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Depth Comprehensive Examination 
 
 

Mapping Agency-led Journalism Reform:  
Intercultural Journalism Practice  

 
 
Overview: Problematic 
 
This comprehensive field is broadly located in Journalism Studies and examines specific 

proposals for agent-driven reform of intercultural public communication. The rationale 

behind this approach is a prioritization of agency within a bounded social history: the 

selection and evaluation of openings for praxis within the broad systemic framework, 

normative overview, and material context highlighted in Field 1.  

To do this, it draws on three disciplines identified by Schudson (1997), Zelizer 

(2004), and Walh-Jorgensen and Hanitzsch (2009): sociology, political science and 

cultural studies. These approaches highlight the debate between structure/agency within 

journalism reform, with the aim of demonstrating the theoretical possibility of an ‘agency 

within structure’ model. This reform strategy is then used to situate two categories of 

proposed expressions of intercultural journalism practice that work to address the 

challenges raised in Field 1 concerning contemporary media coverage of ethno-

cultural/‘racialized’ communities within liberal-democratic multicultural societies.1 

Focusing on the critique of professionalization and epistemology, these two alternative 

expressions of media production practices—Global Journalism and Peace Journalism—

work to address some of the deficiencies identified. To justify this approach and focus, 

this field definition draws on literature from both Procedural-Competitive and 

Participatory-Deliberative normative conceptions of democracy (Held, 1996; Strömbäck, 

2005; Hackett and Carroll, 2006).  While detailed descriptions of these two approaches 

(and related debates) are bracketed in Field 1, this field definition begins with a brief 

discussion of their guiding presumptions with regards to their impact on 

professionalization (production practices) and epistemology (operating logics and 

approach to knowledge production) in the field of journalism (Bourdieu, 2005). This 

field’s guiding questions are:  

                                                 
1 These deficiencies being the three critiques discussed in Field 1: citizenship; professionalization and 
epistemology; material reality. 
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• What professional and epistemological proposals for intercultural 

journalism practice exist? 

• How do considerations of structure and agency impact the practical 

expressions of these reforms, and what constitutes the enabling 

environment for such a normative project? 

 
Part I: Approach Rationale 
 
The field begins with a brief discussion situating the institutional field of journalism and 

the agents working within it. As noted above, this summary draws on Zelizer’s (2004) 

and Walh-Jorgensen and Hanitzsch’s (2009) overviews of the field of journalism studies 

and Schudson’s (1997) discussion of The Sociology of News Production Revisited. Given 

the interdisciplinary nature of Journalism Studies, this field definition includes readings 

from three disciplines: organizational sociology, political science and cultural analysis. 

These three disciplines, which are viewed as interrelated, are used to orient the 

relationship between structure and agency in the field of journalism, as well as offer an 

overarching organizational schema for the comprehensive field.  

This discussion is further framed with reference to the two normative democratic 

positions discussed in Field 1: Procedural-Competitive and Participatory-Deliberative 

democracy (Anderson and Ward, Ch. 3, 2007). Briefly, Procedural-Competitive 

approaches to democracy normatively view journalism as an institutionalized means of 

communication designed primarily as a means of transmitting information to the 

electorate to inform their actions in periodic public elections, as a barometer of ‘public 

opinion’ via polling results and vox populi interviews, as a ‘watchdog’ against the 

excesses of elected public officials (McNair, 2000; Bennett, 2005, Ch. 1; Strömbäck, 

2005; McQuail, 2005; Hackett and Carroll, 2006; Anderson, 2007; Gastil, 2008; McNair, 

2009). The presumptions inherent in this normative approach view power as pluralistic; 

that is, as dispersed throughout multiple centres within society. It is redistributed across 

groups and individuals through a system of institutionalized checks and balances, one of 

which is the media system.  

Participatory-Deliberative approaches, while recognizing the problems and 

solutions identified by Procedure-Competitive democrats, go further in their 

considerations of challenges and proposals for reform. They proceed from different 
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normative goals for the role of media in society. Normative proposals from this 

perspective ideally aim to construct a media system as an open forum(s) that individuals 

and (historically contingent, overlapping and fluid) groups use to deliberate with elected 

officials about public policy (Benhabib, 2008; Gastil, 2008). Organized broadly around a 

‘public sphere(s)’ perspective (which encompasses many variants on Habermas’s original 

conception, as discussed in Field 1), this approach presumes a more actively engaged 

citizenry, and a media system (and accompanying values of professionalism) that is more 

open to a broader range of voices and communicative styles than the Procedural-

Competitive approach (Calhoun, 1992; Garnham, 1992; Splichal, 1993; Gastil, 2008, Ch. 

3). Variations on this argument hold that this restructuring of the public sphere approach 

must be accompanied by broader redistributive mechanisms in order to be effective (see 

Field 1). 

Critical approaches from this perspective view the political-economic 

organization of society as structured in dominance (Hackett and Zhao, Ch. 7, 1998; 

Entman, 2000; Couldry and Curran, 2003; Curran, 2003, Ch. 4; Hackett and Carroll, 

2006). As discussed in Field 1, these proponents argue that power is exercised by 

concentrations of capital (economic, political, cultural, etc) that use media systems to 

maintain their dominant position in a hierarchically structured society. 

Despite these differences, advocates from both normative democratic perspectives 

propose reforms that include elements of structure and agency (Curran, 2003, Ch. 5; 

Couldry, 2003). This comprehensive field definition takes the position of an ‘agency-

within-structure’ mode of analysis: holding that structural change is in part achieved by 

the actions of agents working within a given institutional field. This approach views 

reforms of journalism practice as existing in dialectical tension with the agents working 

within structural constraints, thus recognizing the mutually constituting relationship 

between structure and agency. This follows Bourdieu’s arguments that agents working 

within the institutional structure and operational logic of a given field can work to effect 

structural change (Benson, 2006; Neveu, 2007). In short, the aim of this field definition is 

to explore research that supports an ‘agency within structure’ model of journalism 

reform, and to outline the contours of potential reform strategies that work to address the 

problems of media, power and democracy in liberal-democratic multicultural societies 

identified in Field 1.  
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Part II: Structure and Agency in the Journalistic Field 
 
The second part of the field moves from mapping broad descriptions and critiques of the 

news media system to a consideration of specific reform strategies. These proposals aim 

to address some of the shared deficiencies identified by both Competitive-Procedural and 

Participatory-Deliberative normative approaches to democracy: issues of access and 

representation, commercialization and lack of social responsibility. Building on these 

shared challenges, it further applies the critiques and proposed solutions of Participatory-

Deliberative democracy to achieve broader substantive reform with regards to 

multiculturalism/‘racial’ representation in media.  

This section necessarily begins with a consideration of the balance of structure 

and agency (Walsh, 1998) available to agents working within the field of journalism. By 

highlighting studies that demonstrate both continuity and change within journalism 

practice, this section aims to identify points of entry for reform proposals. As noted, this 

section argues that an ‘agency within structure’ approach allows for the possibility of 

progressive structural reform within already existing institutional fields (Benson, 2006; 

Hackett, 2006; Neveau, 2006; Schudson and Anderson, 2009). Key questions considered 

in this section are: 

 
• Given the problems in the present media system identified in Field 1, what 

strategies are available to progressive reformers? Is there potential for 
progressive change within the already existing media system, or are 
broader structural reforms necessary? 

• What are some specific arguments and critiques that have been made with 
regard to specific factors (news determinants) that impact the news 
production process? 

 
The goal of this section is to situate broader considerations of the link between 

media and power within the specific context of journalism practice. To do this, it draws 

on various ‘news determinants’ (Shoemaker and Reese, 1996) that impact the 

professional practices and epistemology of the field of journalism.  

When considering and critiquing professional practices, research has suggested 

that the individual-level traits of media workers such as demographic factors or personal 

backgrounds fail to have much impact on journalism practices, given that new employees 

are quickly socialized into newsroom practices and values (Weaver and Wilhoit, cited in 
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Shoemaker and Reese, 1996; Deuze, 2007). This offers evidence for the possibility of 

agent-driven change to reform the institutional structure of the field of journalism, since it 

highlights how individual news workers can separate morphological characteristics from 

their professional practices. It follows academic research that points to the effect of 

organizational constraints and professional norms (Bennett, Ch. 5, 2005; O’Neill and 

Harcup, 2009) as regulating and guiding journalist behaviour. By working within these 

historically contingent, socially constructed (structural) constraints, individual journalists 

can exercise a degree of agency in their work: and in a dialectical process of continuity 

and change, can work to reform them ‘from the inside’. This serves as a clear illustration 

of the possibility of a ‘structure in agency’ approach to journalism reform. 

Evidence for the potential of agent-driven reform of professional practices is 

explored in two contexts: cultural studies and media sociology. A cultural studies 

approach works to uncover the underlying values and logics that guide the production of 

news products (Gans, 1978; Allen, 2004; O’Neill and Harcup, 2009). From a 

Competitive-Procedural approach, these practices are seen as guiding principles for 

ethical professional practice – as helping journalists fulfill their ‘watchdog’ function 

(Kovach and Rosensteil, 2001). However, critics note that historically, news values also 

serve to promote problematic values such as consumerism and ethnocentrism. Therefore, 

critics argue that journalists should work to reform production practices and routines in a 

way that addresses these problems (Gans, 1979, Rosen, 2000; Allen, 2004).  

Representing the epistemology critique, objectivity is seen as an important site 

for cultural reform within journalism practice (Hackett and Zhao, Ch. 5, 1998; Allan, Ch. 

3, 2005). Both Competitive-Procedural and Participatory-Deliberative democrats have 

moved towards a critique of traditional objectivity in journalism, and some overlap exists 

in terms of their belief in the possibility of reform through new forms of practice and 

education. For example, some argue that ‘pragmatic objectivity’ is a methodological 

solution towards news production practice that aims to overcome the excesses of 

traditional objectivity (Ward, 2004). Participatory-Deliberative democrats similarly note 

the historical contingency of the concept of objectivity (Allan, Ch. 1, 2005) and the 

epistemological and practical problems involved in its implementation, but further 

expand their critique to encompass broader institutional logics and political-economic 

considerations (Hackett and Zhao, Ch. 2 and Ch. 3, 1998) as well as issues of citizenship 
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and public involvement in multicultural societies (see for example Avison and Meadows, 

2000). This discussion encompasses a ‘de-Westernization’ of journalism studies 

(Wasserman and de Beer, 2009) and a recognition of hybridized conceptions of news 

production practice (Allan, Ch.4, 2005), as well as the ability of working journalists to 

exercise agency in promoting structural reforms of the process of objectivity (Hackett and 

Zhao, Ch. 8, 1998; Bennett, Ch. 8, 2005). 

A media sociology approach locates its consideration of professional practices in 

the context of daily news production processes. Such studies explain media routines 

through an understanding of the pressures of organizational requirements. For example, 

from this perspective, objectivity is employed by journalists as a “strategic ritual” to 

avoid critique, and information is collected in a “news net” subject to constraints of time 

and place (Tuchman, 1978). Source-media interactions also impact daily news production 

(Erickson et al, 1989; Bennett, Ch. 4, 2005; Hackett and Carroll, Ch. 3, 2006; Berkowitz, 

2009), and critics note that an over-reliance on elite sources for the majority of news 

results in an over-representation of powerful groups and a constraint on the range of 

debate represented in the news, creating a “hierarchy of credibility” (Allan, 2004). That 

said, although the actions of individual news-producing agents are undertaken within the 

structural boundaries of institutionalized media organizations, professional news routines 

are subject to agency-driven historical change as well as countervailing pressures towards 

continuity (Curran, 2002; Becker and Vlad, 2009).  

Research indicates there are many examples of indirect structural impacts on 

agent-driven news production processes. These include the effect of technologies and 

institutionally-mandated work arrangements (Deuze, 2007), as well as the impact of 

ownership structures and professional socialization through company policies, codes of 

ethics, allocation of resources (time, technology, money), professional self-regulation 

(Ward, 2009), discursive formats (Bird and Dardenne, 2009) and day-to-day socialization 

(Tuchman, 1978; Anderson, 2007). This is one reason many reform approaches have 

worked to develop an immanent critique of news practices, using the field’s internal logic 

as justification for change. As well, despite these indirect structural pressures, creative 

agents have found space for resistance, for example in their function as ‘gatekeepers’ of 

selecting the information that is transformed into news (Shoemaker et al, 2009).  
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External factors also serve to impact news production. These political economic 

factors include government policies (McChesney, 2004; Brandenburg, 2007; McChesney, 

2008) and advertising pressures (Bettig, 2002), which impact the agency of journalists. 

At a more micro level, journalists engage with sources who work to influence the news 

through sophisticated Public Relations techniques. That said, the source-journalists 

relationship is best described as mutually constituting: external sources must also 

conform to the ‘rules of the game’ and modify their activities to fit the constraints of the 

field of media (Bourdieu, 2006). Journalists can also choose to ignore or challenge these 

external pressures, although depending on their influence, may suffer personal or 

professional penalties for doing so.  

The final news determinant discussed by Shoemaker and Reese is ideology. 

Building on some strains of Participatory-Deliberative democracy’s application of 

Gramsci’s notions of hegemony to analyses of media, this argument holds that a 

dominant (hegemonic) ideology can serve to restrict the range of debate available in the 

news media (Herman and Chomsky, 1988; Curran, 2002; Allan, 2004; Hackett and 

Carroll, 2006). At the same time, hegemony is recognized as undergoing a constant 

process of change as it works to incorporate and reject counter-hegemonic processes. 

Through this continuous dialectical process of negotiation, progressive agents can work 

to reform structures through influencing hegemonic ideologies. 

In summary, despite the strong structural influences of the news determinants 

outlined, much evidence indicates that agents have opportunities to enact (limited) reform 

of media structures. Research points to the conclusion that journalism practice, like all 

institutionalized activities, is not a reified set of practices, norms and beliefs; rather it is 

the product of an ongoing process of social construction, and through the activity of 

agents working within the field, constantly undergoes change as well as renewal.  

 
Part III: Approaches to Agent-Driven Journalism Reform  
 
The third section moves from a discussion of the structure/agency debate within 

journalism to focus on two streams of proposed intercultural journalism reform. This 

discussion is foregrounded by recognizing the contested nature of a central concept: that 

is, the presumptions embedded within an articulation of intercultural communication. 

These presumptions are explored in Fraser’s discussion of the necessary link between 
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‘recognition’ and ‘redistribution’ when formulating social justice-oriented normative 

theory (Fraser, 2003). In evaluating the recognition approach to social justice, she notes 

the importance of addressing the issue of material inequality (redistribution), and its 

connection to communicative action (Fraser, 2003). Fraser convincingly argues that only 

through foregrounding power imbalances and equal participation and presuming an ethic 

of redistribution and material equality can meaningful recognition be achieved by all. 

This is contrasted with symbolic-oriented approaches to recognition that foreground 

communicative action at the expensive of material redistribution, and if not handled 

carefully, can fall into the trap of universalizing differences and ignoring power 

imbalances—and argument raised for example by Henry in her critique of Canada’s 

multiculturalism policies (Henry, 2002).  

The two reform streams explored in this field are: Global Journalism and Peace 

Journalism. These two reform proposals are chosen because they address some of the 

key critiques raised by media scholars in terms of the challenges of multicultural news 

production practices, as well as contain the possibility of incorporating Fraser’s (2003) 

approach towards amalgamating redistribution and recognition. Both streams are 

theoretically rooted in the Participatory-Deliberative tradition of normative democracy, 

and both view a properly organized media system as addressing issues of power and 

inequality, as well as of cross-cultural translation/recognition, with the aim of ensuring all 

affected parties have equal voice in the democratic process of deliberating public policy 

(Bailey and Harindranath, 2006; Glasser et al, 2009). The broader philosophical and 

political context around these issues are explored in detail in Field 1; this section instead 

turns to examine the practical expressions and proposals for journalism practices that aim 

to fill these normative goals (see Benson, 2005 for an application of this argument to US 

journalism; Downing and Husband, Ch. 9, 2005).   

 
Approaches to Reform I: Global Journalism 

As defined in this field, Global Journalism builds on findings from interpretive 

anthropology (Geertz, 1983) to propose a globalized conception of intercultural 

journalism practice (Cottle, 2009). This approach focuses on journalism practice that self-

reflexively reflects on the shifting/hybrid/disaporic nature of cultural/ethnic identity, and 

through a relational approach to journalistic storytelling, presumes the possibility of 
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shared points of contact between groups and a shared form of ‘intercultural 

communication’ (Husband and Downing, Ch. 6 and Ch. 9, 2005). This perspective 

follows Geertz’s interpretive anthropology (1983), which holds that it is 

epistemologically and methodologically possible to translate meaning between cultures. 

Using careful observation, adequate context and clear communication, agents working 

within the parameters of a given field can apply their expertise to represent another 

group’s point of view within a medium of communication (Dervin and Clark, 1993; 

Husband and Downing, Ch. 6, 2005; Kraidy and Murphy, 2008; Benhabib, 2008). This 

conception of Global Journalism employs elements of (but is distinct from) Berglez’s 

definition, which restricts its focus on a form of communication that serves to link local 

to global processes, highlighting interconnections and relationships between those 

modalities rather than multicultural society and intercultural communication (Berglez, 

2008).  

Critics note the dangers of this approach, given its potential to ignore power 

discrepancies, essentialize group identities, exclude voices, and reproduce historical 

relations of inequality (Smith, 1999). To address these issues, Global Journalism takes 

into consideration critiques of ‘Orientalism’ (Said, 1978) and ‘racial discourse’ (Hall, 

1995; Li, 2007) that illuminate the (at times hidden) variables of power/dominance within 

communicative forms. See Field 1 for a more developed discussion of these issues. 

 Despite these challenges, proponents argue that in well-practiced Global 

Journalism, differences can be bracketed through a self-reflexive consideration of 

power/domination, including an emphasis on relational forms of issue perception, 

organizational routines, discursive structures and political-economic structural constraints 

of involved agents (Bailey and Harindranath, 2006; Berglez, 2008; Glasser et al, 2009). 

This approach is reflected in several specific reform strategies.  

A growing body of research promotes the concept of a ‘global journalism ethics’ 

(Ward, 2005 and 2009), which self-reflexively foregrounds the notion of a globalized 

conception of journalistic norms and works to apply pressure on agents working within 

the journalistic field through the creation of standardized codes of conduct and 

enforceable laws (Youm, 2009). However, to be effective, these conceptions must also 

take into consideration the overarching political-economic, structural and epistemic 

conditions they are embedded within (Zhao and Hackett, 2004). 
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Some reform-minded news outlets are working to foster intercultural stories that 

proceed from a normative ideal of ‘racial comity’ as opposed to ‘animosity’ or 

‘ambivalence’ (Entman and Rojecki, 2000). Education is one route that mainstream news 

organizations are taking to develop more globalized approaches to news production 

practices. Attempts are made to ‘de-mainstream’ binary oppositions in reporting the 

‘other’ (Terzis, 2008) and to conceptualize the ‘other’ using alternative discursive 

practices (Fürsich, 2002). Downing and Husband summarize this approach in their 

discussion of the application of the insights of intercultural communication to news 

production practices (Downing and Husband, 2005). 

‘Ethnic’ and ‘Diasporic’ media (that is, non-mainstream commercial or public 

sector media) (Gabriel, Ch. 1, 1998; Atton, 2009) are essential to any reform project 

aimed at constructing a self-reflexive form of intercultural global journalism practice. 

Therefore, this field incorporates several case studies of ethnic media. Broad summary 

studies include work by Cottle (2000), Mahtani (2001, in the Canadian context) and 

Wilson et al (2003, in the US context). Bredin (forthcoming) traces the connection 

between indigenous media and alternative media, noting that the two forms share several 

similar normative goals, including a willingness to employ a variety of discursive formats 

and a commitment to participatory engagement with local communities and individuals. 

More specific case studies include Avison and Meadows, who trace the history of 

the Aboriginal newspaper sector in Canada and Australia, noting the importance of these 

‘indigenous public spheres’ in engaging with a broader ‘mainstream public sphere’ about 

issues concerning Aboriginal communities (2000). Jacobs (2000) makes a similar 

argument in a study about African American newspapers and their interaction with 

mainstream media during periods of civil society ‘crisis’. However, such an 

‘engagement-oriented’ approach must involve careful self-reflection on the part of the 

‘ethnic’ journalists to ensure they are not inadvertently socialized into ‘mainstream’ 

media practices, values and epistemologies (Wilson, 2000). Riggins (1992) similarly 

notes the importance of ethnic minority media production practices in supporting a viable 

form of cultural survival, and the challenges against tendencies of assimilation into 

mainstream news processes and majority cultures. A similar argument is made by Karim 

(2003) with regards to the balance between hybridized diasporic communities and 
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majority groups, and Guyot (2006) who explores the interaction between minority 

language media and the ‘mainstream’ public sphere. 

 
Approaches to Reform II: Peace Journalism 
 
The second reform approach explored in this field is Peace Journalism. Drawing from 

Peace and Conflict Studies, this strategy examines attempts to encourage a self-reflexive 

form of journalism practice that aims to reform news conventions to encourage global 

consensus building and understanding among parties as opposed to historical forms of 

journalism practice that tend to dichotomize and exacerbate conflict. Shinar argues that 

Peace Journalism can lead to better reporting, strengthen ethical values in the media, 

contribute to the public sphere and widen scholarly and media horizons (Shinar, 2007). 

Tehranian notes that Peace Journalism can be used to help inform a system of global 

media ethics, though to be successful, it must be enabled through supportive political-

economic structures (Tehranian, 2002).  

This section’s fundamental guiding presumption follows work by media scholars 

in the field of Peace and Conflict Studies (Becker, 1982; Hackett, 1991). This research 

holds that the media, along with other forms of communication, are implicated in 

escalations of ‘material’ conflict (Spencer, 2005). This argument can be extended to 

include cross-cultural conflicts (LeBaron and Pillay, 2006). In journalism, this tendency 

towards conflict is due in part to journalism conventions that serve to discursively 

represent reified groups that are positioned in binary opposition to one another in a ‘zero-

sum’ struggle with one another. Rather than working to cultivate space for consensus 

building, subordinate voices and cultural differences in ways that promote dialogue and 

compromise, news production practices tend to harden dichotomies, emphasize 

differences and escalate conflict (Spencer, 2005; Lynch and McGoldrick, 2005; Ross, 

2009). 

Critics have pointed out possible shortcomings to the Peace Journalism strategy. 

Some focus on issues of power/domination – the necessity for an adequate consideration 

of ‘social justice’ as opposed to symbolic recognition, as noted (and addressed, via 

Fraser’s 2003 arguments) above. Some proponents of a ‘social justice’ approach question 

whether consensus-building is always a laudable (or achievable) goal, given  

longstanding structural material inequalities between communities. Instead of promoting 
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dialogue and negotiation, these critics argue that redistributive justice should be based on 

difference rather than consensus (Hanitzsch, 2005; Hamelink, 2008). However, 

proponents of Peace Journalism note that it recognizes the problem of structural violence 

(Becker, 1981) and recognizes the need for material redistribution as well as recognition, 

and rather than ‘false consensus’ calls for conflict transformation (Peleg, 2006). 

Critics also raise practical critiques, including the potential for Peace Journalism 

to become ‘advocacy journalism’, thus undermining the credibility of the field as a 

whole, as well as its unrealistic belief in the power of media effects in their ability to 

achieve material change—and the ability of journalists to exercise agency (Hanitzsch, 

2005). They also point out that it is not the role of journalists to engage in policy 

decisions or peace-making activities—and by doing so in practicing Peace Journalism, 

they may be redirecting pressure that should be applied to the politicians and officials 

(Hanitzsch, 2004). Finally, critiques point out that Peace Journalists assume powerful, 

linear media effects—that changing media practices will affect material change, which is 

a questionable assumption for many (ibid). 

In response to these practical considerations, proponents point to the need for 

Peace Journalists to maintain professional standards of accuracy and neutrality, as well as 

broaden the scope of debate and source access in the news (Lynch and McGoldrick, 

2005). These proponents note that Peace Journalism does not need to entail linear media 

effects, but rather acts a form of mediation that expands the field of conflict and renders 

visible its logic and effects—in short, it helps open policy options and issues to public 

discussion, rather than ‘forcing’ direct action on the part of decision-makers (Spencer, 

2005; ibid). 

  

Conclusion: 
 
In conclusion, this field definition highlights key issues to consider when proposing a 

substantive form of agent-focused intercultural journalism practice. After summarizing 

some of the structural, political and practical challenges of achieving and proposing 

intercultural journalism reform, it moved to focus on two potential strategies for change: 

Global Journalism and Peace Journalism. The two normative proposals for journalism 

practice outlined both apply arguments raised by Participatory-Deliberative democrats 

and social justice theorists (understood as the necessity to consider both recognition and 
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redistributive justice with regards to intercultural conflicts).  Building on these 

arguments, the field definition highlighted and explored relevant debates and problems 

inherent in these two proposed reform strategies. 

Bibliography 
 
Anderson, P. (2007). Competing models of journalism and democracy. In Anderson, P. 
and Ward, G. (Eds.), The Future of Journalism in the Advanced Democracies (pp. 39-
50). Aldershot and Burlington: Ashgate. 
 
Anderson, P., Weymouth, A. and Ward, G. (2007). The changing world of journalism. In 
Anderson, P. and Ward, G. (Eds.), The Future of Journalism in the Advanced 
Democracies (pp. 17-38). Aldershot and Burlington: Ashgate. 
 
Avison, S., & Meadows, M. (2000). Speaking and hearing: aboriginal newspapers and the 
public sphere in Canada and Australia. Canadian Journal of Communication, 25(3). 
 
Bailey, O.G. and Harindranath, R. (2006). Ethnic minorities, cultural difference and the 
cultural politics of communication. International Journal of Media and Cultural Politics, 
2(3), 299-313. 
 
Barnhurst, K. and Nerone, J. (2009). Journalism history. In Walh-Jorgensen, K. and 
Hanitzsch, T. (Eds.), The Handbook of Journalism Studies. New York: Routledge. 
 
Becker, J. (1981). Communication and Peace: The Empirical and Theoretical Relation 
Between Two Categories in Social Sciences. The Journal of Peace Research, 19(3), 227-
240. 
 
Becker, L. and Vlad, T. (2009). News organizations and routines. In Walh-Jorgensen, K. 
and Hanitzsch, T. (Eds.), The Handbook of Journalism Studies. New York: Routledge. 
 
Bennett, L. (2005). How journalists report the news. News: The Politics of Illusion (6th 
ed., pp. 151-179). New York: Pearson-Longman. 
 
Bennett, L. (2005). Inside the profession: Objectivity and political authority. News: The 
Politics of Illusion (6th ed., pp. 180-207). New York: Pearson-Longman. 
 
Bennett, L. (2005). The news about democracy: An introduction to governing the 
American political system. News: The Politics of Illusion (6th ed., pp. 1-35). New York: 
Pearson-Longman. 
 
Benson, R. (2005). American journalism and the politics of diversity. Media, Culture and 
Society, 27(1), 5-20. 
 
Benson, R. and Neveu, E. (2005). Introduction: Field theory as a work in progress. In 
Benson, R. and Neveu, E. (Eds.), Bourdieu and the Journalistic Field. Cambridge and 
Malden: Polity Press. 



McMahon, Comprehensive Field #2 
  June 22, 2009 

 - 15 - 

 
Berglez, P. (2008). What is global journalism? Theoretical and empirical 
conceptualizations. Journalism Studies, 9(6), 845-858. 
 
Berkowitz, D. (2009). Reporters and their sources. In Walh-Jorgensen, K. and Hanitzsch, 
T. (Eds.), The Handbook of Journalism Studies. New York: Routledge. 
 
Bourdieu, P. (2005). The political field, the social science field, and the journalistic field. 
In Benson, R. and Neveu, E. (Eds.), Bourdieu and the Journalistic Field (pp. 29-47). 
Cambridge and Malden: Polity Press. 
 
Bredin, M. (2009). Indigenous media as alternative media. Forthcoming. 
 
Coleman, R., McCombs, M., Shaw, D., & and Weaver, D. (2009). Agenda-setting. In 
Walh-Jorgensen, K. and Hanitzsch, T. (Eds.), The Handbook of Journalism Studies. New 
York: Routledge. 
 
Couldry, N. (2003). Beyond the hall of mirrors? Some theoretical reflections on the 
global contestation of media power. In Couldry, Nick and Curran, James (Eds.), 
Contesting Media Power: Alternative Media in a Networked World (pp. 39-56). Lanham, 
Boulder, New York, Toronto, Oxford: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers Inc. 
 
Couldry, N. and Curran, J. (2003). The Paradox of media power. In Couldry, N. and 
Curran, J. (Eds.), Contesting Media Power: Alternative Media in a Networked World (pp. 
3-15). Lanham, Boulder, New York, Toronto, Oxford: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers 
Inc. 
 
Crawford, M. (2002). Miscellaneous laws. The Journalist's Legal Guide (4th ed., pp. 
391-406). Scarborough: Carswell. 
 
Curran, J. (2002). New revisionism in media and cultural studies. Media and Power (pp. 
107-126). London and New York: Routledge. 
 
Curran, J. (2002). Renewing the radical tradition. Media and Power (pp. 127-165). 
London, New York: Routledge. 
 
Curran, J. (2002). Rival narratives of media history. Media and Power (pp. 3-54). 
London, New York: Routledge. 
 
Deuze, M. (2007). Journalism. Media Work (pp. 141-170). Cambridge and Malden: 
Polity. 
 
Downing, J. and Husband, C. (2005). Representing ‘Race': Racisms, Ethnicities and 
Media. London, Thousand Oaks, New Delhi: Sage Publications. 
 
Entman, R. (1990). Democracy without Citizens: Media and the Decay of American 
Politics. Cary: Oxford University Press. 
 



McMahon, Comprehensive Field #2 
  June 22, 2009 

 - 16 - 

Entman, R. and Rojecki, A. (2000). The Black Image in the White Mind: Media and Race 
in America. Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Entman, R., Matthes, J., & and Pellicano, L. (2009). Nature, sources, and effects of news 
framing. In Walh-Jorgensen, K. and Hanitzsch, T. (Eds.), The Handbook of Journalism 
Studies. New York: Routledge. 
 
Ericson, R. (1989). Negotiating the news. Negotiating Control: A Study of News Sources 
(pp. 1-33). Toronto: University of Toronto Press. 
 
Fraser, N. (2003). Social justice in the age of identity politics: Redistribution, recognition 
and participation. In Fraser, N. and Honneth, A. (Eds.), Redistribution or Recognition? A 
Political-Philosophical Exchange (pp. 7-109). London, New York: Verso. 
 
Fürsich, E. (2002). How can global journalists represent the 'other'? A critical assessment 
of the cultural studies concept for media practice. Journalism, 3(1), 57-84. 
 
Gans, H. (2003). Democracy and the News. Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press. 
 
Garnham, N. (1992). The media and the public sphere. In C. Calhoun (Ed.), Habermas 
and the Public Sphere (pp. 359-376). Cambridge and London: The MIT Press. 
 
Gastil, J. (2008). Political Communication and Deliberation. Los Angeles, London, New 
York, Singapore: Sage Publications. 
 
Geertz, C. (1976). "From the native's point of view": On the nature of anthropological 
understanding. In K. e. a. Basso (Ed.), Meaning in Anthropology. New Mexico: 
University of New Mexico Press. 
 
Glasser, T., Awad, I., & Ki, J. (2009). The claims of multiculturalism and journalism's 
promise of diversity. Journal of Communication, 59(2), 57-78. 
 
Haas, T. (2004). Alternative media, public journalism and the pursuit of democratization. 
Journalism Studies, 5(1), 115-121. 
 
Hackett, R. (1991). News and Dissent: The Press and the Politics of Peace in Canada. 
Norwood: Ablex Publishing Corporation. 
 
Hackett, R. (2006). Is peace journalism possible? Three frameworks for assessing 
structure and agency in news media. Conflict & Communication Online, 5(2), 1-13. 
 
Hackett, R. and Zhao, Y. (1998). Sustaining Democracy? Journalism and the Politics of 
Objectivity. Toronto: Garamond Press. 
 
Hackett, R., & Carroll, W. (2006). Democratizing society: Social movements and public 
communication. Remaking Media: The Struggle to Democratize Public Communication 
(pp. 40-66). New York and London: Routledge. 
 



McMahon, Comprehensive Field #2 
  June 22, 2009 

 - 17 - 

Hackett, R., & Carroll, W. (2006). Introduction: Beyond the media's democratic deficit? 
Remaking Media: The Struggle to Democratize Public Communication (pp. 1-18). New 
York and London: Routledge. 
 
Hackett, R., & Carroll, W. (2006). Visions and divisions: Normative commitments of 
media democratization. Remaking Media: The Struggle to Democratize Public 
Communication (pp. 67-88). New York and London: Routledge. 
 
Hackett, R., & Carroll, W. (2006). What is at stake? Power and the media field. 
Remaking Media: The Struggle to Democratize Public Communication (pp. 19-39). New 
York and London: Routledge. 
 
Hall, S. (1995). The Whites of their eyes: Racist ideologies and the media. In Dines, G. 
and Humez, J. (Eds.), Gender, Race and Class in Media: A Text-Reader (pp. 18-22). 
Thousand Oaks, London, New Delhi: Sage Publications. 
 
Hanitzsch, T. (2004). Journalists as peacekeeping force? Peace journalism and mass 
communication theory. Journalism Studies, 5(4), 483-495. 
 
Hanitzsch, T. (2005). The Peace journalism problem: Failure of news people - or failure 
on analysis? In T. Hanitzsch, M. Loeffelhozl & R. and Mustamu (Eds.), Agents of Peace 
(pp. 185-209). Jakarta: Friedrich Ebert Stufting. 
 
Hanitzsch, T. (2009). Comparative journalism studies. In Walh-Jorgensen, K. and 
Hanitzsch, T. (Eds.), The Handbook of Journalism Studies. New York: Routledge. 
 
Held, D. (1996). Models of Democracy (2nd ed.). Cornwall: Polity Press. 
 
Henry, F. (2002). Canada's contribution to the 'management' of ethno-cultural diversity. 
Canadian Journal of Communication, 27(2), 231-242. 
 
Herman, E. and Chomsky, N. (2006). A Propaganda model. In Durham, M. and Kellner, 
D. (Eds.), Media and Cultural Studies: KeyWorks (2nd ed., pp. 257-294). Malden, 
Oxford, Carlton: Blackwell Publishing. 
 
Jacobs, R. (2000). Race, Media and the Crisis of Civil Society: From Watts to Rodney 
King. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Jacubowicz, K. (1993). Stuck in a groove: Why the 1960s approach to communication 
democratization will no longer do. In Splichal, S. and Wasko, J. (Eds.), Communication 
and Democracy (pp. 33-54). Norwood: Ablex Publishing Corporation. 
 
Kovach, B. and Rosenstiel, T. (2001). The Elements of Journalism: What Newspeople 
Should Know and the Public Should Expect. New York: Three Rivers Press. 
 
LeBaron, M. and Pillay, V. (2006). Conflict Across Cultures: A Unique Experience of 
Bridging Differences. Boston and London: Intercultural Press. 
 



McMahon, Comprehensive Field #2 
  June 22, 2009 

 - 18 - 

Lynch, J. and McGoldrick, A. (2005). Peace journalism: A global dialogue for 
democracy and democratic media. In Hackett, R. and Zhao, Y. (Eds.), Democratizing 
Global Media: One World, Many Struggles (pp. 269-288). Lanham: Rowman & 
Littlefield. 
 
Lynch, J. and McGoldrick, A. (2005). Peace journalism. Hawthorn: Stroud, 
Gloucestershire.  
 
Lynch, J. (2008). Debates in Peace Journalism. Sydney University Press: Sydney. 
 
Mahtani, M. (2001). Representing minorities: Canadian media and minority identities. 
Canadian Ethnic Studies, 33(3), 99. 
 
McChesney, R. (2004). The Problem of the Media: U.S. Communication Politics in the 
Twenty-first Century. New York: Monthly Review Press. 
 
McChesney, R. (2007). Communication Revolution: Critical Junctures and the Future of 
Media. New York and London: The New Press. 
 
McManus, J. (2009). The Commercialization of news. In Walh-Jorgensen, K. and 
Hanitzsch, T. (Eds.), The Handbook of Journalism Studies. New York: Routledge. 
 
McNair, B. (2000). Journalism and democracy: A millennial audit. Journalism Studies, 
1(2), 197-211. 
 
McNair, B. (2009). Journalism and democracy. In Walh-Jorgensen, K. and Hanitzsch, T. 
(Eds.), The Handbook of Journalism Studies. New York: Routledge. 
 
O'Neill, D. and Harcup, T. (2009). News values and selectivity. In Walh-Jorgensen, K. 
and Hanitzsch, T. (Eds.), The Handbook of Journalism Studies. New York: Routledge. 
 
Peleg, S. (2006). Peace journalism through the lens of conflict theory: Analysis and 
practice. Conflict & Communication Online, 5(2), 1-16. 
 
Riggins, S. (1992). Inadvertent assimilation in the Canadian native press. In S. Riggins 
(Ed.), Ethnic Minority Media: An International Perspective (pp. 102-126). Newbury 
Park, London, New Delhi: Sage Publications. 
 
Ross, S. D. (2006). (De)constructing conflict: A focused review of war and peace 
journalism. Conflict & Communication Online, 5(2), 1-12. 
 
Said, E. (1979). Introduction. Orientalism (pp. 1-28). New York: Vintage Books. 
 
Schudson, M. (1997). The Sociology of news production revisited. In J. Curran, & M. 
Gurevitch (Eds.), Mass Media and Society (pp. 141-158). London, New York, Sydney, 
Auckland: Arnold. 
 



McMahon, Comprehensive Field #2 
  June 22, 2009 

 - 19 - 

Schudson, M. and Anderson, C. (2009). Objectivity, professionalism and truth-seeking in 
journalism. In Walh-Jorgensen, K. and Hanitzsch, T. (Eds.), The Handbook of Journalism 
Studies. New York: Routledge. 
 
Shinar, D. (2007). Epilogue: Peace journalism - The state of the art. Conflict & 
Communication Online, 6(1), 1-6. 
 
Shinar, D., & Kempf, W. (2007). Introduction. In D. Shinar, & W. Kempf (Eds.), Peace 
Journalism: The State of the Art (pp. 9-14). Berlin: Regener. 
 
Shoemaker, P., Vos, T., & and Reese, S. (2009). Journalists as gatekeepers. In Walh-
Jorgensen, K. and Hanitzsch, T. (Eds.), The Handbook of Journalism Studies. New York: 
Routledge. 
 
Spencer, G. (2005). The Media and Peace: From Vietnam to the War on Terror. New 
York: Palgrave MacMillian. 
 
Splichal, S. (1993). Searching for new paradigms: An introduction. In Splichal, S. and 
Wasko, J. (Eds.), Communication and Democracy (pp. 3-18). Norwood: Ablex 
Publishing Corporation. 
 
Stromback, J. (2005). In search of a standard: Four models of democracy and their 
normative implications for journalism. Journalism Studies, 6(3), 331-345. 
 
Tehranian, M. (2002). Peace journalism: Negotiating global media ethics. The Harvard 
International Journal of Press and Politics, 7(2), 58-83. 
 
Terzis, G. (2008). Journalism education crossing national boundaries: De-mainstreaming 
binary oppositions in reporting the 'other'. Journalism, 9(2), 141-162. 
 
Wahl-Jorgensen, K. (2008). On the Public sphere, deliberation, journalism and dignity: 
An interview with Seyla Benhabib. Journalism Studies, 9(6), 962-970. 
 
Walh-Jorgensen, K. and Hanitzsch, T. (2009). On why and how we should do journalism 
studies. In Walh-Jorgensen, K. and Hanitzsch, T. (Eds.), The Handbook of Journalism 
Studies. New York: Routledge. 
 
Walsh, D. (1998). Structure/Agency. In C. Jenks (Ed.), Core Sociological Dichotomies 
(pp. 8-33). UK: Sage Publications. 
 
Ward, S. (2009). Journalism ethics. In Walh-Jorgensen, K. and Hanitzsch, T. (Eds.), The 
Handbook of Journalism Studies. New York: Routledge. 
 
Ward, S. and Howard, R. (2009). Centre for Journalism Ethics. Retrieved 4/10, 2009, 
from http://journalismethics.info 
 



McMahon, Comprehensive Field #2 
  June 22, 2009 

 - 20 - 

Zhao, Y., & Hackett, R. (2005). Media globalization and media democratization: 
Challenges, issues and paradoxes. In R. Hackett, & Y. Zhao (Eds.), Democratizing 
Global Media? One World, Many Struggles (pp. 1-29). Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield. 


