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Destruction of Myth: an Analysis to the Legitimacy of
“Political Economy of Communication”

HU Yi - ging YANG Xin

( School of Journalism and Communication Nanjing University Nanjing 210046 China)

” as an independent “disci-

Abstract: Vincent Mosco constructed the “Political Economy of Communication’
pline” by integrating the research path of institutionalism North American power research British critical sociologi—
cal research and the “Cultural Imperialism” to a united frame and by clarifying the boundary between the political
economy and the cultural studies. But the “discipline” lacks of not only the consistent logical basis but also the
clear outer structure. In consequence the substance of political economy of communication is myth. The Mosco’ s
purpose is defending the oppression by American Government and pushing the discipline into mainstream of commu—
nication research. However Mosco’ s construction on the one hand couldn’t be acknowledged by mainstream com—
munication research on the other hand it restraints the political economy of communication’ s creativity and makes
itself a conservative “technicism”. So for the political economy of communication the most important issue is not
“disciplinization” and the most important issue is what landscape we can discover through the political economy of
communication’ s perspective. The only way for the political economy of communication is “non — disciplinization”
and facing the rapidly changing reality.
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