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The Truth of “Live” Reporting


John Huxford’s “The Proximity Paradox”, a 2007 SAGE publication, focuses on and efficiently supports the idea that live reporting is not always accurate due to virtual proximity, and many times taints the public’s opinion in regards to certain events.  Virtual proximity is created through digital technology and makes the journalist appear proximal to the events that he or she is reporting.  This manipulation of the audience tests the authenticity of live reporting and diminishes the significance of space, causing our society to become “placeless.”  Huxford argues that both on-the-spot reporting and live reporting do not habitually convey the truth to the public.


In order for live reporting to be plausible, the reporter of an event must associate three distinct dimensions.  These include spatial proximity, temporal event proximity, and broadcasting proximity.  “Spatial proximity” (Huxford 659) requires the broadcaster to be present at the incident.  “Temporal event proximity” (Huxford 659) takes things a step further by calling the reporter to be present while the event occurs.  Lastly, “broadcasting proximity” (Huxford 659) requires the reporter’s account and the live account shown on television to correspond.  If a report adheres to all three dimensions, then it is deemed a true, credible live report.


Not all live reports involve every one of these three dimensions, however.  Most accounts lack a temporal spatial proximity.  It is difficult for reporters to be present at the scene of every major event while it is transpiring.  Although this proximity is absent from most live reports, it is usually overlooked due to a “blurring of temporalities” (Huxford 660), which places the broadcasting proximity in a dominant position.  Through the broadcasting dimension, reporters are able to use visual symbols to make the news seem current and continuous.  Instead of focusing on the news event while it takes place, they are able to draw listeners’ attention to themselves and gain trust by factors of manipulation.


The use of media to manipulate the public’s opinion of society is made available through virtual proximity.  It is because of this factor that not all live broadcasting is real.  Most live reports, whether they are national or international, incorporate virtual proximity in their broadcasts because it places focus primarily on the journalist observer, then on the actual event, and lastly on the location of the incident.  The journalist’s job is to convey the current situation in a calm, confident manner in order to establish a sense of trust between him or herself and the general public.  The trust of society is gained by reporters through manipulation.  Because the focus is placed on the reporter, the audience does not witness the real event.  Instead, society gains the knowledge conveyed by the reporter even if it is not completely accurate.  Virtual proximity ultimately sets the scene of on-the-spot coverage, but weakens the significance of location and the value of facts.


Although location is essentially a defining factor in news reports, many reporters use the same background for various broadcasts.  The same images and places are shown for different events, which causes the idea of location to become monotonous and insignificant.  In many cases, the space used to present the report has no distinct relation to the event being described.  A change for how place is envisioned is needed in order for live reports to become more reliable.


Facts conveyed in live reports present in today’s society cannot always be considered as the truth.  Most of the reports given lack a temporal spatial proximity; however, this absence is dominated by the presence of a broadcast proximity.  This broadcast proximity uses manipulation techniques to appeal to the thoughts and emotions of the public.  The personal connection based on trust that develops between the public and the reporter blinds the public to the truth. Ultimately, live reporting is not a credible method for receiving news about the major events in modern day society.

After analyzing Huxford’s article and taking specifics into consideration, it is evident that Huxford effectively supports his claims.  “The Proximity Paradox” is both a convincing and credible article that articulates the fact that “live” reporting cannot be deemed completely plausible in modern day society due to the existence and use of virtual proximity.  Huxford states this belief through the use of applicable reports and specific statistics.  Along with reports, Huxford incorporates subtle emotional appeals and formal diction to further gain credibility.  Not only is he able to gain support through the use of these literary devices, but also due to his background in the world of journalism.


Beginning in 2002 and continuing to this day, John Huxford has been a member of Villanova University’s faculty as a Director of Journalism Studies.  He works in the Communication Department where he generates and expands journalism programs.  Prior to this career, Huxford has worked for Washington’s National Public Radio, the UK’s Nuneaton & Bedworth Observer, both the Northamptonshire Evening Telegraph and the Evening Tribune as a feature writer and editor, and the South Wales Echo as a news editor and page designer
.  Upon looking at his history in media, it is clear that Huxford is qualified in the field of journalism.  He has been working in this industry since 1974, which shows he has professional experience and skill when it comes to reports and media coverage.  His career background allows readers of “The Proximity Paradox” to read its words and comprehend the thoughts present within its pages in a more open, trusting way.  The years Huxford has devoted to the journalism industry have entitled him to a great amount of credibility and respect.


Within “The Proximity Paradox”, Huxford references many personal reports that help support his claim that live reporting is not always truthful.  For example, he states that he completed a study involving 35 hours of news coverage in which “43 percent of news stories (270 of 623) featured conventions of live reportage” (Huxford 659).  According to Huxford’s study, a little less than half of all news reports broadcasted on television include live reportage.  Yet, he continues to proclaim that not all of these reports are in fact live.  In another one of his personal studies, Huxford states that, “From a total of 270 ‘live’ accounts in my study, only 37 (14%) actually fulfilled all three criteria” (Huxford 660).  In reality, only 14% of the accounts featured in Huxford’s study were in fact live reports.  Viewers, however, are unaware of this fact due to the blurring of temporalities.  In another study, Huxford finds that “206 of the 270 stories that featured examples of on-the-spot coverage (76%) fell into this category” (Huxford 660).  76% of the accounts focused mainly on the broadcaster reporting the news than on the event itself in order to convince viewers that the news being reported was accurate and occurring at that moment.  By referencing these studies, Huxford provides evidence in support of his claim.  Each one of these reports proves that live broadcasting cannot always be trusted.

Through the incorporation of studies related to the accuracy of live reports, Huxford appeals to the readers’ emotions.  He allows them to witness the occurrence of this exploitation in every day life.  For example, Huxford claims that only 14% of the accounts used in one of his studies were truly live reports.  This small percentage causes the reader to truly think about what they have witnessed in the world of broadcasting television and question its authenticity.  The truth is that no one likes to be lied to or manipulated.  By opening the readers’ eyes to the behind-the-scenes world of broadcasting, Huxford gives them the opportunity to compare this secret world to the world witnessed through the television and make their own judgments.  
Throughout this article, Huxford makes his opinion known but in a way that is not considered aggressive.  He never attacks the field of broadcasting, but confidently states that it cannot always be trusted.  For example, Huxford reports that “little ‘live reportage’ actually meets the criteria for this term” (Huxford 658).  Instead of stating that no reports meet the requirements, he gave credit to some by incorporating the term “little”.  By referencing specific reports, Huxford also shows that although a number of live accounts are accurate, many are not.  He pays attention to both sides of the argument, but supports his claim with enough evidence for it to be regarded as credible.
Besides incorporating studies and statistics regarding live reports in his article, Huxford also gains trust through the use of formal diction.  By using phrases not commonly known to the general public, such as “temporal proximity”, “blurring of temporalities”, “virtual proximity”, and “virtual place” (Huxford 663), Huxford appears to be educated in this field of knowledge.  He successfully explains the meaning of these terms in a comprehensive manner and incorporates them throughout the article to illustrate their relevance.  This use of formal diction allows a sense of trust between the reader and Huxford to form and flourish.  

Huxford successfully supports his claim that not all live reporting is credible in “The Proximity Paradox” through use of specific reports, emotional appeals, a respectful tone, and formal diction.  His ideas are sustained by numerous accounts of factual evidence and an experienced history in this field of knowledge.  Although reporters will continue to broadcast “live” reports for the viewing of our society due to personal and media-related benefits, this article will cause many viewers to weigh reports’ credibility.  Due to the existence and use of virtual proximity, it is a known fact that not all reports are justly live and reliable.  The ability to decipher between the world of truth and the world of fraud now rests in the thirsty eyes of society.
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