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Abstract:

The UN World Summit on Sustainable development redefines the evolving field of environmental journalism, making it more people- and development-centred and thereby giving it a wider social resonance than before.  As an influential factor in societal environmentalism, this kind of journalism can now become a force for integrated development, by drawing from, contributing to, and integrating with elements of development journalism.  To play this role most effectively, not only the understanding of environment-development needs to change: some of the character of journalism also needs re-evaluating. In this way, what has been known as environmental journalism will raise its relevance to the 21st century. 

A history of two rivers: environmentalism and developmentalism. 

It is now well-known that environmental journalism as a recognized practice really began to take off from the 1970s. In the USA, there was a dramatic increase in the coverage of the story. (De Mott and Tom, 1999). Only a single journalist was identified as a specialist environment reporter in the 1968 E&P handbook, but the figure rose to 100 in 1973 (before stabilizing at 58 in 1988) (De Mott and Tom, 1999). 

Although environmental journalism has played a key part in driving environmentalism on the public agenda, it has also of course been driven by developments on that agenda. The 1972 Stockholm conference which led to the founding of the UN Environmental Programme was one such development. The role of civil society movements protesting the nuclear arms race and the rise of Greenpeace was another. 

The result was that during 1980s, in the First World at least, environmental concerns became powerfully visible on the media and public agenda. If it were not for the role of media, the following terms would not have become popularized: ozone, fluorocarbons, rainforest, whales, Exxon Valdez, Chernobyl, Rainbow Warrior, greenhouse, toxic waste, acid rain, recycling (Morris, 1990).  The same writer argues that environmentalism (and one can add here, the associated media coverage) killed/changed products like: fur coats, fertilisers, plastics, preservatives, tourism, petrol, vegetables, sunscreens, cigarettes, health food shops, junk food, toilet paper.

According to Corner and Schlesinger (1991), the media have been "centrally involved in lubricating the passage of environmentalism from the political wings to centre stage". 

Thus, the environmental discourse grew from a stream to a river, and continues as a powerful current in media today. But even as it began emerging in the 1970s, on the other side of the mountain, so to speak, a different river was already strongly flowing – that of developmentalism. 

Like environmentalism, “development” was not always with us. It arose as a post-WWII concept, informed initially by the Marshall Plan, and in a context of the Cold War and then colonial independence, it became the predominant discourse about and in the 3rd World. Development in the 1970s referred simply to economic growth. Equity and social development were minor concerns, and environmental issues were typically tangential, rather than integral, to development.

But in the mid-1980s, some of the headwaters of the developmentalist river began to flow into the springs of environmentalism. Thus the 1987 Brundtland report made an historic linkage between environmentalism on the one hand, and the issues of over-development and under-development on the other. Environmental problems, it was argued, were caused by extremes of poverty and wealth. This thrust gained ground in environmentalism and fed into the 1991 UN “Earth Summit” held in Rio de Janeiro. Accordingly, that landmark event produced a Declaration on environmental rights, a Climate change convention, a Biodiversity convention and a focus on Forestry. It also resulted in Agenda 21 (http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/agenda21text.htm) which covers socio-economic aspects (poverty, consumption, urbanisation) and conservation and management of resources (atmosphere, forests, biodiversity). Reflecting the civil society phenomenon, it highlighted the important role of civil society major groups (women, children, youth, workers, business, scientists, farmers) – though interestingly it was silent on the role of media.

This infusion of developmentalism into environmentalism certainly enriched the latter. However, left behind, thankfully, was a particular view of development as something that gets done by the state and various agencies to passive people who need to be developed.  This paternalism was simply not compatible with the vibrancy of environmentalism. 

However, developmentalism on its own was not standing still. Although it exhibited relatively little influence of environmental concerns as such on itself, there was change. Linked to internal political dynamics and debates around the world, and influenced by the climate of civic movement environmentalism, there was a shift in developmentalism in the 1970s that that brought people – and civil society – back into the thinking. Concomitant with this growing appreciation of participation, was a slow change on the part of even the hardened developmentalists at the World Bank and IMF, where they came to recognize that GDP growth alone was not the issue: poverty and equity matters were as critical. 

Besides for the two waters intermingling and impacting upon each other, their similarities also reinforced each other. In particular, the growing global perspectives mirrored each other – it became increasingly clear that neither environmental nor development concerns could be addressed as purely local or even national matters. These were international affairs. In environmentalism, many of what had been previously seen as “green” issues, became “brown” – as impacting on people and particularly people other than First World whites. In developmentalism, the nature of international trade, debt and information flows came under scrutiny. 

The transformation of the two rivers from their previously separated and narrow status was not yet complete. There were, and remain, many aspects within each which will – and should – persist as they are.  It was really in the 1990s that downstream convergence began to be examined. This culminated in the 2000 UN Millenium Declaration.  Here, the recognition was that globalization needs the values of freedom, equality, solidarity, tolerance, respect for nature, shared responsibility. Development was seen as being a quest to both eradicate poverty and to protect common environment.  http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/index.html

Moving on, it was the 2002 WSSD that explored how the objectives of development and environment were not only equally important, but critically interdependent. The same event also highlighted how the two are also sometimes contradictory, despite Kofi Annan’s case that “the issue is not environment vs devt, or ecology vs economy. We can integrate the two." 

Although the WSSD was to evaluate progress since Rio, there was no way it could ever have been called the “Earth Summit II”. Instead, its character is well summed up in its slogan – which in telling sequence reads: “People, planet, prosperity”. In short, environmentalism at WSSD was effectively reduced to a means to an end. This may have gone too far, in that a development-centred (as opposed to development-vortexed) perspective might have been less instrumentalist in its conception of the value of environmentalism. Nonetheless, the outcome was that the concerns of the world’s needy majority are now on the agenda.  And if sustainable development is about both meeting the needs of both the present with a view to the future, the emphasis is squarely on action to deal with the present. 

These historical developments are well summed up by South African Environmental Affairs director-general, Chippy Olver, in the Mail & Guardian, October 12 2002: “The pre-Rio debate was about putting green issues on the global agenda. Then (thereafter – GB) it was about linking the environment and development. The Rio conference in 1992 was the embodiment of that linkage. What we’re building up to now is the third pillar of the debate – which is poverty … You can’t talk about sustainable development without addressing the isues of poverty and inequality.”

In this light, it is not insignificant that while the WSSD failed to reach useful agreement on purely environmental matters such as global warming and energy use, it could bring everyone together on a point where people and planet intersect very directly: viz. drinking water and sanitation.  Thus, a target was set to half the numbers of people lacking clean water and sanitation by 2005. If there is only one practical outcome of the Summit, this one would still be extremely significant. 

More generally, while there was widespread disappointment about the low number of concrete agreements coming out of the Summit, arguably what was achieved was a powerful assertion of addressing development and poverty as the key to globally sustainable development. It will thus be difficult henceforth for the public agenda to treat environmental issues without regard to this insight. Issues of development and poverty may – and unfortunately often will – be raised without regard to environmental questions, but at least the converse does not apply. Still, from the environmentalist standpoint, it is not as if there is no progress. Taking “greening” to mean “simply a heightened attention to environmental issues” (Stocking and Pease Leonard, 1999), it is safe to say that developmentalism in the 21st century cannot proceed in an entirely blinkered manner. Environmental audits and impact assessments are now standard practice in most official development projects, and there is often public involvement in the environmental angles of these. 

The discussion to this point has sketched some of the mega-trends “out there”, which is is not to say these are neat, complete or ubiquitous. Nor is it to say they are represented in the media in all their integrated complexity. And finally, it is not to say that the impact of this coverage is clear-cut or consistent. It is, rather, to establish the context within which we can better analyse the changes in environmental journalism and its development counterpart.  

Media craft: 
Just as there have historically been two separate focuses on environmentalism and developmentalism, so have there been different assessments of media role in each. Using the river metaphor, what kinds of vessels (or “craft”) have been used to navigate the different flows. 

As regards environmentalism, a debate has raged about the impact of coverage. According to Hansen (1991), there are correlations between coverage of environment and public concern about environment, but it is hard to assess actual causality. Especially, he argues, macro-concern is more difficult to assess than specific environmental issues. In his analysis, coverage of some issues (eg. toxic waste) may have little effect on the general public, but is very significant as regards policy makers.  

For Ghanian writer Kwamera Kwansah-Aidoo (2001), media coverage serves to transform discrete environmental issues into wider patterns and major issues for audiences. Citing research in Finland, Canada and Ghana, he argues that media definitely helps set the public agenda on environment. 

One can speculate that what these findings tend to reflect is a particular type of media role – that of the journalist as watchdog. Indeed, much environmental journalism has operated along these time-honoured lines. 

Environment journalism has also – perhaps uniquely – played a role of mobilizing civic action. Thus many stories are framed as a drama of choice: save the planet or go under. This is distinctly different from general reportage, which as Neil Postman (1991) says, tends to highlight things that underline our powerlessness to do anything (eg. coverage of Rwanda). The “close-to-the-hearts-of-the-audience”  character of much environmental coverage can stimulate questions of information-access & social accountability of business and governments.

These could be hailed as positive aspects of environmental journalism, and as contributions that the tradition could make to coverage of development, which coverage has not had either the tradition or (and impact) of environmental journalism.  “Development” as something akin to “moms and applepies” is not something that jumps up and cries out for watchdog surveillance.

In terms of Western ideology, it is legitimate for journalists to act as a watchdog on the powerful in the public interest, but a line is typically drawn at overly proactive advocacy. This has meant that journalists report on development as a topic amongst many. It is seen as the job of PR people to promote development through social marketing & advocacy.  

However, in the Fourth World, promoting development became - for a substantial period – such a desirable goal that the model of journalism was one that became a public relations one. A show poodle, rather than a watchdog. As such, however, it shifted swiftly past the promotion of “development” to propagandizing for governments and leaders – and typically for those whose objective developmental practice directly contradicted the way they were represented. The result was a profound discrediting of “development journalism” for both public and the profession. In contrast to environmental coverage that provoked people to action, developmentalism projected people as objects, and development activities as statistical projects. Today, no one has qualms about praising “environmental journalism”, but few would celebrate “development journalism”. 

Arguably, in the process, the proverbial baby has gone out with the bathwater. Annexed to the lines of the watchdog model, there is no reason why development journalism ought not to be reborn as a respected twin of environmental journalism. Exposing bottlenecks in government spending, state and private corruption, criticizing unnecessary military spending, and debating questionable government Aids policies are examples. In this way, the environmental journalism experience can contribute a lot to the development one. There is a lot of scope for watchdog  development journalism to set agendas and impact of government policy and practice. 

In addition, without detracting from this particular function for development journalism or reverting to the PR one, an additional respectable role also exists. This would argue that that journalists do have development responsibility, which means applying newsvalues in the context of development values. This practice may range from upholding human rights and related stories, and up to recognizing and encouraging the value of international solidarity, to injecting more educational and explanatory content into coverage of complex issues. The recommended role here is for media to offer leadership, not simply to follow market tastes. 

According to the World Bank’s James Wolfensohn, “It is crucial that the press acts not just as a watchdog, but as a participant in the development process … in establishing objectives, in helping mold public opinion, in reflecting public opinion, and in ensuring that there is a sense of time, a sense of space and a consistency over time.” (1999:23).  In a way, this echoes what environmental journalism has done. And just as environmental journalism can independently celebrate successes and popularize people participating in clean-up campaigns, etc., so should development journalism be able to do the same – and keep its head high. 

In short, if development journalism - as it has been known and practiced - has fallen from fashion, it can be salvaged. And as such, it has something in its experience to offer environmental journalism. This is the history of how its role has been seen does have valuable lessons for expanding environmental journalism beyond the mindsets of watchdog, agenda-setting role and celebratory roles noted above. While much baggage needs to be thrown overboard, some cargo deserves closer inspection. In this exercise, three schools of thought can be identified in how media’s role in development has been conceptualized: Modernization, Dependency and Participatory. 

The Modernization approach sees development as economic growth led by an “own bootstraps” approach, distinguishing between the “developed” countries that “have made it”, and undeveloped states “still” lagging behind. The prescription in this view is a matter of overcoming ignorance, and “enlightening” people about “unsuitable” traditions. The approach tends to encourage private companies and an unrestricted market to drive the process. Media’s role is that of business ventures that sell and thereby disseminate information, and which educate and acculturate those who are still “developing”.
The Dependency approach argues that countries are not lagging, but have been - and continue to be - actively underdeveloped by imperialists. The prescription is to end global exploitation, and to recognise indigenous strengths. A strong state is needed, and media’s role (not least by a state broadcaster) is to advance national interests, and to resist cultural and other imperialism and racist exploitation. Media role otherwise is a problem, not a solution, because it promotes consumerism and individualism as well as a comprador ruling class. What this approach calls for is for media to promote nationalist leaders, patriotic pride and achievements, as well as to publicise the problems of overconsumption by the global elite, the impact of international debt and the unfairness of First World protectionism. 

In terms of the Participatory approach, development is seen in more than economic terms, and as requiring democracy and participation. Its absence is seen to result from unaccountable power both internationally and within many countries. The emphasis here is on grassroots people being involved. Media’s role therefore is seen as being the voice of the people, and community media are encouraged. 
What these three approaches reflect is an unfortunate and crude instrumentalism that has not existed in regard to environmental journalism. The associated problem is that none of the three approaches has unequivocally produced “development” in its effects.  In some ways, it would seem that development journalism – despite having been seen as a tool - has thus had far less impact than its environmental counterpart – although this is difficult to pin down and measure (in part because development is arguably a more wide-ranging matter). It may be, of course,   that development problems would be even greater without the media playing any role, but again this is hard to establish. 

Given all this, it is interesting to note that while early approaches to development (based on Modernization thinking) saw a central role for media, the opposite extreme is arguably now the case. Noticeably, media was not accorded a role within civil society at Rio, and communication was reduced to role of technologies in the Millenium declaration and at the WSSD.  Various groups, including the International Federation of Journalism and the Highway Africa conference (organized as a parallel event at the WSSD) both underlined the importance of media content and freedom for sustainable development, but these points were still neglected in the outcomes of Johannesburg.  

At any rate, despite apparent limitations of impact, the three approaches to the role of development journalism are still relevant for rehabilitating this role – and for contributing to our understanding of the potential and role of environmental journalism. There are several insights that can be gained by drawing from all three approaches discussed. From Modernisation, the notion of disseminating information can be retained. From Dependency, there is indeed a need to deal with the global interconnectedness and domination of media agendas. From the Participatory approach, involving grassroots people and reflecting their views (whether informed or otherwise, whether culturally colonized or not) is clearly critical if we take democratic features as essential for environmental and developmental progress. 

To sum up, these aspects of media role are relevant to both development and environmental concerns. Both concerns hinge on the dissemination of information; more equitable information flows; and on information interchange that includes the grassroots and contributes to democracy. Environmental journalism can be enriched by taking cognizance of these points. 

If then, there are aspects of both traditions (environmental and developmental) that are useful to each other, the question arises as to how far they should go in terms of an interrelationship. Should they be completely conflated? And how should they be represented in journalism?
Representation: Development-Environment
The question facing us is whether, after WSSD as symbolic of two rivers coming together, the media still will report on environmentalism and developmentalism as different things? The issue can be illustrated as follows: 

* Is the media focus in a country like South Africa mainly on development delivery, (and short-term considerations for that matter)? Is there adequate reporting of about the environmental impact of housing programmes or land redistribution policies, and the ecological and socio-economic sustainability of these programmes? Is the WSSD assessed only in terms of its (alleged) economic benefits, and the environmental issues debated at it being left on the margins? 

* Again in South Africa, does reporting on environment post-WSSD take into account economics and wider human development issues, or is it just "bunny hugging" in the interests of nature in its own right? 

In other words, do we have people-centred journalism, on the one hand, and planet-centred on the other, with too little focus on the interdependency? 

In relation to the different media traditions discussed above, will development-oriented journalists draw from environmental journalism tradition and monitor governments’ implementation of the Water and Sanitation accord?. Will environmental journalists keep the same issue on their radar screens, up alongside global warming. And will they also consider how public participation or international information inequality issues can be represented in both stories?

To answer some of these questions, it is worth examining how development and environment get onto the news agenda, and some of the problematic characteristics thereof. Who actually shapes the content of environment and development coverage?

Representation of the Environment and Representation of Development:  

To start with, environment typically becomes news through disasters that force themselves onto the media agenda, or as a result of social actors, especially pressure groups.  The future of environmental journalism therefore depends to a large extent on how these factors themselves pan out in coming years. But within these parameters there are elements that journalists can and do influence.  These include areas where the following problems have been identified by various writers: 

* Sources: Formal political actors, then courts and scientists get more show and more weight than pressure groups. However, media is also easily manipulated by adept green groups staging stunts. There is over-reliance on elite sources to give authority, while "average citizens" have varied legitimacy and representivity 

* Frames: Power position and culture paints meaning in certain ways. Thus Chernobyl was widely portrayed as a unique Cold War incident, rather than a issue around nuclear power; the Bhopal poison gas disaster was interpreted as Third World incompetence rather than multinational corner-cutting. In South Africa, the conversion of agricultural land to game ranches is generally framed as a tourism positive with little assessment of the social retrenchment and displacement of farm workers and the environmental carrying capacity of the land. 

* Expertise deficits: There is little conventional wisdom in society about the nature, cause and significance of environmental problems (Lowe and Morrison, 1984: 79, quoted in Anderson, 1991: 461). Meanwhile, the capacity of journalists (and the public) to deal with environmental stories is limited; TV editors and producers are largely arts rather than science graduates. (Alison, 1991) Non-specialist reporters often regurgitate press releases. 

* Negativism: Negative news prevails as per wider news convention: (eg. dying seals). At times this is also hyped in a way that becomes alarmist, and has been dubbed “Chicken Little Journalism” by Stocking and Pease Leonard (1999).

* Event orientation: Immediate crises drive the news, “future crises, by contrast, are tough to sell,” write Stocking and Leonard. (1999:6). They cite environmental reporter Dianne Dumanoski as saying that editors aren’t interested in a story that will culminate 30 years in the future. “Immediate environmental problems – oil spills, for example – interest editors more `because they can understand that,’ Dumanoski notes. `There’s dirty stuff on the rocks, it’s not computer models and these guys at MIT talking about something into the future. …’ By contrast, chronic releases of oil into the ocean, though perhaps a greater problem in the long-run for the life of oceans, tend to get the short shrift.” It is counter-argued, however, that many environmental stories do accord with conventional news values by being dramatic, offering visually appealing pictures, unexpected, and negative (Alison, 1991:464). Hansen also points out that despite this, long-running stories like ozone depletion and the Greenhouse effect have attracted significant coverage 1991:449).
* Transience: Stories come and go, with little trace left behind. “Consider that radon was a story for one brief media moment, and then – poof – it disappeared. (`And you know,’ says environment reporter Scott Burgins of the Cincinatti Enquirer, ` radon hasn’t gone anywhere.’)” (Stocking and Pease Leonard, 1999:5). 

* Economics: According to Stocking and Pease Leonard, low-cost stories are what are sought by “news-factories”, and that means “news that is routinized, that comes off of established beats, and that has been pre-packaged in the form of news releases and news footage.” (1999:6). At the same time, the environment story is complex: “It involves abstract and probalistic science, labyrinthine laws, grandstanding politics, speculative economics, and the complex interplay of individuals and society.” Yet, they argue, environmental journalists are being asked to produce less about more. (1999:7). 

* Trivialization: Kneejerk and predictable stories that finger corporate greenwashing and focus on issues like trash generated by environmental events (Stocking and Pease Leonard, (1990).

* Polarised and reductionist reporting. “`Journalists … tend to find dueling experts,” observes … Lee Wilkens. ‘… they tend to treat dueling opinions as having the equal weight. … The majority of the scientific community .. believe the greenhouse effect is real … . It is only a minority … that believe that all this is a bunch of hooey. But journalists seldom say that second part … They are sacrificing truth for balance.” (Stocking and Pease Leonard, (1990). 

Ten years later, John Wallace makes the same points, saying that subtle differences were sometimes confused with diametrically opposed viewpoints. He tells of a scene in 1996 where a TV reporter asked the American Meteorological Society if they could supply two experts to debate whether a major storm in Atlanta was a consequence of global warming. The society told her no reputable meteorologist would argue for this proposition, but volunteered Wallace and another scientist as two experts who sstill had interesting things to say. After a 15 minute audition failed to produce the level of debate sought, the network decided not to use them. The reporter nonetheless appeared on the evening news saying she had been interviewing meteorologists about whether global warming was responsible for the storm “and some thought it was and some thought it wasn’t.” Wallace’s comment: “There’s no stopping a determined news director.” (Wallace, 2000:52).

On the other hand, Wallace does mention meeting reporters who say they no longer feel compelled to quote greenhouse warming skeptics in all their coverage of the issue. These people, he said, take responsibility for balance by being well-informed and distinguishing between political and scientific opinions. (2000:55). 

These problems are not easy to address, but to some extent the answers are in the hands, heads and hearts of journalists. And the solutions to these issues in environmental coverage have equal relevance to reporting development. Both rivers suffer from similar sorts of pollution. 

This is clear in some of the problems of representing development which have been touched on earlier. Is development journalism focusing on events only and not seeing the trends or process? Who are the sources? Is the paradigm limited to showing what the Developers do to the Developees? Is it about “the Development Industry”?.What cultural frames inform the stories? To what extent is development journalism about politics and empowerment? What is the expertise of the journalist? The answers of these are – in part at least – in the hands (and heads and hearts) of the journalists themselves. There are other factors – discussed in the next factor, but the point is that there is space for agency of the individual and the group. 

In addition to these, there is the question of what reporting the subject of “development” actually covers. This depends of course on how individuals understand “development”. Is it stories about production? Does economic journalism amount to development journalism? Does development journalism encompass wider issues – like health? When is HiV a development story? Schooling? Do stories about political decisions or gender angles count as development stories? How helpful are the WSSD distinctions between economic and social development? Journalists can help supply the answers and in so doing help to shape the public development discourse. 

This also brings us back to the question of whether we can anticipate a future where there will continue to be development stories without environmental components, and vice versa. It seems that what will determine this will be partly a matter of how journalists approach their work. But it is also a matter that is closely related to broader developments in society at large. In this regard, an interesting case study was recently conducted in Durban by Barnett (2002). 

Media transformation and enviro-development journalism:
Barnett argues that market imperatives in South Africa in recent years have produced media coverage that is people-centred and based on story-telling narratives, in part because of an attempt to reach hitherto ignored and excluded audiences.  In addition, he draws attention to the variety of actors involved in making news - given the high dependence of journalists on information from outside sources. Among these actors are many environmental activists in South Africa – who, inspired by the country’s commitments to democracy and development, and drawing from US discourse on environmental justice and environmental racism, have moved from green to brown issues. Barnett calls this “a shift from `save the rhino’ conservationism to a people-oriented focus on environmental problems understood in terms of pollution, sanitation, health, and working a living conditions.” In turn, he says, this shift has entailed broadening the constituency of environmentalism beyond a white audience and towards the concerns of poor and black communities. An alliance of conservationists, environmentalists and political activists emerged as part of this. 

Barnett found that the confluence of all these media and social factors around Durban in recent years has led to extensive environmental coverage of industrial air pollution in that city (in newspapers, local radio and national TV). This coverage in turn has popularized on public protest against the pollution, helped to legitimize the protestors, and effectively linked the everyday negative experience of ordinary people to public policy and practice.  Thus, a sense of agency was attributed to local community mobilization, and the result was a politics of shame that brought moral pressure to bear on powerful corporate actors responsible for the pollution.  

According to Barnett, the adoption of a story-telling narrative, focusing on risks and hazards, was able to reconcile to challenge of presenting the long-time frame and probabilities of environmental processes with the daily character of news. This was also supplemented by the journalists (who remained independent of the activists), raising the claimed links between pollution and health as something needing further investigation. It was a discourse that all stakeholders could agree upon. 

Another insight Barnett’s study offers is how the balance of value and need changed in the interaction of the media and the environmentalists.  The situation began with the environmentalists needing the media much more than vice versa, and it ended with the media seeing a lot of value in the environmentalists. 

What Barnett discerns in all this is a gradual transformation of the general ethos of journalism. One example is that “Government policy initiatives to tighten up emission control, to set up consultative forums, or to fund further research are routinely contextualised as being responses to sustained mobilization of local communities.” The ethos of corporate PR also changes. Barnett also points to increasing proactivity on the part of companies concerning communication of environment, rather than secrecy.  The result, he concludes, is an evolution of a culture of accountability and publicity that is critical for democracy.

A further point Barnett makes is that a consequence of this experience was that regular environmental coverage has become part of much business reporting, “an index of the distance traveled by environmental politics” and an illustration that business investment decision-making cannot ignore the issues. However, weakening this claim is recent research by Media Tenor in South Africa which found that even despite the focus on the WSSD, only 0.15% of company coverage in South Africa dealt with environmental issues. (Media Toolbox, 2002).  There remains a long way to go. 

Not spelt out, but what emerges in Barnett’s article is that the environmental concerns in this Durban case study broadened beyond the ghettos of specialist-interest coverage and treatment. They moved into mainstream coverage as a result of their integration with development concerns. The marriage of development and environment, arranged through a complex matchmaking of dynamics, was consummated on the front pages and broadcast programmes in the region and nationally.

Conclusion:

Today in 2002 it is clear that environmental concerns and development concerns overlap a great deal. But this is not to say they converge to the extent of becoming identical, even where their objects are the same (eg. water, conservation, etc).  Still, what can be predicted is that there is, and will be, increasing blurring between them, and journalists will need to explore the links. 

For example, whether the 21st century story of genetic engineering is covered by the media wearing development or environmental journalistic spectacles, each approach will willy-nilly end up having to take cognizance of the integrated whole. And given the controversies around the topic, both approaches may well have to deal with increased corporate secrecy and more biased scientific experts. (see Weaver and Motion, 2001). Rather than stumbling into such situations, journalists can explicitly recognize the changing character of both environmental and developmentalism, and align themselves with integrating the best in covering both. The genetics story for example should be approached at the start with a combination of development and environment lenses. In short, journalists should aim to swim in the pools where the two rivers come together. 

What this boils down to that how journalists see themselves and their interests, and how skilled they are at overcoming the problems and challenges in reporting these matters, will be critical. By drawing from the multi-stream background from whence we come, media people will be able to interrogate – in general and in particular – the debates around sustainable development as meeting needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet theirs. 

Certainly, if our journalism is to be relevant and appropriate to the 21st century, we have to embrace and hasten the exciting changes that have happened in our environmental and developmental worlds and the growing inter-discourse to date. 
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