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Abstract
We often treat public opinion as either the free voice of citizens or a product manufactured by media and political elites. Both views miss the full picture. We should understand public opinion as a social fact exactly how Durkheim described it. It exists outside of us, grows through our institutions, and applies pressure to our governments and citizens, even forcing compliance from those of us who privately disagree. We must ask a harder question than just how opinions form. We have to figure out who holds the power to make specific ideas look public, legitimate, urgent, and representative. We can explain this through stratified co-production in our current era of algorithmic feeds. We co-produce public opinion together, but we do not participate as equals. Drawing on Durkheim and Bourdieu, we argue that elites, media companies, dominant castes, tech platforms, and influencers possess a far greater capacity to frame events and define our common sense. Those of us facing barriers of caste, class, gender, language, and region often enter public discourse not as authors of our opinions, but as objects for others to categorize. Authorities label us as vote banks, beneficiaries, threats, victims, or minorities. We see this process clearly in India. Our political messages circulate through television debates and WhatsApp networks tied directly to our families, castes, and local leaders. Misinformation in these settings acts as a sociological event rather than a simple failure to check facts. False claims gain actual force as they travel through our trusted relationships and established hierarchies. The Cockroach Janta Party episode shows how we can reverse these symbols, but it also reveals our limits. Our counter-publics remain stratified. Those of us fluent in digital tools lead the conversation, while the most vulnerable remain spoken for. Even our resistance requires strict conditions for entry. Reframing public opinion as something we co-produce unequally demands a democratic media ethics built on platform accountability, public-interest journalism, and equal respect for all knowledge. We must ultimately redistribute symbolic power throughout our public sphere.
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1.0 Introduction
We constantly invoke public opinion in our democracies, yet we rarely examine what it actually is. We cannot treat it simply as the sum of our private preferences or a product entirely manufactured by elites. Instead, we must understand public opinion as a social fact. It exists outside of us and applies intense pressure, dictating exactly what we feel safe saying out loud. We might privately disagree with the dominant mood. However, we often silence our own criticism to avoid ending up on the wrong side of society. The central problem involves figuring out who holds the power to make specific opinions look legitimate and urgent. We participate in a process of stratified co-production. We all help create public discourse, but we do so on deeply unequal terms. Political elites, media owners, and algorithms hold the symbolic power to frame events and define our common sense. They classify the rest of us as vote banks, threats, or beneficiaries. Once authorities successfully label a group as backward or anti-national, the debate is already half decided.

Digital platforms reorganized this inequality rather than destroying it. Marginalized groups now have spaces to share testimonies and build counter-publics (Fraser, 1990).Yet online visibility does not equal true democratic authorship. Dominant actors still control the rules of the game using organized political machinery and algorithmic ranking (Castells, 2009). We see this clearly in our Indian context. Our political messages do not just travel through news broadcasts. They circulate heavily through our family WhatsApp groups, caste networks, and religious associations. A message always carries the moral weight of the person who sent it. When our trusted teacher, uncle, or caste elder forwards a rumor, it gains instant credibility (Banaji & Bhat, 2019). Misinformation functions as a sociological event operating entirely through our social hierarchies, rather than a simple failure to verify facts.

We saw how people fight back against these strict categories during the Cockroach Janta Party episode. When leaders labeled unemployed youth as parasites, those youth flipped the insult into a sharp satirical movement. They created a powerful symbolic reversal to diagnose a rotting system. Our ability to resist, however, remains fragile and unequal (Tufekci, 2017). A viral joke lacks the institutional protection and media legitimacy that established political actors enjoy. Going viral does not give us the power to define public reason.

To grasp this inequality fully, we must rethink our old assumptions about public competence and recognize how platform capitalism intensifies traditional propaganda. If we want to renew our democratic life, we need much more than individual fact-checking. We must demand strict platform accountability, public-interest journalism, and equal respect for all knowledge. We have to completely redistribute symbolic power. We must reorganize our public sphere so that those of us who are constantly spoken about can finally become the credible authors of our own reality. It is often argued that the form of a medium shapes how meaning is encountered, not only what is said (McLuhan, 1964).
To make the analysis even deeper, the paper proceeds in five movements. First, it revisits the Lippmann-Dewey debate to show how the problem of public competence remains central to democratic theory, but must now be reworked sociologically. Second, it reframes public opinion as a social fact and develops the concept of stratified co-production through Durkheim and Bourdieu. Third, it examines how older theories of media influence—agenda-setting, framing, propaganda and the spiral of silence—are intensified by algorithmic visibility and platform capitalism. Fourth, it turns to the Indian context to show how political messages travel through social trust, caste, kinship, language and local authority, with the Cockroach Janta Party episode serving as an illustrative case of symbolic reversal. Finally, it argues that democratic renewal requires more than individual fact-checking. It requires platform accountability, public-interest journalism, epistemic equality, civic media literacy and the redistribution of symbolic power in the public sphere.

The aim is not to present digital media as either the saviour or the destroyer of democracy. Such conclusions are too easy. The more difficult task is to understand how mediated and algorithmically organised communication changes the conditions under which a society recognises problems, authorises speakers, believes claims, silences groups and calls something “public opinion.” In the twenty-first century, democracy will depend not only on voting and representation, but also on whether the public sphere can be reorganised so that those who are spoken about may also become credible authors of public meaning. The Indian context makes this especially visible. 

2.0 Public Opinion as a Social Fact: Toward a Sociology of Stratified Co-Production

We often treat public opinion as just a collection of our individual views, fitting perfectly into our basic idea of democracy. But sociologically, public opinion stands right over us as an external pressure. We encounter it as a moral atmosphere already present in our daily lives. We might privately disagree with a dominant view in our workplace or classroom, but we keep quiet to avoid standing out. Public opinion acts as what Emile Durkheim called a social fact (Durkheim, 1982). We produce it together, but once it exists, it coerces us. It dictates exactly what we can safely say and marks certain ideas as dangerous, forcing us to anticipate exclusion if we ever step out of line.

This pressure does not come from a unified, equal society. We live in a stratified world where different groups constantly fight over meaning. We must look at this through Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic power (Bourdieu, 1991). The pressure we feel comes directly from dominant groups who possess the power to force their classifications onto the rest of us. We inhabit multiple different spaces—caste groups, religious networks, university campuses, and digital communities—and each exerts its own specific pressure on us. The real question asks how certain interpretations become our accepted reality. We have to figure out who gets to name our social problems or label us as a vote bank, a threat, or a beneficiary.

Not all of us have the same power to command attention. Our political elites, media owners, algorithms, and influencers hold massive symbolic capital, meaning their words carry far more weight. They classify us to maintain social order. When authorities call our unemployment a sign of laziness, they turn a structural failure into our personal defect. These labels actively create public opinion rather than just reflecting it. Because of this deep inequality, we cannot simply say we co-produce public opinion. We engage in stratified co-production. We all participate, but we do so inside strict hierarchies dictated by our class, gender, caste, language, and digital visibility. While a verified celebrity or politician speaks with absolute authority, the rest of us enter public discourse mostly as raw material for them to manage, pity, or blame.

We certainly resist these imposed labels. We build counter-publics, share our testimonies, and turn our humiliation into political speech. The Cockroach Janta Party movement showed exactly how we can take a stigmatizing insult and reverse it to completely mock a rotting system. But even our resistance happens under unequal conditions, leaving us vulnerable to trolling and legal threats. Going viral never gives us the institutional power to define public reason. This deep inequality also explains how misinformation spreads among us. Falsehoods do not just travel through neutral wires; they move through our networks of trust, fear, and authority. 

A lie becomes believable because of who in our community forwards it to us. To truly democratize our public sphere, we need more than better fact-checking. We must demand strict platform accountability, equal respect for our knowledge, and a total redistribution of symbolic power. We have to reorganize our communication so that those of us who are constantly spoken about can finally become the credible authors of our own reality.

3.0 The Lippmann-Dewey Debate Revisited: Public Competence, Mediation and Social Power

The debate between Walter Lippmann and John Dewey gives us the best foundation for understanding our own public opinion. We usually read their argument as a simple disagreement over whether we are smart enough to govern ourselves. But we need to look at the deeper question they asked: what actual conditions do we need to make good public judgments?

Lippmann made a harsh argument in the 1920s that still hits hard today (Lippmann, 1922, 1925). He pointed out that we rarely experience the political world directly. Instead, we rely entirely on stereotypes, symbols, and simplified images. The modern world has grown too massive, bureaucratic, and technically complex for us to grasp completely. We cannot personally inspect intelligence failures, climate data, or the code running our digital platforms. We have to depend on mediators. We rely on journalists, experts, local leaders, and algorithms to tell us what is happening. Because we depend so heavily on these symbols, elites can easily manufacture our consent and manipulate our attention. Lippmann thought this made our democracy fundamentally weak, so he argued that trained experts should step in to guide our decisions.

John Dewey accepted that our society was incredibly complex, but he refused to hand our power over to experts. He did not think we were naturally incompetent. He argued that our public was simply disorganized (Dewey, 1927). We lacked the proper institutions to discuss our injuries and turn our private struggles into shared public problems. For Dewey, we build our democratic competence through education, journalism, local associations, and cooperation. We learn how to be capable citizens.

We have to push Dewey's idea further today. Our ability to participate in public judgment is not just something we cultivate; it is a social resource that we distribute entirely unequally. Some of us get access to credible journalism, higher education, and digital literacy. The rest of us find ourselves at the receiving end of public meaning, depending strictly on forwarded messages, partisan television, and rumors passed down by local authorities.

This forces us to ask a harder question about power. Which of us does society actually authorize to speak, interpret, and be believed? It is not enough to say we all rely on mediation. We have to figure out why some of us become trusted mediators while the rest of us remain objects to be studied and managed.

We see this inequality plainly in India. Our public judgment gets filtered directly through our caste, class, gender, language, and digital access. An unemployed rural youth, a dominant-caste local leader, a Dalit student activist, and a WhatsApp group admin do not hold the same authority. All of us might talk online, but society does not listen to us equally. A few of us get to define what "national interest" means, while the rest of us just get labeled by those definitions.

Today’s digital platforms force us to live out both sides of the Lippmann-Dewey debate simultaneously. On one hand, we finally have Dewey’s tools. We can use a phone camera to turn a local injustice into a national issue. We can use hashtags to gather our scattered grievances and build counter-publics. On the other hand, Lippmann’s worst fears have come true. We react constantly to highly manipulated, simplified images. The machine that creates these pictures in our heads no longer has a single owner. The controls are scattered across tech platforms, influencers, recommendation systems, and us.

We do not encounter information on a level playing field. We form our opinions through strict, unequal relationships. Some of us are equipped to contest and author public meaning. Others remain exposed to classifications created by someone else. Some of us are trained to deliberate. The rest of us are trained to defer, forward messages blindly, feel fear, or just stay quiet.

The real crisis of our democratic discourse is not just that we are misinformed. The crisis is that the basic tools we need to become a competent public remain locked behind steep social walls. When our public education fails, when our journalism turns into a spectacle, and when our communication relies on unequal networks of authority, our democratic judgment fractures. This unequal reality drives the exact mechanisms—like agenda-setting, propaganda, algorithmic amplification, and the spiral of silence—that dictate exactly who among us gets to speak and who gets permanently silenced.

4.0 From Media Effects to Stratified Classification: Mechanisms of Public Opinion Formation

Theories of media influence still earn their keep, but only inside a wider sociology of power. Agenda-setting, framing, propaganda, algorithmic amplification, the spiral of silence: we treat these not as communication processes but as the machinery through which symbolic power becomes publicly effective. The real question is not whether media affects citizens. It is whose power to classify gets carried by it.

Start with agenda-setting. McCombs and Shaw argued that media may not tell people what to think, but it shapes what they think about (McCombs & Shaw, 1972). Read sociologically, that is the distribution of public seriousness. Attention is finite, and suffering does not enter it on equal terms. A grievance attached to powerful actors gets named urgent; the same grievance attached to weaker groups gets filed as local, routine, manageable. Agenda-setting is, in plain terms, a gatekeeping of public pain.

Framing pushes this further. Entman showed that frames define problems, diagnose causes, assign blame, propose remedies (Entman, 1993). That is classification in action. A protest can be cast as democratic assertion or as law-and-order disorder, and each frame fixes the actors a moral location before anyone has heard their case. This is where Bourdieu matters. Frames do not float; they rest on unequal resources. An anchor, a minister, a judge can frame an event with an authority the framed simply do not have. Their actual claim always arrives second.

Censorship, Herman and Chomsky remind us, is not required for systematic bias (Herman & Chomsky, 1988). Ownership, advertising, sourcing, political pressure filter reality before citizens meet it. The platform age adds a layer: algorithmic curation, built around engagement and data extraction rather than understanding (Srnicek, 2017; Zuboff, 2019). Algorithms do not prefer hatred. They reward what keeps us scrolling, and anger keeps us scrolling. So the old question, who controls the media, has to widen into who controls visibility, and who gains when outrage outruns explanation.

The spiral of silence returns here, sharper than Noelle-Neumann first drew it (Noelle-Neumann, 1974). People go quiet when they sense they are outnumbered, and a trending hashtag can fake that sense convincingly. But silence is not shared out evenly. A powerful figure survives the controversy. A contractual employee, a woman activist, a small-town journalist may not. The spiral, in other words, is social before it is psychological, produced by who can afford to be wrong in public.

One more shift. Lazarsfeld and his colleagues found that influence usually passes through opinion leaders rather than landing on isolated individuals (Lazarsfeld et al., 1948). In India that intermediary never disappeared, only went digital: the WhatsApp group admin, the coaching teacher, the caste elder. A claim forwarded by a teacher is not the same claim as an anonymous ad. It carries a relationship. This is why misinformation cannot be studied through content alone, and why "networked influence" should not be mistaken for equality. There are more participants now, but not equal authority. More channels, not equal credibility. Digital media multiplies the routes through which opinion forms, and the points at which symbolic power can work.

These are claims that need testing against something concrete. The next section turns to the Cockroach Janta Party episode, where we can watch agenda-setting as the gatekeeping of youth distress, framing as symbolic injury, and counter-publics forming as both resistance and stratified authorship.

5.0 From Cockroaches to Counter-Public: Youth, Satire and Stratified Co-Production in India

The Cockroach Janta Party episode is useful not as a political movement, but as a specimen. In a few compressed weeks it lets us watch classification, symbolic injury, satire, platform visibility, and institutional restriction working at once. Public opinion here is neither manufactured from above nor welling up from below. It is made in a fight over who gets to name a social condition, and whose naming sticks.

The trigger was a disputed remark attributed to Chief Justice of India Surya Kant during a Supreme Court hearing on 15 May 2026. Several reports framed it as a comparison between unemployed youth or online critics and "cockroaches" or "parasites." The next day the Chief Justice said he had been misquoted, and that he meant people entering professions on fake degrees, not the unemployed. That clarification belongs in the record, and we keep it there. But our interest is not in settling what he intended. It is in what the phrase did once it left the courtroom. A correction can address intention; it cannot recall affect.

What followed shows agenda-setting as the gatekeeping of youth distress (McCombs & Shaw, 1972). Youth unemployment, paper leaks, recruitment scams: these usually surface as scattered events, never quite a sustained public question. The controversy did not create the frustration. It gave it a symbol to gather around, and the symbol happened to be an insect. Distress sat in millions of households for years without becoming urgent. It became urgent the moment a phrase appeared to classify the distressed as vermin.

That is the second mechanism, framing as symbolic injury. The cockroach does heavy work in the social imagination: dirt, infestation, the thing you cannot get rid of. Pinned to angry youth, it relocates them morally. Their grievance becomes nuisance, their complaint noise. Bourdieu's point is that symbolic power works by making such a label feel like mere description. Call a group lazy, parasitic, chronically online, and you have quietly shifted the cause of unemployment from the economy to their character.

Then the interesting reversal. The movement did not just reject the slur; it occupied it. If cockroaches are everywhere, perhaps the rot is in the building, not the insects. That flip turned a label meant to shrink unemployed youth into a diagnosis of institutional decay, and for a moment some of them stopped being the described and became describers. Dominated groups have always done this with insults. What is new is the speed.

On scale, we should be careful. Reports spoke of the CJP gaining tens of millions of Instagram followers within days, but follower counts and follower identities need verification, and we will not pretend to know how the algorithms behaved without the platform's own data. What we can say safely: the content was shareable, visually simple, emotionally loaded. A meme carries resentment without asking the sender to declare an ideology, and a mock party can hold real grievance precisely because it does not look like politics at first. This thing had no offices, no cadre, no village meetings. It existed by being seen, shared, and counted, which is to say it was visible before it was organised.

Visibility of that kind is borrowed, not owned. Reports indicate the CJP's X account was blocked in India, and at least one report says the Delhi High Court declined immediate interim relief and pointed the matter toward government review, though this should be checked against the final court record before submission (The New Indian Express, May 16, 21 & 29, 2026). Reuters also reported allegations by founder Abhijeet Dipke of threats and attempts to compromise the movement's online presence; the report did not independently verify these, so they stay allegations, not facts (Reuters, May 25 & 28, 2026). The distinction is not pedantry. A paper about misinformation cannot afford loose certainty. And the lesson holds either way: a counter-public that lives on infrastructure it does not control can be switched off. Appearance now depends on infrastructural permission.

The last mechanism is the one that complicates everything, and it is where we want to stake the most. The CJP was a counter-public, but not a democratic one in any flat sense. Turning insult into viral satire takes resources: meme fluency, English or the right vernacular, network access, time, the confidence to be loud online. The exam aspirant in a small town, the rural labourer, the young woman under family surveillance, the platform-fluent urban creator, these do not author dissent on equal terms. So "youth" splits. Some become the witty authors of the satire; others stay its silent raw material, living unemployment as debt or migration or quiet shame. The counter-public does not stand outside stratification. It is produced inside it. Which forces the harder questions: who designs the symbol, who holds the handle, who becomes the founder, and who remains the anonymous youth whose pain lends the whole thing its moral weight?

Put the layers together and you get what we are calling stratified co-production. The opinion did not come from the court remark, or the founder, or Instagram, or the press, or the state. It came from their interaction, and they were never equals in it. A judicial sentence carries institutional weight; a satire account carries viral energy; platforms hold the visibility switch; media translate the episode for everyone else. Ordinary youth were both participants and material. To say "the youth reacted" is true and almost useless. The reaction became public only through platform form, media narration, and official anxiety. Without visibility it stays scattered frustration; without the distress underneath, the satire is just a joke. Public opinion here was not expressed. It was assembled. And the question it leaves us with is the one democracies keep failing: who gets to define the unemployed young, and why is it never, quite, themselves?

6.0 Toward a Democratic Media Ethics: From Fact-Checking to Symbolic Equality

Fact-checking is necessary, and it arrives too late. By the time a false claim is corrected, the symbolic injury it carried has already done its travelling, and the clarification limps behind. So the problem is not only informational. It is institutional, and it is symbolic. If public opinion is a stratified social fact, democracy needs more than the formal right to speak. It needs conditions under which different groups can actually be heard, believed, and protected from labels pinned on them by others. Not a public sphere without conflict, which is a fantasy. Disagreement is the point. The distortion creeps in when some groups can classify others and never have to answer for it.

None of this makes the familiar reforms useless. Platforms now decide who is seen and who is reputationally damaged, and their ranking systems, moderation rules, and account restrictions shape the conditions of public appearance. A democracy is entitled to ask how visibility gets produced and how a user appeals a decision that silences them. But regulation cuts both ways. A rule written against misinformation can become a rule against dissent overnight, so we have to watch two unaccountable powers at the same time: corporate control over visibility, and state control over speech. Rights-based and reviewable, or it is not democratic.

Journalism still matters, maybe more. The CJP case shows why. Stripped of reporting, the public gets fragments: an alleged remark, a viral account, a blocked handle, a clarification, a claim of threat, a follower count nobody has verified. Journalism's job is to slow those fragments down and set them next to each other, to keep fact apart from allegation, and to hold the clarification in the record without pretending it erases the wound. Where journalism turns into theatre, the powerful classifiers win by default.

Media literacy is necessary too, but "check before forwarding" is thin. People should verify sources, yes. They also need to ask the sociological question: not only "is this true," but "why does this feel true to me, and whose picture of society does it reinforce." This matters acutely in India, where a WhatsApp forward from a caste elder or a family priest is never anonymous information. It arrives with a relationship attached, and the relationship is half the message. So literacy has to mean reading the authority behind the claim, not just the claim.

The sharper implication is epistemic equality. A democracy cannot hold when some citizens live inside rich information and others run mostly on rumour and authority-based forwarding. Credible knowledge is a public resource, and public libraries, regional-language fact-checking, school media programmes, and honest government communication should be treated as infrastructure, the way we treat roads. 

The question was never just whether people have internet. It is whether they have meaningful access to knowledge they can trust and understand. And representation is not enough. A democracy weakens when Dalits, women, migrants, the unemployed enter public talk only as problems to be managed, narrated by elites, framed by police, performed by the media. They need rooms where they define their own injuries.

Which brings us to the thing underneath all of it: symbolic power, and who holds it. If opinion is shaped by the power to classify, reform has to touch who gets to name reality. More speech changes little if the hierarchy of credibility stays put, if only some voices are heard as rational, national, respectable. Redistributing that power is not about silencing dominant voices. It is about widening authorship, and changing what makes authorship credible in the first place. The people usually spoken about should be able to appear as speakers. Counter-publics should not be written off in advance as noise; sometimes the knowledge born from injury is the most accurate knowledge in the room.

There is also speed. The CJP case shows speed can serve a counter-public, because satire travelled fast and turned injury into shared visibility. Speed is not the enemy. The trouble starts when injury outruns clarification, outrage outruns verification, and classification outruns accountability. So the task is selective friction, something that slows the impulsive forward and the instant vilification without strangling the quick circulation through which weaker publics occasionally get to speak back.

We are not trying to purify public opinion. It will stay contested, emotional, half-formed, always. The task is smaller and harder than purification: make its production less unequal, less opaque, less cruel to people who are already badly positioned. A democratic media ethics is not finally about correcting false statements. It is about the social conditions under which meaning gets made. Verify claims, but also recognise classification. Hold platforms to account not only for what they remove but for what they make visible. Report not only what was said but who got hurt by how it was said. And ask the question that actually matters: not whether people can speak, but whether different groups have a fair chance of being believed.

7.0 Conclusion: Public Opinion, Symbolic Power and the Democratic Struggle over Meaning

This article began with a small irritation. Public opinion gets treated either as the free voice of citizens or as something manufactured for them, and neither account is enough. It is not a pile of preferences waiting to be counted, nor a thing simply stamped onto passive minds. It is made, through institutions, media, platforms, and fights over meaning, but made unequally. A stratified social fact, in short.

Durkheim gets us partway. He lets us see opinion as external and coercive, something people live under rather than merely hold. We anticipate its approval and flinch from its punishment. But in a stratified society it cannot be the expression of one shared conscience, and here Bourdieu supplies the missing half: opinion is shaped by unequal symbolic power. Some actors can name reality, sort others into categories, and make those categories feel like plain description. That gap is why we proposed stratified co-production. Everyone participates in making public opinion. Almost no one participates equally. Some author the categories; others enter discourse as the categories, as vote banks, beneficiaries, threats, problems to be managed.

The Cockroach Janta Party episode made this concrete. We kept the disputed "cockroach" remark and the Chief Justice's later clarification in the same frame on purpose, because the question was never what he intended. It was what the phrase did once it left his mouth. It wounded, gathered youth anger, and got flipped, through satire, into a diagnosis of a rotting system. But even that counter-public was stratified. The platform-fluent turned insult into viral material; the precarious stayed its silent raw material. The spoken-about spoke back, just not all of them, and not with equal force.

The case also shows why accuracy is not the whole story. Correction and verification matter, and responsible work includes them. Yet meaning travels through injury, humour, trust, and social location as much as through facts, and a correction can repair the record while leaving the wound open. Injury moves faster than explanation because it is more shareable. That is not a reason to give up on truth. It is a reason to study why truth and injury circulate so unequally.

So the democratic point is blunt. You cannot democratise opinion by adding speech or internet connections. More speech can leave symbolic power exactly where it was; more visibility can leave credibility just as lopsided. "Redistribution of symbolic power" sounds grand, but it means something ordinary: the people who actually live unemployment, caste humiliation, gendered exposure, rural distress should have stronger means to define those conditions themselves, and to be believed. To appear as interpreters of their own lives, not as data.

Public opinion will never be pure or fully rational, and democracy should not want it to be. Disagreement is the work, not the failure. The real question is whether contestation happens under conditions where some groups are permanently named by others, or under conditions where more groups can name themselves and be heard. In an age of algorithmic mediation, democracy is not endangered only when people are misinformed. It is endangered when the power to define reality grows too unequal. Defending democratic discourse, then, is not just fighting falsehood. It is widening who gets to speak, be heard, refuse an imposed label, and count as a credible author of public meaning.
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