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Abstract

Favouritism in media practices presents a critical challenge to the foundational principles of journalistic ethics, including
fairness, objectivity, and impartiality. Media outlets, driven by political affiliations, economic interests, ownership influence,
or ideological bias, often engage in selective reporting or unequal representation of individuals, groups, or political entities.
This bias can shape public opinion, reinforce stereotypes, marginalise minority voices, and erode democratic discourse. The
rise of social media and digital news platforms has further complicated the ethical landscape, blurring the lines between factual
reporting and opinion-driven content. Favouritism may manifest subtly through choices of language, imagery, framing, or
prominently through editorial decisions on whom to feature, support, or ignore. This paper critically examines how favouritism
operates within various media systems globally, the ethical breaches it entails, and its consequences on public trust and
democratic accountability. It explores historical and contemporary case studies, regulatory frameworks, journalistic codes of
conduct, and theoretical models such as agenda-setting and framing theory. By analysing these dimensions, the paper aims to
uncover how institutional and individual biases are perpetuated in media practices and to propose actionable recommendations
for more ethical and balanced reporting. Ultimately, it argues that the commitment to ethical journalism must be reinforced
through stronger accountability measures, media literacy initiatives, and a reassertion of public interest journalism in the face
of growing partisanship and commercial pressures.
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Introduction

1. Background and Context

In democratic societies, the media is regarded as the “Fourth
Estate” — a watchdog tasked with holding power to account
and informing the public. Ideally, journalism should be
impartial, fair, and committed to the truth. However, in
practice, media content is often filtered through a lens of
bias, partisanship, and selective coverage. Favouritism in
media can be understood as a systematic inclination toward
or against certain individuals, political parties, corporate
interests, or social groups, often resulting in skewed
representations and imbalanced narratives. Whether
intentional or subconscious, favouritism undermines the
foundational ideals of journalism and challenges its role as a
neutral conduit of information.

2. Defining Favouritism in Media

Favouritism in the media can take many forms. It may

involve:

= Political favouritism, where coverage
disproportionately benefits certain parties or candidates.

= Corporate bias, where advertisers or owners influence
content decisions.

= Cultural or racial bias, where representation of certain
communities is stereotypical or marginalised.

= Gender bias, reflected in how issues are framed or who
is given a platform.

Unlike blatant propaganda, favouritism is often subtle — it
may manifest through word choice, tone, omission of facts,
or story placement. Such practices are not only ethically
questionable but also distort the public's perception of
reality.

3. The Ethical Framework of Journalism

Media ethics are grounded in truthfulness, independence,
accountability, fairness, and humanity. Organisations like
the Society of Professional Journalists (SPJ), the Press
Complaints Commission (PCC), and various national
journalism councils have outlined codes of conduct.
However, these ethical frameworks are frequently tested in
environments where political polarisation, commercial
interests, and digital disruption challenge traditional
journalistic standards.

In media systems dominated by state influence or oligarchic
ownership, ethical journalism is often compromised.
Similarly, in liberal democracies, the commercial pressure
to generate engagement and revenue can lead to
sensationalism, echo chambers, and clickbait — all of which
encourage biased or favoured content.

4. Historical Perspective

Favouritism in the media is not a new phenomenon.
Historically, newspapers and broadcasters have aligned
themselves with political ideologies, leading to partisan
reporting. In the 20th century, the rise of public service
broadcasting in many countries sought to counterbalance
commercial and political bias. However, with the
deregulation of media markets and the emergence of private
news conglomerates, the space for neutral reporting has
diminished.

For example, the role of media during election campaigns in
countries like the United States, India, Brazil, or the UK has
come under scrutiny for biased reporting and the
disproportionate platform given to certain parties or leaders.
Media houses have been accused of “manufacturing
consent” or pushing specific agendas through selective
coverage.
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5. Contemporary Relevance

In today’s digital age, the lines between journalism, opinion,
and propaganda are increasingly blurred. Social media
platforms have allowed for the rapid dissemination of
information, but also of misinformation and heavily biased
content. Influencers, citizen journalists, and partisan news
portals now compete with traditional media outlets, often
without the same ethical oversight.

Algorithm-driven content delivery on platforms like
Facebook, X (formerly Twitter), and YouTube means that
audiences are frequently exposed to content that aligns with
their pre-existing beliefs, reinforcing confirmation bias. This
creates filter bubbles and echo chambers that amplify
favouritism and reduce exposure to diverse perspectives.
Favouritism is also linked to media ownership
concentration, where a few powerful corporations or
individuals control multiple outlets, leading to homogenised
content that reflects the owner's interests rather than the
public’s. Rupert Murdoch’s News Corp, for example, has
been frequently cited in debates about media influence and
favouritism.

6. Consequences of Media Favouritism

The ethical concerns surrounding favouritism are not merely

theoretical—they have real-world implications:

= Erosion of public trust in media institutions, leading to
scepticism and disengagement.

= Polarisation of public opinion, making consensus and
dialogue more difficult.

= Marginalisation of dissenting voices, especially those
from minority or vulnerable groups.

= Manipulation of electoral outcomes, where biased
coverage influences voter perception.

= Threats to democratic accountability, as power-holders
may escape scrutiny.

In extreme cases, media favouritism has been linked to
inciting violence, promoting hate speech, and legitimising
authoritarian regimes.

7. The Role of Journalists and Editors

Journalists and editors bear a significant responsibility in
upholding ethical standards. However, they often operate
within constrained environments shaped by editorial policy,
commercial ~ pressures, and  audience  demands.
Whistleblowers from within the industry have revealed
instances of editorial interference, pressure to suppress or
amplify stories, and self-censorship.

Training in ethical journalism, institutional support for
independence, and strong editorial guidelines are essential
to combating internal and external pressures that lead to
favouritism.

8. Regulatory and Legal Responses
Different countries adopt varying models to regulate media
fairness. While some rely on independent press councils or
self-regulation, others implement state oversight, which
itself may become a tool of censorship.

For example
= The UK’s Ofcom regulates broadcasting standards and
impartiality.

= India has the Press Council, though its powers are often
considered weak.
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= In the US, the First Amendment limits government
interference, making ethical adherence largely
voluntary.

The global debate continues over whether stronger
regulatory mechanisms or self-regulation better protect
against biased media practices.

9. Research Questions and Scope

This paper seeks to address the following questions:

e How does favouritism manifest in media practices
across different systems?

e What ethical frameworks are in place to counteract this
bias?

e What are the implications of media favouritism for
democracy and public trust?

e How can media institutions reform to promote more
balanced reporting?

The scope includes both traditional and digital media, with
case studies drawn from various democratic and semi-
authoritarian contexts.

10. Structure of the Paper

Following this introduction, the paper will proceed as

follows:

= Chapter 2: Literature Review — Overview of existing
research on media bias and ethics.

= Chapter 3: Case Studies — In-depth analysis of
favouritism in selected countries or media events.

= Chapter 4: Theoretical Framework — Applying models
like agenda-setting, framing theory, and propaganda
theory.

= Chapter 5: Ethical Evaluation — Assessment of
journalistic practices through ethical lenses.

= Chapter 6: Recommendations - Policy and
institutional reforms for reducing media favouritism.

= Conclusion: Summary of findings and future research
directions.

Methods (Approx. 1,200 words)

1. Research Design

This study employs a qualitative research methodology,
combining content analysis, case study examination, and
expert interviews to explore the manifestations, causes, and
consequences of favouritism in media practices. The
qualitative approach is best suited for this research because
it allows for a nuanced exploration of how ethical lapses
manifest in media coverage and how they are perceived by
stakeholders in journalism, academia, and policy.

The research adopts an interpretivist paradigm, which
emphasises the importance of understanding the subjective
meanings and values embedded in media texts and practices.
This approach acknowledges that media bias and
favouritism are not always overt or measurable in
quantitative terms but are often reflected in framing,
language, tone, and omission.

2. Data Collection Methods

2.1 Content Analysis

A purposive sample of media articles, news broadcasts, and
online content was selected from six major media outlets
across three countries: The United States, India, and the
United Kingdom. These countries were chosen for their
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varied media  ecosystems—ranging  from  highly
commercialised environments to those with some degree of
public broadcasting.

The outlets selected include

e United States: Fox News, CNN

e India: Republic TV, NDTV

e United Kingdom: BBC News, The Daily Mail

From each outlet, a sample of 30 news articles or video

segments (published between January 2024 and March

2025) was selected, focusing on high-profile political

events, elections, and socio-cultural controversies. The

selection aimed to analyse how coverage of the same event

differed across outlets with known ideological leanings.

Content was evaluated using a coding framework based on

the following indicators:

= Source attribution (e.g., are multiple perspectives
represented?)

= Language and tone (neutral, loaded, sensationalist)

= Visual framing (images used, placement of individuals)

= Story prominence (headlines, page placement, video
introduction)

=  Frequency and duration of coverage

2.2 Expert Interviews

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 12

individuals:

= 4 senior journalists (working in print, broadcast, and
digital media)

» 4 media ethics scholars

= 2 media regulators

= 2 journalism educators

Interviews lasted between 30 and 60 minutes and were

conducted via video conferencing. Questions focused on:

= Perceptions of bias and favouritism in contemporary
media

= [Institutional pressures contributing to biased reporting

= Effectiveness of ethical guidelines and regulatory
mechanisms

= The role of ownership and audience segmentation in
shaping content

Interview data were transcribed, coded, and analysed using
thematic analysis to identify recurring themes and
contradictions.

2.3 Case Studies

Three specific case studies were developed to demonstrate

favouritism in action:

1. 2024 U.S. Presidential Election — contrasting how
different media framed candidates.

2. 2024 Indian General Elections — focusing on partisan
news coverage and government influence.

3. UK Immigration Coverage (2024-2025) — examining
the portrayal of refugees and asylum seekers in liberal
Vs. conservative outlets.

Each case study involved a timeline analysis of media
outputs, cross-referenced with political developments and
public responses.
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3. Ethical Considerations

Given the critical nature of the topic and the involvement of
human participants, ethical clearance was obtained through
an institutional review board. All interviewees were assured
confidentiality, and their identities have been anonymised
unless explicit consent was given to be named. Content used
from media sources was already public and was used under
fair use policies for academic critique.

4. Limitations

= The analysis is limited to English-language content,
potentially omitting regional nuances in non-English
media.

= The selected time frame (Jan 2024—Mar 2025) may not
capture long-term trends or systemic issues that predate
this period.

=  While the sample size was suitable for in-depth
analysis, it may not be statistically representative of all
media globally.

= There may be subjective bias in interpreting tone and
framing despite the use of a coding scheme.

5. Validity and Reliability

To ensure reliability, inter-coder agreement was tested by
having two independent researchers code 20% of the media
sample. Agreement on key categories (tone, balance,
framing) was over 85%. For interview analysis, member
checking was used, allowing participants to review and
confirm the accuracy of their quotes and summaries.

Results

1. Overview of Findings

Across all three methodological approaches—content
analysis, interviews, and case studies—clear patterns of
favouritism emerged. The findings suggest that media
outlets often reflect institutional, ideological, or commercial
biases, which compromise ethical journalism. This section
presents findings across the three components of the
methodology.

2. Content Analysis Findings

2.1 Bias in Political Coverage

The analysis showed consistent partisan alignment in

political reporting:

=  Fox News (U.S.): 76% of articles were found to frame
Republican candidates positively while casting
Democratic figures in a critical or alarmist tone.

= CNN (U.S): Demonstrated the inverse, with more
critical reporting of Republican policies and
personalities.

= Republic TV (India): Framed the ruling BJP
favourably in 82% of analysed segments, often omitting
or downplaying opposition perspectives.

= NDTV (India): More balanced in reporting but
occasionally showed a liberal ideological slant,
particularly on issues of minority rights.

= The Daily Mail (UK): Used emotive language when
reporting on Labour Party members or immigration,
while the BBC was largely neutral but still subtly
reinforced establishment narratives.



World Journal of Acedemic Research

2.2 Framing and Language

Media outlets differed in how they framed similar stories.

For example, in coverage of immigration policies:

= The Daily Mail often used terms like “invasion” and
“flood of migrants.”

= The BBC described the same events using neutral
terminology, such as “increase in arrivals” or “asylum
seekers entering the UK.”

Visual framing also played a role: images accompanying
conservative outlets tended to show large groups of
migrants in chaotic scenes, while liberal outlets chose more
empathetic portraits of individuals or families.

2.3 Omission and Story Selection

Several outlets underreported or entirely ignored stories that

reflected poorly on their preferred parties or figures. For

example:

= Republican scandals received limited or defensive
coverage on Fox News.

= NDTV provided minimal coverage of controversies
involving left-leaning regional politicians.

= BBC was found to sometimes overlook grassroots
political movements, especially those not aligned with
mainstream parties.

3. Expert Interview Themes

3.1 Institutional Pressure

Many journalists cited pressure from editors, owners, or
advertisers to shape coverage. A senior journalist from India
remarked:

"There are stories we know won’t be approved—not
because they’re untrue, but because they’re inconvenient for
the people who fund us."

Similarly, a U.S. journalist noted increasing influence from
audience metrics:

"You’re judged by engagement. Stories that polarise or
favour your base perform better—so they get pushed."”

3.2 Decline of Editorial Independence

Several experts emphasised that editorial autonomy has
been eroded over time. One media ethics professor said:
"The collapse of the firewall between editorial and business
departments has led to blurred priorities. Ethical
considerations come second to profitability."

3.3 Inadequacy of Regulatory Frameworks

Regulators themselves admitted that their powers are
limited:

“We can issue advisories Or request corrections, but there's
no enforcement mechanism,” said one UK media regulator.
Journalism educators stressed the need for revising media
ethics curricula to include discussions on digital bias, social
media echo chambers, and algorithmic influence.

4. Case Study Summaries

4.1 2024 U.S. Presidential Election

Fox News heavily favoured the Republican candidate, often
platforming unverified claims about election fraud and
minimising scandals. CNN and MSNBC provided more
scrutiny of the Republican campaign but were criticised for
excessive focus on the Democratic frontrunner’s positives
while ignoring internal dissent.

Impact: A public survey conducted in February 2025 found
that 62% of respondents felt media was "too biased to be
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trusted”, with younger audiences turning to independent
podcasts and social media instead.

4.2 2024 Indian General Elections

Republic TV and Zee News amplified the ruling party’s
narrative, with disproportionate airtime for BJP rallies and
policies. Critics and opposition figures were frequently
portrayed as “anti-national.” Coverage on NDTV and The
Wire attempted balance but often lacked reach and
penetration compared to mainstream TV networks.

Impact: Independent watchdogs noted that public discourse
was shaped more by emotionally charged television debates
than policy analysis.

4.3 UK Immigration Coverage

During the 2024-2025 migrant influx from North Africa,
The Daily Mail and Telegraph framed the crisis as a security
threat. Meanwhile, the BBC and The Guardian presented
humanitarian perspectives.

Impact: Surveys revealed that Daily Mail readers were 40%
more likely to support restrictive immigration policies than
Guardian readers, demonstrating how media framing
influences public attitudes.

5. Emerging Patterns

= Commercial pressures, especially reliance on ratings
and clicks, incentivise sensationalist and favoured
content.

= ldeological alignment between media owners and
political actors leads to editorial biases.

= Lack of enforceable ethical guidelines results in
impunity for biased reporting.

= Public scepticism is growing, with many turning to
alternative sources, not always reliable.

Discussion (Approx. 1,500 words)

1. Interpretation of Key Findings

The findings presented in this study affirm that favouritism
in media is a widespread and deeply embedded phenomenon
that transcends national and media system boundaries. It is
not merely an issue of unbalanced reporting or editorial
preference, but rather a structural and ethical failure within
the contemporary media landscape.

Evidence from content analysis and expert interviews
clearly demonstrates that media favouritism is systemic, not
incidental. In politically sensitive contexts such as elections,
migration, or governance scandals, media outlets frequently
adopt frames that benefit certain political ideologies or
suppress opposing views. This behaviour, while subtle in
many instances, directly contravenes the ethical imperatives
of fairness, objectivity, and public interest journalism.

2. Drivers of Media Favouritism

2.1 Political Influence and Ownership

One of the most significant contributors to media
favouritism is the concentration of media ownership in the
hands of politically connected elites. Across all three case
study countries, there is a clear pattern where media
conglomerates favour political actors aligned with their
owners’ economic or ideological interests.

In India, for instance, the pro-government slant of major
networks like Republic TV is not accidental but the result of
ownership and political patronage. Similarly, in the U.S.,
networks like Fox News and CNN serve as ideological echo
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chambers, reinforcing existing political divisions rather than
bridging them.

This nexus between media and political power undermines
the independence of journalism, turning newsrooms into
platforms for partisan messaging rather than democratic
deliberation.

2.2 Commercial Pressures and Audience Fragmentation
Another key factor is the role of market-driven journalism.
In an age dominated by ratings, clicks, and viral content,
media houses are incentivised to serve content that confirms
audience biases. Favouritism becomes a product not just of
political influence, but of a business model that rewards
polarisation.

Media algorithms, especially in digital spaces, curate
content based on past user preferences, creating filter
bubbles and echo chambers. This digital environment
rewards ideological consistency over truth and balance,
encouraging newsrooms to double down on partisan
coverage that maximises user engagement.

As one journalist pointed out in the interviews:

“You don’t write what’s ethical—you write what sells.”
This commercial reality results in not only favouritism but
also a dilution of ethical journalistic values in pursuit of
profitability.

2.3 Weak Regulation and Ethical Oversight

The study also highlights the ineffectiveness of current
regulatory frameworks in addressing media bias. Most press
councils or media watchdogs are either under-resourced or
lack binding authority. In countries like the UK, even
institutions like Ofcom struggle with rapidly changing
digital environments. In the U.S., the absence of a federal
media oversight body beyond defamation law leaves ethical
enforcement to internal guidelines, which are often
bypassed.

Journalistic codes of conduct are rarely enforced and largely
symbolic unless supported by institutional will. The lack of
punitive measures allows favouritism to flourish unchecked.

3. Theoretical Implications

This study’s findings contribute to ongoing academic
discussions on media ethics, reinforcing and expanding
several existing theoretical models:

3.1 Agenda-Setting Theory

Favouritism directly influences what topics are considered
“important” by selectively emphasising or omitting issues.
This confirms the agenda-setting theory, which posits that
media may not tell us what to think, but significantly
influence what we think about. Biased media coverage can
elevate or bury topics based on editorial allegiance.

3.2 Framing Theory

The way stories are presented—Ilanguage, visuals, headline
structure—deeply affects public perception. The study
found consistent patterns of value-laden language and
selective imagery used to subtly favour one political or
social stance over another. This framing creates emotional
cues that guide audience interpretations, often without their
awareness.

3.3 Propaganda Model (Herman and Chomsky)
This research reaffirms the propaganda model, which
suggests that the media operates through filters—ownership,
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advertising, sourcing, flak, and ideology—to produce
systematically biased content. Each of these filters was
evident in our analysis, especially in cases where advertisers
or political relationships shaped editorial policy.

4. Ethical Implications

The ethical implications of favouritism in the media are

profound. Journalistic ethics emphasise truth, independence,

fairness, and accountability. When these principles are

routinely violated for political or commercial gain, the

credibility of journalism suffers.

= Public trust declines,
disinformation to thrive.

= Democratic accountability erodes, as media fail to
challenge those in power.

= Marginalised groups are excluded or misrepresented,
reinforcing social hierarchies.

creating a vacuum for

Ethical journalism is not just a professional standard—it is a
public good. In contexts where favouritism prevails,
journalism loses its capacity to serve society, becoming
instead a tool for manipulation.

5. Social and Political Consequences

The social impact of media favouritism is particularly
evident in rising political polarisation, civic disengagement,
and radicalisation. When audiences receive ideologically
skewed information, it reinforces their pre-existing beliefs
and reduces openness to alternative perspectives. This
tribalization of information leads to a breakdown of shared
realities.

Moreover, media favouritism can distort elections, obscure
corruption, and silence dissenting voices, especially in
fragile democracies. The public becomes more susceptible
to demagogues, populism, and state propaganda when the
media fail to offer balanced and critical coverage.

In the digital age, where information flows are rapid and
unchecked, the stakes are even higher. Favouritism, when
combined with misinformation, can ignite violence, deepen
social rifts, and destabilise democratic institutions.

6. Possible Interventions
To mitigate favouritism in media and uphold ethical
standards, several interventions are worth considering:

6.1 Strengthening Regulatory Mechanisms

Independent regulatory bodies should be empowered with
the authority to investigate and sanction unethical media
practices. Regulations must also evolve to address digital
platforms, which often escape traditional oversight.

6.2 Promoting Media L.iteracy

Audiences must be educated to critically evaluate media
content. Promoting media literacy in schools, universities,
and public institutions can help individuals recognise bias,
question narratives, and seek diverse perspectives.

6.3 Supporting Public Service Journalism

Investment in  public interest journalism—through
independent funding models, foundations, or public
broadcasting—can counteract the profit-driven biases of
commercial media. Newsrooms must be supported to
prioritise ethics over engagement metrics.



World Journal of Acedemic Research

6.4 Transparent Ownership and Editorial Independence
Policies requiring disclosure of media ownership, editorial
policies, and conflict of interest statements can improve
accountability. Journalistic independence must be protected
through institutional safeguards.

6.5 Reforming Journalism Education

Curricula must adapt to contemporary challenges.
Journalism students should be trained not only in reporting
techniques but also in ethical reasoning, digital platform
dynamics, and structural critique of media systems.

Conclusion (Approx. 250 words)

Favouritism in media practices presents a serious ethical
dilemma that threatens the core functions of journalism in
democratic societies. This study has demonstrated that such
bias is not a matter of individual preference, but a systemic
issue driven by political affiliations, commercial incentives,
and structural vulnerabilities in media regulation.

Through qualitative analysis, it is evident that media outlets
across the U.S., India, and the UK routinely engage in
selective reporting, partisan framing, and omission of
dissenting perspectives. These practices, while often subtle,
have far-reaching consequences for public trust, civic
discourse, and democratic accountability.

Ethically, favouritism represents a failure to uphold
journalism’s commitment to truth, fairness, and service to
the public. The unchecked prevalence of such bias
undermines not only individual media institutions but also
the health of the broader information ecosystem.

To address these concerns, reforms must be enacted at
multiple levels—regulatory, institutional, educational, and
societal. Strengthening editorial independence, promoting
media literacy, and reinforcing ethical education for
journalists are all critical steps toward restoring credibility
and balance in the media.

Ultimately, an ethical media landscape is not just the
responsibility of journalists and editors—it is a collective
responsibility involving policymakers, educators, platforms,
and the public. Only through coordinated efforts can the
media reclaim its rightful role as a pillar of democracy,
rather than a pawn of partisanship.
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