournalist Adrian Chen (2012) criticizes Daisey foivializ[ing] the work of journalists
who actually do real reporting on the issue.” Iswt the journalists who failed morally, Chen
and other commentators argue. They list examplesamfy journalists who were thoroughly
reporting on Chinese factory conditions while abidby journalistic norms. After citing detailed
reportage bBloomberg BusinesswedkeAtlantic, and the BBC, technology journalist Arik
Hesseldahl (2012b) wonders of DaiseWitThingsD, “Who does he feel has not been talking
about this?”

In the monologue, Daisey describes his informagathering techniques, such as
standing at the gates of Foxconn, as unorthodohayidy effective. Daisey says,

My plan is to stand at the main gates and talkngdady who wants to talk to me. And

when | tell journalists in Hong Kong about thisml#hey say, “That’s...different. That's

not really how we usually do things in China .dhat’s really a bad idea—" (Daisey,

2012a, p. 27)

Daisey'’s critics reject this characterization (Ghien, 2012; Fallows, 2012; Osnos, 2012).

TheNew Yorkes China correspondent Evan Osnos (2012), for exampites, “Going to the



factory gates is exactly what reporters do in CHidaurnalist James Fallows (2012)
accompanies his critique in tAg¢lantic with a photo he himself took of the gates of a feoxc
factory in Shenzhen. According to these criticsisByawas no rebel genius; his methods for
meeting workers and learning about factory condgiwere standard fare. He didn’t gain more
access to workers and didn’t pay more attentiaheo plight than other journalists had done.
Instead, according to critics, the main way Daidisyegarded journalistic norms was his non-
literal translation of his pedestrian experienc€mna into his monologue. This started with his
not taking notes during any of the interviews (G|&012b; Larris, 2012) and progressed into
outright fabrications. Independent blogger RacbglLlrris (2012) dismisses Daisey’s critique
of other journalists’ China reporting, and descsiban as merely inept. Daisey, she writes,
“‘doesn’t have the discipline of being a reportee. dbesn’t have the skills to ferret out secret
information, to get reluctant sources to talk amdét them to say meaningful things.”

Not only was Daisey wrong about journalism’s comipfiin the exploitation of Chinese
factory workers, say these critics, but his imprgparnalistic technique undermined his
humanitarian cause (Fallows, 2012; Max Fisher, 20a#is, 2012; Poniewozik, 2012; Stelter,
2012; Su & He, 2012). These critics fear that théhtcontroversy will focus the public’s
attention on Daisey anbAL, effectively distracting it from the important qi®ns of Chinese
factory workers’ human rights, and perhaps leatlingublic suspicion about future journalism
on the same topic. As journalist Max Fisher wratéheAtlantic, “Now, the story isn't Chinese
labor abuses anymore. The story is Daisey's owrodesty, which tinges everything he touched
— the made-up details as well as the truth betliatht— as compromised and untrustworthy”
(Max Fisher, 2012).

These commentators additionally contend that tegrdce of Daisey’s influential text



only provides ammunition to those who seek to déeyery real horrors occurring in Chinese
factories. In a typical example, journalist Fallowstes,

When they get all huffy, Chinese nationalists lew@resent the Western press as being

irremediably biased against Chinese achievemewtsuabitions, and willing to pass

along the most outrageous slanders about Chinawutithecking them for accuracy or
even plausibility. [...] Daisey is everything theynvad against, come to life (Fallows,

2012).

There is evidence in the commentary that factofgriers did use Daisey’s downfall to
support their positiorf-orbescontributor Josh Barro (2012), for example, nobes Daisey’s
audience is not his only, or even his most impaytantim. Daisey’s “primary victims,” writes
Barro, are “Apple and Foxconn, the companies hebkas maliciously lying about, and their
shareholders.” Additionally, in the wake of theraetion, an online petition circulated that aimed
to recall a previous online petition against Apiplat had been inspired by Daisey’s work. The
second petition reasoned “The power and efficad@lange.org is diminished by allowing
petitions that are based on lies” (Sandoval, 2Q1Bm)rnalist Sally Wang, in tigouth China
Morning Post observed that many Chinese media used the rietnaat an excuse to dismiss all
American allegations of substandard working coodgiin Chinese factories (Wang, 2012).
According to Wang, “The Guangzhou Dalily, for exagyphn a headline saying: ‘Foxconn as
sweatshop is fake news, well-known American mellidisgraced.”

Some of the commentary expands the argument thae{phurt his cause to suggest that
Daisey'’s violation of journalistic norms disturbsdgence trust in journalism in general.
Journalist Max Fisher (2012) wonders about Daisaydience, “How receptive will they be the

next time a reporter writes about [inhumane Chinaier practices]? Will they bother to listen



[...] Or will they think back to Mike Daisey, and wder who else might be lying to them?”

Fisher and others are arguing that by abusingenfernative codes of journalism,
Daisey damaged the strength of the contract betyeegnalists and their audiences.
Entertainment Weeklyriter Anthony Breznican (2012) explains, “Therals unspoken contract
with the viewer (or listener, or reader) and whieat is deliberately misrepresented, there is no
way to retroactively change that original perceptid he genre of journalism, like all genres,
comes with a contract. Audiences expect texts ifladss journalism to be produced according
to certain procedures such as independent fackiigeand scrupulous note-taking. When
journalism fails to meet those rigid expectatiayses the argument, it voids the generic contract,
which is based on trust (Breznican, 2012; Carr22@lark, 2012; Diaz, 2012; Max Fisher,
2012; Garfield, 2012).

To many people, Daisey’s text appeared to be jdismaBecause of Daisey’s persuasive
use of the eyewitness convention, they experiehtetext as factual “truth,” which granted it
significant power over its audience that it woutdt have wielded as fiction (Cook, 2012;
Gimein, 2012; Isherwood, 2012; Larris, 2012; Maffedu2012; Salmon, 2012; Zinoman, 2012).
New York Timetheater critic Charles Isherwood (2012), for exeEmnyrites, “The weight,
authority, emotional power and — like it or note#tricality — of ‘The Agony and the Ecstasy
of Steve Jobs’ derive precisely from the assumptian Mr. Daisey is telling the truth about the
events he describesSlatés theater critic Jason Zinoman agrees: “The re&sey became a
star is that he was seen—Dby critics and audierldes-aas much more than a theater artist. [...]
Daisey clearly traded on his audience’s expectatiahhe was delivering accurate accounts, not
inventing experiences” (Zinoman, 2012).

TAL's “Retraction,” however, revealed that Daisey kiadated the journalistic contract



by failing to conform to expected production roesnGlass, 2012b). ASrist editor Scott
Rosenberg (2012) writes, Daisey made too many @sataghis story; he “improved” reality too
much. According to Rosenberg, “The distinction be#w cosmetic changes and substantive
fabrications is relatively easy to make,” but Dgigél not respect that distinction. Rosenberg
further dismisses Daisey’s argument that he isarjoturnalist, and explains that Daisey
established a contract, or “trust,” with his audethat he later broke:

Theater can do journalism; it can do activismait clo anything. What it must do first to

do any of these effectively is to establish sonmgl laf trust: “I trust that you're going to

entertain me well.” Or “| trust that you're going tell me something true about our
lives.” Or “I trust that you're giving me importamtformation about the world.”

The problem with the Mike Daisey story is that mele trust repeatedly. (Rosenberg,

2012)

Rosenberg (2012) says that Daisey broke trusthstlaudience by abusing its “faith in
his reliability.” A unique feature of the journdisgenre’s contract is that it confers truth. Baso
wrote of the Janet Cooke scandal, “The scandahteddhe foundation of the news process to
be a trust that sustains the authority to deterniadacts” (Eason, 1986, p. 432). The word
“determine” is important here. According to Easewverybody understands that journalism isn’t
an objective mirror that simply reflects the worlldis a partial selection of events, a constructed
story. Based on trust that they follow particuleaigiices in the production of news—that they
conform the established journalistic paradigm—anicks grant journalists the authority to
determine, not just present or reflect, the truth.

In their study of truth and memoir, Tullis Owen aétexplain that “A reader’s

expectation of truth symbiotically relates to hehs expectations of genre and degree of



authorial trust. If trust wanes, truth follows” (lis Owen, McRae, Adams, & Vitale, 2008, p.
189). They refer to the contract between writeid i@aders as a “relationship” that is sustained
by meeting generic expectations, which fosterd.tttia writer (in this case, a journalist) faits t
uphold the truth standards of her audience, sHedehage the relationship. Conversely, Tullis
Owen, et al. also argue that damage to the rekttiprcan damage truth. If an audience does not
trust the accounts of journalists, those account®nger function as “true.”

As | explained in Chapter 2, an audience cannotkiha piece of journalism was
created according to the norms of the acceptedijgana It can only trust that journalistic
conventions have been followed. Daisey chose teg#sd the contract that links journalistic
performance with journalistic production methoBstertainment Weekhyriter Breznican
makes this argument by calling Daisey’s work “caufdit:” “Counterfeit truth, of course, is
built out of the thing it’s imitating, just like cmterfeit cash is made out of paper and ink. That
doesn’t make it authentic, and authenticity isithangible thing that makes it worth something”
(Breznican, 2012).

To extend Breznican’s metaphor, a number of comatert fear that after a certain
amount of “counterfeit” journalism enters circutatj the market will no longer trust in the
authenticity of any journalisntlantic journalist Rebecca Rosen puts it succinctly: “Bakt
accuracy is the currency by which sources -- navtlets -- establish credibility” (R. J. Rosen,
2012). In other words, when journalism fails to sigstently apply the paradigm’s expectation of
factual accuracy, audiences trust journalism lessadl. These critics fear that the loss of
credibility and trust will have unfortunate conseqaes for innocent Chinese factory workers
and other important causes. Breznican (2012) expl&iat “corruption of journalism is a big

deal too, and without trust in what we read or@elesten to, nobody’s reporting about important



issues will be heard.” The world that results frarissolution of trust in journalism is a
frightening dystopia to these critics, and it caydoe prevented by assiduously abiding by the
generic contract and producing journalism accordintpe traditional paradigm. According to
anonymougconomisblogger E.G, Daisey’s criticism of mainstream joalrsm is believable
because of a number of cases of “liars like Mr.sBgj” and further perpetuates a cycle of
distrust in the media that destroys truth:

When challenged on his lies, Mr. Daisey, like mafsthe narcissists who turn up in

public these days, turned around and started btathings on our dysfunctional media.

This is the type of attack that gets a lot of tiacthese days in paoecause ofiars like

Mr. Daisey, who turn up in the press claiming tednaeen or done something they didn't

actually see or do, and who have thereby helpedgdarthe credibility of mainstream

media organisations. (G., 2012)

Daisey himself observed the link between media eomnthtion of his text and the loss of
focus on the issue of Chinese factory workers’ hunights, but he interpreted it differently. In
the wave of criticism he received following theragetion, Daisey wrote on his blog, “Especially
galling is how many are gleefully eager to dancenyngrave expressly so they can return to
ignoring everything about the circumstances undechvtheir devices are made” (Daisey,
2012c). A few defenders made this same point. ZbistrAdam Matthews (2012), for example,
chided, “Blaming Mike Daisey for lying about Sted@bs misses the point.” As | argued in
Chapter 2, Daisey’s text draws a parallel betwézrebellion against unquestioned norms of
journalism and its rebellion against Apple’s undisssed manufacturing process and corporate
power. Viewed through this lens, the scandal afgptabe a case of powerful institutions of

journalism and corporations rushing to dismisauthttelling rabble-rouser. Though most



commentators saw the text’s disregard for the jalistic paradigm as manipulative and
disrespectful of its audience, Daisey viewed hifnaglcourageously challenging the status quo
of both journalism and overseas manufacturing. ®gsstext certainly did not conform to the
generic expectations of its audience. Daisey darediggest that those expectations themselves
could use some “jailbreaking.” He attempted to kribe paradigm beyond repair.

In his study of the paradigm repair that took pléalowing the revelation that A. Kent
MacDougall was an active socialist during his laageer as a reporter for tidéall Street
Journal Reese argues that journalistic occupational @get-the journalistic paradigm—
participates in the process of hegemony. It repredwsociety’s dominant ideology, which is
decidedly capitalist: “Despite journalism’s statgzhl of depicting reality, the news media—
tightly interlocked at the top levels with othesiitutions—have an interest in preserving the
larger liberal, capitalist system by helping maimtine boundaries of acceptable political
discourse” (Reese, 1990, pp. 394-395). In MacDd'sgase, the paradigm repair served to
reassure journalists and the public that no satiadilues had inflected the “objective” news.
Reese explains that the paradigm repair workeapgrating MacDougall’s threatening
personal values from his work as a professionaltgndemonstrating the effectiveness of
journalistic routines in wringing any trace of tkoglues out of MacDougall's journalism.
MacDougall himself participated in this repair wdrk insisting that he stuck to accepted
newsgathering practices and subordinated his gallfiews to his professional standards.

Daisey and his text took the opposite approach.t&kieproudly announced its political
purpose and brazenly violated professional joustialstandards. Those two acts both
guestioned dominant ideologies. Mainstream jouskialpractices, according to Reese and

Daisey, support a capitalist system. Daisey’s vapcifically accuses journalism of maintaining



the same system that allows for the abuse of Cainmeskers who manufacture products for the
U.S. market. Daisey’s rejection of the journaligtaradigm is one piece of his rejection of the
larger apparatus that allows Americans to condowleparpetuate inhumane factory conditions
in China. When journalist Adrian Chen (2012) quastd Daisey about his story’s facts, “he
wasn't interested in "cutting hairs" or obsessingrdacts about Foxconn because ‘no matter
what we actually do, we're still colluding withastist country. We're still working with people
who are fundamentally not free.”” In the same miw, according to Chen,

“We should be able to talk to the tech journalisiovwent and wrote this story,” [Daisey]

said. “Oh wait, there isn't one. It's fucking retadl. It's ridiculous. It is absurd that there

aren't people writing this story. | mean it's rgabsurd. It's actually disgusting. There's

an entire field. | mean, not many fields of humadeavor are lucky enough to have an

entire field of people who are technology jourrtaligiow can there be no one who has

enough fucking time to go do an in depth story ablois.” (A. Chen, 2012)

This audacious questioning of dominant ideologe®t as easily repaired as the case of
a mere rogue journalist or story. Though whethas®gas work helped or harmed Chinese
factory workers is a matter of debate, the textrdahage to stir controversy over the normally
unquestioned journalistic paradigm. It inspirede&ions on the current and future state of
journalism.
Larger Threats to the Paradigm? Anxieties and Debas Over Changes in Journalism

To classify the great wealth of commentary follogviPAL’s “Retraction” as solely a
project of paradigm repair would be missing sonmgghmportant. The repair work was not

entirely successful; Daisey’s journalistic breatdysd at least partly open; his challenge to



journalism could not be easily dismissed. The &xt its retraction served as a catalyst for a
debate over contemporary trends in journalism ahnat\they mean for the paradigm itself.

In his study of the 1980 Janet Cooke scandal hichivCooke’s fabrications eventually
led to thewashington Podbrfeiting a Pulitzer Prize, Eason explains thirfet Cooke became
a representative figure who personified changgsumalism during that period [of the 1960s
and 70s]” (Eason, 1986, p. 434). Similarly, commaenbn the Daisey scandal encapsulates a
number of larger anxieties about journalism in Aicean society today. Despite its efforts to
paint Daisey as an isolated liar, much of this cantary expresses worry that Daisey is
representative of disturbing trends. Ken Doctorl@0a news industry analyst for the Nieman
Journalism Lab, describes the controversy as “octimeup all our next-era hopes and fears.”
Theater critic Isherwood (2012) says the Daiseyroversy “raises a knotty issue that deserves
examination in the light of the increasingly bluiees, in various media, between
entertainment and journalism.” The paradigm is$ eéity important, Isherwood and a number of
other journalists and media critics argue, but neaytt so easily repaired. One sign that the
rupture may be too large to repair is that the cemtiary is not universal in its condemnation of
Daisey'’s text. Throughout the scandal, a small rematb commentators expressed support for
the work’s transgressions. This support showsDiaadey is not alone in the margins of the
journalistic paradigm. Those margins are encroachpon and questioning the mainstream.

In her study of th&lew York Timeparadigm repair following the Jayson Blair
plagiarism/fabrication scandal, Hindman (2005) agythat théNew York Timesesponded to the
scandal with more than a defense of the paradidra.nBwspaper concluded that the paradigm
warranted an update, and changed some of itsutistial practices as a result. Though less

frequent than calls for a return to the establigh@@digm, arguments that journalism needs



updating, rather than just defense, also appeangiiout the commentary on the Daisey case,
even among the commentary that rejects Daise\lias a

Even further, a few commentators wholeheartedig@agvith Daisey’s arguments and
practices, and support a radical redefinition afjalistic truth. Support for a breach of this kind
is unique to the Daisey case. Other studies ohgligtic breaches have not found staunch
defenders of the paradigm-disrupter. As Eason wibdte one stepped forward to defend Cooke
and no one defended the use of composite charactdrctionalized dialogue in reporting”
(Eason, 1986, p. 430). Eason explains that jowstsatierceived Cooke’s transgressions be
extremely far outside the paradigm; not near itsnolary, so her case did not inspire many
suggestions for updates to the paradigm. In thedyatase, several opinion writelisl defend
the use of composite characters and fictionalizakbgue as well as other outside-the-paradigm
reporting techniques that Daisey’s text employed.

Like Cooke’s did several decades ago, the Daisaydad’s threats to the journalistic
paradigm map onto a set of anxieties about changestemporary American journalism.
Through their commentary on Daisey, critics expeesgrvousness that truthiness is replacing
truth, a wariness of increasingly blurred boundabetween genres, and a concern that
journalistic values are being reprioritized at &x@ense of factual accuracy. These anxieties are
each visible as a debate within the commentary déatvthe majority who argue for vigorously
defending the paradigm from the impending thredttanse who call for changes in the wake of
the scandal. Next, | will look at each of theseiaetas and their attending debates in detail.

Truthiness.

The first anxiety the scandal brings into focuthit truth is increasingly giving way to

“truthiness” in society as a whole. Nicole SmithhD@en (2010) defines truthiness —a term



popularized in 2005 by satirist Stephen Colbertthasappearance of truth in place of truth
itself. It was declared the “word of the year” e tAmerican Dialect Society in 2005 and by
Merriam-Webster in 2006 (“Truthiness voted 2005 avof the year American Dialect Society,”
2006, “Word of the year 2006,” n.d.). In her fraaralysis of opinion pieces on James Fréy’'s
Million Little Pieces a memoir which generated controversy over itsi¢abions, Dahmen
identifies the “age of truthiness” as one of thenawon explanations for Frey’s misdeeds. In the
age of truthiness, goes the argument, society &tephiness as truth, and is unable or
unwilling to identify the difference between theotw

Truthiness as a cultural phenomenon didn’t begijournalism; it started with politics.
The primary example of truthiness commentators umsd-ene Colbert invoked when he
introduced the term in the first episode of higw&ion show—is the George W. Bush
administration’s case for invading Iraq based adewe of weapons of mass destruction that
never existed. As Schudson (2009) explains, duhiegBush era (2001 to 2009) something
changed in the way politicians oriented themsetoesrds truth. The Bush administration’s
attitude towards truth betrayed a belief that tigtmalleable, independent of verifiable facts,
and gets to be decided by those in power.

In theNew York Timemagazine in 2004, Ron Suskind described Bush'sioakhip to
truth as rejecting “inconvenient” facts in favoradrtainties (his “truths”) that are based on his
faith in God: “He has created the faith-based plesty” in which, according to Suskind “open
dialogue, based on facts, is not seen as someathingerent value” (Suskind, 2004). When
Suskind interviewed a senior Bush aide, who is gdlyeassumed to be Karl Rove,

The aide said that guys like me were "in what aleéthe reality-based community,”

which he defined as people who "believe that smistemerge from your judicious study



of discernible reality." | nodded and murmured sthing about enlightenment principles
and empiricism. He cut me off. "That's not the s/ world really works anymore," he
continued. "We're an empire now, and when wevaereate our own reality. And while
you're studying that reality -- judiciously, as ywil -- we'll act again, creating other

new realities, which you can study too, and thHat\s things will sort out. We're history's

actors . . . and you, all of you, will be left tsj study what we do. (Suskind, 2004)

It is worth noting that this description of theduadministration’s definition of truth is
very similar to the one | attributed to Daisey inapter 2, which explains why Daisey’s text
evoked political truthiness to his critics. As hetFrey controversy, commentators on the Daisey
scandal saw Daisey’s transgressions as symptoofatie problematic increase in truthiness.
Timepop culture critic James Poniewozik (2012), foaraple, even subtitled his commentary on
the case “The Danger of Truthiness.” Entertainmarter Breznican (2012), indicating that he
sees Daisey’s text as part of a trend of the wagedbwn of truth, calls the scandal the “latest
downgrading” of the idea of “based on a true story.

Daisey'’s “truthy” story was initially accepted njast by TAL, but by numerous
institutions of journalism. Following the broadca$tMr. Daisey and the Apple Factory,”
Daisey wrote opinion pieces in thieew York Timeand theNew York Daily NewdHe made
appearances on MSNBC, CNN, CBS, PBS, and HBO, nbnéom fact-checked his story.
(Kurtz, 2012). Technology journalist Hesseldahl1(28) decries “the national media’s
willingness to give Daisey a platform to repeat shene lies and fabrications without making the
slightest effort to vet them.” Weprin (2012), afjoalist who focuses on television, suggests that

these other news outlets may owe retractions ds wel



Several commentators make explicit connectionsédet Daisey and the politicians who
ushered in the age of truthiness. Media journ8ledi Garfield (2012) writes in th@uardian
“The Bush administration's fictions about Iraq htigned America because they seemed to
confirm the nation's worst fears and suspicionkevdaisey may be no Dick Cheney, but how
do I know?” Making a similar connection with a maeeent political example, media blogger
and journalism professor Jarvis (2012) wondersytiglling the truth the norm in our society?
[...] So how could that norm be canceled for puhbifes, for politicians who insist we’ll have
death panels or for performers on stage who thiekspotlight forgives lies?” While a number of
critics think Daisey could have avoided all conemy with a simple change in label (from
journalism to theater, perhaps) or a disclaimetr hiawork was “based on a true story,” Garfield
and Jarvis are making the point that people haesponsibility to be factual regardless of
genre. A belief to the contrary leads to the endno@ent of truthiness which, as Garfield points
out, has in the past led to the horror of unnecgssar.

As almost everyone agrees, Daisey’s fabricatioadn:1dt misrepresent the main story of
the inhumane conditions in Chinese factories (wisolihy, despite their suspicions, that
journalists other than Schmitz didn’t attempt toifyeDaisey’s tale). Daisey really was no Dick
Cheney. His fabrications were small in scope aitidastounted to, in the language of Daisey’s
defenders “larger truth” (Coddington, 2012). Thespion they ask of Daisey naysayers is: why
does it really matter that Daisey did not meetgpecific people he said he did or do everything
in the same order as his work implies? The ansesiin Garfield’s question, “but how do |
know [that Daisey’s fabrications will not be asatitous as Cheney’s]?” What Garfield objects

to is that, in a world where truthiness is accelgtdte is forced to trust the motives of liars.



A different line of criticism against Daisey’s thiness argues that Daisey'’s “larger truth”
was actually significantly distorted by his exaggem of numerical data. Several critics identify
Daisey’s biggest crime as making some abuses ingShifactories appear to be more
widespread and common then they actually are. Bygrd#ng occasional problems as all
happening in a single factory and easily obserweDdisey during a short visit, Daisey
misrepresents the rarity of these problems (B&0&2; Engber, 2012; S., 2012; Salmon, 2012;
Schmitz, 2012). ASlatescience columnist Daniel Engber (2012) writespsin extra zeroes get
inside our heads. They make the difference betweasumer disquiet and moral outrage,
between a company that makes some mistakes ataifggn® and one that’s guilty of corporate
malfeasance.” According to this argument, Daiségtsications were not as innocent as his
defenders claim, and drbt amount to “larger truth.”

In both of the arguments exemplified by Garfiehdl &ngber, the larger problem is that
Daisey didn’t allow his audience to make up its anind about the conditions in Chinese
factories based on uncontorted facts. He alteredrthh to tip the scales in the favor of his
argument, which replaced journalism’s informingdtion with a persuasive or activist function.
This is alarming to those who believe that joursraliserves a crucial democratic role as a
medium of rational consensus-seeking debate inbeetd@asian public sphere. | will return to the
guestion of journalism’s responsibility to demoaa&ciety in Chapter 4.

To those alarmed by the increasing tide of trigh#) the solution is old-fashioned fact-
checking. In other words, it calls for a returrthie core rituals of the journalistic paradigm.
Poyntefts journalistic writing teacher Roy Peter Clarkdisome of these rituals that, in his
opinion, need to be re-emphasized in light of tlaésBy scandal: “ask over and over, ‘How do

we know this?’ ‘Who told you that?’ ‘How many soascdo you have for that?’ ‘What did you



see with you own eyes?’ ‘Do you have any documgraaidence to substantiate that claim?””
At least two commentators repeat, in their crititisf Daisey and AL, axiomatic advice they
learned as journalists: “If your mother says shvesoyou, check it out” (Janensch, 2012;
Lieblich, 2012).

A number of commentators note tAa&kL's “Retraction” episode is very difficult to listen
to. The interview between Glass and Daisey is lgighhfrontational, and Daisey’s discomfort is
audible, which is part of the challenge TokL listeners. The larger irritation for the audience,
however, is the fundamental absence of understgrmitween Glass and Daisey. Glass asserts
that Daisey lied, and Daisey maintains that hendid Daisey does not accept Glass’ suggestion
that he should label his work as fiction in thedttee. Daisey tells Glass, “Well, | don’t know that
| would say in a theatrical context that it ismite.” Daisey concedes that his piece “is not up to
the standards of journalism” but insists that iesltell the truth. It just works according to a
different definition of truth that is not the omaditionally used in journalism. Glass, like the
critics concerned about truthiness, clings tightla literal, verifiable fact-based definition of
truth. Daisey’s notion is more malleable. The yawngap between these two understandings of
truth is the foundation of the larger debate owathiness amongst commentators.

Daisey and his supporters reject the call for arreto a traditional model of journalism.
They want to keep the gap open, which means cangrthe conversation about how we define
truth: is it an accretion of small, verified facissomething larger? It means asking what new
possibilities a different definition of truth all@vIn the opinion of Daisey and his defenders,
focusing on the larger truth rather than the shiaalls allows for a truth that better serves the
exploited workers in Chinese factories.

As Apple co-founder Steve Wozniak said of Daiséyis“method succeeded” (Sandoval,



2012b). Daisey’s goal was to bring more attentmthe very real plight of Chinese factory
workers, which he certainly did. Technology entegfaur Kevin Slavin (2012) agrees, and notes
that Daisey’s captivating storytelling brought mateention to the issue he cared about than
journalists before him had done. In Washington Postechnology journalist Joshua Topolsky
concedes that Daisey lied, but doesn’t see thpadgularly important: “Daisey found a way to
tell the sad, human part of this story. To malaatthy enough to stick, even if it was a lie.”
Theater expert Scott Walters (2012b) agrees itdtiféngton Postand reject®ew York Times
reporter Charles Duhigg’s statement in “Retractithrdt “it's not my job to tell you whether you
should feel bad or not” (Glass, 2012b). Walters¢bgtrast, argues that Daisey’s “moral
outrage” is exactly what's called for. AccordingWalters, the “lies” in Daisey’s story were
trivial and unimportant if they were lies at alb Daisey and his defenders, truth is only valuable
for what it achieves. They do not see truthinegsraBlematic. To the contrary, a more generous
definition of truth facilitates the accomplishmeftgood in the world. According to this view,

the obsession with a traditional notion of factslotle more than hamper important messages.

Blurred generic boundaries.

The next anxiety that bubbles up out of the Dasmndal is that generic boundaries are
becoming increasingly blurred. This concern is higklated to the perception of encroaching
truthiness. The fear is that if the journalistiogedoesn’t maintain its rigid boundaries and
conventions, the contract of trust between joustaiind audiences will dissolve. On his blog,
Daisey described his piece’s genre as “a combinatidact, memoir, and dramatic license”
(Daisey, 2012b). SimilarlyT AL describes its radio show on its website as “arearEent.” The

show broadcasts both journalism that “tends toauise of the techniques of fiction” and fiction



that “functions like journalism” (“About our radshow,” n.d.). As | explained in Chapter 2,
Daisey'’s text itself sends decidedly mixed messagpesit its genre.

The debate in the wake of “Retraction” didn’t malke piece’s genre any clearer. Daisey
vigorously defended himself as a dramatist: “Whdd is not journalism” (Daisey, 2012b).
Others, such as Walters (2012a) agreed. Waltetardsdhat Daisey’s piece was obviously not
journalism and that “I find absurd the idea” thay audience member (such as Glass) could
have mistaken Daisey’s stage show for literal tr@lass obviously disagrees, as did many other
critics, who pointed out that the text’'s eyewitneBaracter and presentation DAL made it
appear distinctly journalistic.

The hybrid genre of Daisey’s piece, andldfL's broadcast in general, is worrisome to a
number of critics. Theater critic Isherwood (20118)ly states, “Nonfiction should mean just
that: facts and nothing but the facts.” Daiseysd tearnessed the power that comes with the label
of “truth” without conforming to journalistic normsvhich, as | explained earlier, some critics
fear strained the relationship between journalisihigs audience with distrust. The journalism-
audience relationship was fragile to begin witleytlargue, because the blurring of generic
boundaries is a tren®alonjournalist and literary critic Laura Miller writébat the whole
episode “raises (once more) the question of howtnfigion we’re getting in our nonfiction”
(O’Hehir et al., 2012). The parenthetical “once aias telling in that Miller considers this
mixing of genres and changing truth standard te beltural trend.

Salonfilm critic Andrew O’Hehir identifies an unfortutecyclical relationship between
blurred genres and a cultural appetite for matéhial seems to be real. Because audiences aren’t

able to distinguish truth from fiction, he argudsy crave truth more intensely. This audience



demand increases the temptation for fabulists agdbaisey to make their work appear to be
true, and makes audiences more subject to suchpolation:

We’'re obsessed with the question of whether thargs‘real,” which betrays our doubts

about whether anything we encounter in the medialghbe considered real. So the

appearance of authenticity becomes a valuable calitynand people seek it out when
they do not deserve it. Every other Hollywood mgwiefesses to be “based on a true

story,” which often is just an excuse for shoddyklling. (O’Hehir et al., 2012)

According to O’Hehir, the solution is to improvecgety’s media literacy, so that
audiences can “understand the distinction betwetinri and journalism and the varying
pathways to truth (and definitions thereof) thatreean offer.” This argument still calls for rigid
boundaries between fictional and journalistic genitgust places the burden of determining the
boundary on the audience rather than on produd¢engdia texts.

News industry analyst Doctor (2012) relates thedref less rigid generic boundaries to
media convergence in the digital age. AccordinBdator, new technology is affecting the
boundaries of news. “We’re having a hard time defrthe journalism — and the other stuff —
that digital media either creates, or amplifieg"vrites. After describing the difficulty of
classifying today’s media and journalism in our o&degories, Doctor explains, “We’re still
coming to grips with these overlapping lines, aredoan [sic] the same kinds of issues here in
the Daisey story and retractiorGuardianmedia columnist Michael Wolff (2012), who defends
Daisey, notices the same trend but doesn't fiadbitming. He points out that popular media get
away with the blurry generic boundaries that Daiseg faulted for because “they're creating a

new form of blurred lines that seem to speak toeti@ving polymorphous information



consumer, while journalism, in its strict and pématsense, is losing its audience” (Wolff,
2012).

Salonjournalist Mark Oppenheimer, who respects Daisegraartist but disapproves of
his dishonesty, also calls for celebrating these bleirry genres, but advocates transparency
about their hybrid nature: “We need to learn howot@ this hybrid, because as Mike Daisey
shows, it's the next great art form. But we neetlédonest about what it is” (Oppenheimer,
2012). A significant number of commentators aghed & simple disclaimer that Daisey’s work
belongs to a liminal genre between fiction and palism would satisfy their complaints
(Fallows, 2012; C. Jones, 2012; Madison, 2012; @berner, 2012; Wain, 2012). Indeed, the
Public Theater, which staged “The Agony and Ecstds§teve Jobs,” made such a disclaimer in
a press release and then continued to stage Dais®gtly-unchanged monologue (Mosher,
2012).

News industry analyst Doctor (2012) agrees with ghiggestion, and explains that in
today’s new media landscape, we need to “not kauikdll, but disclose the blur” between
different genres. He argues for a “big tent” thatepts many different media and many different
genres. This is important “to pay the bills for thewvs-gathering.” Doctor and several other
critics gesture towards the idea that the increggiporous boundaries around the genre of
journalism are linked to financial need. As newsgaprculation declines and traditional
funding models no longer support news institutigngynalism is having to adapt. One of the
adaptations, which is scary to some and welconoghters, may be a redefinition of what
“Jjournalism” includes.

The substantial number of critics who welcome saicdefinition and who accept

blurred boundaries are calling for a re-write & generic contract. The willingness to redefine



journalism is notably distinct from paradigm repavhich advocates a return to strictly
delimited, rigid boundaries around journalism. Téhestics are admitting that those rigid
boundaries no longer seem realistic. In their viBaisey is more than an errant imposter; he
represents a changing journalism landscape.

Misplaced journalistic priorities.

Another anxiety that the Daisey scandal unearthisatschanging journalistic priorities,
which non-professionals such as Daisey representantributing to the disturbing the trends of
increased truthiness and blurred generic boundarfesse changing priorities include replacing
an absolute devotion to factual accuracy with erahan storytelling, activist causes, or
financial gain. While a few critics suggest thatideg's status as a non-professional meant he
lacked journalistic skills and training, the majgrio not question his abilities but instead take
issue with his irreverence towards journalistiopties. They worry that such irreverence is
increasingly prevalent.

In “Retraction,” Glass blames some of the fabrimadion the fact that Daisey was an
amateur journalist with less professional overstghnh usual. “Generally,” says Glass in the
episode, “if we are working with a non-journalist a story, one of our producers is actually
there for every step of the tape gathering andéeperting so we know what is true” (Glass,
2012b, p. 20). Only professional journalists, fassage suggests, are qualified to determine the
truth. For no other reason than his status as gawnalist, TAL states that it should not have
trusted his story to tell the truth according torjmalistic standards.

Journalism professor Pintak notes that Daiseyaltastory of mixing genres, and
suggests that he is not fit to practice journaliSfassing off as journalism the work of a

performance artist with a track record for configtfact and fiction has inflicted yet another



wound on public radio and the journalism indussyaavhole” (Pintak, 2012). Pintak does not
explain further, as if to assume that this hiswiryvounds is well known. He does make clear,
however, that Daisey'’s status as a “performangstavthose past work is non-journalistic
should cast doubt on his ability to practice jolisma. Allowing the work of someone with
Daisey'’s history and credentials to appear in analistic setting is dangerous to journalism,
according to Pintak.

Independent blogger Rachel Joy Larris claims thas®&y has the expertise of a
storyteller, not that of a journalist. She points that Daisey lacked the journalistic skills of
interviewing, working with a translator, and “[takj] notes when you interview someone”
(Larris, 2012). Glass, Pintak and Larris are afirdeg “professional journalist” in the same
way: A professional is somebody who works as anjalist (rather than as, say, a performance
artist) and possesses a particular skill set. Tdréiques echo broader concerns about how
journalism is changing with the recent influx oftizen journalists” and bloggers. Though these
critics do not say this explicitly, they are cagtiDaisey as an example of how truth can be
corrupted if just anybody is allowed to practicarjualism.

Larris’ critique notwithstanding, Daisey’s employmdistory and lackluster skills are
not really what most of his journalist-critics objeo. They do not think he is incompetent; they
think he is unethical. Most of the journalists wdrdicize Daisey as an amateur define
professionalism differently. What Daisey lackedhason-professional, they suggest, was not
skills or credentials but appropriate reverenceherjournalistic paradigm. When Daisey’s
critics decry a decrease in journalistic profesaiism, what they fear is a lack of respect for
traditional journalism’s norms and standards wtuah lead, as in the Daisey case, to a watering-

down of the truth.



Media journalist Garfield (2012), for example, wstthat he wondered, "How could a
performance artist have so scooped the whole vadrjaurnalism?" Garfield goes on to answer
his own question: “by making stuff up,” or in othgords, by ignoring the norms of the
journalistic paradigm. As a non-journalist, Daiskgn’t respect the paradigm’s values and chose
other priorities above the literal presentatiorianits. Journalist Rosenberg (2012) agrees, and
stipulates that amateucan practice journalism as long as they abide byukss: “Journalism is
an activity that theater artists — like filmmakeasithors, business people, anyone — can choose
to undertake.” Daisey’s amateur status is not tiegsies’ primary objection; it is symbolic
shorthand for his lack of loyalty to the value loé journalistic paradigm.

Journalism scholar Daniel Hallin describes joustaliprofessionalism as an ideology, an
attitude toward the world, rather than as membprgha particular group. American journalistic
professionalization, according to Hallin, is linkedthe idea that journalism serves the “public
interest,” which has come to mean that it shoulddmepartisan and objective (Hallin, 2000, p.
245). By this definition, Daisey is a hon-profesgbsimply because he does not conform to
traditional notions of what journalism should Idde. Interestingly, Hallin, writing in the mid-
1990s, notes that this “high modernist” definitmijournalistic professionalism is in decline
without ever mentioning the internet or the dedthewspapers.

As Hallin (2000) makes clear, the trends that Darepresents and the questions his
scandal inspired are not new. Is the movement dway professionalism democratizing
journalism by allowing for more varied and lessgeliriting styles, political perspectives, and
journalistic business models? Or merely weakertihg disregarding the truth standards that the
journalistic audience expects? This long-runninigade has not been resolved. To the contrary, it

reached a fever pitch in the Daisey controversyould like to suggest that criticism of Daisey



as a non-journalist actually reflects a more gdima concern among journalists that the
primary priority of traditional professional joudisan, factual accuracy, is becoming corrupted
by other (less worthy) aims. The Daisey scanddillygts three of these encroaching priorities:
storytelling, advocacy, and financial gain.

First, many critics warn against the temptatioa deautifully crafted story. They
suggest that the priority to tell an excellent gtoiten conflicts with telling the truth, and cite
Daisey as an example of storytelling being imprbperioritized over truth. As labor-focused
journalist Michelle Chen (2012) described Daisdye ‘basically decided that the ugly truth
wasn't quite dramatic enough for him.” A numbeptifers make this same point. Reuters
finance blogger Felix Salmon writes, indicting nogt Daisey but the whole enterprise of
nonfiction storytelling, “One of the central probie with narrative nonfiction is that the best
narrativesaren’t messy and complicated, while nonfiction nearlyate/is” (Salmon, 2012).
Journalist Rosenberg writes of Daisey’s falsifisthgery, “The images...fit our images of what
such images should be” (Rosenberg, 2012). Sch2i¥2), the journalist who was the original
Daisey whistleblower, also traces Daisey’s misstefhke allure of a simple easy-to-understand
narrative. Journalist Cook (2012) notes that theerbetorical power to a well-told story and
there is also rhetorical power in truth. Unfortuedgt writers do not get both powers at the same
time, which is what Daisey wanted. Cook says wealrieaccept that sometimes the truth is
mundane. It is made of facts that do not fit pelyeato a theatrically-appropriate tale. He writes
of storytellers such as Daisey that “the reasop #ppeal to ‘larger truths’ is that the ordinary,
regular-sized truths with which most of us live rad&r boring stories.”

As | mentioned earlier, some critics denouféé. as a whole for the same reason. NYU

journalism professor Jay Rosen expresses a wishAbto “question whether it is possible to



fall too deeply in love with ‘stories’ and their giaal effects; whether that kind of love erodes
skepticism” (J. Rosen, 2012b). The skepticism Raseaferring to is the journalistic attitude
that all claims are dubious and require fact-chagki

Media columnist Wolff, an enthusiastic Daisey defen argues that journalists are
defensive because they are bad writers and Dasegood writer. According to Wolff,
journalists defend themselves with “facts” as acuse for shoddy storytelling. He laments the
decay of journalism from the days of the 1960s E&id0s when, in his view, journalism tried to
be good at storytelling. He describes contempgrarsnalism, by contrast, as “a bureaucracy of
fact and process and convention at the expensagtihge and expression” (Wolff, 2012).
Beautiful writing, according to Wolff, is not sonatg to be criticized. He also supports
Daisey'’s choice to prioritize storytelling abovet® unlike defenders of the traditional
paradigm. Further, through his nostalgia for the&Neurnalism of decades past, Wolff also
subtly points out that the “traditional” paradigmsnot always existed unchallenged. Other
models of journalism have existed throughout histand they may have advantages over the
one that is currently paradigmatic.

Beyond a dedication to powerful storytelling, Dgiseas also deeply devoted to a
particular activist cause. According to his critittss priority also had a negative impact on his
ability to practice journalism (Bady, 2012; BaldwR012; Carr, 2012; Hayes, 2012; Silverman,
2012; Zinoman, 2012Washington Postpinion writer Rachel Manteuffel describes Daiasy
“terrified” of the truth: “He was terrified that ¢htruth was what most truths are — a little messy
and cloudy. That it would not be enough to get petpcare” (Manteuffel, 2012). Daisey
prioritized getting “people to care” over the faatdetails of his trip to China. Daisey comes

close to admitting as much in “Retraction,” whentdlés Glass, “everything | have done in



making this monologue for the theater has beenrteat end — to make people care” (Glass,
2012b, p. 18).

According to theNew Inquiryblogger Aaron Bady (2012), Daisey felt the need to
elaborate on the truth because “If you tell théhtruith scrupulous accuracy and breadth, people
are as likely to doze off as be scandalized.” Badyes that, like other liars, Daisey focused on
the ends (his activist goals) rather than the médesnorms of the journalistic paradigm). Lying
is the only way he could imagine getting his debnmesults. Thé&New York Timé<Carr sums up
this argument with one dismissive sentence: “tieenother word for news and information that
comes from advocates with a vested interest: piapadey’ (Carr, 2012). Thationjournalist
Chris Hayes furthers this point by pointing outttBaisey used people as tools for his own
storytelling needs. According to Hayes (2012), Tinenese workers whose stories Daisey
misrepresented and changed to suit his needs wevictims. He was trying to present himself
as empathetic in the face of Apple’s abuses, battering the facts of the workers’ stories, he
dehumanized them. Theater critic Zinoman (20123 slag same thing: “Daisey turned Chinese
workers into abstractions, means to an end.”

Writing teacher Clark describ@#\L as lowering its journalistic guard because it was
enchanted by Daisey’s activist cause. He surmissgs3lass and producers of the show wanted
Daisey'’s story to be true for political reasons:

They wanted it to be true primarily for good reasdmecause its exposure might lead to

reforms and saved lives. That purpose would limktho Daisey’s chain of intent. But

they also wanted it to be true because a badlgddubpple fits neatly into a master
narrative about corporate greed in America, a dtoay will continue to play itself out in

presidential politics. (Clark, 2012)



Clark is criticizingTAL for allowing its activist sympathies to diminigl desire to
practice good fact-checking. Importantly, howewvesither Clark nor these other commentators
directly criticize Daisey ol AL for a lack of objectivity. In his analysis of tdanet Cooke
scandal, Eason (1986) observes that most commentaidhat scandal didn’t directly call for
renewed objectivity, but a subconscious preferéosards objective news persisted beneath
their critiques. This same phenomenon is obsenialilee Daisey commentary. By suggesting
that Daisey’s activism superseded his loyalty tdual accuracy, critics imply that a lack of
objectivity interferes with practicing good jourrsah.

At the same time, however, critics seem to genesgalpport Daisey’s opinion that
Americans ought to hold Apple accountable for tien€se workers that make its products.
Labor journalist Michelle Chen, for example, delses Daisey as “stupefyingly self-serving”
while also criticizing “the real masterwork of fieh that Apple and other tech giants continue to
peddle: the imaginary world of our gadgets, a cqsutitan universe that pretends to connect
everyone while in fact sharpening the lines betwamrsumers and the invisible workers that
enable that carefree lifestyle” (M. Chen, 2012)eféhis an ambivalence in the commentary.
Critics agree with Daisey’s opinions and simultarsp suggest that the strength of those
opinions tainted his presentation of facts. Thibmaence reveals deeper uncertainties over the
role of journalism in society. The commentary iagpling with competing loyalties: the loyalty
to present facts to its audience and the respditgital fight for the rights of the exploited. | Wi
explore this question of journalism’s public respibilities more in Chapter 4.

As | have observed throughout this analysis, Dasselhis defenders interpret the
disapproval toward his mixture of activism and jralrsm as an attempt to silence his message

and protect the powerful status quo. That statwsimeludes the power of both Apple and



institutional journalism. Communication scholar&ayini Madison describes Daisey’s fight
against Apple as “akin to David with his slingshot battle against the mighty giant Goliath”
(2012, p. 239). Media critic Wolff (2012) notes tin@any of Daisey’s most vocal critics are
technology reporters who are “famously conflictgdtreir various industry allegiances.”
Theater critic Walters (2012b) suggests thaL. may have bowed to pressure from Apple to
retract the story and thi&tarketplace Schmitz’ employer, may have cozied up to Apple in
discrediting Daisey. Walters further attributes #itiack on Daisey to defensiveness on the part
of journalists who want to protect their professamthey know it. He interprets journalists’
backlash against Daisey’s activism as discomfat fie was encroaching on their turf by
helping Americans form opinions, which they belieh®uld be the exclusive role of journalism.
Another misplaced priority, according to Daiseygics, was Daisey’s emphasis on
personal gain at the expense of the truth, whiely timk to journalism’s changing and precarious
financial model. Technology journalist Topolsky saf Daisey, “He leaned into his lies to sell
tickets to a show, to get on network TV, to makenmpand get famous” (Topolsky, 2012).
Finance columnist Salmon (2012) agrees: “The fathtat the chief beneficiary of the success of
Daisey’s monologue has been Mike Daisey, much rti@e any group of factory workers or
underground trades unionists in China.” Technologynalist Hesseldahl (2012a) also points
out that Daisey has been making a good deal of yntbmeugh his stage work. In fact, Daisey
seems to not have suffered professionally sincedtnaction. He claims to have years of stage
work booked, and audiences still flock to see Haarndoval, 2012d). To Daisey, the fact that his
work has maintained a large audience vindicatemessage and its truth (Daisey, 2012d, pp. 2—
3). In his first public talk after the retractiddaisey defended his work, and even his decision to

broadcast it oTAL, based on the number of people his message redthigdh't do the right



thing, but | think having that story on the airfiant of millions of people, was right” (R. J.
Rosen & Daisey, 2012).

Chicago Tribunegheater critic Chris Jones argues thALE decision making was
similarly commercially influenced: “It reveals tiperils of what can happen to news
organizations when, in the pursuit of populist @elting or buzz-heavy names, they subcontract
their reporting to artists or entertainers” (C. d®m2012). Jones’ argument implies that
journalism is desperate to attract a larger audi@maenore funding. Behind the criticism of
Daisey andlr'AL's desire for commercial success is a concerntligagrosion of historical
methods of financing journalism will be accomparigdan erosion of the truth.

The traditional paradigm’s expectation of fact-dtieg demands time and resources, and
is therefore facilitated by institutional suppdvtonths after the retraction, Glass said in an
interview thatTAL budgeted $60,000 for the year to hire freelancedheckers, in addition to
the show's regular staff, with the goal of prevegtanother scandal like Daisey’s (Gladstone,
2012). None of the commentators explicitly say,thig they subtly raise the question of
whether the journalistic paradigm, and the defamtof truth that it assumes, can hold up without
the support of the large, traditionally-financedtitutions of journalism that are undergoing
change and disappearing.

Daisey'’s critics are defending a traditional defon of truth that prioritizes factual
accuracy above all else. Daisey and his defendarte other hand, suggest that truth is built
from a combination of facts, a well-told story,ause that needs to be championed, and the
business acumen to command a large audience. Ggestion that these other priorities are no
less important than the facts is deeply frightenm®aisey’s critics who are what Eason (1986)

calls “conventionalists.”



Daisey'’s text and AL’s retraction opened up a rupture in the journaligaradigm’s
definition of truth. Daisey’s audacious questionagfgournalistic truth opened up a conversation
about the rules according to which journalists pazdtruth. It reminded the public that any
particular definition of “truth” is not inevitabler naturally superior. Much of the commentary
worked hard to repair the journalistic paradigm egjdct Daisey’s challenge to journalism’s
truth production methods. This condemnation wasunetersal, however—Daisey’s work
garnered both supporters and detractors—and imiysDaisey’s work achieved its aims. A
number of commentators accepted Daisey’s challemgagage in a debate over how journalism
should choose to define truth as it undergoes ahang inspired widespread reflection on how
the journalistic paradigm might operate differently

Because the paradigm repair in this case waslesessful than most previously
documented cases of journalistic repair work (Béreteal., 1985; Reese, 1990), the Daisey
scandal provides new insight into the process cdgigm repair in general. Somewhat like the
Daisey case, Hindman (2005) argues thatNeée York Timésattempt at paradigm repair in the
wake of the Jayson Blair scandal was not entiretgsssful. She points out that the scandal
prompted théNew York Time® reform some of its practices (particularly ¢rega “public
editor” position) rather than return to businessiaisal. Hindman does not clearly explain,
howeverwhy Blair's breach was unable to be seamlessly repabe suggests that perhaps his
transgressions were especially egregious. | wokddtd argue, by contrast, that the success or
failure of paradigm repair is more a reflectiortlod status of the paradigm than it is a reflection
of the nature of the breach.

Daisey’s challenge to the journalistic paradignswartainly shrewder and more

intentional than previous breaches, which allowsd to pinpoint weaknesses in the paradigm.



More importantly, however, the journalistic paradigvas particularly vulnerable at the time of
the TAL broadcast. American journalism was (and is) geiimgugh a period of chaos and
change. In many ways, the journalistic paradigm m@esfor scandal.

Paradigm repair or paradigm change are parts géfaongoing processes. A single,
isolated breach doesn’t constitute much of a thieeatrobust paradigm. The Daisey case was
not easily repaired because it was not isolatedl jtamccurred at a particularly weak moment in
the history of the traditional news paradigm. Dgisehallenge contributed to a larger trend of
re-imagining the future of journalism and questngnivhat parts of the current paradigm will be
useful in that future. The Daisey scandal revealgdificant anxiety on the part of critics
because the anxiety was already th&/d’s retraction of Daisey’s piece just provided an
opportunity to express it. Future scholars of pggmadepair would do well to consider any
challenge to the paradigm and resulting repair wotkeir larger historical contexts. Repair
work not only reveals the paradigm’s rules andtsmi also reveals whether the paradigm is
strong or weak, and may highlight particularly wea&as. Daisey, for example, showed the
paradigm’s strict separation of journalism fromeasthgenres is faltering.

Paradigm repair does not work the same way in ev&sg. It is also important for
scholars examining this process to carefully alditeuthe paradigm in question. Paradigms
change over time; the news paradigm should nonhiderstood as a stable, invulnerable entity.
Depending on the paradigm’s nature, strength, amdhnaspect the breach attacks, the repair
work will vary in technique and success.

Furthermore, paradigm repair work should be exathasea complex process carried out
by many actors. Because paradigms are larger thgle snstitutions, a single news institution

can't repair a paradigm. In this ca3é\L's “Retraction” was not the entire extent of thpai



work. In order to understand the impact (or lackmgbact) of a journalistic breach, it is

important to look at the broader conversation shatounds it.



Chapter 4: Mr. Daisey and Democracy; Journalism andts Publics
But now we have to start the conversation aboutéppd Foxconn and workers’ rights all over
again, this time with real, verifiable facts at ccommand-—Arik Hesseldahl

In this chapter, | delve into a key assumptionifieéimuch of the criticism Daisey
attracted: that proper journalism supports demgcraccording to his critics, Daisey’s
journalistic transgressions damaged important deatiogorocesses of public deliberation. |
begin by explaining the theoretical link betweea public sphere, journalism, and democracy,
which is based on Jirgen Habermas’ descriptiohe@bburgeois public sphere. | then detail two
criticisms of Daisey based on that theory. Firstnmentators argue that, by lying, Daisey
damaged important democratic processes, becatisalerational public debate requires an
egalitarian access to facts. Second, critics atigateDaisey’s political subject matter demands
particularly rigorous factual accuracy that isrécessary for topics that they deem unrelated to
citizenship.

Daisey and his defenders reject both of theseisnts. Their texts critique the
Habermasian ideal public sphere and the journalgirms that accompany it. They point out
that audiences are not drawn to traditional jousnain the same way they flocked to Daisey’s
text; journalism without a public cannot be suppgrta public debate. Daisey’s text attempted to
expand the public sphere to include more typesxist more topics, and more voices than exist
within the constricting boundaries of traditionalifnalism. Paralleling a number of public
sphere theorists’ critiques of Habermas’ singul#blig, Daisey’s work suggests that
conventional journalism excludes many people andynesues of importance from democratic

debate, and instead circulates the truth of thveady wielding power.



At the end of the chapter, | briefly survey thessses and failures of Daisey’s
interventions.

Journalism, Democracy, and Habermas

As | explained in the previous chapter, Daiseyisax flocked in large numbers to
condemn his breach of the journalistic paradigmexuain why that paradigm is important to
protect. This chapter will explore one of the kationales behind the paradigm’s defense: a
strong perceived link between journalism and deamwgcr

John Hartley, surveying journalism from a historigarspective, argues that that
journalism was instrumental in the foundation ofd®im democratic society, and has been
pivotal ever since. Without journalism, accordingHartley, “there would be no public”
(Hartley, 1996, p. 83). Kovach and Rosenstiel tutial textThe Elements of Journalism
makes the same point: “From its origins in the @m@arketplace to the colonial American
taverns, journalism has always been a forum fotipalscourse” (Kovach & Rosenstiel, 2007,
p. 165). Kovach and Rosenstiel also articulatduhdamental Enlightenment belief in the
necessity of journalism to democratic society: “Tnenary purpose of journalism is to provide
citizens with the information they need to be fagel self-governing” (Kovach & Rosenstiel,
2007, p. 12). This belief underlies the journatigtaradigm | described in Chapter 3 and
animates much of the criticism of Daisey.

Specifically, Jurgen Habermas’ (1974, 1989) araitioh of the bourgeois public sphere
has been highly influential as a normative visibthe role that journalism should play in civic
life. Habermas’ conception of the mechanics ofrtdationship between journalism and
democracy has also informed contemporary journ@alsinventions (Allan, 1997). In Habermas’

public sphere, which is an ideal based in a paetidistorical context—18and 19' century



Europe— rather than a set of extant conditiongegis develop public opinion through reasoned
discourse, or “rational-critical” debate. That galdpinion and debate, in turn, “put[s] the state
in touch with the needs of society,” (Habermas, 2198 31) which facilitates democratic control
as opposed to the feudal domination of earlier.eras

In order to function properly, according to Habesmthis public sphere depends on
rationality and requires facts that are unaduléet&ity vested interests. It also entails equality;
each citizen must have an equal opportunity ta@pate, and power differentials must be
bracketed. To illustrate by way of counterexamplabermas is particularly disapproving of
advertising and public relations as perversionthefpublic sphere. According to Habermas,
these practices both distort facts and allow fepooate opinions to overpower those of citizens:

[T]he criteria of rationality are completely lackimn a consensus created by sophisticated

opinion-molding services under the aegis of a shabilic interest. Intelligent criticism

of publicly discussed affairs gives way before adhof conformity with publicly

presented persons or personifications; consenticias with good will evoked by

publicity. (Habermas, 1989, p. 195)

In Habermas’ idealized public sphere, journalismgantrast to advertising and public
relations, serves as the medium of rational-ctipedlic debate by providing the public with the
information it needs to deliberate. Journalismlfitalso serves as a deliberative forum; public
debates in the press are analogous to debategistateres (Hampton, 2010). The press, which
Habermas calls the “the public sphere’s preemimeatitution” is necessarily separate from
government and special interests; it is “the foadhtate” (Allan, 1997; Habermas, 1989, p. 181).
Habermas links a free press, rational-critical delaad democracy in his description of the

historical turning point of the reduction of cerstuip in Britain in the late I7century:



The elimination of the institution of censorshiprikead a new stage in the development of
the public sphere. It made the influx of rationatical arguments into the press possible
and allowed the latter to evolve into an instrumeith whose aid political decisions

could be brought before the new forum of the pul§litabermas, 1989, p. 58)

Clearly, Habermas’ conception of the public splaigns with the traditional journalistic
paradigm that prioritizes literal truth above dfleg jealously guards press freedoms, and
describes itself as the “watchdog” of governmerabétmasian ideals support the paradigm by
declaring journalism to be the crucial link betwe#izens and government.

An important aspect of the bourgeois public splasrélabermas conceives it is a
distinction between public and private. Public spheebates concern specifically political topics
because the idea of the public sphere is thatédiates between society and state” (Habermas,
1974, pp. 49-50). When it comes to journalism auble sphere” matters, many media critics
therefore see the stakes as particularly high. Thiégize journalism that operates outside the
dominant paradigm, such as Daisey’s, as jeopa@idémocracy. This criticism rests on a
number of assumptions about both the superiorith@fturrent paradigm and the operation of
the democratic public sphere. This chapter’s aito isnpack these assumptions in the
commentary surrounding the Daisey scandal, anddtyze Daisey’s critique of them.

The Importance of Truth

Journalistic truth and rational-critical debate.

According to those who subscribe to the idea thatrjalism should strive to support an
ideal Habermasian public sphere, journalism’s aiegponsibility is inextricably bound with its

commitment to truth. Truth is, as Kovach and Rosehgut it, journalism’s “first obligation”



(Kovach & Rosenstiel, 2007, p. 36). The kind ofonaél, reasoned debate that Habermas
envisions requires a notion of neutral truth tkaincoupled from power.

Daisey'’s critics make this link. Many of their acisms translate Daisey’s disregard for
journalistic truth to a negative impact on publenbcratic deliberation on the issue of working
conditions in Chinese factoridsorbescontributor Josh Barro, for example, worries tha¢ to
Daisey’s misrepresentations of the numerical dgmdifactory abuses, “the public is likely to
mis-analyze the merits of Apple’s operations inr@hi(Barro, 2012). Barro is uniqgue among the
critics in that he disagrees with Daisey’s conduasihe argues that the Chinese factories Daisey
disparages are doing more good than harm. HowBeaero’s reasoning is consistent with that of
Daisey’s other critics. They all argue that jouisral should facilitate a rational, fact-based
debate on the merits and failings of the factondsch Daisey’s text does not do. Barro’s
particular complaint is that Daisey’s numerical gyarations keep the public from having that
debate.

In “Retraction,” journalist Rob Schmitz and integfer Cathy Lee have a conversation
about the gravity of Daisey’s transgressions. adfiitj Lee doesn’t object to Daisey’s fabrications
because “He is a writer. So | know what he sayslg maybe half of them or less actual. But he
is allowed to do that right? Because he’s not analist. |” Schmitz concedes that Daisey is not
a journalist, but protests that “his play is hetpform the opinions of many Americans.” It is
Daisey'’s role in informing public opinion, suggeSishmitz in this exchange, that obliges him to
tell the (journalistic) truth. In the end, Lee agge“As a Chinese, | think it’s better if he cal te
the American people the truth. | hope people knesvreal China. But he’s a writer and he
exaggerate some things. So, | think it's not sadgo(Glass, 2012b, pp. 8-9) In the

conversation, Schmitz convinces Lee that sincedyadext is participating in the political



public sphere (rather than, for example, servingnase entertainment) he should be held to truth
standards that facilitate rational debate.

In his commentary ikllIThingsDand elsewhere, technology journalist Arik Hesddalda
repeatedly refers to Daisey’s work in the conteéhd public “discussion” about workers’ rights.
Daisey’s work, because of its lack of factual aecyr has not contributed to that discussion,
says Hesseldahl. To the contrary, his text hasuseaf the conversation: “And what he has
ultimately done has damaged that discussion becawsewe have to start all over. We have to
completely recalibrate what is true and separdtent what is not (Kurtz, 2012). Hesseldahl
(2012a) also describes Chinese factory working timmg as a subject “we need to discuss at
length as a society” and elsewhere writes thatuhat Daisey entered the fray, “I think the
discussion on the matter has been a healthy arabemgone for the better part of a decade”
(Hesseldahl, 2012b). By “discussion,” Hesseldahdnsgournalistic media coverage. And like
others, Hesseldahl believes that literal journlistith is a necessary precondition for such a
rational-critical discussion.

Publics theorist Warner, in discussing the featofgsublics and public discourse,
observes that “The usual way of imagining the extgve character of public discourse is
through metaphors of conversation, answering,riglbiack, deliberating” (Warner, 2002, pp.
62—-63). Obviously Hesseldahl makes heavy use sttheetaphors, which are indicative of how
mainstream journalists see their role in society laow they conceptualize the workings of the
public sphere. The urgency Hesseldahl projectssictiticism by using language such as “need”
and “have to” is also indicative of the importaitee Habermas, and other critics ascribe to

journalism in public sphere debates.



According to Kovach and Rosenstiel, journalismedilgerative function is increasingly
important in the contemporary new media environménat environment is saturated with shrill
opinions and public relations spin, so journalisms bn important and fundamental role: to
declare what is actually true. “The job of the nemedia,” in this environment, according to
Kovach and Rosenstiel, “is to give this more com@ad dynamic public what it needs to sort
out the truth for itself over time” (Kovach & Rosiel, 2007, p. 26). They further explain the
unique role of journalists: “In the age of new n&di is more incumbent on those providing us
with journalism that they decipher the spin and té commercialized argument, lobbying, and
political propaganda. The editorial pages of thespaper, the opinion columnist, the talk show,
and the point-of-view magazine essay, bloggers aayone else have every right to be
opinionated. That is their mission. But if theitlars want to call themselves journalists, then it
follows that they should not misrepresent the fag{svach & Rosenstiel, 2007, p. 167).

Kovach and Rosenstiel’'s argument echoes Habermisistn of advertising and public
relations. It also evokes the alarm of those wiam fiecreasing truthiness and those who argue
for rigid boundaries between journalism and otresirgs. All of these arguments are anchored in
the same belief that factual journalism is crutalpublic deliberation. According to this belief,
there are acceptable forums for an activist teghss Daisey’s, but journalism is not one of
them. As | explained in Chapter 2, a number ofaxitvrite that they would find Daisey’s work
perfectly acceptable in the theatrical context waittlear label that indicated its fictionalizations
(Carr, 2012; O’Hehir et al., 2012). Daisey'’s faduwwas in labeling his work as journalism.

Kovach and Rosenstiel label the proliferation ofradp-driven opinion as “Argument
Culture,” which they see as threatening democrébgy quote Robert Berdahl who describes

democracy as a compromise, and explain using Besdabrds that the compromise “becomes



impossible if every issue is raised to the leveh ofioral imperative,” simplified to fit a set of
stereotypical preconceptions, or ‘framed in a waproduce ultimate shock value.” This is what,
however, the press typically does.” (Kovach & Radmh, 2007, p. 175) By this definition,

Daisey certainly participates in argument cultlite.raises the issue of inhumane Chinese
factory conditions “to the level of moral imperaivn a way that shocked yet made sense to his
audience. Daisey’s story does not leave room fann&, compromise, or debate. The fact that
he presented such a work as journalism is at treeafthis critics’ objections.

According to critics, Daisey’s text was too focdsm results at the expense of the
crucially important deliberative process. He coeajthat process for his own ends; he
appropriated it into argument culture. Becausenuisk pretended to be participating in rational
deliberation but was actually only interested pegticular activist outcome, he abused and
damaged the democracy that that process facilitAgepurnalist Craig Silverman warns in
Poynter “Mike Daisey thinks his work is serving a higleause and purpose, and that makes
him exactly the kind of source who needed to beainghly fact checked.” (Silverman, 2012) In
other words, according to Silverman, Daisey beliethat the ends justify the means, and the
role of the editorial process is to protect thaesadget fragile journalistic means from those who
are only focused on activist ends.

Theater expert Scott Walters, a fierce defend®an$ey, disagrees. Walters (2012b)
argues in théduffington Posthat Daisey’s moral pressure on his audience waplg important.
Far from contributing to “argument culture,” it wathical accounting. Walters writes, referring
to an Apple co-founder, “Steve Wozniak said, asegingThe Agony and the Ecstasy of Steve
Jobs ‘I will never be the same after seeing that shdwat should be the goal. When Ira Glass

invited Mike Daisey to do an excerpt of his perfamoe, he acknowledged the moral



significance of that goal.” Even Walters, howewresn’t go so far as to suggest tloatnalism
should create moral pressure the way Daisey’s wWods. Walters is clear that Daisey’s work is
not journalism, and argues that work such as Da&ssyapable of achieving important
outcomes for which journalism is unfit. Waltersesgsally agrees with Daisey’s critics on the
location of the boundary of the journalistic gertre;just doesn’t value the work of journalism or
recognize its deliberative function.

What Walters is missing is that Daisey’s work grdsent itself as journalism @AL. In
the view of a number of critics, Daisey was abléifack the journalistic process because his
audience (which includes tH&\L staff) was so enthralled by his text. Althougticsi place
blame on Daisey, not his audience, they suggesatithence members are easily seduced by
narratives like Daisey’s. They therefore need tpimtected from their own, possibly anti-
democratic, preferences. TNew Inquiryblogger Aaron Bady Bady (2012) describes a sort of
media arms-race in which stories are having to Imecmcreasingly astonishing in order to
attract an audience: “if a certain level of viatetiis required to provoke our interest, then does
feeding that interest with stories that reach thegshold only reinforce the fact that a broad
range of stories dnotinterest us?” According to Bady, the public’s dageefor increasing
amounts of spectacle, fed by the media, meansrnhatlane truths attract no attention.

In a related argument, a number of critics poiritthat Daisey’s narrative simplicity, at
the expense of the messy and complex truth, wasagisealing to audiencddarketplace
journalist and Daisey whistleblower Schmitz (20G@ptes Adam Minter, a journalist and expert
in Chinese factories, who attributes some of Dasssyccess to his distilling a complicated issue
down to a straightforward, emotionally attractiverg: “People like a very simple narrative [...]

Foxconn bad. iPhone bad. Sign a petition. Now yogwod,” Minter says. ‘That’s a great simple



message and it's going to resonate with a pubtiorlistener. It's going to resonate with the
New York Times reader.” Daisey’s text, accordimgMinter via Schmitz, gave audiences what
they wanted; it “resonated.” Simultaneously, howettee features of Daisey’s text that drew
audience attention, such as its sensationalisnsiamalicity, were the very same ones that
undermined the democratic truth-telling idealsafrpalism. Neither Schmitz nor any of these
other critics offer a viable solution. If audienaeant what Daisey offers, but what he offers
harms democracy, what is to be done? Commentataisepghe reporting of tidew York Times
and other traditional news institutions on the saopéc as appropriately complex and
exhaustively researched, but note that it did aptigate audiences the same way Daisey’s work
did. Nieman Jouranalism Lab news industry analyst Roctor (2012), for example, writes,
“The 39-minute Daisey piece did what dozens of jmewv stories on Foxconn’s massive
manufacturing of our Apple (and other) wonders Haaltcomplished: It captured listeners’
imaginations.”

This is one of the biggest cracks that Daisey ederp in the journalistic edifice: he drew
attention to the fact that audiences may not aaréhe journalism that critics think democracy
needs. Audiencdied what Daisey had to offer. Though many certainlyldetrayed by the
revelations in “Retraction,” people continued ty hickets to Daisey’s monologue, and his work
continued to find an audience. Following one ofdegis stage performances that took place
afterTAL's “Retraction,”CNET journalist Greg Sandoval (2012a) writes, “Manyled people
interviewed byCNET as they left the theater raved about Daisey'©pednce, and to beat all,
many of them were also aware to varying degreadxhmsey may not have been telling the
truth, or at least not the kind of truth based axtg.” According to Sandoval, at the end of the

monologue, which was Daisey’s final New York penfiance of “The Agony and Ecstasy of



Steve Jobs,” Daisey received a standing ovatior.attience members Sandoval quotes seem
to forgive Daisey’s deceptions because they enjdlyegberformance so much.

A number of critics justify Daisey’s transgressidnyshis text’s success at gaining
attention. They point out that the piece’s poptyanelped further an important humanitarian
cause. They also imply the converse: that the stggethat audiences must be saved from their
own desires is a losing argument. Technology ergregur Kevin Slavin writes in defense of
Daisey,

His skill in telling the story he told is responisitfor the phenomenal amount of media

around Chinese factory labor practices. Not the Nevk Times’ China bureau. Not

Bloomberg Businessweek. Show me some reportersnehe able to generate the same

cultural engagement with the issue, will you? Smogvreporters who can match Jon

Stewart’s numbers? What might account for thatayg| 2012)

While acknowledging Daisey’s betrayal, technolgmyrnalist Joshua Topolsky agrees.
He writes in thaVashington Postuntil the radio broadcast Daisey took part inard many of
the follow-up interviews he gave — this problem waser discussed in a such a big, public
way. Daisey’s lies inspired honest questions abdmeigadgets in our pockets.” Topolsky
explains that Daisey’s storytelling skill made msssage stick with audiences in a powerful,
emotional way, which is a good thing. The questommentators debated in the wake of
“Retraction” is whether that kind of “good things compatible with the conventions and
expectations of journalism. A fear that lurks behihe commentary is that if those two types of
texts are incompatible, Daisey may be an indictitar audiences are willing to abandon

journalistic truth for more desirable stories.



As news industry analyst Doctor (2012) points d#tl_s retraction generated so much
outrage because of the immense impact and poputdridaisey’s story. Critics felt manipulated
by a story that fulfilled a number of desires almbalaimed to be true. They were forced to
confront the question of whether the perfect stong-which is simple, emotionally affecting,
well-told, shocking, and also true—is an imposstalgasy.Gawkereditor John Cook (2012),
for example, observes that “the ordinary, reguiaed truths with which most of us live make
for boring stories,” but rejects that argument @sséfication for fabrications. “All nonfiction
stories are shackled by the truth,” he writes. [Blbels “nonfiction” or “journalism” confer
power, but also come with constraints that Daiséled to respect. In the same vein,
independent blogger Matthew Baldwin (2012) arghes Daisey felt the need to add impact to a
(boring) truth by adding personal details. Accogdia Baldwin, “The easiest way to make a
story engaging is to personalize it, to say ‘teisamething that happened to me,” and further
“personalization is the ultimate shortcut from uanesting fact to gripping yarn.” These critics
suggest that journalistic truth may be incompatiaihh powerful storytelling. They are arguing
that mundane and complicated truths are the rémittance of the world, and imply that these
facts are therefore a necessary ingredient fasnmatipublic deliberation.

Poyntefts journalistic writing teacher Roy Peter Clark {20 reminds journalists,
especially the'AL staff, that “if a story is too good to be truepibbably is.” That a “too good to
be true” story first snuck through the journalisaitorial process then became widely lauded
and amassed a huge audience is deeply concernBigrtoand other critics. They are
concerned, because Daisey’s success—and the écame people continue to defend him—
raises doubts about the public’s dedication todiléoerative process.

According to publics theorist Warner, actual peapke always different from “the



public” imagined and called into existence by pealalddress: “Public discourse itself has a kind
of personality different from that of the peopleavinake up a public” (Warner, 2002, p. 60).
According to Warner, real people are interestethénsensational and are easily distracted,
which is just what journalists such as Cook andi#al fear. Warner points out that public
speech, however, does not generally address itg@sif that is the case. This is especially true
of journalism, which imagines a public that is eatl, critical and civic-minded. The inherent
tensions between “the public” evoked by journalema the real people of the world are brought
to the surface in the Daisey case. The case prahjgienalists to contend with the difference
between the American public they address and tre@sing numbers of real Americans who
are choosing not to be a part of that public. A&tiérWarner reminds us that publics are
“constituted through mere attention” (Warner, 200260). If people are not paying attention to
journalism because they prefer stories such asaighe “public” that journalism claims to
serve does not exist.

Journalists who believe that their audience—theairkat—is not interested in a product
that fulfills an important function in democracyegyut in a difficult situation. They can either
continue to practice the kind of journalism theYidoae best serves the public interest or they can
give audiences what they want. If they insist ohal@ing traditional journalistic norms,
journalism may become increasingly irrelevant,ahsfrom audiences, and financially
insolvent.Guardianmedia columnist Michael Wolff, who views traditerjournalism as merely
self-important, sheds no tears over its decline:

“Journalism today speaks to no one as passionasdalyspeaks to other journalists.

Fewer and fewer people believe it, feel informe@mtertained by it, or find themselves



compelled to seek it out. The journalism priestsid@ay that one reason for our ever-

shrinking following is because sinners in the pssfen have undermined our credibility.

| would say it is because journalism — callingatis a recent and self-serving bit of

professional elevation — is not our real job; wgtis. And it is not Mike Daisey's factual

lapses that we should be so focused on, but, rdibar he writes so well.” (Wolff, 2012)

To those who remain dedicated to the democratictiom of rigorously truthful
journalism, purveying the stories that audiencesrsto prefer entails sacrificing what they
believe to be the bedrock of democracy. On therdthrd, continuing to practice the kind of
journalism that they believe supports a Habermasidoiic sphere could possibly entail
sacrificing their audience. Daisey’s text highligltis frightening trade-off, which is one of the
reasons it generated so much commentary. Daisesedb@ractice journalism that abdicated the
Habermasian ideals; his text did not abide byditegmpirical truth standards and sought to
persuade rather than to encourage rational-critiebate. At the same time, Daisey’s text
achieved its goals. It attracted a very large anmheand raised awareness of the inhumane
conditions in Chinese factories. Daisey himseltatates this trade-off. In TAL's “Retraction,”
Daisey freely admits that his work is “not up te gtandards of journalism,” meaning
traditional, literal-truth journalism. He still irsgs, however, that the work is “true” in a diffate
way and says, “I stand by how it makes people sdecare about the situation that's happening
there” (Glass, 2012b, pp. 18-19). One of the fbatsnd the criticism of Daisey’s text is that its
sacrifice of journalistic ideals may have bemtessaryo its success.

Truth and political subject matter.

Daisey'’s story impacted more than people’s imaginat it had real-world political

effects as well. | would like to suggest that ttrersg reaction to the retraction was due to more



than the text’'s powerful pull on audiences; it a0 related to its political subject matter.
Daisey'’s ability to influence media coverage antivéam about worker abuses in overseas
manufacturing—and possibly even foment changesipléy Inc.’s practices—made the
controversy about more than a fictional story clagro be non-fiction. It was also about
defining the boundary of the public sphere andnalism’s perceived special responsibilities
within that sphere.

Daisey’s critics re-emphasize Habermas’ distinchetween public and private spheres.
Salonjournalist Mary Elizabeth Williams declares, “Whgou're speaking about real people
and events, you have a responsibility to be clear far into fantasy you're going” (O’Hehir et
al., 2012). According to Williams, it is the texsabject matter“real people and events’—that
confers truth obligations, not only the journatistontext or the textual conventions that |
examined in previous chapteBloomberg Businesswebkisiness journalist Mark Gimein
(2012) makes a similar distinction, even amongowgistatements of Daisey’s. Referring to an
anecdote from another of Daisey’s monologue’s, @imites “| have no idea if the seaplane
episode was precisely true. Very likely it wasand that doesn’t especially bother me. The
stakes in this case are very different, though.fiitther explains, “In the monologue, Daisey
says he loves his computers so much that he thkes apart and cleans them with an air blower.
| didn’t assume that was true. But when Daisey $&yspoke to a worker whose hands shook
from nerve-toxin poisoning, | took that to be tr@@herwise, what's the point?” In Gimein’s
calculus, the parts of Daisey’s monologues thatigentertain or establish Daisey’s character
aren’t required to be truth. The parts that havéigal consequences, however, must be true in

order to matter.



“Retraction” and many pieces of commentary reftaig same belief that political
(“public™) content should be held to a higher trgtandard than other speech. Daisey’s stage
monologue alternates between two story lines. @& df Daisey’s trip to China. The other,
which was not included in thEAL broadcast, recounts a history of the Apple corfpmmaThe
Apple-focused portions of the transcript of “Theohy and Ecstasy of Steve Jobs” are entirely
unchanged in “Release 2.0” from the first versibthe transcript, likely for a couple of reasons.
First and most obviously, as these parts of thealogiue did not appear in tiHéL broadcast,
they were not scrutinized BYAL's audience or subject to the show’s retractiolsoAhowever,
critics may hold this portion of the monologue tditierent standard of truth because of its
content. The Apple storyline may or may not contaaccuracies like the ones discovered in the
trip-to-China storyline, but the audience doesattcin the same way. Because the subject
matter concerns the history of Apple’s various desiand the relationships between the public
figures who founded and have run Apple, it wouldjbde easy to fact-check. | have found no
evidence of anyone doing this. This suggests tiitatscdo not care if Daisey mischaracterized a
1980s conversation between Steve Jobs and XeroXCRA&Rsame way they care that he altered
facts that have the power to influence a contemggualitical debate.

Many commentators compare Daisey to David SedamnisthefT AL contributor
(Baldwin, 2012; Breznican, 2012; Carr, 2012; Cdaf1 2; Garfield, 2012; C. Jones, 2012;
Oppenheimer, 2012). Most of Sedaris’ stories aradrous personal anecdotes, which are told
as true first-person memoir. Commentators pointloatt Sedaris’ “truth” is just as dubious as
Daisey’s, but because Sedaris’ subject mattertipoldical (typical topics include his family,
his job history, vacations he’s taken, and stupidgs he’s done) factual truth is less important.

Even though Sedaris’ stories are reaching a lgogblic” or audience, his topics are squarely



outside the “public sphere,” which is where truthttars more, according to many critics. These
critics suggest that this is because of the diffeseale of the consequences. Journalist Williams
argues succinctly, “Doing a piece on harrowing wookditions in China is not the same as
doing a piece on your stint as a Macy’s elf” (O’ltedt al., 2012). What goes unsaid, but
underlies the generalized idea of consequencesaaié, is that political topics represent what
journalists view as their most important missi@anptovide a forum that links people and
government.

Entertainment Weekhyriter Anthony Breznican (2012) explains, “It'ssgato excuse a
little varnish on a comedic personal story. Likeatvthe Coen'’s [sic] did witkargo, there’s no
harm in it. Cable news networks will not be doimgexposé about whether the late Jean
Shepherd, a radio storyteller whose autobiographatlaales became the fillA Christmas
Story, really truly shot his eye out with a Red Ryder . Daisey was practicing a different
form of storytelling—advocacy journalismGrist editor Scott Rosenberg (2012) argues that
most people are tempted to “fudge” the detailsasEpnal stories and rationalize their
exaggerations by asking, “if we change some detaitsake a better yarn, who are we hurting?”
The difference with Daisey’s case is that he igihgra tangible, real group of people: “the
workers in China whose welfare he used to justi§yfictions.” Other critics expand this
critique; they argue that Daisey is hurting jouisral in general (Pintak, 2012), audiences
(Carmona, 2012; Garfield, 2012), and by implicatithe democratic process.

This line of reasoning is a consistent thread thhawt the commentary, and only a
couple of critics protest that all stories, Sedanisluded, should be held to literal, factual
standards of truth. Media journalist Bob Garfi2@12) declares in th@uardianthat ““I can't

even read David Sedaris anymore, because theduitastuff he remembers from his



idiosyncratic youth may turn out never to have, koow, happened.” Journalist Cook (2012)
also proudly describes himself a “pedantic dulldat’applying “the standards of stringent

truth” to Sedaris’ work. Cook rejects what he cétis “Sedaris exception,” which is the idea that
the same truth standards do not apply to all “tsteties, though he recognizes that this places
him in the minority. Unlike Garfield and Cook, madtthe commentary doesn’t argue that truth
is important for its own sake; it is valuable am@ans to public conversations on matters of civic
concern. That is why, according to his critics, $28is lies are particularly problematic in a way
that Sedaris’ are not.

This trend in the commentary, that Daisey’s subjeatter demands especially strict truth
standards, serves to distinguish journalism’s iolie public sphere by pointing out the
boundaries of both the journalistic genre and thidip sphere itself, Sedaris’s content doesn’t
count, but Daisey’s does. In Chapters 2 and 3dutised the definition of the journalistic genre
in terms of context and convention. These Sedansparisons demarcate the boundaries of the
genre in terms of subject matter, which map rouginiyp Habermas’ definition of what counts as
“public.”

The problem with defining journalism in this way, @gorously factual texts that
facilitate and participate in deliberation on megtef public concern, is that it excludes many
texts that might benefit audiences. Of course tieej@urnalism on myriad topics that aren’t
political or controversial. There is also plentyjafirnalism being created in the absence of
democracy. Some scholars suggest that to defimagbsim in such a limited way leaves out a
lot of interesting and innovative work. Zelizer aeg that it is crucial to ask, “How would our
understanding of journalism look different were twensist not on a unitary model of journalism

— one which assumes that an elevated form of nesvksan prescribed ways to better the



public good across contexts — but on various kofgsurnalisms with necessarily multiple
facets, definitions, circumstances, and functior{gelizer, 2009, p. 1) Schudson specifically
points out that “the press by itself is not demogrand does not create democracy and can and
has co-existed decade after decade in undemoaatiwritarian, and repressive regimes”
(Schudson, 2000, pp. 58-59). Josephi (2005) thkepoint a step further in arguing that by
linking democracy with the definition of journalisithe news production that occurs in much of
the world does not qualify as journalism.

Daisey’s defenders, and even some of his créidgance similar opinions. They argue
that Daisey’s signature mix of storytelling skilsmbined with real-world consequence is
something to emulate rather than condemn simplyaiting to conform to a narrow definition
of journalism.Salonjournalist Mark Oppenheimer (2012), for exampleteg that Daisey’s
"appealing fusion of the dramatic, raconteuresqoaatogue and investigative journalism surely
helps explain why audiences responded to Daisey asiginal talent.” Oppenheimer calls this
fusion “the next great art form.” By raising thegeestions of what counts as journalism and
where the boundaries of the public sphere lie[Xhisey controversy calls for a re-examination
of Habermas’ conception of the public sphere itself
Journalism, Capitalism and Daisey'’s Critique of Hakermas

Habermas himself admits that the bourgeois pupiere is incompatible with the
existing conditions of contemporary society, whiehdescribes as “an industrially advanced
mass democracy organized in the form of the sogdiare state” (Habermas, 1974, p. 54).
Habermas bases his ideal on a time and place ichwiat everyone made up the public; only a
particular social class, which was relatively homogus, was permitted to participate. Since that

time, the “public” has become more diverse. Commeénsfluence has also increased, which



Habermas describes as private interests bleediagha public sphere. These changes have
meant that instead of rational discussion, thewsoignt conflict amongst ideas and a battle of
public relations between special interests (19784p. Despite these changes, Habermas insists
that the bourgeois public sphere has lessons ¢th temand should still serve as an ideal. He
argues that it could feasibly exist today in aerat form.

Habermas wrote his description of “today’s” pexbhtic public sphere in 1960s Europe,
but it uncannily resembles Kovach and Rosenst&®7 description of American “Argument
Culture.” That the same concerns about journalisththe public sphere have persisted for some
50 years suggests that journalism’s imperfect tgtii facilitate deliberation is not the resulteof
particular technology (e.g. the internet) or a gpepolitical moment (e.g. the Bush
administration’s endorsement of truthiness). Indtéf@aere may be an inherent incompatibility
between the type of traditional journalism thatésigned to serve an ideal Habermasian
democracy and the real-world conditions under whocinnalists practice. Habermas’ vision of
the public sphere, even in an altered form, maiyreeoncilable with other contemporary
American values, such as inclusivity, diversity dibdral capitalism. That vision, however, still
motivates a great deal of journalism. The Daiseyrmwyersy makes this conflict between
American values and journalistic values visibleideg's text participates in the armed battle of
ideas that is antithetical to traditional journadisout successfully tells the story of a
marginalized group.

A core component of Habermas’ ideal is that jolisnamust be separate from
government and from corporations, which allows tagpeople to participate in democracy and
hold powerful institutions accountable. The inflaerof corporate forces on journalism as an

obstacle to the ideal public sphere is a topicughmut this debate, and a problem with which



many critics have grappled. Where Habermas (195&9 this commercial influence as an
obstacle that can be overcome, many others argiié itk an extensive problem that requires
overhauling conceptions of journalism and the pugtihere entirely (Curran, 2000; Hampton,
2010). Both Daisey and his journalist critics adatecprotecting journalism from undue
commercial influence, but use entirely opposite¢i¢ac

Daisey’s work argues that, far from holding goveemt and corporations accountable to
the public, journalism is serving corporate intéseBoth Apple and journalism subscribe to and
perpetuate the dominant ideology that he is quaisiip according to Daisey. In their study of
the media portrayal of Occupy Wall Street (OWS)Iuda, et al. explain that “traditional mass
media organizations remain consequential in detengithe presence and the reception of
activist groups. Not surprisingly, they have a gddnterest in preserving the world as it is, in
perpetuating the status quo. As a result, actiyistips advocating social change have strained
relations with traditional mainstream mass medi2él(uca et al., 2012, p. 488). DelLuca, et al.
argue that the mainstream media generally trivealiar ignored the OWS protests, to the benefit
of Wall Street, i.e. those already in power. SintylaDaisey argues that the media ignored
Chinese factory conditions to the benefit of Apfdaisey embodies the “strained relations”
between traditional institutions of journalism aadivists. Like DelLuca, et al., Daisey suggests
that non-mainstream truths demand non-mainstreamatism.

Daisey’s text argues that today’s journalism, desps incantations, is not working
towards a world like Habermas’ ideal. Rather, ihisreasingly conceding that determining truth
is the privilege of the powerful. Daisey doesn’tuadly fight against this trend. Instead, he points
out truth’s symbiosis with power by exemplifyingatirelationship. As | explained in Chapter 2,

Daisey seizes some of journalism’s and power forskif in order to present a truth that counters



the narrative of mainstream journalists and thel@gprporation. Daisey does not articulate an
alternative relationship between truth and powat he does point out some vulnerabilities of
traditional journalism. He exposes its weaknesséscantradictions through hacking. In
particular, Daisey'’s text and its retraction illade that is possible to make a text appear to be
journalism even if it hasn’t been created accordongurnalistic norms, which exposes
journalism as a truth-determining authority instedd neutral forum for debate. Daisey also
makes a case that mainstream journalism suppagsrexpower relationships rather than
“comforting the afflicted and afflicting the comtable,” as the old journalistic adage goes.
Critics’ argument that Daisey’s subject matter dads a particularly strict type of truth
can be seen as a defense of the status quo anaptd’&\powerTimepop culture critic James
Poniewozik (2012), again contrasting Daisey andaBgdwork, writes that Daisey’s story is
high-consequence, because it is “discussing ngbpat matters but real-world events—the way
thousands of actual people are treated and themgaget one of the most popular consumer
products.”Forbesmedia and technology journalist Jeff BercoviciX2Pwrites, almost
identically, “This isn’t a cute little story abositrewing around on the job or volunteering at a
mental hospital. This is an account containingaeyiallegations of wrongdoing by one of the
world’s biggest companies, an account that insgmedstigative reporting byhe New York
Timesand ultimately forced the company to reform itagtices.” Poniewozik and Bercovici's
respective references to “one of the most popuasgmer products” and “serious allegations of
wrongdoing by one of the world’s biggest compan&gjgest that it's not just the political
nature of Daisey’s topic that demands truth. thisfact that he is challengidgplespecifically.
Maybe average citizens such as David Sedaris’ malih@ot deserve rigorous fact-checking,

but Apple certainly does.



This corporate exceptionalism is what Daisey imfljicejects. Apple doesn’t get to
demand a different truth standard than any othigjestiof his monologues, which cover such
topics as a road trip and raising a puppy. Daisétruithful” about Apple in the same way and to
the same degree as he is truthful about other stsbjake his detractor Cook, Daisey rejects the
“Sedaris exception” and the line it draws betwdengublic sphere and private matters. This
argument shares commonalities with that of Habemnés Fraser (1990), who also rejects a
rigid, a priori distinction between public and @te. Fraser points out that what “subaltern”
people (especially women) consider matters of putdncern may fall outside Habermas’
narrow definition of the public sphere. What cousxs‘public,” according to Fraser, should be a
matter of debate in a diverse egalitarian socighg notes that “the bourgeois public was never
thepublic” (Fraser, 1990, p. 61). Warner explaingiar, “When any public is taken to tes
public, those limitations invisibly order the patal world” (Warner, 2002, p. 77).

Daisey further criticizes the way that some voiaeslouder than others in contemporary
journalism and the public sphere. In Daisey’s wadd/, the narratives of Apple and
institutional journalism are broadcast far and widbereas voices of simple non-journalists and
exploited hardworking Chinese factory employeestrfigkt to be heard. Daisey casts his
monologue as part of that fight. He attempts to/jol® a voice for those who do not usually have
access to the bullhorn of media channels. In ataeation of the journalistic paradigm, Reese
explains that journalists participate in the hegeimdéorces that “[preserve] the larger liberal,
capitalist system.” According to Reese, throughrjalistic routines such as a heavy reliance on
official sources, journalists “accept the framepased on events by officials and marginalize
and deligitimate voices that fall outside the daaminelite circles” (Reese, 1990, pp. 394-395).

In this journalistic environment, voices of dissbave a hard time getting heard.



Daisey'’s response tactic is to appropriate theevofdnstitutional journalism; to distribute his
dissent by hacking the system. “The Agony and Bysté Steve Jobs,” even refers to Daisey’s
message as a computer virus that infects his aceli®uaisey tells the audience, referring to his
viral message about Chinese workers, “by the twahe, it had jumped your firewalls and it's
been leaping from protected memory to protected amgmll night long. It's been re-writing

your code from the inside out and I'm letting yawk now, you will never be rid of it” (Daisey,
2012a, p. 60). Daisey'’s “virus” infects the mind audience, and the vector through which it
spreads is journalism. The virus replicates itdelbughTAL, through each of Daisey’'s media
appearances, then eventually through the journalfsnthers who report on Chinese factories
once the topic becomes part of the national meggada. The virus, however, will always be an
outsider in the system of institutional journalisnd intends to damage the system itself. Many
journalists, predictably, reacted with anxietyha aittack of Daisey’s “virus.” They defended
their Habermasian worldview and corresponding jalistic methods with the techniques of
paradigm repair, as | showed in Chapter 3.

Kovach and Rosenstiel, while advocating an approlaat is the opposite of Daisey’s,
also warn of increasing corporate influences omrjalism. They write of journalism that “the
profession may face its greatest threat at theninagy of the twenty-first century. We are seeing
for the first time the rise of a market-based j@lism increasingly divorced from the idea of
civic responsibility” (Kovach & Rosenstiel, 2007,2¥). They quote media magnate Rupert
Murdoch praising the authoritarian state of Singa@nd express alarm that “the notion of a
modern publisher’s advocating capitalism withounderacy has no meaningful precedent in
American journalism history” (Kovach & Rosensti2Q07, p. 28).

Daisey is fighting against this same trend. He gienost journalism as complicit in a



world economy that supports China’s own versiogagitalism without democracy. In the
original transcript of “The Agony and the Ecsta$ysteve Jobs,” Daisey mocks journalists’
reliance on Apple as a source of information, whiels a vested interest in misrepresenting the
conditions in Foxconn factories: “And when the gresmuld ask Steve Jobs, ‘Steve, what’s up
with Foxconn? What's it like?’ and Steve Jobs wadg, ‘Gosh, it's a factory, but it's not like
any factory we’ve ever seen. It has swimming panld movie theaters—it's amazing™” (Daisey,
2012a, p. 59).

Daisey and his fiercest critics claim to be adsirgsthe same problems; they just
advocate antithetical solutions. Kovach and RoseInsew the increasingly cozy relationship
between journalism and capitalism as a call fe@rewed dedication to the type of strictly fact-
based journalism that supports a Habermasian detmopublic sphereChicago Tribunegheater
critic Chris Jones writes in support of traditiof@irnalism, “Shortly after Daisey's show started
drawing attention to the workers, tNew York Timekunched its own investigation. It used its
own reporters who told their own, fact-based storgl reached fact-based conclusions. Real-
world changes at Apple and Foxconn were the resiéstigative journalism was working” (C.
Jones, 2012).

Daisey'’s intervention, by contrast, rejects the étaiasian public sphere entirely. His
text argues that the democratic process that Daiseljics defend doesn’t function as intended
in the actual conditions of the world, as evidenbgdhe fact that journalists weren’t facilitating
a discussion about Chinese workers’ rights untisBy@s popularity forced them to. Daisey’s
response to his dissatisfaction with journalisrtoisschew the (failing) democratic deliberative

process and focus instead on democratscltsby whatever means necessary.



Daisey’s draws attention to the impracticabilitytié Habermasian public sphere in a
way that again resonates with the arguments okeFr@mne of Fraser’s critiques of the
Habermasian public sphere is that it is entirelpassible to set aside power differentials, which
results in “deliberative processes tainted by ffeces of dominance and subordination” (Fraser,
1990, p. 73). Fraser argues that multiple “publissd more inclusive and more democratic
model than Habermas’ monolithic public. A modehailtiple competing and overlapping
publics, according to Fraser, allows participafimm a wider variety of people and recognizes
that societal inequalities exist. In contrast withibermas’ conception, the ultimate horizon for
Fraser’s publics is not total consensus. Conflicin inherent feature of a diverse society, and
should not be unwelcome, according to Fraser. Thédr@always be competing interests, and
probably always inequality. “Argument Culture,” fnoFraser’s viewpoint, can simply be seen as
vibrant debate that accepts a wider variety ofd®jind voices than the traditional public sphere
and its partner, traditional journalism.

Fraser’s vision shares Daisey’s impulses. Bothctggirnalistic deliberation on the
grounds that it doesn’t represent everyone, artdadsfavor a more combative approach. Both
Fraser and Daisey’s ideas also gesture towardsigmit of journalists as an elite class with the
power to arbitrate truth and determine what coastappropriate debate, as the result is
journalism that reproduces dominant ideology anpgteates existing power differentials. In
order for maximum equality, journalists cannot batekeepers.”

From a different angle, DeLuca and Peeples (200&)uwe the focus on rationality and
the privileging of face-to-face communication i tinaditional Habermasian conception of the
public sphere, particularly in the 2&entury technological context. They suggest the

supplemental concept of the “public screen,” wrattbws for the rhetoric of non-rational



images in addition to rational discourse. As DelLand Peeples explain it, one of the benefits of
the public screen, as opposed to the public spieetieat it is accessible to less-powerful actsrist
in addition to the corporate interests that undodijpence the media.

Deluca et al. (2012) expand this hopeful visiothigir description of “public screen”
journalism in which a wider range of topics, opmspand voices exist. They do not invoke
Fraser, but do describe a situation of distinctilms” associated with left-leaning versus right-
leaning blogs. The blogs they analyze represent@éhrbroader range of opinions than the ones
expressed in mainstream news outlets. While maastijournalism neglected and dismissed the
Occupy Wall Street movement, they argue, bloggemssa the political spectrum took the
protests seriously and framed them in a wider anéways.

Daisey’s text is an attempt to expand the publieesp, and the journalism that serves it,
beyond a single, exclusive notion of “the publi€ie text also advances an argument that is not
based strictly on facts, which is well suited te #ge of the public screen.

Daisey’s Successes and Failures

As | described in Chapter 2, Daisey’s text dispthg belief that truth is a product of
power. Daisey argued that the truth circulatingh@e media before his intervention was
controlled by Apple and institutional journalismhmh worked to the detriment of Chinese
factory employees. Daisey contested that contriolguall the tools available to him and
presented the public with an alternate versiomefttuth. In many ways this was successful. As
a number of commentators have pointed out, Daiffegtevely brought attention to the issue he
cared about. After the broadcast of “Mr. Daisey #reApple Factory,” journalists and regular
Americans were asking: who makes our electroniccgsvand under what conditions? This was

Daisey’s goal.



Daisey also persuasively argued that objectivih igliimaginary and that journalists who
pretend to simply report unbiased facts are delasheidor unethical because they are
unknowingly or secretly supporting the truths af gowerful. Daisey managed to open up a
conversation about how truth is produced by deaénimg the rules and norms of journalism.
He also showed that the truth-production systewmuliserable to hackers and viruses, post hoc
paradigm repair notwithstanding.

Finally, Daisey interrogated the Habermasian pusjthere that journalism traditionally
seeks to support. His monologue’s success drewtitteto the difference between journalism’s
imagined public and real audiences. His text almna@hstrated the harm done by a fixed and
rigid public/private distinction.

At the same time, however, Daisey’s interventiors Waeply cynical, because his text
utilized the same techniques it critiques. He regtithe content of Apple’s and journalist’s truth
with his own, but he used the same tactics as Agmie“truthy” politicians. Daisey understood
how to accumulate power through narrative techrsgural journalistic channels. He then
utilized that power to disseminate the particutatit he wanted to advance. Daisey’s text
doesn’t display any hope that truth and power minghseparated. Further, despite its critique of
professional journalism, the text doesn’t actuallggest doing away with traditional journalistic
institutions, as Daisey finds them useful pathwlayspreading his message.

Daisey’s critics point out his cynicism indirectly arguing that Daisey was self-serving
in the same way that Apple and traditional joursraliare self-serving. Where Apple’s truth
benefits its corporate bottom line and journalistith reinforces the profession’s importance,
Daisey'’s truth benefitted his career and his salige as a compassionate crusader. A number of

commentators also note that Daisey presented Hiaséhe American “savior” of helpless



Chinese people. They compare Daisey’s text to angiioblematic piece of media circulating
around the same time: the online video “Kony 20That video, which quickly reached an
enormous audience, was widely criticized for itsnecentric and oversimplified portrayal of an
African conflict. Critics note that Daisey’s naiiket did the same thing. Reutdnsance blogger
Felix Salmon, for example, writes,
“The fact is that the chief beneficiary of the sess of Daisey’s monologue has been
Mike Daisey, much more than any group of factorykees or underground trades
unionists in China. Similarly, the chief benefigianf the success of Kony 2012 has been
Invisible Children, a US non-profit which spendsmoney mostly on making movies.
[...] Daisey has managed to convince himself thatriiexests are perfectly aligned with
those of the workers at Foxconn.” (Salmon, 2012)
Others criticize Daisey’s sole focus on the fae®tihat make products specifically destined for
the U.S. (Barro, 2012; Yglesias, 2012). This narress makes Daisey’s story more about
himself and his audience, as lovers of Apple deyitean about China or its people. In many

ways, then, Daisey simply reproduced the probleensriticizes.



Chapter 5: Conclusion

Breaches in the journalistic paradigm tend to heldyisolated and condemned, as |
explained in Chapter 3. Despite that isolation emidemnation, however, breaches have
repeatedly occurred. Mike Daisey’s transgressioaardly the first journalistic transgression
that involves defying truth standards, and thelnargicism he received is unlikely to stop
future breaches from occurring. Large and smalhgptas are easy to find:

In 1981, theWashington Podtad to forfeit a Pulitzer Prize for its reportandt Cooke’s
piece “Jimmy’s World,” when it was discovered thitmmy,” the 8-year-old heroin addict who
was the piece’s central character, did not exias¢a, 1986).

In 1998, theNew Republid¢old its readers that its reporter Stephen Glasisfabricated
significant amounts of journalism. The publicatidentified three stories as “entirely or nearly
entirely made up” and discovered inaccuracies memous others (“The New Republic,” 1998a,
“The New Republic,” 1998b).

In 2002, theNew York Timediscovered that its reporter Jayson Blair hadffatsmany
stories he had written for the paper throughoutua fear career there. He fabricated quotations,
scenes, and lied about his whereabouts (Barry,e&2G03).

In 2004, to less fanfare, readers pointed outltbats Lapham’$Harper’s column
describing the Republican National Convention wasliphed before the convention had taken
place (Carr, 2004).

In 2006, theSmoking Gumeported that in James Frey’s wildly popular memdoMillion
Little Pieceswhich Oprah Winfrey’s powerful book club had mddmous, Frey had “wholly
fabricated or wildly embellished details of his parted criminal career” (“A million little lies,”

2006). After theéSmoking Guis revelations, Winfrey confronted Frey on her v&den show and



accused him of emotionally defrauding his audigheceugh his graphic and personal, yet
falsified tale of alcoholism, drug addiction anthze. In comments that resonate with many
Daisey critiques, Oprah told Frey, “I feel that yoetrayed millions of readers [...] | don’t know
what is true and | don’t know what isn't” (Winfre2006).

In 2011, similar questions arose about Greg Maais memoifThree Cups of Tea
Mortenson had invented some of the memoir's mdstahg anecdotes. According to the
memoir, Mortensen became inspired to build schwotaral Afghanistan and Pakistan when he
stumbled lost, alone and dirty into a tiny villadigring a mountaineering descent. According to
journalist Jon Krakauer’s fact checking, Mortensomoving experience in that village never
happened, and neither did a number of his otheestalournalists also accused Mortenson of
mismanaging his charity, which benefitted greattnf the memoir’s popularity (Kroft, 2011).

In 2012, during the same timeframe as Daisey’ad@areporters and investigators
gradually exposed a number of ethical lapses imtbrd of science writer Jonah Lehrer. Lehrer
recycled material from his own previously publisiveatk, plagiarized others’ material,
misquoted people, and presented incorrect facife(S2012).

What all of these transgressions have in commdmaisthey pushed at the boundaries of
journalism; they tried to expand what its “trutintludes. Their reasons for pushing those
boundaries vary, and are best judged individu&tyme have been generally forgiven for their
poetic license and others shunned as unscruputdagyocareerists. Nevertheless, they all
represent a chafing at the restrictions and boueslaf traditional journalism. Journalism’s
norms and ethics describe a profession and dedivaaat journalism is. Conversely, they
exclude content that falls outside their boundasesh as content that isn’t considered worthy

of the public sphere, content produced by people arken’t regarded as “professionals,” and



work that makes points far outside the mainstre&mal. most importantly, they exclude truths
that are not made according to specific processirements.

As the Daisey case demonstrates, the rules, narthb@undaries of journalism have
weaknesses; they are subject to ruptures. Theragsttthe scandals—highlight these
weaknesses in the traditional paradigm. Some oft¢hadals are easy to dismiss as unavoidable
anomalies caused by “determined liars,” to usentbels of David Carr (2012). Glass and Lehrer
probably fit into this category. Others, the Daisage chief among them, are the extreme
indicators of larger currents. They point to wheuéural and societal trends rub up against the
paradigm’s built-in weaknesses. Daisey’s case lggtd trends towards increasing numbers of
nonprofessional journalists, more mixing of joursia and activism, a greater emphasis on
powerful storytelling, and increasingly diverse traultural perspectives on the world that may
not be entirely compatible with traditional jounséc norms and standards of “truth.”

These changes currently occurring in journalismnatesmall. Indeed, many have argued
that the journalistic paradigm is undergoing acabshift. In this light, Daisey’s yawning breach
in the traditional paradigm can be seen as one grosging pain during this time of change and
uncertainty, which explains why traditional jouns&d’ attempts at paradigm repair weren't
successful. Journalism scholar Lowrey argues th@t jJdurnalism, while often resistant to
change, is in an unusual period of self-reflectitine current uncertainties and changes that are
rocking institutional foundations may be nudging tftews media toward a level of wide-awake,
rational assessment not seen before” (Lowrey, 201137).

Taking a broad look at recent changes in Americadiay Williams and Delli Carpini
(2011) argue that there have been a number of ‘@redimes” throughout the history of the

United States, which are approximately analogowshat | am calling paradigms. They suggest



that the U.S. media has left the most recent megdjene, what they call “the age of broadcast
news,” and is currently in a chaotic period of pcél struggle and self-examination to determine
what comes next.

Williams and Delli Carpini take pains to point dhat these regimes do not come into
being naturally or by default; they are the histakiproducts of intention and conflicts of power.
For this reason, it is important for people withksts in the media regime—including journalists
and citizens, among others—to participate in aantibnal process of defining any new regime.
This is what Daisey is doing. It is also what therpalist-commentators are doing. Many
commentators, whose careers and worldviews arereited in the traditional paradigm, are
understandably defensive of it. They simultaneousdjize, however, that it may no longer be
viable, and are muddling through the question oérghournalism should go from here.

The Daisey case served as a spark for this vergritaupt discussion. Daisey’s piece
illuminated some of the novel possibilities thaguk from the old regime’s decline, and
simultaneously brought to life some of journaligistatest fears related to that same decline. In
the age of broadcast news, according to Williantselli Carpini, society delegated enormous
authority to professional journalists. Journalisese gatekeepers, and the audience was assumed
to be a singular mass public of passive consurbemsng this era, there was also rigorous
separation of news from entertainment, and offfach opinion. As | have demonstrated
throughout this thesis, Daisey questioned all eséhdefinitions and distinctions in ways that
commentators perceived to be, by turns, innovatna disturbing. Daisey was a proud non-
journalist. He didn’t assume a unitary public. ldek audience engagement seriously. He didn’t
pretend to separate his opinions from objectivésfdde disregarded conventions of “truth”

altogether.



In general, all of the trends Daisey embodies @aaummarized as a movement towards
a looser, more expansive and less authoritativerfjalism.” Recognizing this movement, not to
mention observing the shutdown of numerous tradtianstitutions of journalism, some critics
have forecast the end of the traditional journassuch. Jeffrey Jones explains, using
Foucault's concept of a “regime of truth,” that tves place at the center of the regime of truth
in public life is under siege” (J. P. Jones, 20091, 29).

John Hartley optimistically predicts that journalisvill “massively expand” until it “is
dissolved” (Hartley, 2000, pp. 44-45). Hartley déses journalism as becoming increasingly
“redactional.” In the redactional society, as Hartimagines it, journalists are no longer
gatekeepers or agenda setters as democracy/jamnadicomes less representational and more
direct. Journalists are editors—redactors—and @rexrys potentially a writer. There is so much
information available, and so many opportunitiasdiadiences to articulate exactly what they
want, that the role of the journalist is no longae of authority; instead, the journalist is an
aggregator, a distributor. Audiences no longer neeatklegate trust to journalists, because
journalists are no longer the arbiters of truthe Tédactional role of journalists is vital in
organizing information in ways that are useful tmli@nces, but audience members no longer
have to defer to journalists on which topics arpontant, what lessons emerge from the news,
and where the truth lies.

In response to alarmist accounts of the deathuwshalism (Robert McChesney's (2003)
“The problem of journalism: a political economicnt@bution to an explanation of the crisis in
contemporary US journalism” comes to middBw Yorkmagazine writer Frank Rich recently

made the related point that the public can dowts tact checking:



The digital revolution by definition has undermirtbeé very notion of omniscient news
organizations. We can mine information far moreptieghan we ever could before,
contrasting, comparing, and testing countless remwsces all along the way as we
become our own editors, trying to discriminate keswthe real and the spurious. Given
the time most Americans devote to comparison simgpfmuch of it online) for cars or
even toaster ovens, this does not seem like a tr@ous burden of citizenship. (Rich,

2013)

In the worldview Rich and Hartley represent, intrast to the viewpoint of most of the
commentators on the Daisey case, the trend Dayp#ies is not cause for alarm. He is a
symptom of changes in journalism, but those chaagegenerally positive: they allow more
voices a platform and put more power and respditgidirectly in the hands publics. In the
future of journalism as Rich and Hartley imaginehe division of labor in creating accounts of
the world might look something like this: Firstetie will be storytellers, like Daisey, who make
truth however they want. No monolithic set of rulg8 govern the production of truth. Next
will be the publics who demand a broad range afetaand then judge and filter the truth for
themselves according to their own definitions aaxt-thecking standards. Journalists, as
Hartley suggests, will curate, select and editnalism as demanded by publics, but will no
longer claim to be authoritative. In such a futdhe, idea of a journalistic truth scandal doesn’t
make much sense. Publics, doing their own factiahgecwill quickly reject content that doesn’t
meet their truth standards. Further, those stasdailtinot be universal.

Jones (2009) acknowledges the democratic powdriofrend towards redaction, but
also warns against its darker side, which includeserous examples of “believable fictions”

and “truth-in-essence,” such as the Swift Boat ¥&ets for Truth, Conservapedia (which is what



you think it is), and Michael Moore’s filtRahrenheit 9/11Certainly Daisey’s critics would
place his work in this same category of “truthyktee Hartley and Rich might point out that
members of the redactional society, as they envisjalo not quietly trust questionable and
politically motivated truths such as Daisey’s ahd bnes Jones mentions. In the redactional
society, the power of the audience is not merelyeinerating truths according to unregulated
methods, but also in questioning accounts andingeatcountability for discourse.

Through this lens, the Daisey story and scandaheké the redactional society. Daisey
produced a story according to his own truth stasgland worldview. Because of a breakdown
of traditional journalistic fact-checking to gatelethe truth, the story entered public circulation.
Members of the story’s audience then determinedtibiy’s importance, fact-checked its details,
and debated its worth, truth and meaning. The camemng didn’t make definitive judgments, but
rather deeply explored the questions about Dais#gly in a way that encouraged citizen-
audience members to make their own informed dewsatout how to interpret and act upon
Daisey'’s discourse.

It is important to note that Hartley’s “redactiohabciety might exist in the future, but it
IS not an entirely accurate account of our curtemtsition period. We must not forget that the
audience members who questioned Daisey’s piecstangd the conversation about it were
mostly professional journalists and professiongios:. They served an important role that went
beyond organizing the writing public’s texts. Ifgessible that without the work of these
conventional professionals, Daisey’s audience watildbe incorrectly assuming that his work
was produced according to the norms of the trashdigournalistic paradigm. Certainly,
professional journalists are not obsolete. Thde nothis scandal was that of referees,

somewhere in between the simple redactors (asdyatdscribes them) and the all-powerful



determiners of truth. As journalism continues targie and expand, the role of “professional”
journalists will be an ongoing and important quastio negotiate.

This period of transition between paradigms or rae@dgimes seems particularly
vulnerable to breaches. The previous traditionedgigm’s weaknesses are especially accessible
and obvious, while its conventions are still poweegnd evoke rigid audience expectations.
Daisey took advantage of this vulnerability. Herad@ned aspects of the journalistic paradigm
that are no longer relevant to audiences, whichenigsl piece compelling and current. At the
same time, the piece exploited still-strong jousteal conventions of truth that credulous
audiences accepted at face value.

TAL's retraction and the ensuing scandal served &dige-Daisey’s audience’s
understanding of how his piece was produced. Omeg understood the nature of Daisey’s work
and no longer felt manipulated into believing itsngrictly factual journalism, audiences were
eager to forgive Daisey. In hindsight, the scandes a mere blip in Mike Daisey's career. As |
noted earlier, Daisey continued to perform “The Agand Ecstasy of Steve Jobs” throughout
2012. Other actors agtill performing their own versions of the monologuedAdaisey has
since written and performed new monologues, wharttinue to draw new audiences. His work
hasn't really changed; it is still in the liminalre between traditional journalism and fiction. The
program of his latest monologue statd$)e management also wishes to remind you thatigi
a true story, and like every story being told iemgvmedium, all stories are fictibKugiya,

2013) Daisey’s work also continues to be political. Heusrently performing a monologue that
discusses, among other topics, Occupy Wall Stregther, he is planning an upcoming trip to

garment factories in Bangladesh. | imagine he dmnthe trip to generate a project similar to



“The Agony and Ecstasy of Steve Jobs,” which, dedpie scandal it caused, was highly
successful as a piece of theater and activism.

It seems clear that if Daisey has learned anythimg the scandal, it is that he doesn't
need to smuggle his work into an audience's attentnder the guise of journalism. The false
journalistic veneer of “Mr. Daisey and the Applecteay,” the lie that so many objected to,
wasn’'t needed to make his point and to get Amesi¢arcare about the working conditions of
those who manufacture our Apple devices. Audientés;ns out, respect Daisey’s work when
they know it isn't "true in the traditional wayg tiseTAL host Ira Glass's words (Glass, 2012b,
p. 15). As journalist Hugo Kugiya observed receriilgisey learned not to pretend that his work
was traditional journalism, and just went back ¢aind what he does best (Kugiya, 2013). |
suspect that Daisey’s dispatch from Bangladeshbgitho more rigorously factual than “The
Agony and Ecstasy of Steve Jobs,” but it is likelyyenerate no uproar, because Daisey will not
misrepresent it and audiences now understand dheatds according to which he constructs
truth.

Daisey told Kugiya, “Losing this imaginary authgris liberating [...] I'm just a
storyteller. We have wonderful devices now andloak up a lot of factual data for ourselves.
Intelligent people will do that anyway” (Kugiya, 28). In this statement, Daisey is articulating a
vision of the mediated world that is similar to Ri&nd Hartley’'s in which storytellers can
construct truth as they see fit. They are not bdmolo specific journalistic factual standards,
because audiences are empowered to do their owvnlacking and apply their own truth
standards.

In this chaotic time of paradigm overhaul, thdidition between journalism and other

genres is dissolving. Williams and Delli CarpinD2) point out that the line between news and



entertainment has always been arbitrary and ieasingly meaningless. Where Daisey insists
that his art should not be held to the rigorouaddiads of traditional journalism, Williams and
Delli Carpini make the converse point. They ardw all “politically relevant” media content,
certainly including theater and activism, has iasetl ethical responsibilities to society as it
increasingly assumes a role in public life that weessiously cordoned off for journalism.

This way of looking at the relationship betweendeg's piece and journalism changes
the questions we as a society must consider avabaut defining a new paradigm. The most
important questions may no longer concern whanalism should look like, where its
boundaries lie and what standards of truth we gaee from it. Instead, the more relevant
guestions might be: What should be the ethics opjeelike Mike Daisey—storytellers,

activists, entertainers? What is their role inekielving public sphere?
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