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THE HANDBOOK OF
JOURNALISM STUDIES

This second edition of The Handbook of Journalism Studies explores the current state of research
in journalism studies and sets an agenda for future development of the field in an international
context.

The volume is structured around theoretical and empirical approaches to journalism research
and covers scholarship on news production, news content, journalism and society, journalism and
culture, and journalism studies in a global context. As journalism studies has become richer and
more diverse as a field of studies, the second edition reflects both the growing diversity of the field
and the ways in which journalism itself has undergone rapid change in recent years. Emphasizing
comparative and global perspectives, this new edition explores:

» Key elements, thinkers, and texts

* Historical context

* Current state of the field

* Methodological issues

* Merits and advantages of the approach/area of studies

» Limitations and critical issues of the approach/area of studies
 Directions for future research

Offering broad international coverage from world-leading contributors, this volume is a
comprehensive resource for theory and scholarship in journalism studies. As such, it is a must-
have resource for scholars and graduate students working in journalism, media studies, and
communication around the globe.

Karin Wahl-Jorgensen is Professor in the Cardiff School of Journalism, Media, and Culture,
Cardiff University, Wales, where she serves as Director of Research Development and
Environment. Her most recent books include Emotions, Media and Politics (2019) and Digital
Citizenship in a Datafied Society (2019). She has published multiple other monographs and
edited collections and just under 100 journal articles and book chapters.

Thomas Hanitzsch is Professor of Communication in the Department of Media and
Communication at LMU Munich, Germany. A former journalist, his teaching and research
focuses on global journalism cultures and war coverage. His most recent books include
Worlds of Journalism (2019) and the Handbook of Comparative Communication Research
(Routledge, 2012).
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Series Editor’s Foreword
Robert T. Craig

In their introduction to this second edition of The Handbook of Journalism Studies, editors Karin
Wabhl-Jorgensen and Thomas Hanitzsch aptly note that it is not merely an update of the first edi-
tion but that it reflects a comprehensive effort to reconstruct journalism studies as a maturing
discipline challenged to engage with the slippery, uncertain, and perilous realities of 21st century
journalism in all its global diversity. Accordingly, all but 9 of the 34 chapters assembled for this
edition are entirely new, all contributed by internationally prominent scholars.

The Handbook is organized in six parts, the first of which presents the editors’ introduc-
tion along with overview chapters on journalism history, theory, and education. The remaining
parts are concerned with news production, news content, journalism and society, journalism
and culture, and journalism studies in a global context. Each chapter explains key concepts,
reviews historical and current trends in the literature, and sets the agenda for future research
on its topic.

For me, several themes stand out across the volume. One, of course, is the ongoing digi-
tal revolution that is profoundly transforming every aspect of journalistic practice, professional
identity, and institutional structure. The rise of social media has altered the media ecology in
which journalism functions, including processes that can make it uncertain who counts as a
journalist, encourage public participation, or facilitate the spread of “fake news.” Computational
journalism has expanded the potential for data-based reporting while automated, “robot” news-
writing poses new ethical questions.

A second theme is to question the tight normative coupling of journalism with liberal
democracy, not only because it distracts scholarship from culturally important forms of non-
political news but also because it perpetuates a Western bias that distorts our understanding
of journalism as it is practiced in different political systems around the globe. The chal-
lenges to journalism posed by resurgent authoritarianism and right-wing populism are men-
tioned in several chapters, including a fascinating analysis of “authoritarian resilience”—the
sophisticated techniques of media control now being used by authoritarian governments
(Chapter 34).

Overlapping the concern with Western bias in the identification of journalism with liberal
democracy is a third theme, internationalization, which resonates through the broader discipline
of communication as well as journalism studies. This Handbook advances the project of globaliz-
ing journalism studies beyond the Western and specifically Anglo-American perspectives that
have traditionally dominated the field.

The editors characterize journalism studies as a maturing discipline that, as tends to happen
in lively research areas, is becoming increasingly diverse and fragmented. Promising new turns
toward journalism as discourse and cultural practice and new approaches to audience research,
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among other trends, enrich journalism studies while making it harder to maintain a coherent
sense of the field. If the first edition of The Handbook of Journalism Studies played an important
role in coalescing the field, as I believe it did, the second edition can serve to reimagine and revi-
talize the field at a moment of radical transformation. As such, this edition of the Handbook, like
its predecessor, will be an essential resource for professional scholars and advanced students of
journalism around the world.



About the Editors

Karin Wahl-Jorgensen is Professor in the Cardiff School of Journalism, Media, and Cultural
Studies, Cardiff University, UK, where she serves as Director of Research Development and
Environment. She has carried out research across a range of areas in journalism studies, with an
emphasis on questions around media, citizenship, and emotion. Her most recent books include
Emotions, Media and Politics (Polity, 2018) and Digital Citizenship in a Datafied Society (Pol-
ity, 2018; with Arne Hintz and Lina Dencik). She has published multiple other monographs and
edited collections and just under 100 journal articles and book chapters.

Thomas Hanitzsch is Chair and Professor of Communication in the Department of Communica-
tion Studies and Media Research at LMU Munich, Germany. A former journalist, he focuses his
teaching and research on global journalism cultures, war coverage, celebrity news, and compara-
tive methodology. He was editor-in-chief of Communication Theory (2011-2015) and has co-
edited The Handbook of Journalism Studies (Routledge, 2009); The Handbook of Comparative
Communication Research (Routledge, 2012); and Worlds of Journalism: Journalistic Cultures
Around the Globe (Columbia University Press, 2019). He is chairman of the Worlds of Jour-
nalism Study, a multinational and collaborative endeavor to trace journalism’s transformation
around the world.
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Journalism Studies

Developments, Challenges, and
Future Directions

Karin Wahl-dorgensen and Thomas Hanitzsch

Just over a decade has passed since the first edition of The Handbook of Journalism Studies was
published. At the time of its publication, journalism studies was a disciplinary newcomer, while
journalism as a practice and an institution was undergoing rapid transformation. Since then,
the discipline of journalism studies has matured and stabilized, while journalism as an object
of study has destabilized and become increasingly slippery. These transformations suggest the
need for this new edition, which appears in a radically different context. At the same time, key
problems and issues that have preoccupied the industry and those who study it have remained
constant over time.

The aim of the book is to provide an overview of the state of the art of journalism studies. To
that end, we have invited contributions from the leading scholars in the field, representing both
well-established and cutting-edge debates and areas of research. As the institution of journalism
and the scholarship surrounding it have changed so profoundly since the first edition, so has the
book itself. Along those lines, this edition is not merely an update of its predecessor but rather
represents an ambitious attempt at reimagining and reconstituting the field. This means that just
nine of the chapters, representing enduring debates and areas of inquiry, are updates of versions
from the first edition. All the remaining chapters are entirely new contributions, curated to repre-
sent the breadth of the field and what we see as the most lively and productive debates within it.

In putting together the book, we have sought to move beyond the “presentism” that has
tended to characterize inquiry in the field: for methodological and conceptual reasons, linked to
the comparative youth of journalism studies as a scholarly endeavor, we are very well informed
about recent events, trends, and histories through research that provides us with “snapshots”
of journalism. By contrast, we know less about longer-standing trends, shifts, and continuities
(Wahl-Jorgensen, 2018; see also Laura Ahva and Steen Steensen’s chapter). To allow us to take
a longer view, the organization of the book therefore reflects established areas of research, while
individual chapters attend to the ways in which these areas have advanced and changed over
time. The book opens with an introductory section that provides accounts of journalism his-
tory, theory, and education. The remainder of the book is divided into five thematic sections,
encompassing news production, news content, journalism and society, journalism and culture,
and journalism in a global context.
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While the book is not—and cannot be—an exhaustive account of all scholarly areas in the
field, our aim is to give readers an authoritative overview, from the point of view of the leading
scholars, of what journalism studies is about, and where it should be going. The story told by the
book’s chapters, when read as a whole, suggests a remarkable continuity and robustness of schol-
arly preoccupations, refined and given substance by recent developments. As Jane Singer (2019,
p. 135) recently put it in describing the state of journalism research more broadly, “the evidence
we have amassed suggests dramatic change in what journalism is, offset by an equally striking
resilience of core perceptions of what journalism should be” (see also Tumber & Zelizer, 2019).
This introductory chapter charts the changes and continuities that define journalism studies as a
field, setting the stage for the chapters that follow.

A JOURNEY THROUGH THE HISTORY OF JOURNALISM STUDIES

Journalism studies has evolved as a field of inquiry over the better part of a century and a half,
passing through a variety of stages. Here, we provide a brief account of these stages, discussing
what we call the prehistory of journalism studies, followed by the empirical turn, the sociological
turn, and the international-comparative turn. With the recent maturation of the field, we have seen
growing fragmentation and diversification, leading to the development of new approaches that
enrich the field methodologically and conceptually.

The Prehistory of Journalism Studies

Observers have discerned a “prehistory” of journalism studies in the thought of German social
theorists in the mid-19th century (e.g., Hardt, 2002, p. 1), highlighting the normative impulses
which gave the field its founding impetus. Hanno Hardt, in his classic work on Social Theories
of the Press, charts affinities, continuities, and departures between and among early German
and American thinkers on the press. Among 19th and early 20th century German theorists, he
pinpoints the work of Karl Marx, Albert Schéffle, Karl Knies, Karl Biicher, Ferdinand Tonnies,
and Max Weber as particularly influential in their conceptions of the social place of journalism
(Hardt, 2002). Similarly, Martin Loffelholz (2008), in tracing the German tradition of journal-
ism studies, found the ancestry of contemporary journalism theory in the work of the German
writer and literary historian Robert Eduard Prutz (1816-1872). In 1845, long before the estab-
lishment of “Zeitungskunde” (the German expression for “newspaper studies”) as a field of
research, Prutz had already published a historical account of German journalism (see Martin
Conboy’s chapter).

Most early German theorists looked at journalism through a normative lens (Loffelholz,
2008). Journalism scholars were more preoccupied with what journalism ought to be in the con-
text of political communication than with the structures, processes, and practices of news produc-
tion. However, systematic scholarly work in the field began in the early 20th century alongside
the emergence of journalism as a profession and a social force. This shift towards an interest in
the structures and processes of news production, as well as the people and practices involved,
began to emerge in the context of journalism training, first and most notably in the United States
(Singer, 2008). The establishment of Journalism Quarterly in 1924 (later to become Journal-
ism & Mass Communication Quarterly) heralded this new age of journalism scholarship. Among
other things, the first issue of the journal contained an essay by Willard “Daddy” Bleyer fre-
quently identified as a founding figure of journalism research and education (see Beate Josephi’s
chapter). The essay outlined key approaches to newspaper research, paving the way for new areas
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of scholarly inquiry (Singer, 2008). This showed that journalism was beginning to be taken seri-
ously, not just as a practical endeavor, but also as an object of study.

The Empirical Turn

In other countries, including the UK and Denmark, journalism education took place outside the
academy, within news organizations where journalists were trained through apprenticeships
and skills-based short courses (see Josephi’s chapter). Here, the education of journalists was
highly pragmatic, with students taking courses in topics such as shorthand and journalism law.
Because of the separation of journalism training from the academy, this model did not empha-
size the development of a more reflective and scholarly approach. In countries where journalism
training has been industry-led, most scholarship on journalism has therefore come from social
sciences and humanities disciplines that have taken up journalism as one among many other
interests. This may be one of the key reasons for the historically interdisciplinary nature of
journalism studies.

In the United States, research on journalism was given a renewed impetus when early com-
munication research emerged in the 1940s and 1950s. This work came out of disciplines of
sociology, political science, and psychology, spearheaded by figures such as Paul Lazarsfeld,
Carl Hovland, Kurt Lewin, and Harold D. Lasswell. The origins within the social sciences had a
profound impact on the production of knowledge about journalism. Social scientific approaches
contributed to an empirical turn, using methods such as experiments and surveys to understand
the workings of news media.

While most research in this period was concerned with audiences and media effects, the
emerging field of journalism studies gradually turned its attention to “news people” and their
professional values, as well as to editorial structures and routines (see also Oscar Westlund and
Mats Ekstrom’s chapter). Theories and concepts were based on empirical research, such as the
gatekeeper model (White, 1950); the professionalization paradigm (McLeod & Hawley, 1964);
and the theories of news values (Galtung & Ruge, 1965) and agenda setting (McCombs & Shaw,
1972). This groundbreaking early research belongs to the relatively few studies in the history of
journalism studies that can consensually be referred to as “classics.” These studies have gener-
ated genuine journalism theories that remain influential and important. Although many of their
ideas may seem dated and have been superseded by subsequent research, they continue to be
significant to the extent that they have established important research traditions.

The Sociological Turn

The 1970s and 1980s witnessed a stronger influence of sociology and anthropology on journal-
ism research, leading to what might be described as a sociological turn in the field. The focus
shifted to a critical engagement with journalism’s conventions and routines, professional and
occupational ideologies and cultures, interpretive communities, and to concepts related to news
texts, such as framing, storytelling, and narrative, as well as to the growing importance of popular
culture in the news. The increasing attention paid to questions of culture went hand in hand with
the adoption of qualitative methodologies, most notably ethnographic and discourse analytical
approaches. Among the figures who have left a lasting imprint on journalism studies in this
tradition are sociologists such as Gaye Tuchman, Herbert J. Gans, Philip Schlesinger, and Peter
Golding as well as cultural studies scholars such as James Carey, Stuart Hall, and Barbie Zelizer.
This tradition of scholarship, which often focused on work in and of national and elite news
organizations, allowed for a better understanding of news production processes, but also paved
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the way for a view of journalism’s place in constructing and maintaining dominant ideologies
(Wahl-Jorgensen & Franklin, 2008).

When scholars have looked back on “early” examples of journalism research, they have
frequently framed it from within the tenets of Anglo-Saxon scholarship. To use Chalaby’s (1996,
p- 303) evocative phrase, journalism can be seen as an “Anglo-American invention.” Along those
lines, the predominant discourse still very much constructs a history of journalism studies based
on the work of scholars based in the US and UK. This is also true for general accounts of media
history, which had to be corrected after UNESCO recognized the Korean Anthology of Great
Buddhist Priests’ Zen Teachings as the world’s oldest book printed with movable metal type.! As
Liane Rothenberger, Irina Tribusean, Andrea C. Hoffmann, and Martin Loéffelholz argue in their
chapter for this book, journalism studies as a field has developed unevenly around the world,
taking different pathways depending on local contexts. Contrary to many historical accounts,
journalism research outside the Western world is not necessarily a novel endeavor. In China,
journalism studies as an area of inquiry emerged as early as 1918 (Zhengrong, Deqiang, & Lei,
2015).

The International-Comparative Turn

This Western hegemony somewhat eroded after the end of the Cold War and with the rise
of the internet. Increased globalization and political liberties provided a space conducive
to interaction among scholars from different nations and cultures. New communication
technologies triggered the rise of institutionalized global networks of scientists, and it
became much easier to acquire funding for collaborative international studies. This new
opportunity structure contributed to an international-comparative turn in journalism stud-
ies (see Thomas Hanitzsch’s chapter in this book). Particularly since the turn of the cen-
tury, scholarship from non-Western countries gained visibility in the field’s leading journals
and international conferences. If journalism itself is increasingly a global phenomenon,
its study gradually became an international and collaborative endeavor. As a result, com-
parative projects both small and large in scale came to life, including News Around the
World (Shoemaker & Cohen, 20006); the Worlds of Journalism Study (Hanitzsch, Hanusch,
Ramaprasad, & de Beer, 2019); and Journalistic Performance Around the Globe (Mellado,
Hellmueller, & Donsbach, 2017).

At the same time, journalism studies as a field underwent further institutionalization at
the international level. This institutionalization took place both within scholarly associations
and among publication outlets. Sections and divisions specializing in journalism studies were
founded in the International Communication Association (ICA, 2004) and the European Com-
munication Research and Education Association (ECREA, 2005) as well as in the International
Association for Media and Communication Research (IAMCR, 2007). Since then, these sections
and divisions have grown dramatically in membership and are now among the largest within their
home associations.

The most established journals in the field, including Journalism and Journalism Studies,
have now been around for almost two decades, and have been joined by new titles, such as
Journalism Practice (2007), the Journal of Applied Journalism & Media Studies (2012), and
Digital Journalism (2013). The growing volume of work published by these and other jour-
nals focusing on journalism studies highlights the rapid expansion of the field and provides
a clear indication of the maturation of the field. The growth in quantity and complexity has,
perhaps inevitably, initiated a process of fragmentation and diversification within journalism
studies.
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Multiplicity Through Fragmentation and Diversification

To capture the rapidly growing diversity within the field by a single, predominant paradigm
(or “turn”) would be an oversimplification. However, we can identify a number of distinctive
approaches that have taken root in recent research. One strand of research, for instance, is primar-
ily concerned with journalism as discourse. Within this framework, a new generation of scholars,
such as Matt Carlson and Seth Lewis (2015), are continuing Barbie Zelizer’s (1993) legacy of
considering journalism as a culture created and recreated by journalists as interpretative com-
munities. Current work by Carlson, Lewis, and others focuses on the ways journalists and other
social actors negotiate the meaning, legitimacy, and boundaries of journalism through profes-
sional and public discourse. This discursive turn, as we may call it, has inspired further research
evident in several chapters of this book.

Another trend is the increased emphasis on practices over other, more traditional aspects
such as journalists’ values and perceptions. The work of C. W. Anderson (2013) and Lucas
Graves (2016) exemplifies such a turn to practice, which has also lead to a revitalization of eth-
nographic research in the area. A third trend, finally, is the rediscovery of the audience as a focus
in journalism studies. Classic research has tended to focus on the practices and roles of journal-
ists and the features of journalistic texts for very pragmatic reasons—it is both methodologically
and logistically easier to study production and texts than it is to study the audience. As a result,
the audience has tended to be neglected in journalism studies research. However, this historical
neglect is now being reversed by a growing number of studies unfolding in both local and cross-
national contexts, and contributing new insights that, amongst other things, challenge journalists’
conceptions of the value of particular forms of news (see the chapters by Folker Hanusch and
Irene Costera Meijer).

The diversification and fragmentation of journalism studies can also be explained, at least in
part, by the fact that journalism as object of research has been destabilized and become increas-
ingly slippery. Key concepts such as “journalism” and “journalist,” once taken for granted, are
now subject to constant challenge and contestation. These challenges are likely to continue una-
bated, and to be amplified by further technological, social, economic, and political transforma-
tions. This, in turn, suggests a future of dynamic inquiry, leading to even further diversification
and a greater multiplicity of research traditions.

In the following sections, we elaborate on what we believe are the key challenges journalism
and journalists are facing around the world. These challenges come up time and again in chapters
in this book, suggesting that journalism studies will likely be preoccupied with these develop-
ments in the years to come. Below, we discuss these challenges according to two thematic areas
of concern: journalism as an institution and journalists as individual actors.

CHALLENGES TO JOURNALISM AS AN INSTITUTION

The Digital Era and “Creative Destruction”

Over the past few decades, the institution of journalism has been challenged by economic,
technological, and political transformations (e.g., Reese, 2019). These have led to profound
changes in the routines and practices of news organizations (see Westlund and Ekstrém’s chap-
ter). They have also rendered traditional news media and the journalists who work for them
much less secure. The digital era has radically altered the economics of news production, in
a context where “many still love the idea of journalism” but “not as many want to pay for it”
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(Peters, 2019, p. 76). As Rasmus Kleis Nielsen notes in his chapter for this book, the digital
era has brought about

(1) vastly increased choice and competition, (2) the rise of platform companies that have won a
large share of audiences’ attention and advertisers’ budgets, and (3) an evolving transformation in
how news organizations make money as advertising revenues dwindle and more and more news
organizations focus on pay models, and on various auxiliary sources of revenue like sponsored
content, e-commerce, and live events.

(p.331)

These transformations have been particularly hard on local and regional newspapers, forcing
thousands of closures. At the same time, subscriber-funded news “caters to relatively high-
income, high-education elites” and therefore perpetuates journalism’s status as an agent of exclu-
sion (Benson, 2019, p. 146).

In some ways, the crisis in journalism is a long-standing one: as David Ryfe (2012) noted,
the decline in advertising revenues can be traced back as far as the 1920s, while newspapers have
seen a decline in market penetration and circulation since the 1970s. However, these downward
trends have rapidly accelerated in the digital era, dominated by “platforms that privilege metric
success and profits over public good and have created environments antithetical to good journal-
ism” (Russell, 2019, p. 32).

While the “creative destruction” (Schlesinger & Doyle, 2015) wrought by the digital era has
posed a formidable challenge to traditional news organizations, the past decade has also seen the
consolidation of digital native news organizations, which are now well embedded in the ecology
of news and represent the greatest area of growth in journalistic jobs (e.g., Ford & Ali, 2017).
Such digital natives include the Huffington Post, BuzzFeed, and Vice. While championing inno-
vative storytelling strategies, they also seek to establish and maintain their legitimacy as news
organizations, dedicating significant resources to investigative reporting and political news (e.g.,
Stringer, 2018). At the same time, the success of Breitbart in the United States shows how the
digital era has facilitated the emergence of a right-wing media ecosystem, which has shaped the
agenda of mainstream media (Benkler, Faris, Roberts, & Zuckerman, 2017).

A Hybrid Media Ecology and the Rise of “Fake News”

Social media—particularly Twitter—have made a significant contribution to shifts in the news
ecology, towards a “hybrid media system” (Chadwick, 2017), where traditional media are just
one of many voices. On the one hand, Twitter has become an essential tool for journalists, who
increasingly rely on it to monitor news, gather information, and contact sources (see David
Domingo’s chapter). The platform has come to constitute “an awareness system” for journalists
and citizens alike, which offers new and varied ways of both acquiring and sharing information
(Hermida, 2010, p. 301). As Deirdre O’Neill and Tony Harcup show in their chapter for this
book, the rise of social media has had an impact on news values, given the “tendency for stories
to be selected with at least half an eye on how likely they are to be shared by audiences” (p. 220).

On the other hand, the ease of sharing information from a variety of sources on social media
has given rise to the emergence of “fake news” (Tandoc, Lim, & Ling, 2018). While not a new
phrase, the contemporary scholarly and popular interest in the phenomenon stems from the grow-
ing circulation of misleading or false information intended to cause harm (e.g., Wardle & Dera-
khshan, 2017). Such “fake news” has been alleged to influence the US presidential elections in
2016, as well as the recent Brazilian elections that swept right-wing populist Jair Bolsonaro to
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power. In the latter case, wealthy entrepreneurs supporting Bolsonaro are alleged to have funded
a misinformation campaign using WhatsApp, including claims that Bolsonaro’s opponent, Fer-
nando Haddad, had “equipped schools with so-called ‘mamadeiras erdticas’ (erotic baby bottles)
with penis-shaped teats in a supposed bid to fight homophobia” (Phillips, 2018).

Scholarly analyses of “fake news” have linked the phenomenon to a global “post-truth”
era in which individual’s information universes are increasingly personalized, and we therefore
inhabit our very own unique “filter bubbles” (Pariser, 2011). However, recent research demon-
strates that social media may, in fact, facilitate incidental exposure to a diversity of sources and
opinions, thus questioning the extent to which these platforms are radically fragmenting and
polarizing the public sphere (e.g., Fletcher & Nielsen, 2017). Such debates notwithstanding,
there is no doubt that social media have ushered in a new era where the authority of traditional
journalism is subject to unprecedented challenges (see Carlson and Lewis’ chapter for this book).

Journalism and the “Shelf Life of Democracy”

These developments could be viewed as part of a much broader set of transformations that call
into question the linkage between news media and democracy which has, for so long, been central
to journalism’s self-understanding. The institution of journalism has, throughout its existence,
been understood as central to the health of democratic societies. James Carey (1996) famously
argued: “Journalism is another name for democracy or, better, you cannot have journalism without
democracy.” According to dominant normative understandings, journalism plays a vital role as
a watchdog on concentrations of power, holding governments and corporations accountable for
their actions and ensuring that citizens are informed about developments in society and capable
of rational decision-making (see Thomas Hanitzsch and Henrik Ornebring’s chapter in this book).

This received view has had a profound impact on the direction of scholarship in journal-
ism studies (see David Ryfe’s chapter). It underpins debates on topics ranging from the value
of tabloid journalism (see Herman Wasserman’s chapter) to the role of public relations (see Jim
Macnamara’s chapter) and journalists’ normative responsibilities for framing salient news (see
Christian Baden’s chapter). However, in recent years, we have seen a series of challenges to the
linkage between journalism and democracy. Zelizer (2013) helped to kickstart the debate when
she developed the argument that “democracy in journalism scholarship has over-extended its
shelf life.” She argued that the centrality of democracy for journalism has unnecessarily nar-
rowed the parameters of scholarly inquiry: “In fact, circumstances show that democracy has not
been necessary for journalism, and the idea that democracy is the lifeline of journalism has not
been supported on the ground” (p. 465).

At the most basic level, a preoccupation with studying journalism in the narrow context of its
relevance for political life has limited our understanding of nonpolitical news which has proven to
be both popular and useful to audiences, such as lifestyle or tabloid news, in scholarly work (see
Folker Hanusch’s and Herman Wasserman’s chapters in this book). Second, the inextricable link-
age of journalism and democracy is largely a Western imposition. It neglects the fact that in many
countries around the world, journalism remains a central institution in the absence of democracy.
While few would deny journalism’s centrality to democratic processes, democracy is itself not
necessarily a prerequisite for journalism (Josephi, 2013; see also Josephi’s chapter in this book).

Threats to Journalistic Autonomy

Indeed, recent political developments have brought into focus questions around the vital role of
journalism in transitional democracies and “soft authoritarian™ societies (see Cherian George’s
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and Peter Gross’ chapters in this book). They have alerted us to the fact that we can no longer
rely on Whig interpretations of the history of journalism and democracy—shaped by the assump-
tion that we are always marching onwards toward better, brighter, and more democratic futures
(Wahl-Jorgensen, 2017). Instead, over the past decade, we have seen the global rise of populism,
predicated upon an antagonistic relationship between “the elite” (which would include main-
stream news media) and “the people” (the audience) (Hanitzsch, van Dalen, & Steindl, 2018).
This new populism cuts across the political spectrum, representing both the left and the right,
from the victories of Podemos in Spain and Syriza in Greece on the left, to the rise of Donald
Trump in the US, Italy’s Five Star Movement, Rodrigo Duterte in the Philippines, and Jair Bol-
sonaro in Brazil on the right. What these movements and leaders share, despite their diversity,
is their mobilization of disenchanted electorates, fed up with the political establishment. In this
context, the media have been seen to play a vital role in both facilitating and resisting populist
movements (Kavada, 2018).

The rise of populism has brought significant challenges to journalism and its practitioners.
In particular, right-wing populism—in its diverse manifestations around the world—appears to
represent a distinctive threat to journalistic freedoms, which goes hand in hand with an increas-
ingly difficult and dangerous political climate. In many democratic countries, politicians have
launched or escalated efforts to delegitimize the mainstream press, exert political influence over
public broadcasters, and raise the profile of friendly private outlets (Dunham, 2017). Journalism
around the world is battling against increased efforts of political and state authorities to restrict
editorial autonomy. In parts of Latin America, political and state actors have attempted to break
apart media companies, revoke broadcast licenses, or impose onerous regulatory oversight. In
other countries, such as Turkey and Hungary, ruling parties have engineered more friendly media
sectors through opaque or coerced ownership changes (Abramowitz, 2017), while in Singapore,
the government has developed sophisticated measures of media control by applying just enough
force to secure its objectives but not so much that it backfires (George, 2007).

Typically seen as key to the exercise of independent journalism, press freedom worldwide
deteriorated to its lowest point in 13 years in 2016 (Dunham, 2017). Freedom House attributes
this decline primarily to unprecedented threats to journalists and media organizations in devel-
oped democracies, intensified crackdowns on independent media in authoritarian settings, and
moves by the Russian and Chinese regimes to increase their influence beyond their borders.
Journalists in China, most notably, now experience censorship in a high-tech environment skill-
fully deployed to bolster Party legitimacy and government action by controlling the flow of
information through what has become known as the “Great Firewall” (MacKinnon, 2011; Zhang,
2006; see also Chan, 2019). Chinese “networked authoritarianism” is increasingly leveraged to
“capture” Hong Kong’s historically independent press through the re-negotiation of power and
media, via media practices and norms that mirror Beijing’s agenda (Frisch, Belair-Gagnon, &
Agur, 2018). At the same time, Russia has used its variant of networked authoritarianism as a
means of information warfare against liberal democracies of Europe and North America, with
consequences for journalists both within and outside the country (Maréchal, 2017).

Furthermore, the early 21st century has witnessed major setbacks in several young democ-
racies, as George notes in his chapter for this book. Several countries that had unleashed them-
selves from authoritarian rule did not transition to liberal democracy but to in-between systems
that retain many authoritarian features. As Gross writes in his chapter, in many post-communist
societies in Eastern Europe, the news media have not succeeded in becoming fully independent
from political powers. Substantive entanglement of media, business, political interests, and the
subversion of formal institutions by informal processes have imposed further limits on journal-
ists’ professional autonomy in the region (Mungiu-Pippidi, 2013).
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Decline of Trust in Journalism

Efforts at undermining the autonomy of journalism have contributed to further erosion of public
confidence in the news media and its authority around the world (see also Arjen van Dalen’s
chapter in this book). Studies of Western media have long pointed to a continued decline of
media trust, which seems to be particularly alarming in the US and other Anglo-Saxon countries
(Gronke & Cook, 2007; Hanitzsch et al., 2018; Lewis, 2019; Robinson, 2019). Political actors
deliberately create antipathy toward the press when they feel unhappy with its reporting (Brants,
de Vreese, Moller, & van Praag, 2010). As a consequence, journalists rank relatively low in terms
of public reputation and professional credibility. Comparative assessments, however, point to the
fact that the erosion of public confidence in journalism is not necessarily a universal phenom-
enon. In several parts of the world, including countries such as Sweden, Switzerland, and China,
publics still seem to have considerable faith in the news media (Hanitzsch et al., 2018; Xu, 2012).

Researchers have argued that the decline of public trust in the media is related to media
scandals such as revelations of plagiarism and fabricated quotations by former New York Times
reporter Jayson Blair in 2003, or the phone-hacking scandal involving the British newspaper
News of the World in 2011. In Korea, the increased frequency of incorrect, misleading and some-
times provocative coverage—especially after the inaccurate reporting of the 2014 Sewol ferry
disaster—Ied to the emergence of the term Giregi, which is a compound word carrying the mean-
ing of “journalist” and “garbage” (He-suk & Ye-seul, 2014). Increasing negativity carried by
the news may have backfired on the media, contributing to growing negative sentiment against
journalists (Hopmann, Shehata, & Strombéck, 2015; Miiller, 2013).

While journalists themselves may have contributed to fueling public distrust in the media to
some extent, they are not solely responsible for this trend. Comparative sociologists and political
scientists have long observed a shift toward the greater relevance of emancipative values in society,
with citizens emphasizing post-materialist values such as individual autonomy, self-expression,
and free choice (Inglehart, 2006; Inglehart & Welzel, 2005). Individuals in contemporary socie-
ties emancipate themselves from authority and develop higher expectations for the performance
of social institutions, including the media. At the same time, these normative expectations may
be impossible for journalism to meet. As Carlson (2019, p. 95) put it, journalism “is caught in
an aspirational paradox: to achieve legitimacy, journalists situate their work as the cornerstone of
democracy and an arbiter of truth—normative positions that are impossible to achieve at all times.”

CHALLENGES TO JOURNALISTS

Precarization of Journalistic Labor

The political pressures buffeting the institution of journalism have been accompanied by eco-
nomic pressures that have only intensified over the past decade. These have had significant con-
sequences for journalists’ working conditions. A growing proportion of news content is produced
by journalists in what is commonly referred to as atypical work, and contingent employment situ-
ations (Gollmitzer, 2014). Part-time, temporary, and casual work as well as triangular employ-
ment and dependent self-employment have become more common in recent years. Around the
world, experienced senior journalists are being replaced by younger graduates, frequently work-
ing in nonpermanent roles.

The trend toward atypical and insecure employment is an increasingly important area of
inquiry. Mark Deuze (2007) observes a shift toward more individualized and contingent contracts
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and a general deterioration of working conditions for journalists, which may explain the decrease
in investigative reporting. Journalism is transitioning “towards a postindustrial and precarious
organization of labor” (Deuze & Fortunati, 2011, p. 118). As countless news outlets have folded
and others drastically scaled back operations, journalists increasingly find themselves without
full-time jobs. Instead, they frequently work for short periods on particular projects or leave the
profession altogether (O’Donnell, Zion, & Sherwood, 2016; Singer, 2011).

In this context, “entrepreneurial journalism” has emerged as a potential way of adapting to
these changes (Cohen, 2015; Singer, 2018). It “promotes a notion of the enterprising individual
journalist forging a career for herself through practices of self-branding and self-employment
and learning to be adaptable, flexible, and self-sufficient” (Cohen, 2015, p. 513). Although the
concept is helpful in pointing to shifts in journalistic roles that require new skill sets and ways
of working and making money, it also masks the underpinning structural processes that have
brought about precarization (Cohen, 2015). By celebrating the pioneering “entrepreneurial jour-
nalist,” the concept individualizes—and puts a positive spin on—the increasingly challenging
economic and practical conditions of journalistic work.

The Participatory Revolution

In parallel with the increasing destabilization of previously secure areas of journalistic labor, we
have also seen a radical shift in relationships between journalists and audiences, as reflected in
the growth of “amateur” or citizen journalism (see Stuart Allan and Arne Hintz’s chapter in this
book). These terms cover over a variety of practices that reflect the growing ease of contributing,
producing, and distributing content in a way that facilitates the participation of “ordinary people”
in making the news. The rise of citizen journalism has been aided by digital tools, the ease of
using smartphones and the growth of social media. As David Domingo notes in his chapter for
this book, initial optimistic readings saw the rise of social media as facilitating “the perfect public
sphere where everyone can have a voice” because of the potential democratization of contribu-
tions to public debate.

Although the consequences of this participatory revolution remain under discussion, there is
no doubt that the ability of audience members or “ordinary people” to contribute breaking news
has altered the logics of disaster and crisis reporting (see Mervi Pantti’s chapter), and generated
broader challenges to journalism’s traditional gatekeeping role (see Tim P. Vos’ chapter) as well
as relationships between journalists and their sources (see Dan Berkowitz’s chapter). In the con-
text of local journalism, which has disproportionately suffered the consequences of the collapse
of the business model of the news industry, amateurs and semiprofessionals have stepped in to
fill the “black hole” in news provision caused by thousands of local newspaper deaths through
the vehicle of hyperlocal news sites (Harte, Howells, & Williams, 2018). Hyperlocal news sites,
while providing much-needed news coverage to underserved local communities, tend to oper-
ate on a shoestring budget, and hyperlocal practitioners frequently lack the resources and skills
necessary for in-depth and critical coverage.

Negotiating Journalism’s Boundaries

At the same time, the emergence and increasing prominence of amateur practices has occasioned
significant “boundary work™ on the part of journalists who are anxious to defend their professional
authority (see also Carlson and Lewis’ chapter). Such boundary work has been given a renewed
impetus through the emergence of practices that may pose fundamental challenges to definitions
of journalistic work. Mike Ananny and Kate Crawford (2015) studied the professional identities
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of what they referred to as “liminal” media producers—in this case, the creators of mobile apps.
Their research indicated that mobile app designers do not uniformly understand themselves as
journalists but are also shaped by identification with the field of technology design. This raises
significant questions around what constitutes a journalist in the era of the “networked press.”

Similar questions are posed by the emergence of automated or “robot” journalism, drawing
on “algorithmic processes that convert data into narrative news texts with limited to no human
intervention beyond the initial programming choices” (Carlson, 2015, p. 416). As Neil Thur-
man’s chapter for this volume demonstrates, such automated writing is increasingly used by a
range of news organizations, particularly news agencies. For Carlson (2015), the growing use
of automated journalism to report data-driven stories gives rise to concerns about the future of
journalistic labor, the compositional forms of news, and the normative foundation of journalistic
authority. Automated journalism, he argues, offers “algorithmic objectivity” but lacks the emo-
tion, humor, and creative flourishes that so far only human journalists can offer (Carlson, 2015,
p- 427). These are just a few examples of the ways in which emerging technologies not only offer
new opportunities but also call into question fundamental categories of journalistic identities and
professionalism.

Nonetheless, journalism studies continue to be preoccupied with traditional categories of
journalistic work. In the previous edition of this handbook, we noted that scholarship on journal-
ism “predominantly charts the professional cultures of privileged full-time news reporters over
casualized, multi-skilled and free-lance journalists” (Wahl-Jorgensen & Hanitzsch, 2009, p. 12).
After ten years, this diagnosis still holds remarkably true.

Journalists’ Safety

While the above trends may represent a significant challenge to the profession as a whole, journal-
ists who report on conflict face far more immediate dangers. Between the years 2009 and 2018,
the Committee to Protect Journalists counted about 850 killings of journalists; annual casualties
range between 66 and 104 reporters. Another 262 journalists were imprisoned and 59 missing by
the end of 2017.%2 These developments are increasingly monitored by international organizations,
including UNESCO and the UN General Assembly, which have taken action on the safety of
journalists and the lack of legal punishment for attacks on journalists (e.g., UNESCO, 2008; UN
General Assembly, 2014; International Federation of Journalists, 2018).

The increased recognition of these issues has been matched by burgeoning scholarly inter-
est, discussed in detail in Howard Tumber’s chapter for this book (see also Cottle, 2019; Harb,
2019; Keeble, 2019). While much research has focused on the risks faced by journalists working
for Western and international news organizations, there is growing attention to the fact that local
newsworkers on the ground in conflict zones are, in fact, far more endangered than celebrity
journalists “parachuted in” by international news organizations to cover major developments
(e.g., Carlsson & Poyhtiri, 2017; Cottle, Sambrook, & Mosdell, 2016; Palmer, 2018, 2019). For
example, a significant number of studies have investigated anti-journalist violence and anti-press
harassment in Mexico (Hughes & Marquez-Ramirez, 2018) and other “insecure democracies”
(Hughes et al., 2017). Torsner (2017) and Sarikakis (2017, p. 123) thus make a case for studies
that measure risk beyond killings and merely “counting bodies.”

The growing attention to sexual harassment and assault brought about by the #MeToo move-
ment has placed the spotlight on the safety of women journalists around the world. As Linda
Steiner documents in her chapter for this volume, sexual aggression against female journalists—
widely documented in autobiographies—is increasingly salient in public debate but remains
firmly embedded within institutionally sexist newsroom structures.
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THE FUTURE(S) OF JOURNALISM STUDIES

The relative neglect of journalists’ safety and impunity issues by “mainstream” journalism
research is one of several deficits of international scholarship, likely owing to a continued West-
ern hegemony in the field. Despite efforts to internationalize journalism studies, the field is still
struggling with the fact that most of what we know and take for granted in the Western world, but
also elsewhere, about “journalism” rests on concepts and evidence generated from within West-
ern concepts and experience (Curran & Park, 2000; Hanitzsch, 2019). In part, this Western domi-
nance has resulted from, and is reinforcing, a concentration of academic and textbook publishers
in the Anglo-Saxon world using English as the default language (de Beer, 2010; Josephi, 2005).

Most of the studies typically considered groundbreaking or field-defining have been authored
by scholars from the West. The paucity of recognition of non-Western scholarship is also reflected
in the way journalism scholars distribute scholarly prestige. Between 2011 and 2018, the Jour-
nalism Studies Division of the International Communication Association has given all of its 20
book, dissertation, and outstanding article awards to scholars from universities located in the
West, with 11 of these going to researchers based or trained in the US (Hanitzsch, 2019). This
Western dominance arguably has consequences for our broader understanding of journalism.
“International” journalism research still tends to problematize the object of analysis from a West-
ern analytical framework. Researchers have thus called for de-Westernizing the field (Curran &
Park, 2000; Wang, 2014). De-Westernization has taken on multiple forms—as an act of cultural
defense, an anti-imperialist strategy to nurture academic sovereignty, and a call for embracing
an analytical perspective that reflects a de-centered, dynamic contemporary world (Waisbord &
Mellado, 2014).

Nowhere is the problem of generalizing and exporting the Western view to other parts of
the world more obvious than in academic and professional discourses proclaiming a crisis or
collapse of journalism. Responding to unsettling developments in selected Western countries,
scholars have issued calls for “rebuilding,” “reconsidering,” “remaking,” “reconstructing,”
“rethinking,” and “reinventing” journalism (Alexander, Breese, & Luengo, 2016; Anderson,
2013; Boczkowski & Anderson, 2017; Downie & Schudson, 2009; Peters & Broersma, 2013;
Waisbord, 2013; see also Ahva and Steensen’s chapter in this book). The alarmist tone of this
debate may well be appropriate in parts of the Western world, notably the US, but the situation in
many other countries may not necessarily call for such a response. While traditional journalism
may be contracting in some parts of the world, the industry is still expanding in other regions,
such as China and India. In this context, US journalism should not be seen as a benchmark case
or model for the world taking into account its very specific, if not exceptional, status even among
the Western countries (Curran, 2011).

In addition to tracing how journalism is studied here and now, this book also intends to
contribute to a debate about where research should be heading, especially considering the field’s
global and disciplinary diversity. Each of the chapters reflects on potential directions for future
research, highlighting the fact that we currently live in an era where both journalism and society
are undergoing profound transformations. Taken as a whole, these discussions tell us much about
where the energies of journalism studies may be channeled in the future. In the following, we
briefly chart agendas for future research that appear most prominently across this Handbook’s
chapters, with all of the areas mentioned below appearing in more than one chapter. More than
anything, it is apparent that the future of journalism studies will be shaped by what we have
described above as the stage of fragmentation and diversification of journalism studies. This
has opened up for fruitful avenues of inquiry, but also ones that cannot be captured in a neat and
unitary account.

EERNT3 EERNT3
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Perhaps most prominently, journalism scholarship continues to grapple with the implications
of what Nielsen (2016, p. 61) called the “unfinished digital media revolution,” brought about
by the emergence of digital platforms, social media, and datafication. As several authors in this
book argue, developments including personalization algorithms, automated journalism, big data,
and artificial intelligence are challenging understandings of journalistic authorship, voice, and
authority, posing new questions likely to transform our inquiry.

While many scholars are looking to new frontiers of digital media, we have also seen a
broadening of research into long-standing but little researched forms of journalism. In a major
development advancing knowledge in the field, researchers have begun to pay more attention
to areas of journalism that have previously been neglected, such as celebrity and lifestyle news,
and local and regional news. The role of emotion is increasingly recognized in current journal-
ism scholarship, and has given rise to new research agendas that examine its place in production
practices, texts, and audience engagement (see Karin Wahl-Jorgensen and Thomas R. Schmidt’s
chapter in this book; Wahl-Jorgensen, 2019). The rise of alternative media, especially those
linked to the extreme right, has instigated further scholarly interest in media practices beyond the
professional “mainstream” (e.g., Wodak, KhosraviNik, & Mral, 2013).

Despite this shift, journalism research could still do better in accounting for the rich com-
plexity of journalistic mediascapes. The lens of journalism scholarship remains predominantly
directed at the professional cultures of privileged full-time news reporters over the growing cadre
of casualized, multi-skilled, and freelance journalists. Furthermore, specialist beats such as arts,
music, education, and technology continue to receive scant attention. Popular forms of journal-
ism, despite their broader appeal and innovative forms of storytelling, remain underrepresented
in research. They continue to be discredited as an unworthy other, to the detriment of our under-
standing of thriving and important practices, as argued in several chapters of this book.

Furthermore, although news audiences have gradually moved into the spotlight of journal-
ism scholarship, van Dalen (in this book) points out that researchers should pay particular atten-
tion to the changing expectations of news audiences in a time of rising anti-elitism and media
skepticism. As advertising revenue declines and news organizations increasingly turn to pay
models, argues Nielsen (see Chapter 21), journalism research needs to generate more knowledge
about how news organizations create value for audiences and when, where, and for what people
might be willing to pay. In her contribution to this volume, Irene Costera Meijer finally calls for
more attention to people’s experiences of journalism by focusing beyond cognitive and prag-
matic dimensions of news use to include emotional, sensory, and haptic experiences.

All this may compel us to revisit theory in our field. Ahva and Steensen, in their chapter on
the state of theory in journalism studies, demonstrate that most journalism research continues
to coalesce around traditional concepts, such as “professionalism” and “objectivity” (see also
Chris W. Anderson and Michael Schudson’s chapter). They conclude that theory is not neces-
sarily the starting point of academic inquiry. Rather, much of journalism research published in
journals has sought primarily to find answers to practice-based questions that lend themselves
to empirical investigation rather than to theorization. Anderson (2015) is one of several scholars
to call for more systematic theorization efforts in journalism studies. He suggests approach-
ing news production from a radically different angle sensitive to the evolution of technological
affordances and socio-cultural habits. Such an approach should also account for practices of col-
lective news production and the historical and discursive creation of journalism as an institution.
The perspective of journalism as a discursively constituted and negotiated regime seems to be
a particularly promising avenue, as many chapters in this book indicate (see, for example, the
chapters by Carlson and Lewis, Hanitzsch and Ornebring, Darren Kelsey, Elizabeth Poole, and
Keren Tenenboim-Weinblatt and Motti Neiger).
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Finally, journalism scholars continue to prefer forms of journalism and journalistic prac-
tices perceived to be central to the democratic process. A narrow scholarly focus on democracy,
however, ignores the fact that journalism within democracy is enjoyed only by a relatively small
minority of the world’s population. It is exactly here that we think journalism studies—despite
an increasing number of studies coming out of and focusing on non-Western societies—needs to
become truly international. This means that the field should be internationalized not just in quan-
titative terms, as measured by conference attendance and publication output, but also by recog-
nizing a global diversity of journalistic cultures and intellectual lines of inquiry that look beyond
North America and Western Europe (see also Hanitzsch’s and Ward’s chapters). As George notes
in his chapter for this book, the most courageous expressions of journalism’s professional values
take place largely in non-democratic and oftentimes authoritarian settings. Studying journalism
from a non-Western perspective has the potential to call into question key assumptions about
journalism that we have long taken for granted.

NOTES

1. The book (original title Buljo jikji simche yojeol) was printed 78 years prior to Johannes Gutenberg’s
acclaimed 42-line Bible; see www.unesco.org/new/en/communication-and-information/memory-of-
the-world/register/full-list-of-registered-heritage/registered-heritage-page- 1/baegun-hwasang-cho
rok-buljo-jikji-simche-yojeol-volii-the-second-volume-of-anthology-of-great-buddhist-priests-zen-
teachings/.

2. https://cpj.org/data/killed/
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Journalism History

Martin Conboy

INTRODUCTION

This chapter attempts to break new ground in developing an overview of the historiography
of journalism. Rather than returning to well-documented narratives of the historical develop-
ment of the field from its earliest prototypes through its various technological platforms from
broadcast to online, it will examine how histories of journalism themselves have contributed to
our understanding of journalism and its social, political, and cultural functions. These historical
interpretations tell us as much about the ways society has used journalism as do more traditional
narratives.

Although based on historical approaches to journalism, this contribution will pose ques-
tions with a view to informing the present. This ambition is based on the observation that its
history has always been inextricably linked to definitions. Therefore, in taking an approach that
highlights the characteristics and claims of a communicative genre over time, we can demon-
strate that journalism has never been a stable set of discourses but has always been disputed and
defended by various factions, put to competing and sometimes conflicting purposes and always
in precise geopolitical circumstances. Through this prism of historical analysis, we are therefore
encouraged to consider what aspects of contemporary journalism have maintained cohesion with
older forms and what is radically new in the journalistic present.

The flow of discussion here will explore how journalism history, rather than journalism
itself, has moved from constituting a set of nationally based celebrations of the triumph of
freedom of speech manifested in newspapers, to approaches that use the texts and contexts of
journalism in the past to explore its claims to discursive distinctiveness. While acknowledging
that much of journalism history has been driven predominantly by Anglo-American research
paradigms and publications, the chapter will also give at least a flavor of important contribu-
tions to the historiography of journalism from countries outside the Anglophone world as
well as more interconnected, thematic critiques that challenge nation-based and Anglo-centric
models.

This chapter will consider some of the foundational texts of journalism history from various
methodological and national contexts as well as highlighting the challenges and limitations of
digitization as a spur to contemporary approaches. To demonstrate the dynamism of these devel-
opments, the chapter will list some of the tangible achievements of various centers for the study
of journalism history.
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JOURNALISM HISTORY: A LATE FLOWERING

Journalism had existed in practice if not in name for several centuries before there were consistent
attempts to chart its historical evolution. Each national space seems to have established a history
of its own journalistic tradition. These accounts served two main purposes. First, they celebrated
journalism as part of an emergent political liberalism. Second, they helped to shape understand-
ings of the political and cultural meanings that journalism had established in distinguishing itself
from other communicative forms. The first vehicles for these purposes were formal histories of
journalism from the mid-19th century onwards. Prutz appears to have set the ball rolling with his
history of German journalism in 1845, followed by Andrews (1859) and Fox Bourne (1887) in
Britain and Hudson’s (1873) American Journalism. These were stirring attempts to provide an
overview of the importance of journalism to longer processes of political enlightenment. Yet they
served as an antidote to a more substantial set of previous contributions, namely the biographies
and autobiographies of leading practitioners. More often than not, these were related from the
perspective of the great and the good: the owners and editors of newspapers.

Theoretically, it could be claimed that Park’s analysis of the symbolic construction of space
in urban America from 1923 provided the most significant epistemological moment in under-
standing the social basis of journalism. Departing from narrative reconstructions of journalism’s
role in enabling democratic discourse, he broadened our understanding of its potential by con-
sidering how it had acted as a builder of communities. Despite this intervention, traditional his-
tories maintained their grip on the subject of journalism. Professional historians tended to use
journalism, and in particular newspaper journalism, as an additional archival resource but little
more. Tucher (2007, p. 5) has encapsulated this approach with a counter-plea in persuasively
metaphorical vein, directing researchers from outside journalism studies to

stay for a while in our yard rather than just raiding our orchards as many do and cherry-picking
the evidence of the facts they need to advance their own arguments—the sociologists interested
in theories of communication, the political scientist intent on this election or that crisis, the legal
scholar in hot pursuit of First Amendment principles, the literary scholar hoping to unearth a for-
gotten Hemmingway, the historian hungry for a primary source.

This tradition of using journalism as a source rather than an area worthy of study in its own
right persisted well into the 20th century. Mott (1941) and Emery and Emery (1984) provided
what many consider the definitive 20th century chronologies of American journalism, while
Herd’s March of Journalism (1952) encapsulates this continuing tradition in the very title of
his book. Whiggish histories such as Siebert’s (1965) description of the rise and fall of govern-
ment control of the press in England over three centuries still managed to represent the press as
the ultimate victor in a struggle for independence from government, as if the restrictions and
control of owners, advertisers, and markets played little or no part in structuring the survival
and economic success of newspapers. His story of the rise of journalism as a conduit for free
speech from the Elizabethan era onwards was significant and influential, supporting conventional
views of journalism as an incremental contributor to a healthy democratic sphere. Koss’ accounts
(1981, 1984), though compendious, similarly restricted the role of the press to a rather narrow
vehicle for political communication while ignoring its broader cultural engagement as well as
any sources outside the most politically oriented of newspapers.

Despite these disciplinary inhibitions, work emerging from parallel fields of literary criti-
cism and mainstream history encouraged a more specific development of journalism history. For
example, the journalism of the 19th century had been privileged in research terms because of its
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proximity to the research interests of scholars of literature and the Victorian era’s importance for
longitudinal studies of a range of cultural and social issues (Brown, 1985; Jones, 1996; Wiener,
1988). This brought sustained attention to issues such as class, style, and audiences in the press of
the period. In a different cultural and linguistic environment within the same era, Palmer (1983)
displayed a similar historical focus on the French popular press, offering a plausible alterna-
tive to the dominant Anglo-American narrative. Much contemporary research into journalism
flows from such relatively early crossovers. This has flourished recently in the Dictionary of
Nineteenth-Century Journalism by Brake and Demoor (2009), which provides an essential refer-
ence text for any exploration of journalism’s 19th century contexts. A further companion to this
work is the source guide to 19th century British periodicals compiled by Palmegiano (2012).
Literary scholars also provided an impetus for the opening up of journalism to more rigorous
historical explorations. Frank’s (1961) detailed analysis of the language and structure of the birth
of English journalism during the English Civil War (1642—1651) is an exceptional demonstration
of what could be achieved with a more precise and culturally tuned agenda.

Picking up on the problem of journalism history, Carey’s (1974) intervention was another
pivotal attempt at outlining the issues of exploring journalism from a perspective more inte-
grated with other academic disciplines such as history and sociology. His opening salvo in the
first issue of a journal entitled Journalism History was that: “The study of journalism history
remains something of an embarrassment” (Carey, 1974, p. 1). In Carey’s view, journalism history
has, for too long, been a naive history. Above all, the Whiggish tendency inscribed within most
chronologies of journalism—the linkage between journalism and a seemingly inevitable political
enlightenment, born on the wings of free speech and the energies of dynamic individuals—has
held back the field of journalism history. Furthermore, this situation was not helped by anecdotal
and often self-heroizing accounts of individual journalists who were deeply wedded to such tel-
eologies as a personal and professional investment. Carey’s polemic, aligning with more general
intellectual trends towards critical and interpretative approaches within the social sciences and
humanities in the mid-1970s, subsequently generated genuine attempts to provide histories of
journalism that renewed attempts to mesh it with broader interdisciplinary concerns. His call to
action was taken up in 1978, through Schudson’s account of the emergence of the popular press.
Schudson’s history saw this development as rooted in social and economic history, as part of the
process of democratization in the US in the 1830s and 1840s. This, in turn, generated a debate
that in itself was evidence of the heightened sophistication of the emergent field. In response,
Nerone and four of his colleagues (1987) identified as “journalism history scholars” provided an
extensive set of discussions on the role of the penny press in the evolution of American journal-
ism, popular journalism and the relationship between objectivity, market forces, and the freedom
of the press. Schudson’s subsequent work has built on these early observations and continues to
dominate discussions of journalism’s relationship to politics, the economy and history (e.g., Bro-
ersma & Peters, 2017). Carey’s work has a continuing centrality, as seen in debates in Blanchard
(1999) and more recently in the inclusion of his seminal article from 1974 as an anchoring piece
in Brennen and Hardt’s American Journalism History Reader (2011).

COUNTER-NARRATIVES TO THE LIBERAL TRADITION

Early American newspapers have been rigorously examined by Sloan and Williams (1994), and
Copeland (2006) has critically examined the enlightenment contribution of the American press.
These studies share a firm basis in the scrutiny of primary sources. Popular newspapers have
attracted a great deal of attention in the wake of Schudson’s work. For example, Crouthamel’s
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book (1989) on the role of popular pioneer Gordon Bennett and his New York Herald empha-
sized its successful experimentation with a commercial version of vernacular as a cornerstone
of its appeal to readers on the streets of Jacksonian New York. Huntzicker (1999), meanwhile,
examined the mid-19th century, including the formative years for the role of the reporter in the
American Civil War.

In the British context, historians started to signal an interest in journalism as something
other than a background for their own work, with work such as Cranfield’s (1962, 1978) on both
local and national newspapers. Boyce, Curran, and Wingate (1978) pioneered one of the first
compilations from a broad range of scholars from communications backgrounds. Their volume
highlighted the “way in which the role of the press is perceived, the expectations of audiences,
the values and beliefs of newspapermen, the attitudes of elites to the press are all significant
in helping us to understand the nature and development [of journalism]” (Boyce et al., 1978,
pp- 13—14). Indeed, they claimed that their book was the first attempt to provide a historical
survey of the British press since Fox Bourne’s of 1887. One of the editors of the book, Cur-
ran (1978), provided a hugely influential counter-narrative to the likes of Siebert and Koss (see
above), arguing that what had been accepted as a commercial emancipation of the press from
overt political control in Britain from 1855 with the lifting of the “taxes on knowledge” had in
fact provided a smokescreen for the more effective economic control of political opinion. He
suggested that dependence on such market forces inevitably privileged editorial positions that
were commercially safe and therefore politically conservative. From this analytical standpoint,
the “liberated” press formed part of a new, more subtle and arguably more effective form of
social control: the control of the market.

GENDERED HISTORICAL DISCOURSE: WOMEN AS JOURNALISTIC PIONEERS

The results of such expanded attention to journalism as a subject of intrinsic interest to historians
began to pay off with a range of impressive accounts of its contribution to social and cultural his-
tory. The springboard of more sophisticated, integrated histories of journalism enabled attention
to be focused on particular areas of journalism practice over time and the ways they had either
supported or challenged the status quo. Feminist scholarship, for example, prompted an explora-
tion of many of the patriarchal assumptions that often underpin journalism’s evolution. McDow-
ell (1998) provided a colorful and insightful study of the roles and work of female printers,
publicists, and writers in the late 17th and early 18th centuries. Drawing on extensive archival
material, she highlighted the activity of women in all aspects of public print, shaping discourses
around issues such as non-conformism, colonialism, and the tithe system of taxation. Yet she also
indicated the ways in which women were being marginalized through shifts in the ownership of
the press. These shifts favored men of property and relegated women to the domestic sphere,
even as they were at their most active in the development of the press (see also Chapter 29).
More recently, Nevitt (2006) has added a further level of sophistication to this area in highlight-
ing female agency in directly confronting male control of the pamphlet business of revolutionary
England between 1640 and 1660. Linking with recent work in the history of the book, this work
has explored the strategies deployed to circumvent such systems of control so that women’s writ-
ing could emerge through alternative networks of publication and dissemination.

These projects could be seen as continuing the work of Adburgham (1972, p. 9), who
expressed her ambition well when she claimed she was inserting women back into journalism’s
history as “rescue work.” The period she chose to study, from the Restoration to the beginning of
the Victorian era, helps us understand not only the contributions that women made to the public
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sphere in those centuries, but also the social and economic reasons why they were gradually
occluded by men from both the practice and the historiography of journalism. Chapman (2013)
explored the role of gender in the negotiations between the press and the emergence of cultural
citizenship from the 1860s to the 1930s. Of additional significance here is that, as in her previ-
ous history (2005), this relationship was explored internationally through comparisons and con-
trasts between India, Britain, and France. Broadening out from representation to participation,
this more integrated approach engaged with the role of women as both news sources and actors
within a professional environment. Tusan’s exemplary work on women’s advocacy journalism
(2005) not only charted the role of women in developing journalism from the middle of the 19th
century but also challenged the assumption that journalism had become a channel restricted to
the reporting of fact-based discourse at this time. In stark contrast, the professional practice she
monitored was an advocacy journalism that aimed at militant intervention in gender debates and
had full emancipation of women as its goal. This was not mainstream journalism with its claims
to “objectivity”; it was full-blooded campaigning journalism in pursuit of a cause.

Historical approaches to issues of gender continue to flourish. Examinations include Bing-
ham’s work (2004, 2009) on the representation of women and women’s issues in the popular
press in Britain in the middle years of the 20th century. There have also been serious attempts
to produce specific academic histories of the mass popular press, following trends to devote
scholarly attention to commercial popular culture. For example, Britain’s News of the World
was the most successful newspaper of all time in terms of sales, but no serious scholarly study
of it existed until it closed and formed the subject of Brake, Kaul, and Turner (2015). Similarly,
Bingham and Conboy (2015) have provided the first overview of the emergence of the tabloid
newspaper, the most influential journalism genre in Britain in the 20th century.

CONTESTING JOURNALISM’S BOURGEOIS NORMATIVITY

From the 1960s, “history from below” and an approach characterized as social history lent their
influence to studies of heroic failures within journalism as a set of political and methodological
approaches. This contributed to further contesting the notion that the history of journalism was a
triumphal march towards an inevitable present. Such approaches highlighted the attempts to cre-
ate an alternative working-class press to challenge the might of an industrialized, capitalist jour-
nalism. Thompson provided a long and hugely influential account of the “heroic age of popular
radicalism” (1967, p. 660) as he maintained that the working class literally wrote themselves into
self-awareness through their periodical publications. Hollis (1970) considered the emergence of
a working-class press as fundamentally an educational issue: the point of such education was
contested between those who wanted a press to integrate the emergent working class and those
who sought a press to educate the working class into an awareness of their own power and the
structural abuses of the system that created their impoverishment and discontent. Harrison (1974)
chronicled the various (ultimately unsuccessful) attempts to forge a more representative demo-
cratic press over two centuries. Conboy (2002), meanwhile, explored the ambiguous attractions
of popular newspapers, which have proved amenable to both radical and profitable ends in enlist-
ing the support of working-class audiences.

These approaches to journalism history have done much to reconfigure theoretical debates
and replenish enthusiasm for the project as a whole in ways that appeared extremely unlikely
50 years ago. They have repositioned journalism historiography within general media and com-
munication histories with greatly increased authority. Curran has continued to develop the his-
torical aspects of his work on journalism within broader accounts of the British media, most
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notably in his short but influential position piece (2002) where he argued for an integrated model
of media history with social and political contexts coming to the fore. It was the starting point for
a later discussion on the relationship of journalism history to media history in sharing those same
imperatives in Hampton and Conboy’s dialogue (2014).

NATIONAL ACCOUNTS

A burgeoning literature from other areas of the world acts as a counterbalance to the work of
American and British scholars in this field. Recent publications of note build on comprehensive
national narratives, such as the five-volume history of the French press by Bellanger, Godechot,
Guiral, and Terrou (1969-1975); the book by Koschwitz (1971) on the Soviet and Chinese press;
and the work of Groth (1928-1930) and Koszyk (1966) on the German press. This literature
includes Birkner’s (2012) sophisticated update on earlier work within the rich German tradition,
with a special emphasis on the historical formation of the professional identity of the journalist.
The Spanish context is flourishing with, for example, work on Spanish journalism’s unique strug-
gles with power in the Baroque period (Chartier & Espejo, 2012) and Noci’s work (2012) on the
links between Spanish and Dutch publications in the same period. Sousa, Lima, Hohlfeldt, and
Barbosa (2014) and Sousa and Teixeira (2015) have provided a study of the often-neglected area
of Portuguese-language journalism in Europe and in the wider Lusophone world. In doing so,
they have extended the history of journalism from its European cradle to the export to the New
World via the language of the colonial expansion out of Portugal. One brief example of what
such “alternative” national histories can provide lies in the model of journalism that emerged
at the Gazeta de Lisboa. The newspaper developed a type of censorship by citizens rather than
Church or State, referred to as “enlightened despotism” (Sousa et al., 2014, p. 40). Reeve (2014)
has taken a highly original perspective on the emergence of journalism in Italy in the early 19th
century. Drawing on a variety of printed and manuscript documents, including personal letters
and treatises, she exploited a fine range of linguistic and historical scholarship. Through this
approach, she probed how epistemologies of science and news converged during a period that
saw the rise of weekly newssheets, the Dutch telescope, and Galileo’s astronomical work The
Starry Messenger. She related how the science of optics and the rise of objective reporting were
woven into political and religious intrigues at the very start of Italian journalism.

Other recent examples of the deep-mining of nationally specific European traditions are
Khalifa, Regnier, Thérenty, and Vaillant’s (2011) exploration of the French journal and the stud-
ies of Dahl (2016), Jensen (1996—-1998), and Wijfjes (2004), which highlighted the emergence of
distinct national journalistic traditions of, respectively, Norway, Denmark, and the Netherlands.
Hampton (2004) selected a precise historical frame with intensive scrutiny of primary source
material. This allowed him to compile a fascinating account of the ways in which the British
press was perceived culturally and politically by readers and contributors over the formative
period of the mass press, 1850—1950, to explore a dichotomy between educational and informa-
tional ideals characteristic of the time.

Despite the fact that journalism has been too often plagued by national histories that were
narrowly focused on celebrating their own traditions, there is enormous value in some of the work
now produced from national spaces that perhaps challenges the dominance of Anglo-American
paradigms of genesis. Conboy (2004, 2010) has provided histories that, while restricted to the
UK, have used this framework to grapple with the ways in which definitions of journalism have
been contested through various regimes of practice over time. Chapman’s (2005) comparative
history draws connections between journalism as part of broader media culture in the advanced



JOURNALISM HISTORY 27

capitalist economies of the US, the UK, Germany, France, and Japan. The broadening out of
national histories to definitional and comparative discussions has also challenged some of the
foundational myths of journalism history that would have us believe that the Roman acta diurna
and later Italian avvisi or Dutch corantos were the generators of journalistic modes of com-
munication. Radical revisionist research has provided us with a new Chinese perspective that
dates the introduction of journalism to China not only centuries before the Western missionaries
have usually been credited with doing so (Vittinghoff, 2002) but even before newspapers were
introduced in Western Europe (He, 2015). This research decenters accounts of the emergence of
journalism-like publications to Hangzhou in the Song dynasty (960—1279). Intriguingly, the two
types of publication traced through secondary literature are the chao pao (“‘court paper”) and xiao
pao (“illegal paper”), and these appeared to have been circulated in opposition to official court
news, as paid-for compilations of news, printed on paper and sold for profit, summarizing and
commenting on government events. This contribution requires us to reconsider both journalism’s
history and China’s traditions of public political engagement.

Ferreira (2006) extends from Brazilian journalism (cf. Sousa et al. above) to a wider Latin
American perspective. Relocating the focus of pre-journalism to the communication networks
of the Mayans, Aztecs, and Incas, he demonstrates how Spanish colonization was grafted onto
a very different set of practices and circumstances. The results of this superimposition give a
contrasting outcome to those of Western European histories. In fact, they provide evidence of
the fallacy of journalism as an inevitable conduit for liberalism and free speech, as these tradi-
tions combined to suppress and silence democratic tendencies with consequences that are still
being enacted today throughout the region. Cole (1996) provides a wide-ranging collection of
perspectives that includes Cuba, Mexico, Argentina, and Chile. While taking a broader approach
to media, it does provide an essential historical frame for the emergence of journalism in these
different countries. Another contribution that highlights and to an extent rectifies the issues relat-
ing to source materials outside the Anglophone world is provided by Lent’s (1992) bibliographic
guide to difficult-to-trace materials in both Spanish and English.

Alternative models of journalism that grew out of the Russian Revolution and the spread
of its ideals and ideologies are described by McReynolds (1991). In her book, she considers the
Tsarist traditions against which the Soviet model was posited, showing that the latter model came
to share certain aspects of the authoritarianism and censoriousness of its predecessor. Lovell
(2015) has surveyed the special conditions in which radio journalism was deployed by the Soviet
Union, whose founding, of course, coincided with this technological development. This provided
a profound contrast to the emerging models in North America and liberal democracies in Western
Europe. A broader geopolitical account is provided by Aumente, Gross, Hiebert, Johnson, and
Mills (1999), who have researched Eastern European journalism across a host of states. They
rooted their exploration in the effects of communism on emerging traditions within very different
national and cultural contexts and considered the consequences both during the communist era
and in the years after the collapse of the Soviet Union.

Such work extends our understanding of the multiplicity of journalism histories outside the
national silos that have dominated our accounts. There is, of course, nothing intrinsically wrong
with nationally based accounts, but the problem arises when the accounts emerging from his-
torically dominant nations occlude all else. Anglophone historians of journalism have difficulty
breaking this cycle because the alternatives to mainstream national histories as well as the sources
that underpin them are published in languages other than English. Attempts to de-Westernize
media studies, though laudable, have largely restricted themselves to considerations of present-
day media systems and representations (Park & Curran, 2000; Wasserman & de Beer, 2009).
A parallel de-Westernization of journalism history can only be advanced through accounts such
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as those listed above, especially those that facilitate access to histories and sources from non-
Anglophone linguistic areas.

PAN-EUROPEAN ACCOUNTS: MODES OF ENGAGEMENT

These national accounts have been galvanized by Broersma’s pan-European study (2007), which
highlighted the geopolitical continuities of journalism in the 19th century. His project combined
the national and the international, foregrounding the specifics of visual and written approaches,
whether reflective-discursive or news-factual styles, as conduits for discussions of how Anglo-
American models were received or adapted in industrialized journalistic communities in the
Netherlands, France, Germany, Serbia, and Scandinavia. It spanned partisan and market models
of information, concentrating on forms and styles rather than mere “content.” Beyond this, it
offered a transnational view of news as a sequence of representational approaches within varying
national and even colonial contexts. This is complemented by a more recent volume by Schreiber
and Zimmermann (2014) that draws together an international range of scholars to assess the
impact of technological shifts in journalism across particular geopolitical territories. In support-
ing its thesis that journalism has always had a rolling engagement with technological changes, it
demonstrates a strong emphasis on technologies of image and illustration as innovations from the
mid-19th century. The volume highlights journalists’ historical need to integrate technological
innovation within the parameters of their current practice. Chapters assess how such integration
has either reinforced or challenged professional role perceptions, from telegraphy, photography,
and broadcast, bringing these discussions to bear on the contemporary framework.

PRECURSORS AND THE EARLY EPISTEMOLOGY OF NEWS

While we may concede some connections with previous eras of communication historiography,
the mid-1990s saw a renewed interest in journalism as a distinctive epistemological rupture in its
own right—an emerging social and commercial practice which proceeded to discover and adapt
styles and genres for the fulfillment of an increasingly ambitious range of aims. Sommerville
(1996) captured something of the novelty of this venture when he explained that the development
of printed news constituted nothing short of a revolution in the way the world was understood
and communicated. Key to this was the increasing requirement for “periodicity” as a defining
component of news (1996, p. 4). Periodicity not only created expectations in the readership for
news—that it would appear at regular intervals and in a recognizable format under a familiar
title—but also allowed news to become profitable as it acted “as a marketing strategy, a way of
holding property in information” (1996, p. 4). Furthermore, the socially and politically disrup-
tive aspects of this revolution are explained by Raymond when he wrote that, for traditional-
ists of the time, news “inverted all known truths and social decencies” (1996, p. 276). Dooley
(2010) extended this overview of early modern Europe and the epistemological shift prompted
by periodical news to an assessment of how news created a sense of contemporaneity with wide-
reaching political and cultural effects.

Pettegree (2014) demonstrated how the world began to inform itself about events and
opinions as they occurred throughout the 17th and 18th centuries, “inventing” news. His work
acknowledged that the impulse to convey and receive information preceded print media in a
variety of forms such as oral communication, gossip, civic ceremonies, sermons, and proclama-
tions. Yet it also demonstrated the impact of the wide dissemination of print forms on a European
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culture of political participation, as well as the resistance to that participation from anxious politi-
cal elites. In contrast to histories focusing on the epistemological rupture of news, Ettinghausen
(2015) emphasized the precursors of regular periodical news. However, he once again high-
lighted the European-wide interconnections of this emergent communicative genre, which are of
particular importance given the tendency of Northern European historical narratives to dominate.

INFORMATIONAL NETWORKS AND TRANSLATIONS

These studies of early modern European news have developed an increasingly international
emphasis, interpreting news less as a product and more as networks of exchange and collabora-
tion. Baron and Dooley (2001) considered the political implications of the expanding networks,
drawing attention to European-wide perspectives. Koopmans (2005) explored the world of print
emanating out of the Netherlands across Europe, and in particular its Spanish relationships. Ray-
mond and Moxham (2016) have added an intriguing dimension to these explorations of networks
of news dissemination across Europe and beyond to include the hitherto underexplored aspect of
news as a translation flow between various languages. Given Anderson’s previous work (1983)
on the importance of printed news in the formation of Western nationalism, this insight provides
a geographical shift, de-centered from nations and reimagined as a series of translations. At the
same time, it raises a host of questions about the feasibility of research across so many languages.
Hoyer and Pottker (2005) have taken this transnational approach to a later historical period to
explore how the diffusion of an emergent “news paradigm,” the sequencing of information in
news reports that became known as the inverted pyramid, progressed as a universal that neverthe-
less had to adapt to local cultural and professional norms.

Before this flurry of activity on early networking of news, Boyd-Barrett (1980) provided a
pioneering work on the substance provided by international news agencies in the 20th century.
Other research into networks of news exchange that have acted less as vehicles of commercial or
political enlightenment than as conduits for more overt aspects of control through imperialism
include the work on empire by Kaul (2003) with regard to the British press in India and Potter’s
(2003, 2005, 2012) studies of imperial expansion through networking in print, telegraph, and
broadcast forms. Both approaches illuminate our understanding of journalism, which is perfectly
capable of functioning as a facilitator of exploitation overseas while maintaining a liberal dis-
course of enlightenment at home. Other examples include the Russian imperial deployment of
foreign news to stabilize its claims to legitimacy (Rantanen, 1990) and the later struggles against
Western liberal models on the battleground of Central and Eastern Europe before and after the
Cold War (Gienow-Hecht, 1999; Aumente et al., 1999).

In contrast to such narratives, we continue to have competing accounts that claim a primacy
for Anglo-American models. These, however, appear to be contested by the range of histories
claiming a multi-nodal sequence of genesis for journalism across many countries in a relatively
simultaneous series of exchanges and translations, each influencing or resisting the other accord-
ing to preexisting cultural and political practices within precise geographical locations. Chalaby
has given us a cross-comparison (1998), using history to distinguish between publicists and jour-
nalists and asserting journalism as an Anglo-American invention. Schudson has also advised that
“journalism is not something that floated platonically above the world and that each country cop-
ied down, shaping it to its own national grammar. It is something that—as we know it today—
Americans had a major hand in inventing” (2008, p. 188). Recent historiography would suggest
that this is not a view shared by a more globally oriented scholarly community, which has con-
sistently challenged such partisan interpretations. Wiener (2011; see also Wiener and Hampton,
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2007) stressed the evident interconnectedness and cross-fertilization of Anglo-American journal-
ism while claiming that it amounts to a very successful model rather than a universal paradigm.

BROADCASTING

Although broadcast journalism has a long and varied history of its own, there is much less litera-
ture devoted to it. This is in part because, unlike with the printed press, there are relatively few
accessible archives, and delving into those that do exist is a much more time-consuming activity.
There has been some excellent work on the archives of broadcasting institutions, and there have
been some outstanding institutional histories, but the nature of much of their journalistic output
makes it more difficult to explore than print archives. These have the advantage of access as
they are often stored in more than one location and are increasingly available online. This has
meant that, although histories of broadcasting have provided interesting reflections on the scope
of journalism in broadcast form and on the national and even international intent of those forms,
there is much less on the specific content than we see in the histories of the press, based on pri-
mary sources. For example, Seaton’s account of the BBC (2015) is of an organization constantly
challenged to resist both political and commercial pressure in attempting to maintain a public
service as defined in its original charter. Another issue facing histories of broadcast journalism
is the generic multiplicity captured in broadcasting. This means that many histories of broadcast
institutions cover a range that may touch upon journalism but rarely places it at the forefront
when compared to other output such as light entertainment, music, or drama. Demonstrating this
problem, Briggs’ (1961-1995) multi-volume history of the BBC provided a monumental account
of the whole, but its very reach prevents it from engaging as fully as it might with what is in
effect merely part of the corporation’s output: its journalism. Smith (1973) provided an insightful
analysis of the implications of radio technology, particularly for journalism, in his The Shadow
in the Cave. This subtle approach to broadcast technology, which grasped the shifts implicit in
technological change without resorting to a crude techno-centrism, was supplemented by Wil-
liams’ (1974) equally provocative history of the cultural implications of television technology.
In the UK, Crisell’s (1994) account of radio and television journalism was, for a long time, a
rather solitary overview. However, this has been supplemented more recently by Street’s (2002)
more specific history of radio journalism and Crisell’s (1997) focus on its development. One of
the forerunners of social accounts of broadcasting’s influence was the fascinating but incomplete
interpretation of radio journalism covered by the work of Scannell and Cardiff (1991). Scannell
(1996) returned some years later to the philosophical implications of broadcast journalism, and
this has dovetailed with the polemic accounts of O’Malley (1994, 2001) on the demise of the
BBC'’s public service capability.

Hilmes (2012) and John and Silberstein-Loeb (2015) have provided more recent transatlan-
tic histories of British and American broadcasting with due respect paid to technological devel-
opments as well as explorations of the distinct ways which these two countries worked within the
constraints of distinctive political and economic contexts (e.g., Stamm, 2015). Douglas (1987)
has written an exhaustive account of the commercial and technological background to radio
broadcasting in America, which draws attention to the very specific nature of that historical envi-
ronment. Outside the Anglophone world, there remains a tendency to treat broadcasting largely
as a matter of technological innovation divorced from textual context or to marginalize the jour-
nalistic element therein. Brusini and Frances (1982) in France and to an extent Bésch (2011) in
Germany are exceptions to this tendency to privilege the technology over the practice of journal-
ism via the medium of particular technologies.
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HISTORICIZING THE LANGUAGE OF THE NEWS

The difficulties of accessing the content of broadcast journalism over time have not been rep-
licated in print journalism’s histories. In fact, quite the opposite is true. There have been rich
explorations of the specifics of the language of journalism particularly in its nascent phase in the
English-speaking world, such as Frank’s (1961). However, it was with the development of the
first computer-generated corpora that we saw a distinct tranche of journalism history opened up
afresh by historical linguists interested in exploring the patterns and changes in the language of
the newspaper from the 17th century onwards. The first of these corpora was the ZEN corpus
developed by Fries and colleagues at the University of Zurich (1993-2004). This was followed
by corpora compilations of early English newsbooks by the University of Rostock (1996-2000)
and Brownlees in Florence (FEEN, 2012), complemented by the creation of the Early English
Books Online project (1999), which contained much of the early periodical press as part of its
remit. These resources have been mined to produce the work of Brownlees (2006) and Jucker
(2009), who have engaged with the language of journalism as it emerged in the early modern
period onwards. These authors have also been instrumental in setting up a series of conferences
on historical news discourse (CHINED) with a flourishing range of international contributors and
a rich vein of publications. Although the English-language press of the UK has predominated
in discussions of how the language of journalism evolved historically, McLaughlin is currently
developing a monograph on the syntax of French journalism based on initial work published in
journal form (2015). Beyond language, the pictorial and design elements of the press in America
have also attracted limited but absorbing attention in Barnhurst and Nerone’s work (2001).

This work on the content of the press has been complemented with an illuminating discus-
sion by Mussell (2012) of why developments in digitization are vital for our understanding of the
social and cultural milieu of newspapers and periodicals, and how those resources can be effec-
tively put to use. We are now moving beyond the physical challenges of recovering the journal-
ism of the past in digital form to proposed methodologies for searching this potential unwieldy
mass of data. Developing software solutions to this surfeit of data include Fitzmaurice’s Linguis-
tic DNA project and Broersma’s genre classification research.

RESEARCH CENTERS AND CONFERENCES

Publications have been matched by the rise of specific centers and standing conferences with a
specific focus on journalism history. At international conferences, journalism history is well rep-
resented within both of the leading associations: the International Communication Association
(ICA) and the International Association for Media and Communication (IAMCR).

In Australia, the Centre for Media History was set up in 2007 out of Macquarie University.
Although a broad media operation, it has a strong commitment to journalism within that portfo-
lio. It has contributed much to both specific Australasian perspectives on journalism history as
well as the interrelationships of that history with global developments. Its director, Griffen-Foley,
has produced a rich research resource in a dictionary of Australian media (2014).

The Newspaper and Periodical History Forum of Ireland, which was launched in 2008, has
built an impressive network and publication agenda since Curran (2011, p. 9) remarked that there
was a dearth of good historical research on the Irish press. This is certainly no longer the case,
with exemplary work such as that by O’Brien and Larkin (2014) facilitated through this forum.

The Centre for the Study of Journalism and History at the University of Sheffield, co-directed
by their departments of History and Journalism Studies, was founded in 2009 and has organized
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ten small-scale seminars and colloquia, most recently the Sixth International Conference on His-
torical News Discourse (CHINED VI) in 2017. Funded most prominently by both the UK’s
Arts and Humanities Research Council (AHRC) and the Netherlands Organization for Scientific
Research (NWO), these events have led to various publications, both small- and large-scale, such
as the Routledge Companion to British Media History (Conboy & Steel, 2014).

The University of Aberystwyth’s Centre for Media History may appear to have a broader
brief but its focus has always been sympathetic to precise histories of the news media, in particu-
lar since it was born out of the occasional publication Newspaper and Periodical History, later
published by Taylor & Francis as Media History. One of the center’s most recent conferences
was “Newspapers, War and Society” in 2014, which was typical of the realignments going on in
journalism history in calling for studies of the implications for the management of newspapers
themselves in wartime rather than exploring the representation of war in their pages—a more
social-media-institutional perspective than traditional perspectives that would have used the con-
tent as archival support for a broader history of war (Nicholas & O’Malley, 2017).

CONCLUSION

This contribution has aimed to re-set discussions of journalism history. In the past, the debate had
too often been focused on the content of journalism per se, and increased availability of digitized
archives may not, by itself, have helped us broaden the scope of our subject. In this chapter, we
have been more focused on a significant and gradual pulling away of a new set of directions in
studies of journalism history. This tectonic shift could be characterized as a move from content
analysis/exposition, often on a national level, to epistemological questioning of the role or func-
tion of journalism on a much more global level. This does not make national explorations less
essential to journalism’s history. However, with the increasing number of national histories, we
have a genuine opportunity to start considering some of the more universal claims made on
behalf of the national. Such an epistemological shift, although historical in focus, achieves what
all good history can manage: a relevance for the present.

Scholars, including professional historians, have begun to reflect on journalism history more
specifically and critically. By itself, this would not be a major leap in the epistemology of the
field. What is of much more significance is the way these explorations are used to reflect not
only on the relationship between journalism and its liberal claims but, beyond this, in informing
discussions on the roles and functions of journalism in the present.

The questions that now engage journalism history emerge from national histories that have
often suffered from neglect or even colonial or imperialist oppression, histories that have been
incorporated into Northern/Western ideological accounts of the unproblematic spread of enlight-
enment ideals through the conduit of journalism as a civilizing force at the core of democracy’s
grand narratives.

The issues facing historical journalism research first articulated in America are now debated
as a part of a growing international and multidisciplinary field with a great deal of sophistication
and a measure of maturity. Though far from exhaustive, the preceding discussions are intended
as indicators of the range and variety of contributions reshaping not only the historiography but
also the epistemology of journalism. From chronology to context and then to challenge, we end
this contribution in a spirit of great optimism. This third stage is by far the richest as it provides
a wider spectrum of approaches to the claims of journalism in a variety of political and historical
settings—all helping us to understand more fully the ways in which journalism has interacted
with history.
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Journalism Theory

Laura Ahva and Steen Steensen

INTRODUCTION

Journalism studies is a multidisciplinary field of academic inquiry. As such, it employs theory
from a wide range of academic disciplines and traditions, and—as its object of study changes—is
in constant search of new ways of understanding what journalism is. This chapter aims at
unmasking the nature of journalism studies through the ways in which it makes use of, and partly
develops, theory. The chapter is based on three observations, which are all stated in the two first
sentences above: journalism studies is multidisciplinary, it is a field, and it employs new theory
when its object of study changes. These observations require an initial discussion for them to be
more than just taken-for-granted assumptions.

First, on multidisciplinarity: journalism covers and shapes all aspects of society, from poli-
tics to fashion, from business to everyday life. It influences, articulates, and produces culture. It
is the first draft of history, and it is where history can be found. Journalism is language, rhetoric,
genres, and discourse. It is legitimized and limited by law. It is in industry, civil society, and
the state. It is labor, it is management; it is commercial, nonprofit and idealistic. Journalism is
technology. It is media and communication. It is local and global. It is about ethics. Journalism
is epistemic, as it produces knowledge about the world. In other words, journalism is so multi-
faceted that it has been studied from a variety of disciplines and perspectives, including, but not
limited to, sociology, political science, cultural studies, history, language studies, philosophy,
economics, management, business, science and technology studies, and communication. The
four volumes on Journalism edited by Tumber (2008) illustrate this point. They represent a canon
of the study of journalism and therefore the legacy upon which journalism studies is built. They
are dominated by texts from sociology and political science but also include several classical
works from disciplines like philosophy, economics, and language studies. This means that a
person interested in delving into the classics of journalism research has to familiarize himself or
herself with a diversity of disciplinary traditions and styles.

This multidisciplinarity means that journalism can be either an object of study within a range
of fields and disciplines, or an object of study within a field or discipline that integrates perspec-
tives from a variety of other fields and disciplines. Or it can be both. This leads us to our second
assumption, which is much more debatable than the first: journalism studies is a field. We will
discuss this in more depth in the next section, but for now, let us recognize that the history of
journalism in academia is long, while the history of journalism studies as a field is shorter. Since
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the turn of the millennium, journalism studies has risen as an increasingly autonomous field of
academic inquiry, with its own conferences, journals and key publications, which come close to
constituting a distinct “epistemic culture” (Cetina, 1999). Several books published since 2005
have been key to this process. The first (and now this second) edition of the Handbook of Jour-
nalism Studies (Wahl-Jorgensen & Hanitzsch, 2009a) is an obvious example of such an exercise,
as are titles such as Key Concepts in Journalism Studies (Franklin, Hamer, Hanna, Kinsey, &
Richardson, 2005); Global Journalism Research (Loffelholz, Weaver, & Schwarz, 2008); Jour-
nalism Studies: The Basics (Conboy, 2013); The Routledge Companion to News and Journal-
ism (Allan, 2010); and the two recently published encyclopedias of journalism. In addition, the
two handbooks on digital journalism studies (Witschge, Anderson, Domingo, & Hermida, 2016;
Franklin & Eldridge, 2017) have contributed to the construction of the field.

Our third assumption, that journalism studies employs new theory when its object of study
changes, is based on the many publications we have seen in recent years that specifically address
the need to rebuild our fundamental understanding of what journalism is, owing to the many
changes mostly related to digitalization that have affected the profession and its practices since
the turn of the millennium. This task is named as “rethinking” (Peters & Broersma, 2013);
“rebuilding” (Anderson, 2013); “reinventing” (Waisbord, 2013); “reconstructing” (Downie &
Schudson, 2009); “reconsidering” (Alexander, Breese, & Luengo, 2016); “remaking” (Bocz-
kowski & Anderson, 2017); and even “rethinking again” (Peters & Broersma, 2016) what news
and journalism is. Based on these book titles, it seems as if journalism studies currently is, and
historically has been, preoccupied with deconstructing and reconstructing its object of study. As
noted by Reese (2016, p. 3): “[U]nlike many other more settled fields, journalism research has
been obsessed with the very definition of its core concept—what journalism is.”

These three observations—the multidisciplinary nature of journalism research, the construc-
tion of journalism studies as a field, and reconsiderations of the domain of journalism itself—
have all affected how theory is currently understood in this area. This chapter will map the
various disciplinary traditions and theories that are used and, to a certain extent, developed to
understand journalism. We will supplement this mapping with an empirical meta-analysis of the
role of theory in articles published in two of the central journals of the field, namely Journalism
Studies and Journalism: Theory, Practice & Criticism. Through this mapping and meta-analysis,
the chapter will also address the most common attitude towards theory in journalism studies and
discuss the question of what journalism is. The most important understandings of journalism
we discuss are journalism as a social system; journalism as a democratic force; journalism as
a producer, interpreter, and constructor of culture; journalism as a socio-material practice; and
journalism as a postindustrial and commercial endeavor. Finally, we will argue that journalism
studies, given its multidisciplinary nature, is in an anarchic state and that this should be viewed
as a strength, not a weakness.

ON THEORY, DISCIPLINE, AND FIELD

Two clarifications are necessary to make before we move on: what do we mean by “theory”? And
what do we mean by defining journalism studies as a field?

The word “theory” has many connotations. It can mean the opposite of practice. Theory can
also be explanatory or mean something that can be tested, verified, or falsified. Theory can be
grand or grounded, inductive, deductive, or abductive. It can be rational, critical, pragmatic, or
normative. Theory usually means one thing to a natural scientist and something very different to
a researcher from the humanities. Social sciences, in turn, can encompass the whole spectrum.
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Mjoeset (2006) distinguishes between three different attitudes towards theory in the social
sciences: (1) the standard attitude, implying an understanding of theory as accumulated knowl-
edge based on regularities as law-like or idealized as possible; (2) the social-philosophical atti-
tude, implying an understanding of theory as something that is a result of investigations into how
the human mind organizes knowledge; and (3) the pragmatist-participatory attitude, implying
an understanding of theory as knowledge of observable patterns accumulated in “local research
frontiers” consisting of previously conducted empirical inquires of similar cases and previously
developed grounded theories related to the same topic.

These three attitudes also reflect important methodological distinctions addressing the core
question of any research project: what is the purpose of the research and, consequently, the role
of theory in it? First, and in line with the standard attitude, testing a theory is a common meth-
odological approach especially in the natural sciences that is also commonly adopted in the social
sciences. It involves, in its purest sense, derivation of hypotheses from macro theories and testing
them on empirical material. Concepts like validity and reliability are central in this approach.
However, the approach has been criticized for treating social life as submitted to laws and ideals
existing a priori, and hence treating empirical material merely as facts suited to verify (or falsify)
law-like or idealized theories, and therefore ignoring the potential knowledge-producing powers
of empirical material (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Abbott, 2004; Mjeset, 20006).

The second methodology of relating theoretical concepts to empirical material is common
in the social-philosophical tradition and stems from the humanities. It typically involves gener-
ating theoretical concepts suited to frame and interpret aspects of modernity. In the social sci-
ences, popular notions like “risk society” (Beck, 1992) and “network society” (Castells, 1996)
are prominent examples of such “diagnostic” social-philosophical theories, which quite often
also embed normative evaluations. Therefore, within this approach, theory is also often under-
stood normatively, as a way to assess the state of the empirical world against constructed ideal
norms about what a good society should be like (Benson, 2008). Within the socio-philosophical
attitude towards theory, empirical data are thus mostly used for the purpose of elaboration and
exemplification. Theoretical concepts are generated at a macro level, remote from empirical data,
and hence there is a risk of ignoring data that do not fit the concepts, critics claim.

Third, developing theory from empirical data can be perceived as an inductive move from
the empirical to theory, and it is typical in the pragmatist-participatory attitude. This approach,
also referred to as grounded theory, originates from the Chicago school of sociology (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967) and mostly involves generating middle-range theories. Such an attitude towards
theory is, however, often criticized for being too naive, because it might be interpreted as if
it is possible to do empirical research without any preconceived concepts or ideas—as if the
researcher could reduce herself or himself to a “tabula rasa” (see, e.g., Allan, 2003). It is debat-
able, however, whether grounded theory is as inductive as often stated; some argue that it is best
understood as a hermeneutic, abductive approach in which theory is constantly revised by new
empirical material (Mjoset, 2006).

Given the multidisciplinary nature of journalism studies, we can expect to find all the three
attitudes towards theory in inquiries into journalism. However, we will argue that this multidis-
ciplinary fluidity disqualifies journalism studies as an academic discipline in the strictest sense.
Becher and Trowler (2001) argue that an academic discipline is recognized by the existence
of a structural framework that identifies the discipline—such as scholarly organizations and
journals—and a specific academic culture with a shared set of theories and methodologies. In
journalism studies, the structural framework has come into place (Steensen & Ahva, 2015), but
a shared academic culture with distinct theories and methodologies is more difficult to pinpoint
precisely because of the multidisciplinarity of the field. However, attempts at determining the
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disciplinarity of journalism studies have been made. In her book Taking Journalism Seriously,
Zelizer (2004) brought together the various disciplinary ways in which journalism has been theo-
rized, and in doing so, she established what can be viewed as an interdisciplinary research pro-
gram for journalism studies. She identified sociology, cultural studies, political science, history,
and language as the backbone of the field.

Zelizer is also one of the three founding editors of the journal Journalism: Theory, Prac-
tice & Criticism. The first issue of the journal, published in April 2000, discussed what jour-
nalism studies is and should be, and Zelizer concluded that there was some urgency related to
establishing a shared paradigm of knowledge within journalism studies “before journalism itself
outruns our capacity to study it” (Zelizer, 2000, p. 60). Such a call for a shared, interdisciplinary
knowledge paradigm, thereby establishing journalism studies as a distinct academic discipline
of its own, can also be found in the inaugural issue of the journal Journalism Studies, published
the same year.

Eighteen years later, Carlson, Robinson, Lewis, and Berkowitz (2018) made a similar
attempt at pinpointing the characteristics of journalism studies, but this time as a field, not a
discipline. Carlson et al. argue that journalism studies is a field within the discipline of com-
munication and that this field is recognized through a set of shared commitments that make up
a distinct academic culture. These commitments are contextual sensitivity, holistic relationality,
comparative inclination, normative awareness, embedded communicative power, and methodo-
logical pluralism. However, these commitments are not derived from a descriptive analysis of the
field. Instead, they constitute a normative framework that identifies the assumptions embedded
in journalism research. These commitments are therefore not givens; they constitute a polemical
statement on what journalism studies should be. Nevertheless, we agree with Carlson et al. that
journalism studies is best viewed as a field, given the shared structural framework and thereby a
sense of academic community and epistemic culture, and not as a discipline, because of its lack
of agreed upon macro theories of journalism and shared methodological approaches. However,
since this question around the degree to which journalism studies is a field or a discipline is, at
least to a certain extent, an empirical one, in the following sections, we will not only map and
discuss the disciplinary traditions and main theories that constitute journalism studies as a field,
but also ground this mapping in an empirical investigation of theory employment within the field.

Our mapping of theories and the roles given to them in journalism studies is therefore based
on a review of literature and an empirical investigation of articles published in the journals Jour-
nalism: Theory, Practice & Criticism and Journalism Studies. These two journals have been
pivotal in the construction of journalism studies as a field. Hence, they constitute an appropri-
ate avenue for studying the degree to which a shared disciplinary paradigm of knowledge has
emerged within this field. In the analysis, we examined how explicit a role theory is given in the
abstracts and keywords of the published articles, what types of theories are used, and from which
disciplines the publications draw their theoretical frameworks.! The rest of this chapter is struc-
tured around four arguments based on our analysis of these two journals:

» Journalism studies is a field dominated by a pragmatist-participatory attitude towards
theory.

» Even though journalism studies is a multidisciplinary field, it is dominated by sociological
perspectives.

* The emerging theories within journalism studies are heavily influenced by a techno-
economic discourse.

* Owing to the vast amount of different theories, journalism studies is developing in a diver-
sified rather than unified direction.
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A FIELD DOMINATED BY A PRAGMATIST-PARTICIPATORY
ATTITUDE TOWARDS THEORY

Our first argument is that journalism studies is dominated by what Mjeset (2006) identified as a
pragmatist-participatory attitude towards theory. This implies that theory is not necessarily the
starting point of academic inquiry. Even if the field is slowly becoming more theoretically aware,
much of journalism research published in journals seeks primarily to find answers to practice-
based questions that can be investigated empirically rather than through theorization (see also
Loftelholz, 2008; Erjavec & Zajc, 2011).

A pragmatist-participatory attitude towards theory implies that generalization and specifi-
cation are not seen as a dichotomy (Mjeset, 2006). Generalizations are grounded in specified
contexts and specifications are found by comparison. This research attitude typically involves
the making of typologies, which are revised as knowledge grows. Examples of such evolving
typologies in journalism studies include research on news criteria (from Galtung & Ruge, 1965;
Harcup & O’Neill, 2001, 2016 and other studies); media systems (from Hallin & Mancini, 2004;
Aalberg, Aelst, & Curran, 2010 and other studies); and journalistic role perceptions and cultures
(from Weaver, 1998; Hanitzsch et al., 2011; and other studies).

Researchers who publish their work in Journalism and Journalism Studies prefer to present
their research in an empirical manner. This tradition seems to favor an empirical data first and
theory last, if at all type of presentation pattern: in about a third of the abstracts, we analyzed, the
role of theory remained implicit or hidden in how the study was summarized. In addition, about
a quarter of all the examined abstracts throughout the sampled years did not mention any theory
at all. We of course recognize that the journal article as a genre does not allow extensive theori-
zation,? but we also believe that this empirical orientation is related to a more general adoption
of the pragmatist-participatory attitude where theory-building is a bottom-up process that does
not have to be explicated as a framework. Such empirical approaches have remained a central
form of inquiry in journalism studies (Loffelholz, 2008, p. 18). Historical reviews of research
point out that studies of journalism from the 1950s and onwards, especially in the United States,
were indeed heavily influenced by empirical rather than theoretical work (Erjavec & Zajc, 2011).
Wabhl-Jorgensen and Hanitzsch (2009b) connect the empirical phase of journalism studies to the
ties between journalism research and education: educators with a background in practical news-
room work started to share their knowledge in academic formats.

Furthermore, previous studies from the broader field of mass communication research
also indicate an adherence to a pragmatist-participatory attitude. Bryant and Miron (2004)
found that in 1,806 randomly sampled articles from Journalism & Mass Communication Quar-
terly, Journal of Communication and Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media published
between 1956 and 2000, only 32 percent “included some theory.” Kamhawi and Weaver (2003)
found the same to be true in about 31 percent of articles published between 1980 and 1999
in ten major mass communication journals in the United States. This suggests that journalism
journals are in line with the research culture of the journals from the broader field of commu-
nication research.

The pragmatist-participatory attitude can also be seen as a willingness to stay in touch with
the practice that is examined. The relationship between researchers and journalists has been
uneasy: journalists have even resisted the study of their work environment (Zelizer, 2009) and
interpreted research results as unfair criticism or over-theorization that does not resonate with
the realities of the craft (Erjavec & Zajc, 2011). Hence, the tendency to underline the empirical
aspects of research can be interpreted as a sign of a field that takes a pragmatic attitude as a start-
ing point in order to better serve the community of journalists.
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The empirical data first, theory last tradition is of course also linked to the inherently mul-
tidisciplinary nature of the field, which creates a situation where there is a lack of journalism-
specific macro-level theories that would require authors to automatically acknowledge them as
the starting point of their studies. The well-known models that can be seen as classical journal-
ism theories, such as gatekeeping (White, 1950); agenda-setting (McCombs & Shaw, 1972);
and news value (Galtung & Ruge, 1965) theories, are middle-range theories that theorize the
individual-organizational level of journalism or explain specific aspects of journalism (Loffel-
holz, 2008).

However, our investigation of abstracts published in Journalism and Journalism Studies
also indicates that there were more direct mentions of theories in the later years than in the early
stages of the journals. This implies that researchers of journalism have become more prone to tie
their work to theoretical argumentation also in journal articles. It seems fair to assume that the
growing number of academic monographs and edited volumes on “rethinking” journalism noted
in the introduction of this chapter, have contributed to a theoretical awareness also in journal
articles.

MULTIDISCIPLINARITY WITH A SOCIOLOGICAL EMPHASIS

Our second argument is that, even though journalism studies is a multidisciplinary field, it is
dominated by a sociological emphasis in its theorization. Journalism research has been noted
to have strong ties with the social sciences. Wahl-Jorgensen and Hanitzsch (2009b, p. 6), for
example, point out a clear “sociological turn” in journalism research in the 1970s and 1980s.
Likewise, Reese (2016, p. 4) talks about a “shift to a sociology of news,” where the previous
research preoccupation with questions of processes of journalistic communication and its effects
on the public was abandoned in favor of a focus on journalism as a social practice. The sociologi-
cal turn brought with it questions of “power, control, structures, institutions, class, and commu-
nity” (ibid.). In our journal analysis, we find that sociology appeared as the strongest background
discipline of journalism studies, followed by political science and cultural as well as language
theories. In the following sub-sections, we will address the main theories of journalism stemming
from these disciplinary traditions.

Journalism as a Social System

Sociological perspectives imply that journalism is understood as a kind of social system in
which certain roles are performed and practices undertaken. Riihl (2008) describes this societal
approach to journalism as one that focuses on macro conceptions, such as systems and social
roles, and uses these to understand the relationship and difference between journalism and other
forms of public communication. A range of social system-related macro theories have been used
to explain and explore the role that journalism plays in societies, why it matters, and what makes
it different from other forms of communication and other parts of society. Luhmann’s theory of
social systems can help explain journalism’s position in a society by how it differentiates itself
from other social systems and creates boundaries of meaning (Gorke & Scholl, 2006). Bourdieu’s
field theory, in which journalism can be understood as a subfield of the field of cultural pro-
duction, has been used to analyze the connections between journalistic organizations, practices,
products, and professionals, on the one side, and larger social systems of power, economy, and
politics, on the other (Benson, 1999, 2006). Like field theory, new institutionalism is a social sys-
tem theory that mediates “the impact of macro-level forces on micro-level actions” (Ryfe, 2006,
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p. 137). Analyzing journalism as an institution means analyzing the presuppositions and tacit
knowledge that guide journalistic practice across newsrooms, news organizations, and other jour-
nalistic organizations.

Central to these theories is that they provide explanations and questions from a macro per-
spective for how an institution/field/system like journalism functions and develops in societies
through analysis of how individual behavior coincides with larger, cross-organizational struc-
tures. As such, social system theories provide frameworks for analyzing interplays between men-
tal structures (norms, values, and ideals); material structures (economy, and technology); and
agency in journalism. We also find ways of analyzing the same interplay in middle-range theories
like organizational theory and hierarchy of influences theory. The difference is that such theories
do not aim at explaining societies on a macro level. Organizational theory provides a framework
for understanding how various kinds of organizations are configured and reconfigured by internal
and external structures and by the actions of different kinds of professions and labor that are part
of the organization. Organizational theory has been applied in journalism studies to analyses, for
example, of how specific beats, like science journalism (Lublinski, 2011), develop. News pro-
duction studies also take news organizations as their starting point, analyzing how agency and
mental and material structures shape how news is produced. Based on extensive ethnographic
research, news production studies became a popular way of analyzing journalism as meso- and
micro-social systems during the 1970s (see Becker & Vlad, 2009, for an overview). Such studies
were important in showing that news is constructed based on certain routines. They produced
some of the best-known middle-range theories of journalism, like the theory of news values (see,
for instance, Harcup & O’Neill, 2016) and the gatekeeping theory (see Shoemaker & Vos 2009).

Recognizing that journalism has become increasingly independent of news organizations
and influenced by all kinds of structures and agency on macro, meso, and micro levels, the
hierarchy of influence theory introduced by Shoemaker and Reese (1996) provides a model of
the levels that influence journalism: from the macro-social systems, via social institutions and
organizations, to the micro levels of routine practices and individuals. Similarly, practice theory
(Bourdieu, 1977; Schatzki, 2001) opens up pre-defined conceptions of organizations and delves
deeper into the interplay between the mental and material structures, and the agency, that both
restrain and facilitate (professional) practice. For example, practice theory has been used to ana-
lyze how activities, materiality, and discursive reflexivity connected to participatory journalism
shape what journalism is and why it develops as it does, preferably without preconceived ideas
on who the key agents are (professionals or amateurs) or within what kind of organizational
framework journalism operates (Ahva, 2017).

The increasing uncertainty as to where journalism is to be found, who produces it and how
various groups of professionals and amateurs participate and cooperate in its coming into exist-
ence has led to the popularity of social system theories that do not take macro-societal perspec-
tives as their starting point. Latour’s actor-network theory is one example of such a social system
theory with no preconceived ideas on who and what shapes the social system. This approach has
gained significant traction in journalism studies in recent years (see Primo & Zago, 2015 for an
overview, and discussion below).

In our journal analysis, we find examples of all the above-mentioned theories. Almost a third
of the 20 most popular keywords drew from sociology (keywords like “professionalism,” “glo-
balization,” “practice,” “role,” “news values,” “newsroom,” “community,” “values”). A third of
the abstracts referred to professionalism, which makes it the single most popular sociological
framework in journal articles. Professionalism has been applied as a theoretical framework in
journalism studies in three main ways. First, there are historical analyses of how news work
and its forms have professionalized over time and whether this occupational culture can be
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described as a profession (e.g., Carey, 2007). Second, there are studies that focus on examining
the professional ideology or culture of journalism: its core values and norms that mark the value-
based boundaries of the field (e.g., Deuze, 2005). This tradition is also typically interested in the
sense-making and positioning of journalists themselves: how they view the norms and surround-
ings that guide and impact their work and roles, also in a comparative fashion (e.g., Hanusch &
Hanitzsch, 2017).

Third are the studies that focus on the legitimacy and jurisdiction of professional journal-
ism as a societal agent, its distinct practices and roles in relation to other professions or political,
economic, and cultural fields (e.g., Waisbord, 2013). However, the theoretical framework of pro-
fessionalism has also been criticized for limiting the domain that is seen as a valid information
source about journalism and hence potentially omitting the role of participating non-journalists
in the construction of journalism (Ahva, 2017).

Journalism as a Democratic Force

The second most common disciplinary framework in journalism studies, according to our journal
analysis, is political science. Keywords typical of this framework (like “election,” “democracy,”
“public relations,” “politics,” and “public sphere”) dominated at the beginning of the new mil-
lennium but declined towards 2016. Overall, these keywords indicate that the political science
tradition sees journalism as a democratic force that shapes public discourse.

Democracy theories provide typical starting points for journalism studies and enable us to
understand the role that journalism plays as a facilitator of the public sphere and how it covers
issues that require public attention. Within this framework, we can identify various approaches.
So-called procedural or competitive democracy theories have long framed journalism studies
and guided researchers’ attention towards the role that journalism plays in providing informa-
tion to citizens as voters between the elections and the ways in which politicians compete over
power in the public sphere (Strombéck, 2005). While this tradition is still strong, participatory
and deliberative democracy theories (ibid.) became more prominent in the 1990s. These models
invite us to examine and assess whether journalism enables or restricts civic agency and reason-
ing beyond the moment of voting, and the role of public discourse in the formation of the political
culture (e.g., Ettema, 2007). As a more middle-range theory developed within communication
studies, agenda-setting theory (McCombs & Shaw, 1972) provides a framework for analyzing
how journalism shapes the public sphere and consequently the ways in which we, as the public,
understand the world. Priming and framing are core concepts within agenda-setting theory and
provide tools to analyses what and how issues gain importance in the media and thereby in public
and political discourse. Refining agenda-setting theory, theories of second-level agenda setting
(Ghanem, 1997) and inter-media agenda setting (Danielian & Reese, 2009) provide frameworks
for analyzing, respectively (1) how the media discuss issues that have already made the agenda
and (2) how certain media (like elite newspapers) influence what other media should have on
their agenda.

There are long, historic ties between journalism and democracy/public sphere theories.
A free, independent press which facilitates a public sphere in which ideas and politics can be dis-
seminated, debated, critiqued, and shaped has been considered a cornerstone for democracy ever
since the Age of Enlightenment, in which catchphrases like Thomas Jefferson’s “information is
the currency of democracy” began to dominate the democracy discourse (Zelizer, 2013, p. 463).
Such links between journalism and democracy were directly articulated in the theory of journal-
ism as the “fourth estate,” in which journalism is prescribed a role as a guardian of democracy
and as a mediator between public opinion and the governing institutions of a state (Boyce, 2008).
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The fourth estate theory and similar theoretically assumed links between journalism and democ-
racy are normative theories, which prescribe what role journalism should have in a society and
what a democracy should be like. Embedded in such normative theories is the notion that journal-
ism is a prerequisite for democracy, and vice versa; journalism and democracy are so intertwined
that the one cannot exist without the other.

Such normative theories of journalism (and democracy) have been criticized for a number
of reasons. First, they cannot explain how and why journalism exists in semi- or non-democratic
societies. Siebert, Peterson, and Schramm (1956) addressed this problem in their categorization
of how journalism functions in various political systems expressed as the four theories of the
press: the authoritarian, libertarian, social responsibility, and Soviet-totalitarian. However, the
four theories of the press did not provide an escape from normative theory, as it was discursively
embedded within a libertarian logic that clearly ranked the four categories along an axis from
good to bad (Nerone, 1995). Several revisions of the four theories of the press and alternative
models have since been suggested, all of which are based on some degrees of normativity (see
Christians, Glasser, McQuail, Nordenstreng, & White, 2010, chapter 1, for a review).

Moreover, normative theories linking journalism and democracy tend to disregard the fact
that journalism is not the only channel through which trustworthy information can flow in a
society and a public sphere marked by a diversity of opinions. Blogs, social media, citizen jour-
nalism, and other information channels have democratized public speech, and Zelizer (2013) has
therefore, and for other reasons, suggested it is time to put democracy theory to rest in journal-
ism studies. Zelizer (ibid.) also notes that journalism has been as biased, partisan, and connected
with governance as it has been free and independent. Furthermore, journalism is much more than
hard news about politics and democracy. Commercialization and tabloidization have pushed it
towards the entertainment industry while at the same time making it more dependent on mar-
ket forces, while forms and genres like lifestyle journalism (Hanusch, 2014); sports journalism
(Boyle, 2006); and feature journalism (Steensen, 2018) promote other social functions of journal-
ism than those related to politics and democracy.

Journalism as Cultural Production and Discourse

Like social and political theory, cultural theory occupies a position among the top disciplines that
influence journalism studies, according to our journal analysis. Reflecting the last point above
about the diversity of journalism beyond issues related to politics and democracy, the cultural
analysis of journalism argues that it is more fruitful to view journalism as broad-spectrum cul-
tural production.

Analyzing journalism through the lenses of cultural theory implies questioning what is pre-
supposed in journalism, figuring out how journalists view themselves, trying to understand the
diversity of journalism and connecting journalistic practices and products to questions of power,
ideology, class, ethnicity, gender, identity, and so on. The cultural analysis of journalism is inter-
ested in how journalism intersects with everyday life. Audiences’ perceptions of and interactions
with journalism are therefore important to cultural studies of journalism. In the words of Hartley
(2008, p. 47), the cultural analysis of journalism is interested in the “moment at which media
production becomes communication and culture—the moment of the use in the circumstances
of everyday life.”

Keywords belonging to cultural theories, such as “identity” and “culture,” were among
the most popular especially in 2014-2016 in our journal analysis. The named theories within
this framework were also the most diverse in our study. They ranged from feminist theory (dis-
cussed and developed, for example, in North, 2009) to cultural or affective public sphere theories
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(e.g., Papacharissi, 2015) and myth theories (e.g., Eko, 2010). The cultural perspectives under-
line the role and significance of, for example, emotions (vs. rationality) and storytelling (vs.
reporting) in journalism and connect everyday life with structural and power-related questions.

There is a strong connection between the cultural analysis of journalism and critical the-
ory, especially as related to neo-Marxism and the Frankfurt school of thought (for a review, see
Kellner, 1993). This implies an ambition to unmask the social and ideological power structures
embedded in journalism and to uncover the discrepancies between journalistic self-perception
and “metajournalistic discourse” (Carlson, 2016), on the one hand, and the actual expressions
and meaning production systems of journalism, on the other. Hence, language-based traditions
of studying journalism are closely related to cultural ones. The field of semiotics, in which text is
understood as not only written language, but also as still and moving images, body language, and
so on, has been important in recognizing journalism as visual culture and discussing the diver-
sity through which journalism produces meaning. Language studies also increasingly emphasize
the social and cultural situatedness of journalistic texts, which requires that studies of text be
informed by material and contextual dimensions (Richardson, 2008).

The most common frameworks within language-oriented perspectives on journalism are
discourse theory (recently discussed and developed, for example, in Kelsey, 2015; see also
Chapter 16); narrative theory (e.g., Johnston & Graham, 2012); and genre theories (Marques
de Melo & Assis, 2016). Among these, discourse theory is the most popular, according to our
journal analysis. There are various approaches within the umbrella of discourse theory, but criti-
cal discourse analysis (CDA) is perhaps the most widely used and influential in the field of
media and journalism studies. CDA explores the dialectical relationship between discourses and
the social systems in which they function to expose how language and meaning are used by the
powerful to oppress the dominated, so that the approach could be said to have an emancipatory
trajectory (Poyhtéri, 2014). For example, van Dijk (2009) has underlined that a major dimension
in discourse analytical studies of journalism is the ideological nature of news: the approach can
help in examining the expression and reproduction of ideology in news, the axiomatic beliefs
underlying the social representations shared by a group. He furthermore points out that the role
of discourse in reproducing racism, nationalism, and sexism should be more carefully studied in
the future.

Thus, taken together, the disciplinary perspectives of culture and language regard journalism
as a form of cultural production that shapes us and our world through discourse.

EMERGING THEORIES TAKE INSPIRATION FROM
TECHNOLOGY AND ECONOMY

If the above-discussed threesome—sociology, political science, and cultural and language
studies—provides the relatively stable theoretical backbone to the multidisciplinarity of journal-
ism studies, the perspectives of technology and economy are the booming newcomers. This third
argument of ours is no surprise, given the prevalent discourse of crisis in journalism. Discourse
surrounding the financial crisis, for example, has centered on the question on how to make jour-
nalism a profitable business in the digital age; while discourse of the technological crisis has
concerned how the practices, products, and proliferation of news work are dramatically changing
due to digitalization. Therefore, techno-economic discourse (Kunelius & Ruusunoksa, 2008) has
emerged as a strong sense-making category for newsroom management as well as scholarship.
Our abstract analysis indicates that the share of economics as a background discipline rose
from 0 to 5 percent, and technology from 3 to 6 percent in 2000-2016. Therefore, among the
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smaller disciplines, economics and technology are the perspectives that have increased their
share the most. It also seems that such perspectives have a stronger impact than others. Based on
analysis of citation metrics, we found that articles framed within a techno-economic discourse
were more likely to be cited than articles framed within any other disciplinary traditions. We will
now introduce the emerging theories within the traditions of technology and economy.

Journalism as a Socio-Material Practice

The increasing role of technology is reflected in our journal analysis through the emergence of
new keywords, such as “computational journalism,” “materiality,” and “visualization.” On the
one hand, technology as an underlying approach appears as one that can be adopted in order to
reexamine certain traditional aspects of journalism (such as visualization in the form of digital
data visualization) or to update popular journalism-related middle-range theories, such as gate-
keeping (reworked into gatewatching, see Bruns, 2005). On the other hand, the technological
perspective has brought entirely new theoretical input to the field. For example, science and
technology studies is one of the most important new fields to have influenced theorization of
journalism in the digital age (Ahva & Steensen, 2017). Socio-technical theories, such as Latour’s
(2005) actor-network theory, have gained ground in journalism studies, especially since the pub-
lication of Boczkowski’s seminal book Digitizing the News (2004), which paved the way for
understanding the interplay between technology, materiality, and social practice related to the
production of (online) journalism. However, perspectives like actor-network theory are as much
methodological approaches as theories, and they have therefore been criticized for their lack of
explanatory power (Benson, 2017).

Nevertheless, the use of the keyword “network” has in recent years grown significantly in jour-
nalism studies, as have spatial keywords related to “ecosystems” and “landscapes.” Reese (2016,
p- 10) refers to “the ecosystem shift” in theories of journalism and connects this to the emergence
of digital platforms that have made some of the classical conceptual categorizations invalid. This
technological perspective thus seems to regard journalism as a materially defined practice.

Journalism as Post-Industrial Business Endeavor

Our analysis of journal article keywords points to an interesting shift in how economy/business/
industry-related perspectives are framed in journalism studies. By 2014-2016, keywords within
this branch such as “media industry” and “economic theory,” which were among the most pop-
ular in 2000-2013, had been replaced by a variety of more flexible, individual-focused, and
business-related conceptualizations, such as “sustainability” or “entrepreneurialism.” This shift
is connected to a situation where the journalism industry as a clearly demarcated branch within
the media industry needs to be rethought—as proposed by the notion of “post-industrial journal-
ism” (Anderson, Bell, & Shirky, 2012). This rethinking of journalism as industry and business
involves journalism’s move from organizational enterprises to individual entrepreneurship.

The emphasis on individuals becomes explicit, for example, in how the notion of entrepre-
neurial journalism has been recently discussed and theorized. Here, the discourse is centered on
how individual journalists can (and should) reinvent themselves as independent entrepreneurs
by starting a company outside of legacy news organizations. Hence concepts and theories from
management and business studies, such as business model canvas (Singer, 2017), are applied to
address how journalists can see change and disruption as business opportunities (Briggs, 2012).
This indicates that the perspectives of economics and business perceive journalism as a commer-
cial endeavor that pertains to changing structures as well as individual activities.



JOURNALISM THEORY 49

THE LONG TAIL OF THEORIES

Our fourth argument is that the story of theory in journalism studies is very much a story of the
long tail. This means that, while the field has matured and become more theoretically aware,
the sheer number of theories applied has also increased. In our journal analysis, we found 116
different theories mentioned in the abstracts of the three volumes (2002/2003, 2012, and 2016)
of Journalism and Journalism Studies. In 2016 alone, we found 58 different theories in the 126
articles.

Only a few theories were clearly more popular than others, like professionalism and democ-
racy theories, but most were mentioned only once. Examples from the long tail include varied
frameworks such as ideational theory, cultural chaos theory, cumulative prospect theory, theory
of voice, and cartography. This situation resonates with Bryant and Miron’s (2004) analysis of
the role of theory in mass communication journals between 1956 and 2000. In the 1,806 arti-
cles they analyzed, 604 different theories were identified, most of which were referenced only a
few times.

The long tail of theories prompts the following question: is it possible to build a unifying
knowledge paradigm for journalism studies, and is such a paradigm necessary? As our analy-
sis reveals, the questions asked by journalism scholars are close to being outnumbered by the
theoretical approaches used. From a classical perspective on the nature of disciplines, in which
a shared knowledge paradigm is considered important, one might therefor argue that because
journalism is described and analyzed through so many different academic languages, it runs the
risk of resembling the cacophony at the biblical tower of Babel. Consequently, one might ask: is
the shared knowledge paradigm only a distant fata morgana that individual journalism scholars
gaze at from the isolation of their own theoretical islands?

For a number of reasons, we would advise against asking such questions. First, a shared
knowledge paradigm does not necessarily mean a fixed and stable set of theories. Instead, as
proposed by Carlson et al. (2018), it could be understood as a shared set of commitments, which
constitute a shared way of knowing as an epistemic culture. Second, the pragmatist-participatory
attitude towards theory has a strong foothold in journalism studies, and even though this attitude
does not constitute a shared knowledge paradigm, it represents an agreement that empirical mate-
rial is the center around which theories circle. This does not necessarily mean that theory plays a
subordinate role in journalism studies. Rather, if the pragmatist-participatory, grounded theory-
inspired attitude is understood as Mjeset (2006) suggests, it means that theoretical knowledge is
essential in the construction of a “local research frontier,” meaning the accumulated knowledge
established by previous grounded research on the same area. Such an approach implies that
theoretical constructs are constantly negotiated by empirical material. Hence, theories emerge,
and disciplinary resonance may need to be sought, from various directions, not just from the
traditional ones.

Such an attitude towards theory is perhaps a fruitful path for journalism studies, the object
of whose study is in a constant flux. Deuze and Witschge (2018, p. 177) argue along these lines,
as they observe that journalism is a profession in a “permanent process of becoming,” which
requires of journalism studies to have a constantly evolving toolkit of perspectives from which
to understand this process.

In fact, instead of resembling the tower of Babel, one could argue that the magnitude of theo-
retical perspectives and the consequent lack of a shared knowledge paradigm fits well with Fey-
erabend’s (1993, p. 9) notion of the perfect state of science: “Science is an essentially anarchic
enterprise: theoretical anarchism is more humanitarian and more likely to encourage progress
than its law-and-order alternatives.”
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CONCLUSION

In this chapter, we have painted a picture of what theory looks like in journalism studies. We
structured our examination along the lines of four arguments based on an analysis of articles
published in Journalism and Journalism Studies from 2000 to 2016. This examination pointed
at general trends in the use of theory and gave us a backbone along which to map the families of
theories in journalism studies more broadly.

As a summary, we can say that journalism studies is a vivid and maturing multidisciplinary
field which tries to capture a constantly moving object by asking new, empirical questions guided
by an increasingly larger pool of different theories and frameworks. At the same time, theoretical
awareness of the field seems to be on the rise.

Journalism studies is strongly rooted in the sociological research tradition and also heavily
shaped by the political science and cultural and language studies traditions. It is understood in
numerous and sometimes competing ways but is most often viewed as a kind of social system,
as a democratic force, as cultural production and discourse, and increasingly also as a socio-
material and commercial practice.

Moreover, journalism studies has strong ties to normative and critical theories, and there is
a rising awareness around the role of normative theory in the field. For example, Carlson et al.
(2018, p. 15) argue (normatively!) that normativity is a key characteristic of both journalism
and journalism studies that should be recognized, embraced, critically scrutinized, and made
transparent:

A commitment to normative awareness can manifest itself as a form of reflexivity that examines
both the explicit and implicit assumptions that show up in the data and analyses of researchers.
Such awareness can also result in a critical stance that challenges the effects of journalism’s nor-
mative commitments on news.

In the first edition of this handbook, Zelizer (2009, p. 34) argued that journalism studies was “at
war with self” and dominated by “a slew of independent academic efforts taking place in a variety
of disciplines without the shared knowledge crucial to academic inquiry.” It seems that not much
has changed, but we do not necessarily agree with the presupposition embedded in the above quote
around the necessity of a shared knowledge paradigm. We believe that journalism studies is well
served by a constant search for new approaches and new perspectives from a variety of disciplines.
This means that journalism scholars should not lament such theoretical anarchy, but embrace it.
Even though most of the innovative theoretical endeavors that come out of this anarchic state might
make no mark on the field, the ones that do can push it in new and fruitful directions.

However, continuous search for theoretical innovation may promote new theories over old
ones simply because they are new and not necessarily because they are better. There is, therefore,
a potential normativity in such theoretical anarchy that favors the new and unknown over the
old and familiar. Journalism scholars should be aware of such a potential bias and not disregard
the knowledge accumulated by previous intellectual inquiries into the subject. At least, there
should be reflexivity in regard to the specific disciplinary traditions within which authors locate
themselves.

Even though we salute the current state of theoretical anarchy in journalism studies, we
recognize that the field is in almost constant need of shared meeting places, both physically,
typically in conferences, and intellectually, in the form of edited volumes and monographs that
aim at pulling the various theoretical threads together. This is what makes journalism studies an
interpretive community while at the same time revealing what a vibrant, evolving field it is.
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NOTES

1. The sample included all keywords from articles published in all volumes of the journals Journalism
and Journalism Studies during the period 2000-2016, and all abstracts of the volumes of 2002—
2003, 2012, and 2016. The results presented in this article are a combination of our previous study
(Steensen & Ahva, 2015) and an update of it with data up until 2016. The number of analyzed
keywords from Journalism was 4,297, and from Journalism Studies 7,671, so altogether 11,968
keywords. The number of analyzed abstracts from Journalism was 32 (2002-2003), 33 (2012), and
63 (2016), and from Journalism Studies 58 (2002—-2003), 50 (2012), and 63 (2016), so altogether 299
abstracts.

2. We also acknowledge that, with our study based on abstracts and keywords, we can merely make
conclusions only about how research is presented. Examining how theories are put to use in the stud-
ies would require another review study on full articles.
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Journalism Education

Beate Josephi

INTRODUCTION

Journalism education has undergone extensive change in the last ten years. Much of this trans-
formation, as outlined throughout this volume, is due to the changing face of journalism and the
challenges of adjusting to the proliferation of information sources and delivery on digital plat-
forms. On the positive side, journalism education at tertiary level has largely spread around the
globe (Berger & Foote, 2017), proven by the fact that worldwide almost two-thirds of journalists
aged 2440 have a degree in journalism or communication studies (WIS, 2017). This figure has
to be seen in the context of almost 90 percent of all journalists holding a degree (WIS, 2017).

This chapter will begin with the history of journalism education and look at its key texts.
The section entitled “The Aims of Journalism Education” will examine the efforts to turn journal-
ism into a profession and the need to mediate between industry and the academy. This tension
is ongoing, although, in the times of strained economic circumstances, the industry is ever more
accepting of the fact that colleges and universities teach future journalists. In today’s crowded
market, journalism education plays an important part in helping journalists to set themselves
apart from other information providers. The section entitled “A Question of Curricula” shows
an increasingly coordinated approach to journalism education globally. Research into journalism
students has progressed significantly in the last decade, analyzing their interests and aspirations
throughout their course of study and their actual likelihood of becoming journalists. Given the
increasingly precarious nature of employment in journalism, the section entitled “Brave New
World” tries to chart likely developments in journalism education. The final part will point to
areas of “Future Research.”

THE HISTORY OF JOURNALISM EDUCATION

A key element of journalism education is that it is seen as laying the foundations for the skills,
attitudes, and knowledge of future journalists. Journalism education, however, took shape over
many decades and at different paces and forms before establishing itself globally at tertiary
institutions.

The idea of achieving better journalism by giving journalists a college or university educa-
tion was born in the United States in the second half of the 19th century (Weaver, 2003). For
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much of the 20th century, the United States was the main site providing journalism as a tertiary
study. Only in the 1980s and 1990s did journalism become accepted as a subject field world-
wide, often in new universities. One reason why the United States broke new ground was that
the country not only pioneered journalism education but also journalism practice. According to
Chalaby (1996), journalism, as we define it today, is an Anglo-American invention. Journalism
in continental Europe was closely linked with the literary field, which demanded a different set
of talents and writing skills from those of a daily reporter.

The person credited with implementing the idea that future journalists should receive a college
education was the losing general of the US Civil War, Robert E. Lee. As president of Washington
College—today Washington and Lee University in Lexington, Virginia—he offered scholarships
for journalism studies as part of a liberal arts degree as early as 1869 (Medsger, 2005).

Already then, doubts were raised about journalism as an academic discipline. Lee’s initia-
tive came at a time when newspapers were small enterprises with the editor and printer often
being the same person. The early courses included technical printing skills, as well as writing
and editing, rather than focusing on reporting (Johansen, Weaver, & Dornan, 2001). Irrespective
of this earlier effort, James Carey claimed that journalism education did not begin in earnest
until Joseph Pulitzer pressed money into the somewhat reluctant hands of Columbia University
to establish a school of journalism (Carey, 1978). The Columbia School of Journalism opened in
1912 as a graduate school rather than the undergraduate college initially envisaged by Pulitzer
(Adam, 2001). Pulitzer’s motive was to improve the minds of journalists at a time when many,
if not most, reporters came from working-class families. He wanted to achieve this by providing
them with the liberal arts education they lacked (Medsger, 2005).

Other pioneers of journalism studies took a different direction. Willard Bleyer, in the late
1920s, placed the new field within Wisconsin University’s PhD programs in political science and
sociology. To him, research into journalism was an essential part of journalism education. This
decision to locate journalism in the social sciences had long-term implications. Soon there were
three distinct models of journalism education at the university level. These operated as independ-
ent journalistic schools at either graduate or undergraduate level, or as separate departments
within colleges of liberal arts, or within the social science faculties.

A further model was introduced by Wilbur Schramm. Schramm was head of journalism
education at the University of lowa at the end of World War II and later became the founder of
communication studies and communication research institutes at the University of Illinois and
Stanford University (Rogers, 1994). While Schramm initially chose to place his new communica-
tion program within the existing discipline of journalism, communication as a field of study soon
overtook its host and left behind journalism education, which could not shed its tag of vocational
training. Unlike Pulitzer, Professors Bleyer, Williams, and Schramm were mainly interested in
journalism, not journalists. This left journalism education in the uneasy spot between practical
and academic studies, and the discussion about the professionalism of journalism and the journal-
ism educational curriculum highlights the unresolved nature of the debate.

The United States is by no means the only country with a history of journalism education,
but no other nation has had a similar impact on the discipline. France opened its first journalism
school, L’Ecole Supérieure de Journalisme, in 1899, which was attached to the Ecole de Hautes
Etudes en Sciences Sociales a year later (Gaunt, 1992). In the Nordic countries, an apprenticeship
system was gradually replaced by journalism education (Gardestrom, 2016), whereas in Britain
formal journalistic training and education outside the workplace only became established from
the 1980s onwards (Frost, 2017).

The darker side of journalism education was shown in Spain, where the National School of
Journalism was set up in 1941 by General Franco and placed under the control of the Falangist
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Party (Barrera & Vaz, 2003). The National School of Journalism was the most important training
center in Spain, and it remained under government supervision until the early 1970s. The jour-
nalists in the major Spanish government-controlled papers had to pass through this journalism
school, attesting to the idea that journalism education was seen as an important element, if not
tool, for shaping journalists and journalism.

As journalism education has established itself around the world at universities, with more
than a third of journalism programs in the People’s Republic of China alone (Nordenstreng,
2017a), studies of the history of journalism education have proliferated, mostly as the introduc-
tory part of the study of journalism education in a particular country. These studies illustrate that
the media traditions of each country strongly shape this history, although the early development
of a college journalism education and journalism studies in the United States, through the litera-
ture it produced, exercised a worldwide influence on journalism education when other countries
established it in tertiary institutions.

KEY TEXTS

The literature on journalism education mainly falls into two categories. There are those texts that
outline model curricula and those that explain and discuss how journalists are educated in select
countries around the world.

The texts on what and how to teach tend to have a brief shelf life, reflecting the fact that jour-
nalism, particularly in digital times, is in a continual state of flux for which journalism education
has to account (Goodman, 2017a; Westlund & Lewis, 2017). In the decades when legacy media
was unchallenged, many books and articles on journalism education were written in the United
States, where tertiary journalism education was most advanced and the large number of students
constituted an appreciative market. Great Britain, the other prominent disseminator of English
language books, did not enter the field until much later, because its journalism education system
was industry-based, and did not require the output of publications expected in a university-based
system (Frost, 2017). As journalism education is strongly shaped within national boundaries,
most countries, be they Scandinavian, Spanish-speaking, or Lusophone countries, rely on texts
written in their own languages, especially as journalism is closely connected to the finer nuances
of writing (Hovden, Nygren, & Zilliacus-Tikkanen, 2016; Moreira & Lago, 2017). The language
of research, on the other hand, tends to be English, which has led to the literature on journalism
education being presented in that language.

From the beginning, books or journal editions on journalism education had a survey quality
in that they dealt with each country in a separate chapter or section. This trait will never quite
disappear for the very reasons mentioned: journalism education is to a large extent deeply bound
to national media and their working traditions. What has changed, are the conceptual and ideo-
logical parameters within which journalism education is evaluated. From the 1990s onwards,
journalism education at a tertiary level proliferated exponentially around the world, demonstrat-
ing that it was not only the United States and the Western European democracies educating
journalists, but that journalism was produced all around the world, irrespective of whether the
political system was deemed, to use US Cold War parlance, “democratic,” “semi-democratic,”
or “authoritarian.” When the World Journalism Education Council (WJEC) was established in
2007, it acknowledged in the preamble to its principles that “[jJournalism education is defined
in different ways” and that at “the core is the study of all types of journalism” (WJEC, 2008).

The earliest survey of journalism education, as it existed then around the globe, was Philip
Gaunt’s UNESCO-sponsored book (1992). Gaunt first assessed the differences in training
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systems, training needs, and structures, before proceeding continent by continent and country
by country to detail the features of their journalism education. In a comment, typical for its
time, Gaunt (1992, p. 158) draws a clear distinction between journalism in democratic and non-
democratic nations:

In countries in which journalists are considered to be government employees, or “flacks,” the
profession is unlikely to attract the best and brightest students or the most qualified teachers. In
such systems, courses on ethics, professional standards, investigative reporting, press history and
different aspects of communication theory have no place in the curriculum.

Following a similar evaluative distinction, Romy Frohlich and Christina Holtz-Bacha con-
centrated on countries in which journalism could proclaim itself as the fourth estate. Their book
on journalism education in Europe and North America consists of 14 contributions and highlights,
despite common trends throughout Europe, the wide variety of journalism education pathways and
“the unexpected diversity of educational philosophies” (Frohlich & Holtz-Bacha, 2003, p. 321).
When Georgios Terzis published his 2009 edited volume, also on journalism education in Europe,
he drew on Hallin and Mancini’s (2004) incisive study of North America’s and Western Europe’s
media systems. Terzis arranged the countries in chapters following the media system configurations
Hallin and Mancini had distilled in their study, i.e., the liberal, the corporatist, and the polarized/
pluralist model. His book also contains a further section, on post-communist media. Although Ter-
zis’ and Frohlich and Holtz-Bacha’s books are rooted in the same conceptual approach of viewing
journalism as an integral part of democracy, they highlighted in their various ways that the Ameri-
can journalism education paradigm was not the model that fitted the whole world.

The efforts to “de-Westernize” or internationalize media studies, the increasing number of
international students attending Western universities, and the proliferation of journalism courses
all around the world led to countries being studied that had previously stayed under the radar of
scholarly attention. Josephi (2010) tried to shine some light on what and how journalism educa-
tion was taught in nations deemed “not free” or “partly free” by Freedom House, which charts
freedom of the press around the world. The outcome was an edited volume, which included
entries on countries as diverse as Oman, Palestine, Tanzania, China, Singapore, and Romania
(Josephi, 2010).

The contributors of that volume helped to establish a clearer picture of how journalism was
understood in these places. As most countries had ceased to subsidize media and expected it to
be reliant on market forces, the more attractive and market-oriented Western style of reporting
was in demand. Further, it was hoped that “application of these stylistic rules implies a news
sense that prioritizes community conflict and consequence above other news values, leading to
the gradual formation, and preferably official acceptance, of a narrative convention akin to civic
and interpretive journalism” (Guo, 2010).

While such ideas were incorporated into the teaching of, for example, environmental journal-
ism in China (Josephi & Pan, 2015), governments also saw increased professionalism as benefi-
cial to getting the state’s or the party’s message across and supporting the training of “competent
communicators.” Journalism education was therefore often linked to national development, but
it also meant honing the basic skills of news gathering, sourcing, interviewing, and writing or
presenting, and learning about the community the journalists are to serve.

However, it was also shown that journalism education alone could not compellingly influ-
ence the media via the journalists it taught. The constraints of industry were strong, and the hopes
that had arisen with the marketization of the media in post-communist countries and China had
to be largely discarded as these countries had neither raised the quality of the media nor put them
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at arm’s length of government. In fact, market dependency soon became a deep-seated concern
for media houses in North America, Western Europe, and Australia, where the digital delivery of
news has dramatically diminished the capital available to fund journalism. The deep uncertainty
about the media’s future, and how the needs of the industry are changing, has also become a
primary concern for journalism teachers. Much of the discussion about what to teach and how to
prepare students for survival in journalism has been taking place in articles, especially in those
countries most affected by the impact of digital information delivery and social media. This has
led to the addition of entrepreneurial journalism to the curriculum in several Western countries
(Hunter & Nel, 2011; Baines & Kennedy, 2010). Scholars who place much confidence in jour-
nalists themselves and wish to restore agency to their hands include Mark Deuze and Tamara
Witschge (2017). They put their faith into educating students to be entrepreneurial journalists
who can experience creativity and freedom from routines in start-ups, although this leaves them
in a precarious commercial environment where they carry the economic burden of news produc-
tion and distribution.

Attention continues to be given to journalism education in all parts of the world. This is par-
ticularly true of the BRICS countries (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa). A special
issue of Journalism & Mass Communication Educator (Nordenstreng, 2017b) looks at the BRICS
nations to track innovation and transformation in countries that were once labeled the “develop-
ing world,” but whose economy and population size, in particular China, India, and Russia, places
them among the most important powers in the world. Kaarle Nordenstreng, who has edited the
special issue, cannot discern a unified trajectory among the BRICS countries but describes their
situation as a state of “dynamic flux around curricula and underlying philosophies—the dominant
Western tradition is challenged by alternative models and soul-searching.” He also notes that
journalism education is “increasingly integrated with other media and communication studies,”
with the traditional concept of journalism and mass communication challenged by multimedia
and social media (Nordenstreng, 2017a, p. 262).

The most comprehensive key text was initiated and supported by the WJEC. The edited
volume, Global Journalism Education in the 21st Century: Challenges and Innovations (Good-
man & Steyn, 2017) is an ambitious undertaking at a time of profound change. Editor Robyn
Goodman asks in her introduction whether journalism educators can seize the economic, politi-
cal, technical, and cultural upheavals and use them as an opportunity to instill in their students a
belief in the value of journalism that can also be conveyed to the wider public (Goodman, 2017b).

Conceptually, the volume holds on to the values of the Western journalistic tradition, such
as journalistic autonomy. But the chapters wear their ideological outlook lightly and no longer
expect journalism or journalism education to be a cornerstone of democratic development. Their
emphasis is instead on the support of civic life. Ten chapters cover journalism education in select
countries on all continents, before evaluating journalism programs globally. This wish for a pos-
sible convergence and accreditation of learning outcomes reflects the underlying desire for jour-
nalism education to produce an assessable professional outcome.

Further chapters deal with the how and what to teach at a time when digital production and
delivery modes are far from settled. Oscar Westlund and Seth Lewis (2017) urge educators to
provide their students with an awareness of the ways technology is increasingly replacing human
actors in the media industries. Journalism students should be given “more nuanced perspectives”
on how to approach and collaborate with technological actants, meaning all nonhuman technolo-
gies, such as algorithms, applications, networks, interfaces, and the like, and audiences. Their
chapter is indicative of a broader body of literature in journalism education which attempts to
provide students with the technical knowhow as well as the journalistic skills suited to the shift-
ing needs of the media industry.
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Joe Foote, the initiator of the WJEC, reminds us that journalism has seen very difficult peri-
ods and undergone many transitions in that time span. In a global context, journalism education’s
task of being “a beacon on conscience” is as pressing as ever (Foote, 2017, p. 446), a judgement
echoed by Robyn Goodman who wishes to see journalism education striving to maintain the
value of journalism in the eyes of the community and remain committed to critical engagement
and facticity (Goodman, 2017a).

THE AIMS OF JOURNALISM EDUCATION

When Joseph Pulitzer drew up his basic concept for a school of journalism in 1904, he first set
out to refute the argument that journalists are “born” (Pulitzer, 1904, p. 20). The question was
whether news instinct or moral courage could be taught and whether a journalist should learn in
the office rather than at school. Pulitzer made clear that his aim was to provide journalists with
an education that would give them the same standing as lawyers or physicians. In other words, he
wanted journalism to turn into a profession.

The ideal of journalism as a profession has accompanied journalism education ever since (Spli-
chal & Sparks, 1994), although it took much of the 20th century to get closer to that aim. Until then,
the debate on whether the newsroom or the classroom provides the best education for journalists
continued unabated. Newspapers in many countries kept to the tradition of hiring cadets or trainees
directly from school and turning them into journalists by “learning on the job.” This was the cus-
tomary type of training in the United Kingdom (Frost, 2017), where it was seen as more important
to be able to “bash out a quick story on a local murder” than to have knowledge of communica-
tion theory (Keeble, 2006, p. 260). In Austria, journalism is an open profession, which requires no
specific educational qualifications (Dorer, 2003). Also, Switzerland and Sweden are among the
countries where ““a formal journalism education is not required to become a journalist” (Bonfadelli,
Keel, Marr, & Wyss, 2012, p. 325). In other countries, such as Germany and Spain, media houses
have set up their own highly regarded journalism schools. For much of the 20th century, the British
model of taking school leavers at trainee level could also be found in a number of Commonwealth
countries, such as Australia (O’Donnell, 2017). The debate of academy versus industry was never
quite settled, except that the media organizations’ increasingly straitened circumstances forced
them to devote less resources to, or entirely abandon, cadet training (O’Donnell, 2014).

Academic literature on journalism education amply demonstrates the efforts of uniting the-
ory and practice. Bromley, Tumber, and Zelizer, writing at the beginning of this century, saw little
chance of this occurring, noting that the “academy and industry employ criteria for measuring
success in journalism education which are currently too divergent,” calling the coming together
of the two “some form of shotgun marriage” (2001, p. 252). Others sought to find common
ground and called “for a culture of mutual respect” (Greenberg, 2014, p. 294). The WJEC, in its
principles, embraces both, stating that “journalism educators should be a blend of academics and
practitioners” (WJEC, 2008). They further emphasize that it is important for educators to have
working experience as journalists.

Given the fact that in the second decade of the 21st century, on average 84.2 percent of jour-
nalists around the world hold a university degree (bachelor’s, master’s, or doctorate), and almost
two-thirds of journalists aged 24-40 have studied journalism or communication courses (WJS,
2017), it is clear that Pulitzer’s idea of journalists being university graduates has come to pass.
But the question remains as to whether journalists should be recognized as professionals.

One of the most wide-ranging attempts to outline what professionalization might mean to
journalism was made by Hallin and Mancini (2004), with the arguments partially based on Hallin’s
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(1997) earlier chapter “Commercialism and Professionalism in the American News Media.” Hal-
lin’s view was strongly influenced by his awareness of journalism’s lack of detachment from
commercial and political forces and also by the position that journalism is “very different from
the classical professions—Ilaw, medicine, architecture, engineering—in that its practice is not
based on any systematic body of knowledge” (Hallin, 1997, p. 245). Yet despite these drawbacks,
Hallin sees the potential in professionalization—i.e., formal, college-based education—to act as
a shield for journalists against commercial pressures and political instrumentalization.

While concerns about journalists’ autonomy and distinct professional norms dominated the
discussion about professionalization in the 1990s, when journalism was mostly thought of as a
feature of Western democratic countries, globalization and the advent of the digital sphere have
altered the direction of the debate. The participatory affordances of the internet challenged the
aim of professionalization, gained through journalism education, as elitist and potentially anti-
democratic in nature (Hermida et al., 2011). Journalists, however, tried to distinguish themselves
from the myriad of information providers found on the internet (Fenton, 2010; Schudson &
Anderson, 2009; Domingo et al., 2008). As Waisbord (2013, pp. 4/10) noted, professionalism
could be judged harshly as “a discursive strategy mobilized by publishers and journalists to gain
social prestige” but could also be used “to negotiate boundaries with other fields while producing
a distinctive form of knowledge and news.”

In the introduction to Carlson and Lewis’ (2015) book on boundaries of journalism, Carlson
observes that contests over journalism’s boundaries are “symbolic contests” over the right to call
oneself a journalist. “Being deemed a ‘legitimate’ journalist accords prestige and credibility, but
also access to news sources, audiences, funding, legal rights, and other institutionalized prerequi-
sites” (Carlson, 2015, p. 2). While the view of journalism as cultural practice, produced by many
actors, is gaining ground (Domingo & Le Cam, 2015; McNair & Bruns, 2016), the spotlight on
fake news has led to a reappraisal of values, especially related to credibility and ethical standards.
This reevaluation of professional norms, such as media ethics and fact-checking, which are an
essential part of journalism education courses, is also feeding into the debate over journalistic
professionalism.

Understandings of professionalism, as Silvio Waisbord puts it, are based not only on an
internal consensus around what practitioners deem their tasks, but also on an external consensus
around what society expects them to do. In this way, professionalism transcends being merely a
legitimizing claim and tool for boundary marking by journalists, but accedes to being judged by
readers, listeners, and viewers. It is this “relational perspective” within which Waisbord wants
to place professionalism. To him, it is the journalistic skill set, the ability of “thinking journal-
istically,” which “refers to a way of apprehending the world that distills bottomless amounts of
information into news,” that sets journalistic work apart from other occupations. These reporting
practices, which are “widely followed across the world” from Mumbai to Mexico City (Wais-
bord, 2013, p. 227), are now predominantly passed on to the younger generation of journalists at
a tertiary level.

Despite these commonalities, journalism education has understandably varied over time
and across regions. The former is chiefly bound up with the technological changes of the news
industry, whereas the latter, unsurprisingly, is strongly dependent on the social and political struc-
tures within which journalism education occurs. If the norms are articulated from within Western
notions of democracy, they are most likely to emphasize journalistic autonomy and journalism’s
critical distance to power. If they are drawn up in countries that expect their journalists to facili-
tate the aims of the state, they are more likely to embrace notions of collective orientation and
social harmony (Hanitzsch, 2007). While this does not exclude assuming the monitorial role,
which expresses itself in constructive criticism, it does not allow the sometimes aggressively
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adversarial stance exercised in democratic countries. However, in all parts of the world, journal-
ism education is united in its view of the profession as a public service (WJEC, 2008).

The value of public service has been the most consistent part of professional ideology taught
in journalism education. The Hutchins Commission report (1947), entitled 4 Free and Respon-
sible Press, declared it the responsibility of the press and journalists to fulfill the informational
and watchdog role for the public good. Over half a century later, the public service ideal was still
seen “as a powerful component of journalism’s ideology” (Deuze, 2005, p. 447). As the preamble
to the World Journalism Education Congress principles states: “Above all, to be a responsible
journalist must involve an informed ethical commitment to the public” (WJEC, 2008). It is this
principle that can be seen as guiding journalism education globally.

A QUESTION OF CURRICULA

A degree of global convergence has also been achieved on what constitutes state-of-the-art jour-
nalism teaching (Banda & Berger, 2017). This statement does not ignore regional differences, but
the UNESCO model curricula, published in 2007 in consultation with university-based journal-
ism educators and scholars in Africa, South and North America, Europe, South and East Asia,
and Australia, proclaims what should be considered core skills for journalists. According to the
model curricula, “the professional skills of journalists involve methods of knowing and think-
ing as well as recording and representing” (UNESCO, 2007, p. 7). As fundamentals, journalism
education should impart the following abilities and knowledge:

* An ability to think critically, incorporating skill in comprehension, analysis, and synthe-
sis; evaluation of unfamiliar material; and a basic understanding of evidence and research
methods.

* An ability to write clearly and coherently using narrative, descriptive, and analytical
methods.

* A knowledge of national and international political, economic, cultural, religious, and
social institutions.

* A knowledge of current affairs and issues and a general knowledge of history and
geography.

(UNESCO, 2007, p. 8)

The full title of the 2007 UNESCO model curricula, Model Curricula for Journalism Educa-
tion for Developing Countries and Emerging Democracies, affirms the idea of journalism as an
agent of change towards democratic governance. Although this belief does not have the currency
it once had, by spelling out journalists’ expected core skills and areas of knowledge it provides
an important platform from which to gauge journalistic performance, whether on traditional or
digital platforms.

The 2013 UNESCO model curricula, more neutrally titled Model Curricula for Journalism
Education: A Compendium of New Syllabi, confronts the changes impacting the media industry in
the wake of the digital transformation of information provision. It places media sustainability (Pic-
ard, 2013) and data journalism (Verweij, 2013) as the opening two syllabi in its compendium. Other
new syllabi acknowledge similarly pressing needs, such as intercultural journalism, humanitarian
journalism, reporting human trafficking, and safety and journalism (UNESCO, 2013).

Universities in Western countries, where the disruption to media businesses and journal-
ism has been most severe and journalism students have to prepare for precarious employment,
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are attempting to meet these needs with new technological set-ups and lessons on social media
(Royal, 2017; Josephi, 2017; Hovden et al., 2016). Edit-suites and computer labs are arranged to
offer the widest possible interdisciplinary approach to textual and visual knowledge for online
and broadcast production. State-of-the-art studios allow training on all digital platforms and their
courses include, for example, photojournalism and documentary filmmaking to provide students
with a high degree of flexibility in the job market.

The question of curricula, as it was debated in the 1990s and 2000s, centered on the issue of
critical reflection on journalistic work, a focus that was largely seen as unhelpful by the industry
and destined to drive even more of a wedge between academy and industry. With the coming of
the digital age, the media industry pushed aside these issues for more pressing concerns, includ-
ing commercial survival and attacks on the media in the political arena. The recognition that
universities and colleges are not necessarily competitors but helpers in journalism education,
especially as far as young, digitally trained staff are concerned, has led to a more companionable
relationship between media outlets and tertiary institutions. The media industry recognizes that
tertiary journalism education provides an ongoing flow of young media practitioners keen to see
their industry survive and to uphold professional standards.

JOURNALISM STUDENTS AND JOURNALISM EDUCATORS

The shift to journalism education being mostly provided in university or college courses made it
easier for researchers to establish a profile of journalism students, to interrogate their motivations
for studying journalism, their role perceptions of journalism, and their expectations of future
work.

Slavko Splichal and Colin Sparks’ study of tendencies of professionalization among first-
year students in 22 countries pioneered comparative studies on journalism students. They tested
a diverse range of countries to ascertain “whether or not universal tendencies of socialization,
particularly towards professionalization, exist among journalism students in different countries”
(Splichal & Sparks, 1994, p. 7). Surmising that “journalism is primarily constructed within
national boundaries” (p. 6), they hoped to discern common trends. Bearing in mind that this
was a study of first-year journalism students, Spichal and Sparks concluded that their attitudes
were not determined by the nature of the national, social, or economic structure of the country
in which they lived. Instead, a number of “striking similarities emerged,” in particular “a desire
for the independence and autonomy of journalism” (p. 179). The criticisms made of Splichal
and Sparks’ study were that first-year journalism students had hardly entered the socialization
process and that too few questions were asked regarding journalistic roles and ethical dilemmas
(Weaver, 1998).

A research series called “Journalism Students Across the Globe,” initiated by Claudia Mel-
lado, has produced newer comparative studies into students’ professional views (Mellado et al.,
2014) or expectations of their working future, in countries including Cuba, Venezuela, and Ecua-
dor (Oller, Olivera, Arcila, & Chavero, 2017). These studies, unlike Splichal and Sparks’, found
that students’ notions of professional roles were more heterogeneous. By the end of their courses,
students had more noticeably absorbed the social and political influences of their country, but
not to the degree that they would outweigh the normative values taught to them (Mellado et al.,
2014; Oller et al., 2017).

In the Nordic countries, longitudinal studies have been carried out on journalism students.
Hovden and Ottosen’s book is subtitled Nordic Students Entering an Age of Uncertainty, reflect-
ing the tenor of all recent studies. On one hand, the authors find students have become more
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similar in their professional orientation. On the other hand, they note that students view their
course choice as “merely a first area of study in a longer career—which may or may not involve
ajob in journalism” (Hovden & Ottosen, 2016, p. 62). Studies carried out by Mellado and Scher-
man (2017) and Hanusch et al. (2014) echo these findings in that their results showed “an almost
universal decline in students’ desire to work in journalism at the end of their program” (2014,
p. 141).

Gender has emerged as a notable characteristic of tertiary journalism students. Female stu-
dents outnumber male students by roughly 2:1, as reported in single-country studies, for exam-
ple, in Britain (Franks, 2013) or Lebanon (Melki, 2009), or in comparative studies of journalism
students (Hanusch et al., 2014; Oller et al., 2017; Hovden, 2017). This fact has been seen as a
likely reason for the increase in female journalists since the 1990s (Weaver, Beam, Brownlee,
Voakes, & Wilhoit, 2007; Lukina & Vartanova, 2017).

A project on journalism educators in 28 European countries (Drok, 2018) highlights an
ongoing problem of journalism education, especially in times of rapid change. Only 28 percent
of teachers are 39 years old or younger, whereas almost 60 percent are between the ages of 40
and 59, and 12 percent are older. Yet 86 percent see having the technical skills for digital media
as essential for their students. While not bridging the generational divide, journalism educators
can claim to be a link between industry and the academy. Eighty percent hold PhDs or master’s
degrees, and two-thirds have between 6 and 30 years’ experience as journalists.

BRAVE NEW WORLD

Uncertain and precarious are two of the most frequently used adjectives applied to the job pros-
pects of budding journalists in Western countries, notably the United States, Australia, and a
number of other European nations. Redundancy figures in these countries are a reminder of
how traditional media is shrinking, in particular the legacy press (Reinardy, 2016; Sherwood &
O’Donnell, 2016). The Netherlands and Italy show over half or a third, respectively, of journalists
are working part-time or freelance (WJS, 2017). Given this situation, Mark Deuze and Tamara
Witschge (2017, p. 8) write about the need for journalists to find “his or her permanence in
impermanence, forever flexibilized on the outside as well as on the inside of news institutions.”

Journalism education in the affected countries has to address the changing employment situ-
ation and determine which courses would be most useful for the future of their students. Daniel
Kreiss and J. S. Brennan, in their chapter “Normative Models of Digital Journalism” (2016),
highlight the four major aspects of how they see journalism developing, implicitly outlining the
parameters of future journalism education. The first feature is that journalists are expected to
work in a more participatory environment. The second is that deinstitutionalization is likely to
increase, “challenging organizational hierarchies and distinctions between producers and con-
sumers” (p. 299). Third, the demand is for innovation, to keep pace with technological develop-
ments and ensuing audience expectations. Fourth, journalists should be entrepreneurial, which
requires journalists “to be self-starters, build their own audiences, raise their own funding, and
brand themselves in the social media” (p. 299).

The last facet, in particular, has been “held up in much of the digital journalism literature as
what will save journalism” (p. 308). Numerous universities have started teaching entrepreneurial
journalism, or, as they label it, “Future Journalism,” which puts emphasis on business skills and
being at the forefront of understanding technological affordances. Entrepreneurial journalism,
however, has also attracted criticism as it is seen to severely limit journalistic autonomy with its
“vulnerability to market influence.” The “start-up’s audience-as-customer must be catered to in
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order to survive financially,” which makes for a much stricter dependency than exists in institu-
tionalized media (Singer, 2015, pp. 30-31).

Engaging with curricula content, Westlund and Lewis, when “Reconsidering Four Stages
of News Production for Teaching Purposes” (2017, pp. 414-423), have divided the news pro-
duction process into four stages—access/observation, selection/filtering. processing/editing, and
distribution. They examine current production methods to illustrate the interplay of journalists
(actors), technological actants, and audience in this process. Their methodological approach,
which conjures up neither frightening scenarios nor great promises for the future, provides jour-
nalism educators with the tools to determine where, in the digital transformation process, the
likely destinations of their students lie and what skills and knowledge will be most helpful to
them in the brave new world of journalism.

FUTURE RESEARCH

The major objective Joseph Pulitzer hoped for when urging Columbia University in New York
to open a school of journalism, was to give reporters an education. A little over 100 years later,
this objective has been fulfilled (WJS, 2017). But mass media no longer play the role they once
did, and their importance will continue to diminish. The digital era, with its shared information
ecology, has different expectations of journalists.

What exactly these expectations are, and which skill set is most likely to meet them, is one
of the most pressing questions for journalism education. While it seems that a core skill set,
consisting in the main of being able, to use Waisbord’s words, to “distil bottomless amounts of
information into news,” will remain a constant; the economic and political situation keeps chang-
ing for the media industry.

Future research ought to track the effects of deinstitutionalization on journalists’ working
conditions and help to develop journalism education courses that provide the skills and knowl-
edge needed in a changing employment environment. Understanding the interplay of actors,
actants, and audiences, as Westlund and Lewis (2017) write, is a vital task for journalism educa-
tors as they prepare students for a working world where the ways of receiving and distributing
information have shifted considerably from what has been customary.

However, the impact of digital development is not occurring evenly around the globe. All
the same, as Banda and Berger point out, “journalism educators in a// countries—Western and
non-Western—have to confront the escalating disruptive impact” of the new information and
communication technologies (2017, p. 320). They urge a rethinking of journalism curricula along
interdisciplinary paths, as skills and knowledge from other fields are increasingly becoming part
of journalism practice. By expanding teaching to integrate the visual elements of journalism and
carrying out further research into areas such as journalism and the environment, climate change,
migration and refugees, or conflict-sensitive journalism and journalism and disinformation, jour-
nalism education can underpin its claim for ongoing relevancy.
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News Organizations and Routines

Oscar Westlund and Mats Ekstrom

INTRODUCTION

The first studies on news routines emerged in the 1950s, and since then, a wealth of studies have
followed that focus on routines among journalists in newsrooms. Clearly, however, much has
happened in journalism since then, as a profession, with the news media industries, with digital
developments and the tools, systems, and digital intermediaries that have emerged and become
established. News reporters in the 1950s were embedded in a significantly different newsroom.
They used radically different tools and systems to produce news, as compared to contemporary
news reporters. At the same time, reporters both then and now engage in similar routines in their
pursuit of information from a diverse set of reliable sources, and in turning this into something
deemed credible enough to be published as news. Some routines persist and help journalists to
cope with the pace of news work; yet new routines also emerge in digital and increasingly data-
driven newsrooms. Digital journalism encompasses many different forms of news journalism,
and discussions often focus on what is new rather than what remains essentially the same (e.g.,
Eldridge, Hess, Tandoc, & Westlund, 2019). Amid growth in perceptions about disinformation
becoming more and more widespread in society, many have held that journalists and their pro-
fessional and routinized practices play a key role. Shared routines are important for the col-
laboration and coordination of activities in the newsroom, for the way in which news journalists
efficiently produce, frame, and publish their stories, approach sources, seek to verify informa-
tion, and so forth.

This chapter presents a literature review focusing on routines in news organizations, and
makes two distinct contributions by discussing: (1) the organizational context and routines for
coordination in news organizations and (2) routines in relation to the concrete situated practices
forming epistemological news production processes. We begin, however, by turning to existing
concepts and definitions of routines.

KEY CONCEPTS

Organizational researchers Levitt and March have suggested routines “include the forms, rules,
procedures, conventions, strategies, and technologies around which organizations are con-
structed and through which they operate” (1988, p. 320). In journalism studies, Becker (2004)
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has stressed the collective and contextual and stressed how organizational factors may shape
routines. Journalism studies has also stressed that the systematic routines of doing news work
help distinguish journalism from other forms of information production. More generally, the
ways in which journalists and the news media work towards distinguishing journalism from other
forms of information has been approached through analyses of boundary work. The boundaries
of journalism are contested (Carlson & Lewis, 2015), and the journalistic authority is upheld not
only by routines of news work but also through different forms of meta-journalistic discourse
(Carlson, 2017). Other scholars have defined routines in journalism as: “those patterned, rou-
tinized, repeated practices and forms that media workers use to do their jobs” (Shoemaker &
Reese, 1996, p. 100). Ryfe (2016) argues that the latter definition is too industry-, habit-, and
consensus-oriented and implies that routines guide practice. As an alternative, he suggests that
practice theory provides a better understanding of how routines are performed and invoked as
resources to justify actions. Ryfe (2016, p. 128) writes:

[W]ithin practice theory, routines are properly understood not as expressions of external pressures
on journalists (whether understood as organizational, political, or economic pressures), but as
cultural resources that bind journalists to a shared community of understanding.

Moreover, he notes that news production is more closely connected to practical knowledge
than formal knowledge, what Grant (1996) calls tacit and explicit knowledge, respectively.
Although routines are generally associated with patterns of action, conceptualizations differ
in emphasizing routines as either structured by organizational contexts, managed, and repro-
duced in actions, or as shaped and worked out in social practices. The first perspective tends
to understand routines as organizational features preceding concrete actions, while the second
perspective suggests that routines emerge from the day-to-day activities and habitual perfor-
mances of journalists (Ryfe, 2016). Accordingly, the review in this chapter will be guided by
a synthesis of these two key dimensions of routines: organizational context on the one hand
and concrete practices on the other. We suggest that these dimensions refer to levels of social
organization with distinct explanatory power. Routines both precede and are shaped within
social activities.

Organizational context here refers to the organizational rules, conventions, and procedures,
including social, cultural, and structural pressures of different kinds that condition different forms
of media work. More specifically, organizations employ rules and conventions to routinize work,
including but not limited to the ways in which diverse groups of social actors coordinate with
each other. The chapter will thus discuss literature on how news organizations develop routines
for knowledge coordination among social actors within the organization.

Concrete practices here refer to the routinized practices that function as mechanisms of
stability and uncertainty reduction. Routines, to some extent, guide practice; they are invoked as
resources, they are negotiated in the accomplishment of concrete tasks, and they can also be used
to justify concrete practices (Ryfe, 2016). There is much research focusing on news practices
but less on journalistic performance (Ryfe, 2018). News production routines help structure, sta-
bilize, and justify the recurrent tasks of reporting about both expected (planned) and unexpected
events. News production is closely associated with routinized patterns of news work, often seen
as embedded in an organizational and ideological context and performed in concrete settings.
These processes of producing news are helpfully viewed as epistemological activities that result
in the creation of different forms of knowledge. This chapter will therefore dedicate much atten-
tion to literature focusing on epistemology, to unpack the epistemological nature and justification
of concrete practices in news production routines.
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The next section offers a bird’s-eye view of routines in news work, outlining the main con-
tours of research over the past 70 years. Thereafter we turn to the main rationale of the chapter:
the role of routines when it comes to organizational context and concrete practices.

ROUTINES IN NEWS PRODUCTION RESEARCH: A BIRD'S-EYE VIEW

Almost 70 years has passed since the publication of the first study on routines in news work.
This was David White’s seminal work on gatekeeping and how newspaper editors choose what
news to publish, when exposed to different wire stories (White, 1950). It was soon followed by
a formative study by Warren Breed on the implementation of policy to coordinate and socialize
news workers (Breed, 1955). The findings from this time period essentially were, at least ideally,
that the news mirrors reality as long as organizational pressures do not prevent the journalists
from doing so. Journalists were assumed to select what news events to report on or not, based on
what “is out there.”

Since then, numerous articles and chapters have looked into various aspects of routines
in journalism and news organizations. Among those pieces reviewing the research in this
area we find a contribution to the previous edition of this handbook by Lee B. Becker and
Tudor Vlad titled “News Organizations and Routines.” The authors reviewed literature on
how journalists and news organizations have developed routines and how news work is a
form of construction of reality (as opposed to a mirror of events and reality). An important
contribution of their review involves highlighting how previous scholarship has found very
little heterogeneity in routines over time and among different news media organizations and
journalists. With shifts in journalism in a digital age they anticipated some routines would
change, something which was emerging in research and which they argued was important
(Becker & Vlad, 2009).

In his review titled “News Routines, Role Performance, and Change in Journalism,” David
Ryfe (2016) applies the practice view and thereby makes a distinctive contribution to the lit-
erature. Practices can be translated as routine behaviors, connecting with both explicit and tacit
knowledge. Prior to developing his argument on the practice view, Ryfe identifies three waves of
scholarship on news production:

First wave: Tuchman’s pioneering work based on in-depth research into the American news-
room witnessed the importance of routines in everyday news work and the construction of
reality based on selection of stories and sources (Tuchman, 1972, 1978). Several classic
studies also found that journalists across newsrooms developed similar routines, produc-
ing constructs of reality rather than mirroring it. Applying largely similar routines, dif-
ferent news media produced relatively similar types of news materials (Becker & Vlad,
2009; Gans, 2004; Tunstall, 1971). Overall, this line of research suggested that there was
consensus about routines, so that news production was marked by habitual practices and
organizational constraints.

Second wave: Studies in the 1980s and 1990s showed that routines were not as stable and
homogenous as previously suggested, that journalists had much more room for interpreta-
tion, and that processes were marked by conflicts and contradictions. There was an empha-
sis on heterogeneity, suggesting that organizational and economic conditions resulted in
journalists adapting their routines. At the time, routines were seen as rules that guided and
justified practice. While there was variation in news production routines, news coverage
remained quite uniform (Ryfe, 2016).
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Third wave: With tremendous changes in the technological and financial conditions sur-
rounding journalism and news production, news media and journalists have adapted as
well as developed new routines. During the 2010s, there has been a revival of newsroom
ethnographies and research into news production. Many findings in the third wave sug-
gested the news essentially mirrors reality, unless the journalists are prevented from doing
so because of organizational pressures.

Journalists were assumed to act in the capacity of selecting what news events to report on
or not, by selecting based on what “is out there” (Ryfe, 2009a, 2009b; Willig, 2013). Among
the studies, Usher’s in-depth ethnography from the New York Times in 2010 focuses on values,
practices, and decisions in a news organization balancing between print and online. Her findings
on routines mirror those based on newsrooms of varying sizes and from many other countries
(Usher, 2014).

Mapping and reviewing patterns in journalism studies literature focusing on routines is
important for the bird’s-eye view and so are critical and conceptually oriented approaches like
the practice view. As discussed in the introduction, this chapter gives specific attention to the
epistemology of news production and the related issue of knowledge coordination. This brings us
to the stages of the news production process (Domingo et al., 2008; Lewis & Westlund, 2015a)
and how these correspond more specifically with different routines. This serves as the point of
departure for the most recent review of routines in news work, authored by Tandoc and Dufty
(2018). In brief, they find that for the first stage of news production, the access and observation
stage, key routines are connected to sourcing as well as using a beat system. Second, they discuss
routines for selection and deselection of news material in the selection and filtering stage. Third
comes the editing and processing stage, involving routines for using direct quotes, editing, veri-
fication or fact-checking, and automation of writing and editing, as well as applying the inverted
pyramid format in text-based news articles. Fourth, the distribution stage, concerns social media
and live coverage, and the fifth and final stage focuses on the role of various forms of analyt-
ics for measuring routines in editorial decisions (Tandoc & Duffy, 2018), which has to do with
production and analysis of metrics, something which falls into so-called measurable journalism
(Carlson, 2018).

Contemporary research into the epistemologies of digital journalism has typically studied
only specific aspects of the routines reporters and editors engage in throughout news production
processes. Relatively little attention has been devoted to how a broader set of social actors get
involved in news production processes (Lewis & Westlund, 2015a). Moreover, little is known
about how journalists routinely apply knowledge in their routine acts of producing knowledge.
Also, the routines for organizational coordination (Grant, 1996), within and between depart-
ments, guide and justify specific practices (Ryfe, 2016). There are both consistencies and hetero-
geneities in the routines of news production across diverse news media and countries (Becker &
Vlad, 2009), as well as distinct stages of the news production process (Tandoc & Dufty, 2018).
Additional patterns of heterogeneity in routines emerge when broadening the approach to include
the routines involving other social actors in contemporary news organizations (Westlund, 2011,
2012). Ultimately, the routines for applying and producing knowledge presumably vary across
different parts of news organizations.

The basic components of journalistic knowledge, involving explicitly articulated knowledge
in distinct subject areas and facit knowledge in producing news (Grant, 1996), are changing.
The evolving digital mediascape has resulted in the need for new expertise and skills, in areas
such as big data (Lewis & Westlund, 2015b); audience analytics and metrics (Ferrer-Conill &
Tandoc, 2018; Zamith, 2018); and mobile journalism (Burum & Quinn, 2015). Essentially, news
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organizations have difficulties simply maintaining well-established routines, and they must
also innovate, developing new kinds of routines that involve a more diverse set of social actors
(including also different kinds of technologists). Importantly this may also encompass actors
external to the news organizations, such as web analytics companies (Belair-Gagnon & Hol-
ton, 2018), entering newsrooms with technological systems and tools that become significant
for news production routines. The news media develop and maintain an organizational context
through which social actors with specialized knowledge can coordinate, developing routines for
their concrete news production practices.

Ultimately, this chapter considers literature focusing on the two dimensions discussed in the
introduction: organizational context vis-a-vis concrete practices. From an organizational stand-
point, routines in news organizations cannot be reduced only to the newsroom and journalists.
The chapter will therefore devote one section to reviewing routines in the news organization
more holistically (Lewis & Westlund, 2015a), discussing how a news organization conditions
routines for knowledge coordination among its social actors (Grant, 1996). Thereafter follows a
section focusing on routines in concrete practices. This relates to the epistemic news production
processes (Ekstrom, 2002; Carlson, 2017) in different stages of the news production process
(Domingo et al., 2008; Tandoc & Dufty, 2018), which journalists as well as other social actors
such as technologists and businesspeople in news organizations may engage in. Social actors are
all working under certain organizational constraints, and their competencies and professional
aspirations influence how they work (Lewis & Westlund, 2015a).

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT AND COORDINATION IN THE NEWS MEDIA

This section focuses on news organizations and their organizational context, that is, how they
establish and maintain rules, conventions, procedures, and ways of coordination that condition
different forms of media work and the routines associated with these. Seminal studies of news-
papers identified three functional interests: advertising, audience, and news (Tuchman, 1978)
and also that news production has a double market (Picard, 1989). News is produced for paying
readers/audiences, which in turn are “produced” to yield advertising revenue (with the support
of increasingly advanced digital footprint data). A distinct feature of news organizations is that
alongside serving business purposes and financial gains (as typical firms), they are also cultural
and social institutions. Journalism and news has long since been assumed to play a significant
role for an informed citizenry and democracy (Nielsen, 2017).

Knowledge is one, if not the, most important resource of any organization. It plays a dual
role: knowledge generation and knowledge application. Coordination in the pursuit of knowl-
edge application is often a main goal of organizations (Grant, 1996), but in news organizations,
this may extend also to knowledge creation. Journalism and news production, the labor of “mak-
ing news” (Tuchman, 1978), clearly represents a knowledge-creating activity (Ekstrom, 2002).
News organizations’ primary resource is de facto the knowledge of its media professionals, not
only journalists, but the diverse set of media workers.

The ways in which organizations acquire, apply, and routinely coordinate knowledge are
thus important activities. The overall capability and competitive advantage of the organization
is the outcome of how knowledge is being used and integrated by its diverse sets of individual
specialists (i.e., social actors). Coordination and integration of knowledge is important and thus
offers an understanding of the dynamics involved in the creation and application of organiza-
tional knowledge (Grant, 1996). Organizations need different kinds of expertise and thus employ
different professionals to routinely perform distinct tasks, by themselves or in coordination with



78 OSCAR WESTLUND AND MATS EKSTROM

each other. Cestino and Matthews (2016, p. 26) write: “as a result of the efficiency gains of
specialization, the central exercise of organizations is to coordinate the work of different special-
ists.” Contemporary news organizations include journalists, technologists, and businesspeople
(Lewis & Westlund, 2015a), all of whom possess specialist knowledge. Organizational learning
research, for example, has shown how varied forms of experiential and vicarious learning may
become part of organizational knowledge (see e.g., March, 1991). “May” because a prerequisite
for organizational knowledge involves staff members developing routines for communicating
with each other. However, many news organizations have traditionally been structured for sepa-
ration rather than collaboration (Drew & Thomas, 2017).

In other words, the organizational context has established rules, conventions, and proce-
dures in which certain social actors in the news organization have been kept apart. A key reason
has been that cross-departmental coordination, particularly between editorial and commercial
functions, has been seen to hamper the professional autonomy of journalists, viewed as important
for establishing trustworthy journalism. The rationale for separation, rather than coordination, is
linked to both journalism and business. It is linked to the professionalization of journalism and its
aspirations to act independently of commercial influences on the one hand and ambitions to give
greater value to journalism in order to achieve greater value for advertisers on the other hand.

The organizational context has resulted in more general corporate goals of success in both
journalism and business, while still keeping business and journalism apart. This, in turn, has
meant that news organizations have traditionally avoided routines of coordination between jour-
nalists and businesspeople (Achtenhagen & Raviola, 2009; Djerf-Pierre & Weibull, 2011). This
lack of coordination between functions can be counterproductive to the news organization as a
whole, since coordination and integration of specialists’ knowledge can be crucial (Grant, 1996).
With the changing economics of the mediascape and increasing pressure to innovate in news
organizations, the organizational context has changed, and more and more news organizations
have reformulated their routines to encourage cross-departmental coordination. Several studies
report how journalists and businesspeople, as well as technologists, coordinate diverse work
tasks with each other (Drew & Thomas, 2017; Nielsen, 2012; Westlund, 2011). For example,
Nielsen’s (2012) study of how journalists, managers, and technologists at two Danish newspapers
developed blogs reveals a “tension-filled and often contentious collaborative process” in coor-
dinating with each other. Westlund’s longitudinal research into sense-making of mobile media
(2011, 2012) indicates how top management has completely changed organizational routines
for coordination between departments, requiring representatives from editorial, business, and
IT departments to coordinate digital development. While we here focus on intra-organizational
coordination, it is important to take into account that social actors inside news organizations
develop routines for coordinating and collaborating with social actors outside the news organi-
zation, such as technologists in civic tech companies (Baack, 2018; Lewis & Usher, 2014). For
example, in developing a mobile news application at Goteborgs-Posten, the technologists were
collaborating with a media tech company developing services for a number of news publishers.
Ultimately, they also had to coordinate with Apple to ensure that their mobile application was
approved (Westlund, 2012).

Importantly, coordination is not equivalent to collaboration. An organization can strive
towards coordinating knowledge among individuals and groups to facilitate organizational learn-
ing, which does not necessarily require collaboration. To achieve collaboration, an organization
and its members must work towards harmonizing their diverse goals in line with the larger ambi-
tions of the company. Much research has observed that organizations struggle with conflicts
and tensions in the goals and interests of diverse and specialized employees (Westlund, 2011).
Importantly, though, even when employees share common goals, an organization may struggle
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to coordinate their diverse sets of knowledge. Taking his departure in knowledge-based theory,
Grant (1996) discusses four especially important ways in which organizations coordinate special-
ized staff, including routines:

* Rules and directives align specialists towards shared organizational goals.

» Sequencing involves coordinating the specialists’ work into a time-patterned progression
(becoming routinized and institutionalized).

* Routines are repetitive behavioral patterns that usually persist over time but also may
evolve and change, and which are not enforced by top management.

* Group problem-solving is marked by much interaction and is often used in times of
uncertainty.

Organizations develop norms, rules, and procedures that enable them to accumulate and
store knowledge from their members (March, 1991). Such organizational knowledge comes into
the forefront as lessons from past experiences are encoded into organizational routines that guide
daily activities, function as mechanisms of stability, and also justify their practices.

The organizational context of separation versus coordination results in substantially differ-
ent routines. Imagine that the sports section of a news organization decides to boost their report-
ing on the upcoming Olympics. Six months ahead of the Olympics, they contract an external
provider of automated sport results reporting, to develop a news-oriented service to report across
platforms. Involving the technologists is fundamental to developing digital services, although
journalists do not necessarily coordinate with them in a systematic way. A traditional scenario
has involved journalists proceeding in a way that does not involve the businesspeople in their
coordination but instead informs them once they set their news service in motion. The business-
people, trained in business development, would thus not have an opportunity to engage with
the journalists’ in-group problem-solving throughout the innovation process. Nor would they be
able to plan their marketing campaigns ahead (which would work against sequencing). Many
news organizations have struggled in convergence and cross-media news work when trying to
integrate news publishing for their existing media alongside emerging digital platforms (van den
Bulck & Tambuyzer, 2013; Westlund, 2011).

Next follows sub-sections that focus on separation and coordination. Each sub-section dis-
cusses how divergent organizational contexts have fostered substantially different routines among
the social actors of news organizations. The first sub-section discusses an organizational context
in which social actors are expected not to coordinate—and can also justify not coordinating—
whereas the second sub-section outlines a situation marked by the opposite.

Revisiting the Organizational Context of Departmental Separation

Organizations are staffed by a diverse set of experts and typically apply specific rules and direc-
tives to align these specialists towards shared organizational goals (Grant, 1996). Traditionally
news organizations have applied specific rules and directives as well as diverging organizational
goals for their editorial and business-facing activities. In parallel to the professionalization of
journalism throughout the 20th century, legacy news media (especially newspapers) erected
“walls” between the editorial department and the business department. In essence, this means a
CEO and the business department take charge of commercial activities, while the editor-in-chief
and the editorial department focus on producing journalism. Importantly, some news organiza-
tions have appointed publishers that assume charge of both the editorial and business interests.
Symbolic as well as practical rules and routines keep these departments separate. They organize
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themselves so as not to run into each other, using offices on different floors or in different build-
ings and elevators. Moreover, they employ routines of separating all activities from each other,
including Christmas parties and other social events (Westlund, 2011). Many news organizations
have thus applied a form of “duality management” that essentially involves a functional separa-
tion of the “money” and the “words” (Achtenhagen & Raviola, 2009; Djerf-Pierre & Weibull,
2011). This has been expressed via several dichotomies that legitimize journalistic work: jour-
nalism versus advertising, truth versus publicity, independence versus ownership interests
(Raviola, 2010).

News organizations applying duality management have functionally and symbolically sepa-
rated journalism from business, but this has taken place at the expense of organizational work-
flow. An organizational department may achieve sequencing (Grant, 1996), by coordinating the
routine work of their staff specialists into a time-patterned progression. For example, the editorial
department can sequence their work in the routines of news production, and the business depart-
ment can sequence the planning and execution of a marketing campaign. Clearly, at its most basic
level, diverse kinds of news publishers can achieve coordination and sequencing without differ-
ent departments collaborating with each other much. A newspaper has been able to fill its pages
with advertisements and then insert news articles and pictures into the remaining gaps. Similarly,
aradio or TV broadcast can schedule advertising and fill the empty slots with news. However, if
there is no coordination or group problem-solving across the departments, it will be more difficult
to develop routines in which they achieve sequencing on an organizational level, especially when
innovating new services and products.

An Organizational Context of Coordination

Throughout the 21st century, more and more news organizations have adapted their rules and
directives, reducing the distance between departments. Some have started to enforce organi-
zational rules and structures (such as project groups) that facilitate routines in which social
actors in diverse departments coordinate everyday news work as well as innovation projects
(for instance, through collective problem-solving). Empirical research from Denmark (Nielsen,
2012); Sweden (Westlund, 2011); and Norway (Westlund & Krumsvik, 2014) have yielded
insights from Scandinavia on intra-organizational collaboration. For example, research shows
how a Swedish newspaper implemented a coordination-oriented approach for all their media
innovation projects in 2008. The new organizational context ruled that managers from the edi-
torial, business, and technology departments had to establish routines for coordination; hav-
ing meetings to decide on their way forward and routinely engaging in group problem-solving
(Westlund, 2011, 2012). Moreover, the global news industry association WAN-IFRA has
over several years worked towards establishing more coordination and collaboration among
newspapers in pursuit of editorial and business goals. Similarly, in 2014, the New York Times
revealed (in their internal report /nnovation) that intra-organizational planning and workflow
were some of their priority areas for development. Other legacy news media in the United
States have reoriented towards collaboration among diverse professionals in their organizations
(Drew & Thomas, 2017; Gade, 2004). This practice seems to extend itself also to digital start-
ups (Carlson & Usher, 2016).

Recent research has found that successful collaboration between editorial and business func-
tions depends on both organizational and individual factors, which are distinct but interrelated.
Four organizational factors stand out: culture, proximity, empowerment and buy-in, and the right
staff composition. It is important to social actors that their organization communicates clearly
that they prioritize collaboration and supports them in making it worthwhile. Individual factors
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include the respect and trust established in interpersonal relationships, as well as open commu-
nication. This links to the literal and/or metaphorical distance between the editorial and business
functions that often results in unwanted norms for communication, such as simply not informing
each other about developments that will have significant effect on the other (Drew & Thomas,
2017). This in turn connects with issues of hierarchies and power, which are beyond the scope
of this chapter.

ROUTINIZED CONCRETE PRACTICES IN THE NEWSROOM

Previously, we discussed three waves of research into the routines of news work. This section
will discuss more closely the concrete practices in such routines, drawing upon the sociological
approach. Several in-depth ethnographic studies from the 1960s and 1970s focused on news-
room practices (Epstein, 1973; Fishman, 1980; Schlesinger, 1987; Tuchman, 1978), in retrospect
defined as the first wave of newsroom studies (Cottle, 2000; Ryfe, 2016; Stonbely, 2015). These
studies marked a shift in not only focusing on journalists’ day-to-day routines but also in intro-
ducing a sociological approach to news and news making. As Schudson (1989, p. 265) argues,
the (then dominant) theory of gatekeeping tended to individualize organizational phenomena and
“it leave(s) the ‘information’ (news) sociologically untouched.” Drawing on organizational theo-
ries and social constructivism (the sociology of knowledge), the newsroom studies from this time
period explained news as organizational products and analyzed news as a form of knowledge.
Routines in the categorization of sources, and the processing and framing of news, were linked to
organizational factors as well as professional norms of objectivity and impartiality. The roles of
routinized practices in making news and justifying knowledge claims were made salient in, for
example, Tuchman’s (1978) Making News. A Study in the Construction of Reality and Fishman’s
(1980) Manufacturing the News.

Two Aspects of Knowledge in the Newsroom Research Approach

The classic sociological newsroom studies developed research on knowledge in news journalism
in two respects. First, they contributed an understanding of the professional knowledge and skills
that news journalists, normatively speaking, were supposed to possess and how they are coordi-
nated. Second, the social constructivist approach reframed questions of truth and objectivity in
news, focusing on how claims of objectivity are articulated in the news and justified in routinized
news work.

As regards the first aspect, newsroom studies explored the professional and tacit knowl-
edge related to the performance of news values and news judgement, the selection of sources,
and the construction of news stories (Fishman, 1980; Gans, 2004; Tuchman, 1978). This is
knowledge applied by reporters coordinated with other reports and news editors. The news was
mainly explained as organizational output relatively independent of individual reporters’ skills.
Although Tuchman (1978), for example, discussed the professional status of individual reporters
based on their relationships with sources, reporters were mainly understood as replaceable and
knowledge as essentially embedded in the culture and bureaucratic organization of news produc-
tion. The professional reporter was assumed to have developed tacit knowledge about routines
related to the beat system, efficient ways to collect news stories, the typification of news events,
the categorization of sources with respect to entitlement and authority, and the genre conventions
of news discourse (Tuchman, 1973). Reporters also need a certain degree of explicit knowledge
about the areas they covered, such as public affairs and finance. Such expertise, which feeds into
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another line of journalism research, namely what Patterson calls knowledge-based journalism
(Patterson, 2013), and is substantially different from the many journalism schools and news
media that prioritize journalists’ tacit knowledge and their generic practical skills in producing
news on almost any topic.

As Stonbely (2015, p. 264) notes, sociological newsroom research perceived professional-
ism as “internalizing organizational imperatives in service of established power.” However, this
is not to suggest that routines were understood simply as applied and transferred into actions.
As Ryfe (2016, p. 129) notes, Tuchman argued that routines allow for significant flexibility
in the reporters’ work. The newsroom studies provided in-depth knowledge about the coordi-
nating principles of sequencing and routines. Schlesinger (1987), for example, analyzed the
coordination of different tasks and expertise within the daily cycles of news production at BBC
News. The production is sequentially organized in a series of phases and transmission times.
Schlesinger introduced the concept of stop-watch culture to emphasize the structuring role of
deadlines and the related “need of co-ordination and synchronization of activities” (p. 84). In
broadcast news, this involves people with many different roles and expertise—journalistic as
well as technical.

The second—epistemic—aspect is analyzed in Gaye Tuchman’s (1972) article “Objectiv-
ity as a Strategic Ritual.” Tuchman identified a problem that has since been given considerable
attention: how can news journalism justify such high claims of truth and objectivity? The answer
suggested by Tuchman (1972, p. 662) was that journalists apply routine procedures and working
notions of objectivity related to the specific conditions of news production:

He (the newsman) must make immediate decisions concerning validity, reliability, and “truth”
in order to meet the problems imposed by the nature of his task—processing information called
news, a depletable consumer product made every day. Processing news leaves no time for reflex-
ive epistemological examination. Nonetheless, the newsmen need some working notions of
objectivity to minimize the risk imposed by deadlines, libel suits, and superiors’ reprimand.

Tuchman discusses different procedures in the making of news (forms of quoting, the separa-
tion of facts and opinions, etc.), through which objectivity is constructed. How formal objectivity
or neutrality is constructed in news discourse (through constructions of out-there-ness, practices
of quoting, the formal neutral voice of journalists, etc.) has since been analyzed in a number of
studies (Carlson, 2017; Clayman, 1992; Ekstrom, 2002; Montgomery, 2007).

The sociological approach to the epistemology of journalism was further developed by
Ettema and Glasser (1987, 1998). With references to several of the first wave of newsroom stud-
ies (Fishman, 1980; Gans, 2004; Tuchman, 1973), Ettema and Glasser compare the knowledge-
producing practices of daily news reporting with those of investigative reporting. While Tuchman
(1972) characterizes the notions of objectivity, routines, and classifications of a generalized “news
work” in contrast to other professions, Ettema and Glasser open up for a discussion on signifi-
cant differences within journalism. They introduced “contexts of justification” as a key concept
for comparative analyses, suggesting that the epistemic claims and standards of justification in
journalism are not homogenous but context dependent. A significant difference in the contexts of
justification concerns the selection and processing of sources, a main focus of inquiry in socio-
logical newsroom research (Fishman, 1980; Gans, 2004). In daily news reporting, organized
networks of sources provide what Ettema and Glasser (1987, p. 344) call “pre-justified facts.”
In investigative reporting, presenting controversial disclosures with often far-reaching personal
and/or political implications, the justification of facts and sources is a critical accomplishment of
the individual reporters in their role as responsible authors. Next, we turn to subsequent waves
of research into news routines.
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Towards Contemporary Research Into News Routines

In recent years, the structural and organizational transformations of news journalism have inspired
two additional waves of study into news routines. News work, interactions, norms, and routinized
practices have been studied with a focus on the spatial reorganization of news work, media con-
vergence, the introduction of new technologies, the integration of automated audience feedback,
and increased productivity and financial pressure (Domingo & Paterson, 2011; Robinson, 2011;
Tandoc, 2014; Undurraga, 2017; Usher, 2015; Willig, 2013). In this context, the theoretical and
methodological approaches of the first wave of newsroom studies have also been critically evalu-
ated (Cottle, 2000; Ryfe, 2016; Stonbely, 2015). Four aspects are particularly important to consider.

First, as Cottle (2000) argues, theories of news as organizational and bureaucratic output
tended to overemphasize determining routines at the expense of agency. Cottle (2000) suggests a
conceptual shift from routine to practice. Ryfe (2016) refers to recent studies on news production,
arguing that routines are best understood as practices. The reconceptualization provides impor-
tant accounts for the flexibility, negotiations, and contingency in news production as well as the
practical and collaborative achievement of routinized news work.

Second, also discussed by Cottle, the classical orthodoxy tended to homogenize or even
simplify the epistemology of news and the related routinized practices of justifications of knowl-
edge claims. An important task for contemporary ethnographic research is to explore the diverse
and shifting norms and practices within journalism and its different sub-genres and positions on
the news market. For example, the emergence of social media platforms as key digital interme-
diaries has resulted in the news media losing control and influence over circulation (Ekstrom &
Westlund, 2019), and a collapse in their revenues. Social media platforms have also lowered the
threshold for new actors to publish other means of both information and disinformation, what
some call “fake news” (Tandoc, Lim, & Ling, 2018). Transformation of news on social media has
changed the practices of verification and triggered new forms of fact-checking.

Third, continuing the tradition of studying news work as situated practices, it is crucial to
recognize that news work is no longer (if it ever has been) work solely performed by a group
of in-house journalists in a centralized and spatially delimited newsroom. News production not
only takes place at different locations outside the newsroom, the newsroom as such has also been
transformed into what Deuze and Witschge (2017, p. 12) describe as “networks of loosely affili-
ated competitor-colleagues” when “news organizations retool an enterprising mode of production.”
As discussed in the previous section, researchers also need to take into account that contemporary
news work may well involve journalists coordinating different tasks with other specialized actors in
their organization, including but not limited to technologists (Lewis & Westlund, 2015a).

Finally, the social, technological, and spatial reorganizations of news work shape practices
and collaborations between other professions that are far more diverse and unstable than tra-
ditional news work. It is thus not the ethnographic method that has been questioned. Quite the
contrary, in what several observers call a golden era of ethnographic research, scholars seem to
agree that it is more important than ever to develop such in-depth studies in order to provide an
understanding of changing practices. How routines are performed, negotiated, and oriented to
in the accomplishment of news production is a practical and mainly tacit knowledge—hard to
articulate in interviews but possible to explore in ethnographic research.

Towards Future Research on Knowledge Coordination
Within and Beyond the Newsroom

A key merit of ethnographic newsroom research is that it opens up and explores “the black box”
of news production (Stonbely, 2015, p. 260). Although this research tradition has tended to focus
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on the newsroom as a relatively bounded space and the center of news production, activities
outside have been studied and the complexities of doing ethnography in distributed settings have
been recognized (Ekstrom & Kroon Lundell, 2011). However, the paradigmatic contribution of
the tradition of newsroom studies is not that scholars have focused on a particular space (the
newsroom), nor that they have stayed in the newsroom doing observations for a long time. Rather,
its main contribution is its approach to journalism as organized and situated social practices,
performed to achieve certain institutional and professional tasks. Getting close to the realities
of situated practices, interactions, and collaborations motivates and legitimates ethnography and
related methodologies. A recent analytical review into the practice approach to study news pro-
duction synthesizes different theoretical approaches. Relatively few scholars make direct obser-
vations of journalistic practice and how it is produced and reproduced in performance but instead
gather indirect data through interviews and content analysis (see review in Ryfe, 2016). A real
challenge therefore concerns how to develop ethnographic approaches, getting as close as possi-
ble to the concrete situated practices in a rapidly changing, diverse, networked, spatially dispersed
(Deuze & Witschge, 2017), and even dislocated news journalism (Ekstrom & Westlund, 2019).

The conceptualizations and objects of inquiry in classical newsroom studies are still in many
respects relevant. The acceleration of news production, increased productivity related to tech-
nological innovations and the general demand for more news with less staff, raises essential
questions about the organized “manufacturing of news” (Fishman, 1980) and the routinized pro-
cessing of events, facts, and sources in the making of news (Gans, 2004; Tuchman, 1973). There
is no reason to assume that routinization has become less salient in how news production is prac-
tically managed (Ryfe, 2009a, 2009b, 2016; Tandoc & Duffy, 2018). However, to understand the
routinized practices in knowledge coordination and justifications of knowledge claims requires
a more dynamic approach to situated practices and interactions. More specifically, we suggest
three complementary directions for such research, focusing on (1) sequential coordination of
knowledge; (2) changing activities of daily news production; and (3) invoked, (re)shaped, and
negotiated routines in situated practices of news production.

Sequential Coordination of Knowledge

Temporal synchronization and the related coordination of knowledge and expertise are central
to news production. This has been analyzed in the context of daily news reporting, typically
planned in the morning meetings and finalized in, for example, the evening broadcast (Ekstrom &
Nobhrstedt, 1996; Schlesinger, 1987). Several such practices of daily news reporting show a high
degree of stability. However, in the contemporary news environment, containing forms of super
“liveness,” automated processing of news, continuous processing and repackaging of news in
response to audience metrics, and recycling of news on headline services and social media, etc.,
the sequential coordination of knowledge is changing, and this concerns both the temporality and
the expertise involved.

Changing Activities of Daily News Production

As with all social practices, news production is more or less routinized. However, much work
remains in clarifying the forms of routinization related to concrete activities of contemporary
news production, where a diversity of specialized (sub)activities are developed to achieve specific
goals. Interviewing is an example. A number of specialized activities in interviewing (research
interviews, “sync interviews,” live interviews) are applied in the production of broadcast news,
involving forms of routinization (Ekstrom & Kroon Lundell, 2011; Montgomery, 2007). Other
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core activities include, for example, finding news topics, writing headlines, quoting different
voices, and editing and processing news stories for different publishing contexts. Such activities
are conditioned but not determined by routines. As mentioned earlier, they involve collaboration.
In-depth studies of these core activities are one way to increase our understanding of how knowl-
edge is coordinated in the changing forms of news production.

Invoked, (Re)shaped, and Negotiated Routines in Situated Practices
of News Production

Group problem-solving in situated interaction is a central form of coordination of knowledge
(Grant, 1996). Journalism scholars have, however, shown scant interest in this level of analysis.
Ethnographic newsroom research has been close to concrete practices but has most often focused
on the routines as such rather than how they are invoked and negotiated, and more on journal-
ists’ interaction with sources than the interaction between actors within the newsroom. There are,
however, exceptions that prove the value of such analyses. Risberg (2014) applies an ethnometh-
odological and conversation analytical approach to study the collaborative achievement of prac-
tical and technical tasks in the newsroom. Based on recorded and transcribed interactions, the
study shows how knowledge is distributed and shared and how routines are invoked in collabo-
rative news work. The next generation of this research should go beyond the intra-professional
approach and study interactions between different professional functions within and outside the
newsroom.

CONCLUDING DISCUSSION

This chapter has analyzed and discussed research concerning the application and creation of
knowledge in routinized news work. The chapter has reviewed key literature on routines in news
work to make two key contributions. First, it has looked at the organizational context of routines
for coordination in news organizations, involving a discussion of how specialized knowledge and
expertise is coordinated among diverse sets of social actors. Second, the chapter has examined
the nexus of news work routines and concrete practices and how this relates to literature focus-
ing on more general inquiries of news epistemology. Both sections contain discussions of four
coordination activities outlined by Grant (1996): rules and directives, sequencing, routines, and
group problem-solving.

First, let us attempt to synthesize our discussion on knowledge coordination among work-
ers in contemporary news organizations. Much journalism studies literature has typically treated
knowledge-creation processes (news production) as social activities taking place in newsrooms.
Journalists in newsrooms increasingly (need to) coordinate knowledge and news production
practices with other specialized social actors (technologists, for example). Second, contempo-
rary news organizations need to attain more and more specialized knowledge and expertise, such
as data journalists and social media editors. Paying homage to Tuchman’s classic, Making the
News, in their edited book, Remaking the News, Boczkowski and Anderson (2017) argue that
journalism research need not only focus on human journalists and the words but should also pay
attention to the role that things (such as diverse technologies) play in news work.

Further, as opposed to the “generic” journalistic knowledge possessed and applied by many
reporters and editors in news organizations, individuals’ explicit and tacit knowledge becomes
salient. Through organizational coordination, different specialists apply and create knowledge
and thus engage in social processes rather than erecting boundaries that prevent them from
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coordinating knowledge with each other. The nexus and simultaneous interplay of organiza-
tional and individual knowledge deserves closer scrutiny. In future research, scholars should
study the routines for applying, creating, and coordinating knowledge among diverse social
actors in diverse functions in news organizations. Ultimately, far too little is known about coor-
dination in the knowledge-intensive processes taking place inside and beyond news organi-
zations. Organizational knowledge coordination focuses on the intra-organizational interplay
between different social actors. Knowledge is also coordinated in the situated and sequentially
organized activities of news production, in their concrete practices. It will be very important for
scholars to study both desired and undesired, as well as intended and unintended, consequences
of altered forms of organizing in the news media. A key question concerns whether new, and
existing, routines are successful in fulfilling the objective of news production (as a form of
knowledge).

Beyond this, and in line with recent conceptual scholarship on the agents involved in media
innovation (Westlund & Lewis, 2014) or journalism and cross-media news work (Lewis & West-
lund, 2015a), it would be worthwhile analyzing how knowledge is coordinated not only among
the social actors of the organization but also with audiences and technological actants. Informa-
tion and data related to “audiences” (users, customers, etc.) comprise knowledge materials that
are often treated as key in so-called open-, user-, or distributed innovation (Gassmann, Enkel, &
Chesbrough, 2010). Audiences may pass on information and knowledge to news organizations in
several direct (such as participating in journalistic processes or a focus group) and indirect ways
(leaving digital footprints through their use). Such forms of knowledge can become useful for the
social actors in news organizations. Moreover, many news organizations turn to contemporary
advanced technologies to perform their knowledge-oriented work. This includes software (such
as content management systems, scripts, audience analytics, and news applications), as well as
hardware (computers, mobile devices, etc.). News organizations depend on diverse technolo-
gies (Lewis & Westlund, 2016), and their technological resources should be assessed alongside
human resources (Wade & Hulland, 2004). Humans pass on knowledge into an algorithm or
script in the mere act of inscribing it with rules and directives for how sequences of work should
be performed. As long as humans appropriate and “tame” technology, enrolling it into their work
processes, they can expect that the technology delivers what it is programmed to do on a rou-
tinized basis. Ultimately, from the perspective of managers, being “able to work with various
organizational stakeholders, to see different perspectives and speak their language, is a key fac-
tor in successfully integrating into, and performing well in, creative organizations” (Saintilan &
Schreiber, 2017, p. 9).

In terms of concrete situated practices, scholars must study the increasingly complex rou-
tine practices, collaboration between social actors and coordination with technological actants,
inside and beyond what has traditionally been known as the newsroom. Understanding routines
as performed in situated practices is not to question that routines also exist as organizational
structures and mechanisms that restrict and control practices. Both levels of analysis are required
to understand the routinization of news work. What is more, it is a question for empirical research
to explore the degree of control, reporter discretion, and flexibility in diverse forms of news
production.
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Journalists as Gatekeepers

Tim P. Vos

The basic idea that journalists act as gatekeepers of news has not been fashionable during most
of the 21st century. In the popular discourse, gatekeeping is declining, dying, or dead. The senti-
ment is expressed as: “There’s no gatekeeper. There’s no gate. There’s not even a fence” (Whyte,
2008). With the arrival of the networked, internet age, the argument goes, everyone can publish;
therefore, information cannot be controlled, and hence, gatekeeping is futile. The scholarly dis-
course contains similar sentiments. Williams and Delli Carpini (2004, p. 1208) argued that the
new media environment “undermines the idea that there are discrete gates through which politi-
cal information passes: If there are no gates, there can be no gatekeepers.” Largely absent in these
discussions about the state of gatekeeping is an actual definition of gatekeeping. At best, the lack
of definition muddles the claims made about gatekeeping. Muddling the discourse further, gate-
keeping is often an adjective, referring to a function, a role, a model, or a theory.

This chapter sets out to revisit what it means when we talk about journalists as gatekeepers.
In the process, I explore related concepts to aid in differentiating gatekeeping from related phe-
nomena. Thus, I address related concepts of gatewatching and gatebouncing. Ultimately, I argue
that notions of gatekeeping still capture relevant journalistic processes. In other words, gate-
keeping is not declining, dying, or dead. What we mean by gatekeeping does need to be refined,
but this is a necessary step to revitalize a key journalism and communication concept. Thus,
I examine the history and key features of gatekeeping, the current state of the art, critical issues,
and methodological issues. I also raise issues to consider moving forward. My hope is that in
understanding these processes of gatekeeping we arrive at a better understanding of the news and
information environment in which essentially everyone plays a part.

WHAT GATEKEEPING IS (AND ISN'T)

Gatekeeping has previously been defined as “the process of culling and crafting countless bits of
information into the limited number of messages that reach people each day” (Shoemaker & Vos,
2009, p. 1). That definition holds up. It builds on a basic understanding of gatekeeping articulated
by Kurt Lewin (1951), who theorized a process of social decision-making (more on this below).
The reference to “culling and crafting” underscores the centrality of two closely related activities
that are rooted in selectivity. Journalistic gatekeepers selectively gather, sort, write, edit, posi-
tion, schedule, repeat, and otherwise massage information to become news. Out of a universe of
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infinite possibilities, journalists as gatekeepers cull and craft, resulting in a finite amount of news
and often a corpus of news with striking similarities (O’Neill & Harcup, 2009; Chapter 14 in this
book). Thus, the fundamental questions of gatekeeping are matters of selectivity: why is some
information chosen to be part of a news story and some not? How is news framed or shaped? For
example, how is it that conflict-based frames overwhelm peace frames (Lynch & McGoldrick,
2005)? Why do journalists give more or less prominence to various news stories? Why does a
terrorist attack in one foreign country lead to days of nonstop coverage while an attack in another
foreign country barely registers notice (Patrick, 2014)? Ultimately, the matter of selectivity leads
to the question: how or why does news turn out the way it does?

Given that our networked world is awash in information, we might question whether it is
really the case that a “limited number of messages reach people each day.” In other words, we
might challenge the notion that selectivity practically limits the flow of information and news.
Indeed, for some critics, this is the essence of the argument that gatekeeping is in its death throes.
But, even with an explosion in the number and kinds of gates, evidence suggests it is still a select
number and type of messages that achieve significant distribution. Thus, as Djerf-Pierre and She-
hata (2017) conclude, even with high levels of media choice, traditional media still dominate the
information environment. While social media clearly give individuals the ability to reach a mass
audience, traditional media often amplify social media content such that it is able to reach a mass
audience and it is often traditional news media content in the first place that is passed along via
social media. Meanwhile, news organizations continue to embrace a gatekeeping role by decid-
ing how they want to use their limited resources to create an identity or brand (Tandoc, 2014)
while other news outlets strive to fulfill a trustee model, whereby they choose news believed to
best serve the public interest (Schudson, 2003). News organizations—including aggregators—
continue to make choices, and those choices—because they limit the news available to the
public—have consequences for the public and institutional decision-makers (Starkman, 2014). It
should also be pointed out that individual readers, listeners, and viewers of news have a limited
capacity to attend to information channels; thus, it is true that only a limited number of messages
break through to each individual member of the public.

That being said, journalists are but one set of actors in this drama. Put another way, journal-
ists are not the only gatekeepers. Historically, journalists have been central gatekeepers—neither
the first nor the last link in the process, but an important mediator. Thus, when the definition of
gatekeeping refers to the “messages that reach people each day” it includes within gatekeeping
processes those citizen channels—including social media and other means of distribution—that
function as additional modes of selectivity. Singer (2014) refers to this as secondary gatekeeping.
This builds on the long-recognized idea that “the act of reading (instead of the act of publishing)
is the pivotal moment in the circulation of meaning” (italics in original) (Barnhurst & Nerone,
2001, p. 7). In other words, gatekeeping processes do not “end” when journalists publish but
when readers read, listeners listen, and watchers watch. Even then, the “end” can serve to reiniti-
ate gatekeeping processes—for example, a reader writes a comment or tweet on a news story that
leads a journalist to reframe a news story in subsequent versions of that story (Santana & Hopp,
2016). In fact, the idea that gatekeeping channels extend to individual members of the public
comports with Lewin’s (1947) original gatekeeping metaphor, whereby he maps the channels
through which food travels before ending up on the family kitchen table. He did not stop with
food leaving the grocery store.

In the same way, it would be mistaken if the food-based gatekeeping metaphor started with
the grocery store (granted, Lewin’s metaphor largely begins with the store, while also offering an
alternative channel: the family garden). Food goes through various farm-based channels before it
ever makes it to the grocery store. Likewise, information often proceeds through channels before
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appearing to journalists, and thus so-called news sources function as gatekeepers too (Sigal,
1973). In fact, the gatekeeping decisions of sources often leave a strong imprint, creating frames
that journalists adopt and pass along (Reese, 2001a). All of which is to say again that journalists
are not the only actors in the gatekeeping drama. However, given the nature of this handbook,
journalists are the focus of analysis.

Confining our discussion to journalistic gatekeeping, we must also clarify what journalis-
tic gatekeeping is not. Here, I want to emphasize that gatekeeping is not about control, strictly
speaking, even though this is how it is often described in popular and scholarly discourse. While
it is true that in the past the selectivity at the heart of gatekeeping often resulted in control of
the information environment, the concept of gatekeeping is not predicated on control. Selection
and control are conceptually distinct activities. Selection can lead to control, but as critics of
gatekeeping have noted (Singer et al., 2011), the multiplicity of gates dilutes the control of any
particular gatekeeper. As Bruns (2011, p. 119) puts it, “the power and influence of editors over
the news agenda is inversely proportional to the number of available news channels.”

A further step of clarity requires that this chapter distinguish gatekeeping from other con-
ceptually related, but distinct, processes. Here, gatekeeping is distinguished from gatewatching
and—to coin a term—gatebouncing. Both of these activities involve news that is already circu-
lating in the information environment. In the case of gatewatching, the focus is on highlighting
some subset of already circulating news items and thereby making them more visible to the
journalists’ audiences (Bruns, 2005). Here, journalists curate news, therein marking some stories
as more valuable or worthy of attention. Thus, Bruns (2011, p. 120) distinguishes gatekeeping
from gatewatching:

A need for editorial intervention to direct potential news audiences to what are deemed to be the
most important stories still remains, perhaps, but this need can now be addressed not by exclud-
ing all those news stories which fall below a certain threshold of importance set by the editor, as
is practiced through gatekeeping, but simply by especially highlighting from the now massively
enlarged newshole those stories which are seen to be most important.

(italics in original)

Curation clearly involves selectivity and thus very much resembles gatekeeping. Thus, if
gatekeeping is about making information into news, gatewatching is about making existing news
more visible or readily available. This highlights an important feature of the old gatekeeping
discourse. The focus was on turning out news. “Out” seems to imply that news was merely
released rather than distributed or circulated. What exists “out there” is a news and information
environment, and this environment is shaped by more than just gatekeeping. The circulation and
recirculation of news undercuts assumptions about the linearity of gatekeeping processes. Singer
(2008) is correct that our understanding of publication has shifted “from a journalistic framework
based on the delivery of information in a traditional, linear media system to a framework based
instead on relationships in a network™ (p. 62).

This networked information environment also serves as the basis for a kind of activity that is
here called gatebouncing. News and information is already circulating in the public information
environment, but journalists or others seek to mark particular pieces of information as illegiti-
mate. Journalists act like bouncers at a club, throwing out someone (or, in this case, something)
that shouldn’t be there. While news cannot be forced back through a gate and removed from
public view or debate, it can be symbolically marked as illegitimate. Fact-checking, or sort-
ing facts from alternative facts and news from fake news, is a sort of retroactive selectivity.
While traditional gatekeepers checked facts before publication, the network environment has
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“let out” information that must now be gatebounced to an alternative status, such as PolitiFact’s
designations of “mostly true,” “mostly false,” or “pants-on-fire” (meaning it is an unambiguous
lie). Critics who argued gatekeeping unduly put journalists in the role of policing the informa-
tion environment have nevertheless found a new appreciation for fact-checking and debunking
so-called alternative facts (Graves, 2016). As one journalist put it: “There is no gatekeeping
function any more because there are no gates, there are no fences. There’s just a constant wash
of information, and mostly misinformation” (quoted in Graves, 2016, p. 193). This is a lament,
amplified since the 2016 election in the US and the EU Referendum in the UK, which has rein-
vigorated political fact-checking as an important journalistic obligation. However, it underscores
the limited control journalistic gatekeepers—or gatebouncers—have over the networked infor-
mation environment, as fake news and dubious factual claims often outpace journalists’ fact-
checking efforts (Nyhan & Reifler, 2010).

As a final step of clarity, we must also disentangle the ways that gatekeeping is used in popu-
lar and scholarly discourse. As noted at the outset, discussion about gatekeeping often conflates
a gatekeeping function with a gatekeeping role. Likewise, a gatekeeping model is often conflated
with gatekeeping theory. The gatekeeping function refers to gatekeeping that happens as a func-
tion of those realities of the social, physical, and digital world that inhibit or advance the flow of
information. These factors that inhibit or advance the flow of information can be independent of
the agency or intention of any particular actors in the information environment. A news organiza-
tion, for example, can perform a gatekeeping function whereby some information becomes news
and some does not simply because of the selectivity that comes with the practical contingencies
of daily work.

A gatekeeping role, on the other hand, refers to a normative role whereby certain actors in
the information environment see it as their duty or responsibility to pass along some information
and not other forms or kinds of information (Vos, 2016). This is largely how Janowitz (1975)
used the term when he identified the gatekeeper and advocate roles as the two fundamental pro-
fessional role orientations of his time. A gatekeeping role flows from an understanding of the role
that news media should play in society if certain pro-social values are to be realized. The role can
also be an expression of marketing considerations—seeking to target a particular market demo-
graphic. In other words, selectivity is a matter of intention. Journalists’ insistence at various times
and places that they should be society’s sole gatekeepers has been the subject of much criticism
(Thomas, 2016). Critics argue that democratic values require a greater shared gatekeeping role
with the public (Deuze, 2003; Holton, Lewis, & Coddington, 2016). Nevertheless, journalists
continue to embrace a gatekeeping role, whether shared with the public or not.

What adds to the confusion is that many scholars who refer to the gatekeeping role are really
talking about a gatekeeping function. For example, Bruns (2011, p. 120) argues “as gatekeeping
is a practice that is fundamentally born out of an environment of scarcity (of news channels, and
of newshole space within those channels), any growth in the overall newshole must necessarily
challenge its role.” I argue that the gatekeeping function is born out of scarcity, whereas the gate-
keeping role is born out of normative ideals or market positioning. Journalists, for example, often
choose to withhold the names of rape victims, even though the name of the victim might oth-
erwise be available elsewhere in the information environment (Thomason & LaRocque, 1995).
The issue is not scarcity, but normative selectivity. Likewise, when Singer (2008, p. 61) refers
to “a traditional gatekeeping role that no longer exists,” she is not suggesting that journalists
have stopped being selective; she is arguing that journalists no longer control the information
environment.

Meanwhile, gatekeeping models and theories seek to understand how selectivity works and
what accounts for patterns of selectivity. Thus those realities of the social, physical, and digital
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world that shape the news have led scholars to seek to understand and explain the processes
by which “tips, hunches, and bits of information . . . get turned into news and how that news
is framed, emphasized, placed, and promoted” and how it reaches a reader, listener, or viewer
(Vos, 2015, p. 4). Scholars have sought to produce gatekeeping models that plot the channels of
information distribution and identify the aspects and intentions of the social, physical, and digital
world that shape the flow of information (Shoemaker, 1991; White, 1950). These models call
researchers’ attention to factors that, at certain times and in certain places, plausibly account for
how certain kinds of information might make it to the public and certain kinds of information
might not.

Gatekeeping theory, meanwhile, goes beyond the factors identified in a gatekeeping model
and seeks to identify mechanisms—such as forces at the gates—that account for how selectivity
works. Theory also posits enduring features of the social, physical, and digital worlds—things
such as socialization and social institutions and norms—and enduring human characteristics—
things like cognitive and rational capacities—to offer explanations for a range of enduring pat-
terns of news production and reception (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009). Thus, gatekeeping theory can
be culturally specific but also identify features that account for human actions across time and
place.

HISTORY AND FEATURES OF GATEKEEPING

The gatekeeping function is as old as news sharing itself. Shoemaker (1996) argues that human
beings are hardwired to attend to and share news and information, since doing so has always
been necessary for human survival. Stephens (1996, p. 23) shows that preliterate societies created
formal channels for distributing information:

The oral news systems employed . . . by most of humankind throughout most of human
history . . . feature a series of logical and effective methods for gathering and disseminating
information, methods that testify to the importance these societies placed on the circulation of
news. The roots of our own journalism lie in such methods.

Journalists would eventually perform this gatekeeping function by virtue of filling their
pages with news clipped from other newspapers or from correspondence from key people. The
function continued as newspapers turned to producing news with their own staffs and had to
make decisions about what to cover as news, what to emphasize, where to place it, and so on.

The development of a normative gatekeeping role has a slightly more complicated history.
Whereas news in the US was more or less transparently selected based on partisan affiliations
and identities up until the latter half of the 19th century, the emerging claims of professional
journalism, with objectivity eventually at its core, led to sizeable debates about the bases of news
selection (Vos & Finneman, 2017). As journalism began to take on the trappings of a profession,
a gatekeeping role would emerge as a meta-role—that is, it came to be identified with the nature
of the profession (Vos, 2016): journalists had an obligation to provide news that was worthy of
public attention and debate (Vos & Finneman, 2017). Selectivity could not be driven by bias,
whether political, social, or commercial. The gatekeeping role proved tricky to rationalize, and
as the gatekeeping function came to be associated with subsequent social power, critics emerged
who tried to explain journalists’ decision-making. For example, Upton Sinclair’s 1920 book, The
Brass Check, sought to locate the levers of journalistic decision-making in the control of power-
ful publishers (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009).
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It was not until social scientific methods came to be used in the study of journalism in the
mid-20th century that more systematic attempts were made to explain gatekeeping processes and
outcomes. Still, gatekeeping is one of the oldest social science theories adapted and developed
for use in the study of news and has been used by communication scholars continuously since
the 1950s. One of the earliest theories in the field, gatekeeping is associated with one of the
“four founders” of the field as identified by Berelson (1959) and one of the key “forerunners”
nominated by Rogers (1994): Kurt Lewin. The influence of the gatekeeping model has been to
direct attention to certain phenomena in a compelling manner. As a result, a number of research
questions across a wide domain of communication activity have been guided by this major con-
cept, taking it far beyond the original sense of the one coined by Lewin, a social-psychologist but
trained as a physicist. He sought to apply the principles of physical sciences to human behavior
by identifying channels and gates controlling what passed through them.

This simple but compelling model, applicable across a number of domains, served to clarify
the seemingly infinite number of influences and individuals operating within a communication
setting. Believing that psychological “forces” could be studied mathematically, Lewin’s thinking
resembled that of other early figures, such as Claude Shannon (see Shannon & Weaver, 1949)
and Norbert Wiener (1948), who developed unifying “engineering” models that could be applied
across mass and interpersonal communication regardless of “channel.”

One key influence of Lewin was on former journalist David Manning White, an assistant
of Lewin’s at the University of lowa (and a student of Wilbur Schramm). As White recalled it:

One day I happened to run across a paper by Kurt Lewin in which he coined the term “gate-
keeper.” I thought that the complex series of “gates” a newspaper report went through from the
actual criterion event to the finished story in a newspaper would make an interesting study, and
thus pursued it.

(cited in Reese & Ballinger, 2001, p. 646)

White’s 1949 study of a news editor helped apply the concepts of Lewin to a journalistic set-
ting and launch a tradition of research into journalistic “gatekeepers.” His work tackled the intui-
tively obvious question of how news organizations solve the problem of so much information and
so little space. White’s widely reprinted and cited article in Journalism Quarterly in 1950, which
called it “one of the first studies of its kind,” examined the reasons expressed by a news editor for
accepting or rejecting a list of potential news items. Although it addressed the decisions of only
a single person, the concept proved highly influential.

Warren Breed’s (1955) research on social control in the newsroom is a close contemporary of
White’s and often mentioned together. Breed—also a former newspaper reporter—interviewed a
sample of newsmen at medium-sized newspapers to determine how they discerned the appropri-
ate way to handle their story selection. Breed, in a sense, identified newspaper publishers as the
de facto gatekeepers who operate through indirect means to ensure that only news consistent with
organizational policy gets through. The relevant gatekeeping issue for Breed (1955, p. 193) was
that “policy news may be slanted or buried so that some important information is denied the citi-
zenry.” Breed’s (1955) contribution was to show how the most important gatekeeper might not
be the one who is most immediately involved in the selection but may reside elsewhere within
more influential levels of the organization.

If Breed’s (1955) view placed gatekeeping control with the publisher, and White with the
editor’s subjective judgment, later work, a decade or more later, in media sociology placed it at
the level of the organization. Deciding What's News, sociologist Herbert Gans’ highly influential
book (1979), identified sources of power within the organization and the incentives journalists
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have to conform to group norms and follow practical considerations. In a valuable corrective,
this approach embeds gatekeeping in the ongoing and functional activities of organizations. Gans
locates the construction of news not in the journalist, the publisher, or in the gatekeeping editor,
but in the process by which all parts, routines, and arrangements of the organization are engaged
for the creation of news.

The movement in gatekeeping scholarship away from an individualistic focus toward a soci-
ological orientation was less a bold step forward than a bold step back. In fact, gatekeeping’s
continued relevance has come from a return to its roots. Lewin (1951) had emphasized the place
of the gatekeeper within a “field.” According to Lewin’s “field theory,” gatekeeping emerged
from an interaction of factors within a social field. Lewin’s field theory was rooted in what he
called a “psychological ecology” (1951, p. 170), which became associated with ecological sys-
tems theory and human ecology theory. Individuals were to be understood within the context of
four systems: a microsystem (immediate context), mesosystem (nexus of immediate contexts),
exosystem (external institutions), and macrosystem (culture or social system) (Bronfenbrenner,
1979). These systems roughly corresponded with what Shoemaker (1991) and Reese (2001b) and
colleagues (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009) would eventually identify as five levels of analysis. These
five levels are elaborated below.

STATE OF THE ART

A review of the literature would suggest that gatekeeping scholarship has seen a resurgence in the
21st century. Observers recognized that selectivity and control in the online, networked world no
longer co-varied so closely as in the past, leading to a reexamination of the assumptions of gatekeep-
ing and the identification of new gatekeepers, new gatekeeping mechanisms, and new gatekeeping
channels (Barzilai-Nahon, 2008; Vos & Heinderyckx, 2015; Wallace, 2018). Much of the scholar-
ship, for example, pointed to the nature of the networked media environment and to subsequent shifts
in the relative influence of audiences in the construction of news. While the gatekeeping model iden-
tified the audience as an implicit and explicit influence on the construction of news, the new digital
environment, where the audience has open channels to communicate and collaborate with journal-
ists (Lasorsa, Lewis, & Holton, 2012; Singer, 2014; Wendelin, Engelmann, & Neubarth, 2015) and
where web analytics provide real-time information on what audiences are clicking on (Tandoc, 2014;
Welbers, van Atteveldt, Kleinnijenhuis, Ruigrok, & Schaper, 2016), demonstrates the heightened
significance of the audience in the construction and distribution of news. Based on such factors,
scholars have varied in their claims: some argue that new empirical realities cast old conclusions
about gatekeeping processes in a new light (Cassidy, 2006) while others suggest that gatekeeping
theory itself must be reinvented or replaced (Williams & Delli Carpini, 2004).

Nevertheless, gatekeeping research continues to help us understand how news turns out
the way it does by studying gatekeepers, their news work, and the context in which their work
happens. Thus, as the demographic profile of gatekeepers, the routines of news work, and the
context of news work have changed, a body of empirical research has emerged to understand
how those changes have led to the news we see and hear each day. These studies have typically
relied on earlier theorizing about the mechanisms of gatekeeping. For example, the concept of
the news subsidy, articulated by Gandy (1982) and others (e.g., VanSlyke Turk, 1986), has been
used to study new forms of subsidy (Hecht, Martin, Donnelly, Larson, & Sweetser, 2017), such
as the emergence of video news releases aimed at electronic news organizations (e.g., Machill,
Beiler, & Schmutz, 2006). The vibrancy of gatekeeping comes in part from a body of scholarship
that has kept pace with changes in journalism.
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Much of the scholarship seeking a more radical take on gatekeeping has offered alternatives
that this chapter argues are most useful in helping to distinguish gatekeeping from related activi-
ties rather than in replacing gatekeeping as a theoretical approach. The concept of gatewatching,
as noted above, is one such example. Gatewatching represents an activity similar to, but ultimately
distinct from, gatekeeping. Similarly, the concept of way-finding has been offered as a metaphor
to supplement and delimit the meaning of gatekeeping. Borrowed from architecture and other
disciplines, way-finding is an activity focused on navigation through a data or information-rich
environment. Pearson and Kosicki (2016, p. 1087) argue that journalism studies would do well
to “focus on the paths taken by news users to individual stories via search engines, gatewatch-
ers and social media.” This focus is superior, they argue, because the information environment
is structured less by journalists’ selectivity than it is users’ information seeking and navigating
activities. Many of the most theoretically rich reconsiderations of gatekeeping, such as the work
done by Barzilai-Nahon (2008), point to how new channels and new gatekeepers in the digital,
networked environment play increasingly important roles in news consumption. These ideas help
us think about the broader information environment in which journalists play a limited role.

CRITICAL ISSUES

Although gatekeeping research has a long track record in the journalism discipline, some critical
issues remain. If gatekeeping is ultimately controlled by ideological factors, for example, as Her-
man and Chomsky (2002) have argued, then we need to be precise about why it is worthwhile
to study other levels of analysis. One other critical issue will be considered here: the so-called
“forces” at the gates in the gatekeeping process.

As noted above, Lewin (1951) held that forces at the gate determine which items become
news and which don’t. These forces limit the autonomy of individual gatekeepers and shape
the news in consistent ways. Although some features of Lewin’s gatekeeping theory invoked
metaphors, such as channels and gates, “force” had a more literal meaning. There are pressures
on gatekeepers to select or not select information. But what are those forces? For the most part,
gatekeeping theorizing and research have skirted that question. For a variety of reasons, it is a
question worth asking and answering. First, to the extent that society is not satisfied with the
news that journalistic gatekeepers produce, we should empower practitioners to alter institutional
practices or alignments. That will take knowledge of the forces that have shaped or empowered
those practices and alignments in the first place. Second, the way that Lewin used “force” can
obscure the nature and use of coercive “power” in the gatekeeping process. Hegemonic elites
may exert power over the journalism field in ways that are not completely apparent to those
with little power. Third, theorizing requires a consistent set of propositions (Shoemaker, Tank-
ard, & Lasorsa, 2004). But without articulating the nature of the force at the gate, we may hold
contradictory assumptions, for example, about the nature of human rationality. Or we may rely
on functionalist assumptions that do not hold up to empirical scrutiny. Gans (1980, p. 291), for
example, acknowledged the empirical limitations of functional analysis, calling even his own
observations “speculative.”

Although little has been done in the way of systematically examining the nature of the “forces”
at the gate (Tandoc, 2017, being an exception), it would appear that they vary depending on the
level of analysis. At the individual level for example, research has shown that not all decision-
making is driven by conscious reflection—it can just as easily result from subconscious factors,
such as an availability heuristic or a representativeness heuristic (Nisbett & Ross, 1980). At the
social system level, meanwhile, social institutions create “constraints and opportunities to which
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media organizations and actors respond” (Hallin & Mancini, 2004, p. 296). These constraints and
opportunities emerge based on the contemporaneous development of economic, political, and
media institutions. News content is similar in a social system because actors respond rationally
to the same constraints and opportunities. To the extent that the institutional environment may
produce more than one rational path, we might expect variation even among rational actors.

METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES

Today, we understand gatekeeping to be a complex theory, and one that can be tested using a
variety of methodological and statistical procedures. Many research methods have been used in
gatekeeping studies: case studies (e.g., Ferrucci, Russell, Choi, Duffy, & sThorson, 2015); partici-
pant observation (e.g., Gans, 1979; Sissons, 2014); content analysis (e.g., Singer, 2001; Wendelin
et al., 2015); surveys (e.g., Saldaia, Higgins Joyce, Schmitz Weiss, & Alves, 2016; Tandoc, 2017);
and experiments (e.g., Hecht et al., 2017; Helfer & Aelst, 2015). Some studies use more than one
method (e.g., Machill et al., 2006). Each method tackles a different aspect of gatekeeping.

Specifying the level of analysis and the unit of analysis are the most important decisions
made in designing a gatekeeping study. A study’s variables are characteristics of the unit of
analysis. It is the thing being measured. In a data file, each case represents one unit of analysis,
for example, web pages, magazine stories, television news shows, the front pages of several
newspapers, reporters, editors, or producers, and company codes of ethics. The level of analysis
of a study is more theoretical: what is the theory about? What is hypothesized about? What is the
theory about? What is the degree of aggregation of certain phenomena? Levels of analysis divide
the world into parts for theorizing, from micro (e.g., individuals) to macro (e.g., social systems).

These aspects of the study of gatekeeping cause more confusion than any other, partially
because people sometimes use the terms synonymously. This is the result of the fact that most
quantitative communication research uses survey and experimental methods—the level of analy-
sis is generally the individual, as is the unit of analysis. We gather data about individual people
in order to test theories about them. Gatekeeping studies, however, often use content analysis
methodology, and the unit of analysis often differs from the level of analysis. Shoemaker and Vos
(2009) propose that five levels of analysis are appropriate to the study of journalistic gatekeep-
ing. More than one unit of analysis can be studied on each level of analysis. Often, explanation is
offered at one level by reference to data gathered at a different level—explaining news organiza-
tions, for example, as the sum of the professionals within them.

In individual-level studies, micro units are studied, but these are not limited to individual
people. For example, other individual-level units of analysis could include news stories, televi-
sion news shows, blogs, or photographs as well as reporters, producers, or even audience mem-
bers. Whether the newspaper or the day (date on which the newspaper is published) is the unit
of analysis is an important decision. If the newspaper is the unit of analysis (in a study of major
newspapers around the world), then we are working at the organizational level of analysis. On the
individual level of analysis, variables are characteristics of individual people.

Studies that look at routine practices of communication work have units of analysis that are
the routines with which work is accomplished. For example, a scholar interested in looking at the
effects of ethics on gatekeeping decisions could study individuals or news organizations’ codes
of ethics. The code of ethics becomes the unit of analysis, with perhaps one code belonging to
Al Jazeera, another to The Guardian, and so on. It is possible that journalists may be subject
to more than one code of ethics, such as from a professional organization and the government.
In this case, each code of ethics would be a separate case in the data file, not each newspaper.
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Variables are characteristics of each code of ethics, such as topics covered, date revised, or degree
of specificity.

Many gatekeeping studies use the organizational level of analysis, in which newspaper
chains or separate newspapers, blogs, television networks, or stations become the unit of analy-
sis, and all variables are characteristics of, for example, a newspaper. Variables might include hits
per day, number of responses, news topics, and so on. If radio stations are the unit of analysis,
then the variables would be characteristics of each station, such as profitability, signal coverage,
or percentage of the coverage area that is of Asian ethnic origins.

The social institution level of analysis includes units of analysis such as governments, inter-
est groups, or religious organizations. These are also organizations, but, unlike the organizational
level of analysis, looking at non-media social institutions allows us to assess their separate influ-
ence on the gatekeeping process. Variables are characteristics of these units, such as the number
of public relations people employed, the budget for outside public relations services, or the total
expenditures on public relations efforts last year.

Finally, at the macro level, we look at variables that are characteristics of social systems. The
social system is the base on which all other levels rest. Social system units of analysis include cit-
ies, countries, continents, and political alliances. Variables describe the units being studied, such
as the political system, amount of imports, exports, population size, or number of ethnic groups.

When gatekeeping studies theorize about units on different levels of analysis, confusion is
certain and incorrect conclusions probable. Scholars often avoid theorizing about one level of
analysis and collecting data about units of analysis from another level, but it can be done. For
example, Shoemaker, Eichholz, Kim, and Wrigley (2001) investigated the relative influences of
variables from the individual and routine practice levels of analysis on the content of newspaper
stories about 50 Congressional bills. The scholars conducted two surveys and a content analysis.
The first survey went to the newspaper reporters who wrote articles about the 50 bills and the
other to their editors. Reporters were asked only about their personal characteristics, including
gender and political ideology. Editors were only asked to rate each of the 50 bills” newsworthi-
ness. Because the data were collected from three different units of analysis, creating the final data
file (with each case a newspaper article) required merging data from the two surveys with data
about the newspaper articles. Such complexity is common in gatekeeping studies. The editors’
ratings of the newsworthiness of each bill were averaged and assigned to each story about the
bill in the final data file. Likewise, the characteristics of the reporter for each story were entered
in the data file. Statistical analysis revealed that the routine “news values” was a better predictor
how prominently the bills were covered than the characteristics of the people who wrote them.

Newer statistical procedures, such as hierarchical linear modeling, allow the scholar to
assess quantitative data from more than one level of analysis. The major advantage of this is
the extra precision gained by using data on lower levels as they were gathered instead of aver-
aging or otherwise combining them in the dataset from the highest level of analysis. Whether
using new statistical tests or more creative method designs, scholars should acknowledge that
there are many factors working simultaneously in the gatekeeping process. A major advantage
of grounded theory case studies is their ability to collect information about variables on multiple
levels of analysis and to analyze them as a whole. Acquiring the cooperation of communication
workers to gather information about how and why they conduct their work is difficult, but yields
rich results. Observational methods may achieve the same results, once the problem of reactivity
is overcome and those observed are at ease with the observer.

In contrast, if the scholar wishes to assess the relative importance of variables, quantitative
methods may be useful. Survey research has been used to gather data from many individuals,
such as communicators, sources, bosses, and audiences. Content analyses have been conducted
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of a wide variety of content, from the internet to what we now call traditional media. If scholars
are interested in establishing causal order and enhancing internal validity, then the experimental
method can be valuable. For example, scholars can show communicators news photos with and
without people, and find out whether gatekeepers tend to select one or the other more often.

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

News media environments are always changing and the body of knowledge about the gatekeep-
ing process must stay current. Bourdieu argues that the journalistic field is “constantly being
modified” (Benson & Neveu, 2005, p. 3). Gans (1980, p. 68) reminds us that professional ideol-
ogy “changes somewhat over time.” Broader social changes also come to bear on journalism and
subsequently how news turns out the way it does.

These modifications and changes create opportunities for many new empirical studies at
all five levels of analysis. For example, the so-called deskilling and multiskilling of journalistic
labor (Bro, Hansen, & Andersson, 2016) is likely changing the construction of news in direct and
indirect ways. Deskilling in particular raises questions about who is attracted to journalistic work
and how the individual-level characteristics of the news workforce might be changing, which
in turn could shape how news is constructed. At the level of journalistic routines, various forms
of automation—from robot-written news (Carlson, 2015) to news algorithms (Carlson, 2018)—
raise new questions about how standards of newsworthiness come into play in constructing news.
At the organizational level, many news start-ups are finding a place in the journalism ecology
(Bruno, Nielsen, & Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism, 2012), presumably bring-
ing with them a start-up organizational culture that is distinct from legacy news organizations.
There’s more to explore in how a start-up culture shapes the construction of news (Usher, 2017).
At the social institutional level (and organizational level), as more small, independent news pro-
ducers, such as documentary news producers, become news players, their absence of elaborate
organizational structures and protections may make them more vulnerable to pressure from flak
groups or from the governments and businesses they investigate (Cook, Vos, Prager, & Hearne,
2015). This vulnerability, following the logic of gatekeeping theory, could result in changes to
news. At the social system level, the rise of fascist and authoritarian modes of governance in
nominally democratic regimes produces new dynamics that come to bear on journalists and pos-
sibly on the stories those journalists produce.

Other lines of research also need to be explored. Gatekeeping research has been slow to
explore differences and similarities in gatekeeping across social systems. According to Schudson
(2003, p. 166), understanding journalism in the context of the social system “should be not the
closing line of a sermon but the opening of an inquiry into how different political cultures and
institutions shape and structure different news cultures and institutions.” This is essentially the
same point made by Benson and Neveu: “Certain types of variation—especially at the broad sys-
tem level—only become visible via cross-national research” (2005, p. 87). Comparative research
in journalism has grown enormously in the 21st century, with some of that attention turning to
matters of gatekeeping (e.g., Hanitzsch & Mellado, 2011). Still, far more needs to be done. Like-
wise, transnational journalism continues to merit attention. The “global newsroom” metaphor
helps describe how coordination occurs across national boundaries, particularly among coop-
erating broadcast organizations. In the largest such exchange, for example, the Geneva-based
Eurovision network, decision-making is not concentrated by virtue of common ownership but
rather shared among “distributed” gatekeepers in a way that leads to consensus over a commonly
available pan-national agenda of television stories (Reese, 2008).
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Future research must better understand the institution of journalism as a historical crea-
tion, not just an economic, rational institution. The theories of new institutionalism (Ryfe,
2017) require us to consider that institutional behavior emerges from a historical context that
may not maximize utility and may in fact emerge as unintended consequences. Bourdieu argues
that the gatekeepers in a particular institution are constrained by “the possibilities bequeathed
by previous struggles, a space which tends to give direction to the search for solutions and,
consequently, influences the present and future of production” (quoted in Benson & Neveu,
2005, p. 95).

Other areas for future research could be pursued—some theoretical (the possibilities of
actor-network theory (Primo & Zago, 2015) for theorizing about the role of gatekeepers); some
methodological (the need for more studies that connect observational studies with content analy-
sis); and some empirical (the value of looking more for interaction effects among factors). Gate-
keeping theory, even though it has one of the longest histories in mass communication research
and even though some are ready to pronounce its demise, still holds much potential for a robust
research program.
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Professionalism, Professional Identity,
and Journalistic Roles

Thomas Hanitzsch and Henrik Ornebring

Research into professionalism, professional identity, and the roles of journalists is key to our
understanding of journalism’s place and legitimacy in society. Studies of this kind are of particu-
lar relevance at a time when journalism’s identity is existentially shaken and journalistic ideals
have become more ambivalent and liquid (Koljonen, 2013).

In this chapter, we look at professionalism, professional identity, and journalistic roles as
discourses through which journalistic agents articulate their centrality to social processes and
public conversation in an increasingly mediatized world. A discursive understanding would sug-
gest that these concepts exist because and as we talk about them. Journalists’ professionalism,
identity, and roles have no true “essence”; in order to be intelligible, they exist as part of a wider
framework of meaning—of a discourse (Hanitzsch & Vos, 2017). As such, they set the param-
eters of what is desirable in the institutional context of journalism. Ultimately, professionalism,
professional identity, and journalistic roles are never static; they are subject to continual discur-
sive (re)creation, (re)interpretation, appropriation, and contestation, as we shall see below.

This chapter aims to provide an overview of the central themes and key works in the area.
Starting with a discussion of the conceptual roots of the notion of professionalism, we argue
that professionalism refers to a system of shared norms, rules, and practices that members of
an occupation adhere to and live by. These norms, rules, and practices nurture a sense of pro-
fessional self-awareness, or professional identity. Cultivated through occupational training and
socialization, professional identity captures journalists’ aggregated perceptions of themselves
as members of a professional community through shared occupational views, experience, and
mythology. Professional identity, we further argue, is indexed through journalists’ adherence to
specific journalistic roles, or combinations thereof. Here, journalistic roles make up the interpre-
tative repertoire by which journalists articulate generalized expectations as to how journalism is
serving society, in both normative and descriptive terms. The chapter will conclude by discussing
a number of conceptual and methodological challenges.

PROFESSIONALISM AND PROFESSIONALIZATION

Central to the discourse of professionalism is a set of four interlinked concepts: profession, profes-
sional, professionalism, and professionalization. Profession is the “root word” of this discourse.
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Early sociologists were interested in the professions as an emergent social-occupational category
and in the increasingly important societal role of this category. “It seems evident that many of
the most important features of our society are to a considerable extent dependent on the smooth
functioning of the professions,” as Talcott Parsons (1939, p. 457) wrote in his seminal text on the
topic. Today, we would perhaps say that Parsons and other sociologists of his time were studying
the emerging knowledge society, where a range of new knowledge-oriented occupations (along
with several “old” ones) were defining and redefining themselves and working toward increased
legitimacy, status, and authority. Teachers, architects, public administrators, nurses, engineers,
social workers, accountants, and others (including journalists) attempted to model themselves
after the formal and tightly controlled “traditional” professions of medicine and law and elevate
their work beyond the status of trades or crafts, with varying degrees of success. A profession, in
the minds of Parsons and others, was something more than a mere occupation.

Thus a central concern of the early sociological literature on professions was to define exactly
what it was that made a profession more than “just a job” (as in Greenwood, 1957, for example),
giving rise to what later came to be called trait theories or trait models of the professions (Abbott,
1988). Was the key difference a formal, theoretical education? An overarching societal duty?
Specialized skills? Credentialing/licensing? The existence of a formal ethical code? The forma-
tion of professional organizations? The research review chapter of Geoffrey Millerson’s (1964)
book on professionalization famously identified 21 elements that could potentially distinguish
“professions” from other lines of work. However, the trait approach was problematic because, as
Millerson demonstrated, scholars of the professions could not agree on which traits were essen-
tial, and furthermore, the application of traits frequently took on a normative character. Many
times, the intention of applying traits to define a profession is “to derogate attempts, made by
members of an occupation, to establish professional status for themselves. Those struggling are
judged unworthy of the classification” (p. 2).

The trait model for defining professions ran into trouble when scholars began using it to
analyze journalism. As it turns out, it is entirely possible to act as a professional without une-
quivocally being a member of a profession. Early scholars of journalism as a profession applied
the lists of criteria from trait theories of professionalization and found, unsurprisingly, that jour-
nalism did not meet all of them. Jeremy Tunstall (1971) thus identified journalism as a “semi-
profession,” signifying that it met some of the criteria of a profession but not others. Journalism,
for example, did claim a specific core knowledge as its own (somewhat simplified, the ability to
write in accordance with the demands of the various genres present in newspapers), but no formal
education, qualification, or certification was necessary to guarantee this knowledge.

To complicate things further—and to point toward the need for comparative analysis—the
degree of formalization of journalism education has been very different in different countries.
For example, university education of journalists began very early on (1910s) in the US and very
late (1970s) in the UK. Journalists did have formal organizations (both publishers’ organizations
and unions), but these organizations as a rule did not have the power to control entry into the pro-
fession. Indeed, controlling entry to the profession (as was done in medicine and law) has mostly
been viewed as antithetical to the democratic function of journalism, meaning that journalism
could not achieve this key criterion of a profession without losing its claim to societal legitimacy.
Yet, while many journalists historically have resisted the label of profession for what they do,
instead defining their work as a trade, craft, or even art (Kimball, 1965), the same journalists
often insist that what distinguishes them from just any person in the street is that they are able to
perform their work tasks in a professional manner.

Journalists, of course, use the word professional in a common sense way, not a social-scientific
sense. Here, being professional could be taken to (roughly) mean being able to conduct your
work tasks independently, in a dispassionate manner, and with a reliable and predictable quality,
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regardless of who your employer is (see, for example, Aldridge & Evetts, 2003). In this sense of
“professional,” the democratic role of journalism—generally seen as a key element to claims of
social legitimacy and cultural authority—does not really enter into the equation except indirectly.
Independence, emotional and political neutrality, and reliability of output may be justified as ele-
ments of being professional because they are all viewed as necessary to fulfill a particular role in
representative mass democracy. But it is also—and not incidentally, as argued very forcefully by
Meryl Aldridge and Julia Evetts (2003)—a definition of “professional” that aligns very strongly
with the needs of journalists’ employers (i.e., commercial news organizations). Employers need
professionals (in this more everyday sense of the word) because they can easily slot into the organi-
zations and conduct work to specifications without much need for training and supervision.

This brings us to the third and eponymous part of the professionalism discourse: profession-
alism. Professionalism refers to the system of shared norms, rules, and practices that members
of a profession adhere to and live by. Sociologically speaking, professionalism is what connects
norms (i.e., ideals about how the profession should be conducted and why it should be conducted
in this way) to practice. Professionalism is learned through many different channels, where both
formal education and on-the-job socialization play important roles—but so does popular culture,
where fictional representations of journalism and journalists also express notions about what
constitutes professionalism (Ehrlich, 2004). The (perceived) professional roles of journalists
(discussed later in this chapter) can be understood as part of the professionalism of journalists—
a professional role consists of both normative and descriptive elements defining the wider soci-
etal function of the profession as well as formal and informal rules for how this societal function
should be fulfilled in practice.

The study of journalistic professionalism is thus the study of this system of shared norms,
rules, and practices, identifying and analyzing its component parts as well as the relationship
of these parts to each other. In this instance as well, many scholars have highlighted the instru-
mental nature of journalistic professionalism. Gaye Tuchman (1972), for example, noted how
objectivity, a central element of professionalism, in practice was enacted in very limited and
circumscribed ways, amounting to a “strategic ritual” rather than indicating any deeper norma-
tive commitment. Later scholars have made similar observations about other key elements of
journalistic professionalism; one recent example is verification (Godler & Reich, 2013; Shapiro,
Brin, Bédard-Brilé, & Mychajlowycz, 2013).

The main thrust of research on journalistic professionalism has been critical, focusing on
how professionalism functions less as a neutral set of rules for how norms should be enacted in
practice and more as an ideology, serving to both discipline journalists and to justify their privi-
leged position as primary definers (Soloski, 1989). Using professionalism as a way to examine
this gap between ideals and practice has also recently been made explicit in the concept of (jour-
nalistic) role performance, or the extent to which the ideals expressed in professional roles are
actually present in journalistic outputs (Mellado, 2015; Mellado & van Dalen, 2014).

If professionalism is the system of shared norms, rules, and practices that guide journalistic
work, then professionalization is the degree to which journalists share this system. If journalists
are in profound disagreement over what constitutes professionalism (i.e., norms, rules, and prac-
tices are not widely shared), then those journalists exhibit a low degree of professionalization.
The word “professionalization” evokes process and historical progress, suggesting that there is
a gradual temporal movement from less to more professionalism within any given occupational
role, which sociologist Harold Wilensky (1964, p. 137) pointedly characterized as “the profes-
sionalization of everyone.” However, while this historical understanding of professionalization
is currently the most common one, it was not always so. The first study to apply the concept
of professionalization to journalism, Jack McLeod and Searle Hawley’s (1964) article “Profes-
sionalization Among Newsmen,” was not at all concerned with historical processes but rather
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with studying precisely the degree of adherence to shared norms, rules, and practices among
the employees of two news organizations. McLeod and Hawley found that such adherence did
indeed vary significantly even within the same organization: some editorial employees were
classified as “professionals,” some as “semi-professionals,” and some as “non-professionals”
(though the latter category mostly consisted of employees from McLeod and Hawley’s control
group of non-editorial employees). It is this comparative logic (comparing the relative profes-
sionalization of journalists in different types of news organizations as well as across different
nations and media systems), rather than the historical logic (as expressed in various historical
studies of the emergence and consolidation of journalism as a profession, e.g., Elliott, 1978;
O’Boyle, 1968; Ornebring, 2013), that is the main focus of this chapter. We now turn to a more
detailed account of how professionalism has been conceptualized and operationalized through
the key concepts of professional identity and roles. It is these two concepts that have been the
most influential in research on journalistic professionalism that follows the comparative logic.

PROFESSIONAL IDENTITY AND JOURNALISTIC ROLES

In both normative and descriptive accounts, the discourse of professionalism is tightly related
to journalism’s locus in society, its public legitimacy and epistemic authority, as well as the
way journalists conceive of their roles. Here, comparative research suggests that, despite the
many differences between journalists from different nations, there seems to exist a significant
consensus about the role and identity of journalism in society (Hanitzsch et al., 2011; Weaver &
Willnat, 2012). Mark Deuze (2005) conceptualized this shared understanding as a “professional
ideology” that is believed to serve as the cultural cement holding journalists together as a profes-
sion and forming the collective foundation of journalism’s identity. At the core of this ideology
are traditionally held professional values that Bill Kovach and Tom Rosenstiel (2001) described
as “the elements of journalism”: accordingly, journalism is primarily oriented toward fact, pro-
vides timely and relevant information, and requires a certain degree of intellectual autonomy and
independence (Deuze, 2005; Kovach & Rosenstiel, 2001). Furthermore, it is usually carried out
in organized settings and seen as a professional service to the public, one that comes with certain
duties, making it more than “just a job” (as indicated by earlier research on what constitutes a
profession). In the daily practice of journalists, as Jenny Wiik (2009) argued, professional iden-
tity refers to a wider frame of identification and is tied to a sense of common understandings,
experiences, and expertise, cultivated through professional socialization on multiple levels.
Wiik used the concept of professional identity to capture the aggregated self-perceptions of
Journalists as professionals. As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, professional identity
as an object of knowing and experience is discursively constituted and subject to constant (re)crea-
tion, (re)interpretation, appropriation, and contestation. Such continual change is also borne out by
historical research on journalistic professionalization, like Johan Jarlbrink’s (2015) work on how the
mobile role of the reporter became a more central part of journalists’ professional identity around
the turn of the 19th/20th century, while the sedentary role of the editor at the same time became less
central and more associated with newsroom leadership rather than professional identity in general.
At the core of professional identity and related discourses is journalism’s locus in society. Here,
professional identity articulates the relations between competing discursive positions commonly
referred to as conceptions of journalistic roles. The various understandings of journalists’ roles—as
“disseminator,” “watchdog,” “advocate,” or other—compete in a discursive field, where journal-
istic actors struggle over authority in defining the meaning and role of journalism in society. The
discursive field is thus the central arena where journalistic culture and identity is reproduced and
contested; where the struggle over the preservation or transformation of journalism’s identity takes
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place (Hanitzsch & Vos, 2017). As a result of this contest, dominant positions in this discourse crys-
tallize as institutional norms and practices—the defining features of professionalism. While jour-
nalists are the central discursive agents in the articulation of roles (Zelizer, 1993), they do so in an
exchange with interlocutors in the broader society and by using a discursive toolkit that the broader
society recognizes as legitimate (Carlson, 2016). For example, Cook (1998) demonstrated how
journalists’ increasingly independent role vis-a-vis the political sphere and political actors in the late
19th century was articulated in negotiation with political and government actors, who increasingly
allowed privileged access to journalists they saw as legitimate representatives of the press.

In other words, professional identity is indexed through journalists’ adherence to specific
journalistic roles, or combinations thereof. These roles make up the interpretative repertoire by
which journalists articulate generalized expectations as to how journalism is serving society, in
both normative and descriptive terms. Defined as a lexicon or register of terms and metaphors
(Wetherell, 1998), this interpretative repertoire is a flexible discursive resource journalists rou-
tinely deploy as they render their work meaningful to themselves and external stakeholders.
Emblematic of such rhetorical devices are journalistic roles such as the “neutral disseminator,”
“watchdog,” or “agent of change” (see below).

Journalistic roles are widely recognizable and have a relatively stable and enduring form.
They generally allude to a set of normative and cognitive beliefs as well as perceived and actual
practices of journalists situated and understood within the institutional framework of journalism.
Here, journalists articulate and enact journalistic roles on two analytically distinct levels: role
orientations and role performance (Hanitzsch & Vos, 2017; see Figure 7.1).

ROLE ORIENTATIONS

Normative |
(Norms) |

Cognitive
(Values)

Practiced
(Practice)

Narrated
(Narratives)

ROLE PERFORMANCE

Figure 7.1 Process Model of Journalistic Roles

Source: Hanitzsch & Vos, 2017, p. 123.
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Role orientations refer to discursive constructions of the institutional values, attitudes, and
beliefs with regard to the position of journalism in society. These orientations can be normative
and cognitive. Normative roles indicate what is generally desirable to think or do in a given
context, while cognitive ideas provide the recipes, guidelines, and maps for concrete action
(Schmidt, 2008). Role performance (Mellado, 2015), on the other hand, denotes journalistic roles
as enacted in practice (practiced roles) as well as their observation, reflection, and narration by
journalists (narrated roles). These four categories of journalistic roles correspond to conceptually
distinct ideas: what journalists ought to do, what they want to do, what journalists actually do in
practice, and what they say they do. The four categories of roles are connected through the pro-
cesses of internalization, enactment, reflection, normalization, and negotiation in what Thomas
Hanitzsch and Tim Vos (2017) proposed as the process model of journalistic roles.

NORMATIVE ROLE ORIENTATIONS

Normative journalistic roles appear external to journalists; they can be defined as “generalized
expectations which journalists believe exist in society and among different stakeholders, which
they see as normatively acceptable, and which influence their behavior on the job” (Donsbach,
2012, emphasis added). They speak to how journalists are expected to meet the aspirations and
ideals of both the professional community and the general public.

Normative roles of journalists are socially negotiated and sensitive to context; they are in a
constant state of flux. Confronted with journalists’ performance in everyday news work, these
roles are subject to discursive reproduction and conservation as well as to contestation and trans-
formation. In this context, injunctive norms refer to journalists’ beliefs about desirable practice in
a given context, while descriptive norms refer to their beliefs about what is actually done by most
other journalists (see Lapinski & Rimal, 2005). The context-sensitive nature of norms explains
why some journalistic roles (e.g., the watchdog or “fourth estate” roles) are socially desirable
in some contexts (mostly developed democracies) more than others (in authoritarian societies).

Normative roles of journalists are primarily derived from a view that emphasizes journal-
ism’s (potential) contribution to the proper workings of democracy. It comes as no surprise,
then, that most of the roles advocated in the literature have a close connection to citizenship and
democratic life. In this context, journalism is expected to provide surveillance of and information
about potentially relevant events and their contexts; to deliver commentary, guidance, and advice
on complex issues; to provide the means for political access, expression, and participation; to
contribute to shared consciousness; and to act as critic and watchdog to hold the powerful to
account. In an excellent overview, Clifford Christians, Theodore Glasser, Denis McQuail, Kaarle
Nordenstreng, and Robert White (2009) charged journalists with four principal roles: monito-
rial (collection, publication, and distribution of information of interest to audiences); facilitative
(promoting social dialogue and active participation in political life); radical (providing a platform
for criticism with the aim to support change and reform); and collaborative (supporting authori-
ties in defense of the social order).

These roles, however, with the possible exception of the collaborative role, were all articu-
lated from within Western perspectives and Western notions of democracy and furthermore from
a notion of mass democracy that historically was intimately linked to the emergence of a mass
press (Lee, 1976; Read, 1979). Such a view emphasizes individual liberties and freedom. As we
will discuss below, other societies may prioritize collective needs and social harmony, urging
journalists to refrain from coverage that could potentially disrupt the social order (Mehra, 1989;
Xu, 2005). Hence, distinctive sets of normative ideas may be at work in many non-Western
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contexts, where journalists are expected to act in the capacity of nation builders, partners of
the government, and agents of empowerment (Romano, 2005). Development journalism, for
instance, calls for a facilitative and constructive role of journalists in the public domain, placing
greater emphasis on the idea of social responsibility.

COGNITIVE ROLE ORIENTATIONS

Cognitive journalistic roles encompass the institutional values, attitudes, and beliefs journalists
as individuals embrace as a result of their occupational socialization. While normative roles are
in many ways imposed on journalists, cognitive roles capture their subjective aspirations and
work-related ambitions. These ambitions mostly work in the subconscious; they tend to appear
as evident, natural, and self-explanatory to the journalists (Schultz, 2007). As a discourse shared
by journalists, cognitive roles belong to a collective interpretative repertoire selectively activated
by journalists, both in context-specific situations and as a marker of their professional identity.

Normative roles do not directly translate into cognitive roles, however; they are selectively
internalized by journalists. In this process, journalists learn about the institutional norms, values,
and roles through occupational socialization both within the news organization and during voca-
tional education and professional training. This way, journalists develop idealized expectations
about their work and news organizations that remain a pervasive standard against which daily
practices are compared (Russo, 1998). This socialization takes place in a specific community of
practice in which the professional veterans have common goals and share a repertoire of myths
and tales (Gravengaard & Rimestad, 2014). Forms of ritual solidarity that call on journalists
to celebrate themselves as a professional community invigorate the articulation of institutional
norms. Shared interpretations of and narratives about journalism’s key moments, such as the
exposure of the Watergate scandal, feed into the collective imaginary of journalists and serve to
reinforce professional identity (Zelizer, 1993).

Cognitive roles of journalists have received considerable attention from empirical schol-
ars, particularly from comparative researchers. Among the early examples are Wolfgang Dons-
bach’s (1981) and Renate Kocher’s (1986) comparisons of British and German journalists. Both
authors observed that German journalists favored an active role of advocacy, whereas their Brit-
ish counterparts embraced the neutral reporter role more strongly. Thomas Patterson and Dons-
bach (1996), comparing journalists from five Western countries, found Germans and Italians to
be more inclined to champion values and ideas in their reporting, while their American, British,
and Swedish colleagues were less keen to do so.

Overall, comparative studies found considerable agreement among journalists around the
world regarding the importance of detachment and noninvolvement, of reporting the news
quickly, of acting as a watchdog, and of providing access for the people to express their views
(Hanitzsch et al., 2011, 2019; Weaver, 1998; Weaver & Willnat, 2012). At the same time, these
studies discovered strong national differences in journalists’ cognitive roles, many of which
related to interventionism—that is, journalists’ willingness to involve themselves actively in
social and political matters (see below). Much of this cross-national variation reflects differences
in political systems, cultural value sets, socioeconomic development, and the media environ-
ment; differences that are in turn path-dependent and historically contingent. Based on a survey
of journalists in 67 countries, Hanitzsch et al. (2019) found that this cultural diversity of jour-
nalistic roles can be meaningfully mapped onto four distinct bundles of roles: monitorial (politi-
cal information, watchdog, and political mobilization); collaborative (government support and
positive coverage of political leaders); interventionist (social change, influence of public opinion
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and political agenda, and support of national development); and accommodative (entertainment,
audience interest, and orientation for daily life).

A growing number of studies specifically look at journalists’ roles beyond the Western
world. Arab journalists, for instance, conceive of their mission as that of driving political and
social reform, thus acting as “change agents” in the political arena (Pintak, 2014, p. 494).
Pakistani journalists found it most important to defend national sovereignty, preserve national
unity, and foster societal development (Pintak & Nazir, 2013)—traits that were also pro-
nounced among Indonesian journalists (Romano, 2003). All these values correspond to the idea
of “development journalism” identified in several countries that broadly belong to the Global
South (Edeani, 1993).

The impressive number of empirical studies notwithstanding, research into journalists’ cog-
nitive roles was relatively thin on theory for a long time. One of the first attempts to extract a the-
oretical classification of roles was undertaken by Donsbach and Patterson (2004), who identified
two major dimensions of roles for Western democracies: passive versus active roles and neutral
versus advocate roles. Capturing journalistic roles beyond the Western world, Hanitzsch (2007)
suggested three theoretical dimensions: interventionism (the extent to which journalists pursue a
particular mission and promote certain values), power distance (journalists’ position toward loci
of power in society), and market orientation (the extent to which members of the audience are
addressed primarily in their role as citizens or as consumers).

PRACTICED ROLE PERFORMANCE

Recently, researchers have started to pay greater attention to the way journalistic roles are enacted
in practice (e.g., Carpenter, Boehmer, & Fico, 2016; Mellado & van Dalen, 2014; Tandoc, Hell-
mueller, & Vos, 2013). Here, practiced journalistic roles capture the behavioral aspect of pro-
fessional roles. Cognitive roles of journalists—and normative roles by extension—translate
into practiced roles through a process commonly referred to as role enactment. Individuals tend
to seek consistency between ideals and behavior, which is why journalists are likely to enact
roles that are in line with the professional values they embrace (Tandoc et al., 2013)—a process,
however, that is highly contingent on the contextual conditions of news work (Shoemaker &
Reese, 2013).

Practiced roles are indicated through the tangible professional conduct and performance of
journalists, which can be studied by means of observation and ethnography. Most of the time,
however, practiced roles are extracted from news content—a technique that has gained popular-
ity in recent years (Mellado & van Dalen, 2014; Skovsgaard, Albak, Bro, & de Vreese, 2013;
van Dalen, de Vreese, & Albaek, 2012). Early research discovered that journalism students, for
instance, included more analysis and interpretation in their articles when they believed that jour-
nalism should play an active role (Starck & Soloski, 1977). David Weaver, Randal Beam, Bonnie
Brownlee, Paul Voakes, and Cleveland Wilhoit (2007) found US journalists’ self-reported roles
to correlate modestly with the roles presented in what they considered their best works. More
recently, surveys of journalists in Denmark, Germany, Spain, and the UK established a robust
relationship between journalists’ cognitive roles and journalist’s reporting styles (van Dalen
et al., 2012), while studies in Chile and the US point to a gap between journalists’ “rhetoric and
practice” (Mellado & van Dalen, 2014, p. 859; Tandoc et al., 2013). One explanation for this
inconsistency may be that the processes of enactment are themselves dependent on media sys-
tems and/or national cultures—in some cultures, a bigger gap between ideal and practice may be
more socially acceptable than in others.
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In an attempt to theorize roles of journalists as they materialize in news content, Esser (2008)
suggested journalistic intervention—here understood as the extent to which journalists report in
their own words, scenarios, assessments—as a key marker of cross-national differences. Build-
ing on Hanitzsch’s (2007) and Esser’s (2008) work on interventionism/journalistic intervention,
power distance, and market orientation (see above), Claudia Mellado (2015) proposed three simi-
lar dimensions of “role performance”: presence of the journalistic voice, power relations, and
audience approach.

NARRATED ROLE PERFORMANCE

Narrated journalistic roles denominate subjective perceptions and articulations of the roles jour-
nalists carry out in practice. Narrated roles are filtered through journalists’ cognitive apparatuses
and are ultimately reinterpreted against normative expectations and cognitive aspirations. In
many Western societies, for example, the omnipresence of the neutral disseminator role as a high
standard of professionalism compels journalists to rhetorically emphasize this role even when
they fail to meet that standard. In this sense, it is helpful to think of narrated role performance
in terms of a discursive relationship between journalists, sources, and their audiences. Paradigm
repair is a classic example of this, for it suggests that journalists reimagine their work based on
how their role performance is perceived by the interlocutor-public (Berkowitz, 2000).

The process by which practiced roles of journalists translate into narrated roles can be
understood as role reflection. Reflection is a retrospective mechanism that puts journalistic
practices—as well as their observation, interpretation, and categorization—into a coherent narra-
tive. Turning actual practice into a narrative account, mediated through subjective experience, is
an act of discursive transformation, in which journalists map their performance onto a standard
set of journalistic roles provided by an orthodox repertoire of collectively shared exemplars.
It is exactly for this reason that self-reports of journalists on their performance are little more
than a mere approximation to journalists’ real practice: rather than capturing journalists’ actual
practices, self-reports rely on recollections and enunciations of their performance in retrospect.

A common strategy for studying narrated roles is by asking journalists about the extent to
which they think they are able to enact their cognitive roles in practice. Here, too, researchers
found both a correlation between cognitive and narrated roles, and a lack of correspondence
between journalists’ perceived importance of some roles and their actual performance. Hugh
Culbertson (1983), for instance, found journalists’ roles to be correlated with perceived practice.
From a survey of Danish journalists, Morten Skovsgaard, Erik Albaek, Peter Bro, and Claes de
Vreese (2013) established that journalists’ cognitive roles have substantial explanatory power
with regard to how journalists implement the objectivity norm. Jyotika Ramaprasad and Shafiqur
Rahman (2006) as well as Siegfried Weischenberg, Martin Loffelholz, and Armin Scholl (1998),
however, discovered a substantial gap between the perceived importance of some roles and their
reported performance.

Another way of studying narrated roles of journalists is by extracting them from professional
discourse. This discourse carries myths and tales about “good practice” and “good journalists,”
which are inherited by successive generations of journalists (Zelizer, 1993). Several of these
tales, such as the one around the exposure of the Watergate scandal by two relentless Washington
Post reporters, assumed legendary status in the journalistic field and thus became drivers of pro-
fessional culture for subsequent generations of journalists.

Narrated roles of journalists’ feed back into discourses about normative and cognitive role
orientations. In a routine setting, perceptions of journalistic practice serve to consolidate and
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reinforce established norms. Beliefs about what is actually done by most other journalists con-
tribute to the normalization—or legitimation—of certain professional standards and ultimately
lead to the preservation of journalistic cultures. At the same time, though less frequently, narrated
roles also challenge—or delegitimize—professional consensus and, thus, destabilize hegemonic
journalistic norms. A popular example is the idea of “peace journalism,” which former BBC
reporter Annabel McGoldrick (2000, p. 20) advocated as a new form of journalism that looks “at
how journalists could be part of the solution rather than part of the problem.” The contemporary
movement of “constructive” or “solutions” journalism (Haagerup, 2014), which argues against
excessive negativity in the news, presents a similar challenge to the professional consensus.

The way journalists perceive and frame their own practice is also put in negotiation with
the cognitive roles they embrace. Here, narrated roles tend to assimilate journalists—especially
young reporters—into newsroom culture and into journalism culture in the broadest sense. This
way, journalists develop a professional identity that gives them a sense of self, which is continu-
ally reiterated and reinforced by the professional community (Aldridge & Evetts, 2003). How-
ever, journalists may, at some point, realize that their practice does not live up to the standards set
by their subjective aspirations. One way to resolve this dissonance is by appropriation, that is, by
calibrating their professional ideals and bringing them in line with—actual or narrated—practice.
Exit, finally, is another option to resolve this conflict: journalists may come to conclude that their
professional aspirations are fundamentally incompatible with real-existing practice and, thus,
decide to leave the profession (Ornebring & Méller, 2018).

TOWARD A UNIVERSAL CATALOGUE OF JOURNALISTIC ROLES

The strands of research discussed above resulted in a cacophony of partly overlapping and often
very disparate catalogues of journalistic roles. One of the first systematic classifications of roles
was proposed by Bernhard Cohen (1963), who identified a “neutral” and a “participant” role.
His work was further developed by Morris Janowitz (1975), who distinguished between a “gate-
keeper” and “advocate” role, and later continued by Weaver and Wilhoit (1986), who discovered
three, rather than two, sets of journalists’ professional roles—the “disseminator,” “interpreter,”
and “adversarial” roles—to which they later added the “populist mobilizer” role (Weaver &
Wilhoit, 1996). Based on journalists’ survey responses to the first Worlds of Journalism Study,
Hanitzsch (2011) classified journalists into four global professional subgroups: “populist dis-
seminators,” “detached watchdogs,” “critical change agents,” and “opportunist facilitators.”

A review of the broad literature (comparative work in particular) allows us to map this
variety of journalistic roles onto two—analytically distinct but empirically related—domains
central to people’s lives: the domain of politics, and the domain of everyday life (Hanitzsch &
Vos, 2018). In the first domain, political life, journalism addresses the audience in its capacity
as citizens, providing them with the information they need to act and participate in political life
and, if given a chance, to be free and self-governing. The universe of politically oriented roles of
journalists can be further organized into 18 specific roles that map onto a higher-order structure
of six elementary functions of journalism, each addressing abstract needs of political life (see
Figure 7.2).

* The informational-instructive function pertains to the idea that citizens need to have the
relevant information at hand to act and participate in political life. Central to this func-
tion is the understanding of journalism as an exercise of information transmission, news
(re-)packaging, and storytelling.
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Figure 72 Roles of Journalists in Political Life
Source: Hanitzsch & Vos, 2018, p. 153.

The analytical-deliberative dimension encompasses journalistic roles that are politically
more active and assertive, either by making a direct intervention in a political discourse
(e.g., through news commentary); by engaging the audience in public conversation; by
empowering citizens; or by providing means for political participation.

The critical-monitorial function, placed at journalism’s normative core in the West, is
grounded in the ideal of journalism acting as the “fourth estate,” with journalists voic-
ing criticism, holding powers to account and, in so doing, creating a critically minded
citizenry.

Roles that belong to the advocative-radical function compel journalists to conceive of
themselves as participants in political life, speaking on behalf of specific groups or, more
generally, the socially disadvantaged, by acting as advocates of values, ideologies, and
causes, and positioning themselves as adversaries of the powerful.
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* The developmental-educative function compels journalists not to stay outside the flow of
events but to participate, intervene, get involved, and promote social change. This dimen-
sion takes journalistic intervention beyond the discursive realm—by actively promoting
real-world change and by contributing to public education, social harmony, and other
goals that journalists share with their audiences.

* The collaborative-facilitative dimension emphasizes an understanding of journalists act-
ing as constructive partners of government and supporting it in its efforts to bring about
national development and socio-economic well-being. In this capacity, journalists may
serve as facilitators, collaborators, or as a mouthpiece of the government.

Journalism’s contribution to political life is only one side of the coin, however. Moder-
nity and processes of individualization continue to push journalism and the news further into
the domain of everyday life (Hanitzsch & Vos, 2018). In a time when traditional social institu-
tions cease to provide a normative framework people can hold on to, the media have to some
extent taken over this role, filling the void through providing collective orientation in an increas-
ingly multi-optional society (Hanusch & Hanitzsch, 2013). In this role, journalists provide help,
advice, guidance, and information about the management of self and everyday life through con-
sumer news and “news-you-can-use” content (Eide & Knight, 1999; Underwood, 2001). Given
the historical, discursive toolkit available to them (which emphasizes journalism’s contribution
to political life), however, journalists have been slow to articulate this role within journalism’s
institutional framework.

Hence, we can identify another seven roles positioned vis-a-vis three central spaces of eve-
ryday needs: consumption, identity, and emotion (see Figure 7.3).

* In the area of consumption, journalism addresses audience members in their capacity as
consumers by featuring various kinds of products and patterns of leisure-time activities,
thus contributing to the construction of desirable consumer lifestyles.

* The area of identity responds to the fact that identity work in modern society is more
than ever an individual exercise. Identity is transformed from a “given” into a “task,”

Emotion Consumption

Mood Manager Marketer

Friend

Identity

Figure 7.3 Roles of Journalists in Everyday Life

Source: Hanitzsch & Vos, 2018, p. 158.
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charging individuals with the responsibility for performing that task, as well as for the
consequences (Bauman, 2000). Confronted with an increased plurality of options, and
greater freedom to choose between them, individuals seek orientation for the management
of self and everyday life and for developing a sense of identification and belonging.

* The area of emotion is concerned with the affective, emotional, and mood-related experi-
ence of news consumption. Here, journalism contributes to affect regulation by helping
individuals regulate mood and arousal and can stimulate rewarding social and cognitive
experiences that contribute to emotional well-being in more complex and sustainable
ways (for instance, by fostering a sense of insight, meaning, and social connectedness;
Bartsch & Schneider, 2014).

CONCLUSIONS: ISSUES AND CHALLENGES

As this review demonstrates, research on professionalism, professional identity, and journalis-
tic roles has become conceptually ambitious and methodologically more sophisticated in recent
years. Despite a truly impressive number of studies, there is still room for further conceptual
development and empirical work. Future studies should bring greater clarity to traditional and
often inconsistently used terminology (e.g., “role perceptions,” “role conceptions,” “professional
roles,” and “professional ideology”) and spell out the theoretical links between the three key con-
cepts (professionalism, professional identity, and journalistic roles). Particular attention should
be paid to addressing questions of causality and the way in which contextual conditions (organi-
zational, institutional, cultural, and otherwise) mold journalists’ understandings of professional-
ism as well as their roles and professional identities.

On the level of theory, research in the area still lacks a general theoretical framework that
links journalists’ individual attitudes and practices to the analysis of journalism as a social institu-
tion or field. In this context, it seems useful to invest more effort into bringing historically distinct
research traditions into conversation with one another. Empirical studies in the area typically
build on methodological individualism, arriving at conclusions about “journalism” by aggregat-
ing survey responses of journalists. At the same time, studies approaching journalism from a
normative, structural, and institutional lens tend to treat news production processes as a “black
box”; these perspectives have little grounding in journalists’ views, practices, and real-world
experience.

While comparative analyses of professional identities and roles have made great advances
in identifying similarities and differences across a wide range of cases, a further analysis of why
such similarities and differences appear is still lacking, likely because it would require entirely
different (historical) methods. Theoretical frameworks currently do not do a good job of explain-
ing the clear and historically grounded differences between nations that many comparative analy-
ses see as closely linked, as noted in, for example, Mark Hampton’s (2008) historical research on
the resistance to and critique of the “American” notion of objectivity among British journalists.

On the empirical level, scholars often simply presume that journalists’ professional views
have at least some recognizable impact on their practice (e.g., Weaver, 1998). However, what
journalists tell the researcher in a survey is not necessarily what they do in practice. And indeed,
as mentioned above, there is some evidence pointing to a gap between ideals and practice. Thus,
recent years have seen a shift from the analysis of attitudinal aspects—journalistic role percep-
tions, for instance—to the study of performative elements (Mellado, Hellmueller, & Donsbach,
2016). This has moved journalism research closer to studies of political communication, which
tend to be less interested in journalists’ attitudes and more interested in the content they produce.

EENT3
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The growing focus on journalists’ role performance is a move in the right direction, but it may
introduce new problems, especially when that performance is not observed (e.g., through news
ethnography) but inferred from journalists’ self-reports about their practice or from the content
they produced (Mellado & van Dalen, 2014; Tandoc et al., 2013; van Dalen et al., 2012). This
strategy is not without problems, which is evidenced by the fact that studies point to both a cor-
relation and a disconnect between journalists’ role orientations and performance.

One may explain these inconsistencies by the analytical strategies used in studies look-
ing at journalists’ practice. First, extracting journalists’ “performance” from content runs the
risk of ignoring the realities of news production, which often make it difficult to attribute a
given news account to a single journalist. Collective authorship and news editing have become
common features in news production. Second, self-reports of journalists’ performance can
only be an approximation to journalistic practice at best. These recollections may not always
be accurate and may well be overshadowed by normative assumptions of desirable practice.
Third, and finally, both groups of researchers tend to overstate their points. Studies finding
robust correlations between journalists’ ideals and practices, on the one hand, often reveal
significant but rather weak effects. Protagonists of the “gap” hypothesis, on the other hand,
tend to present the lack of a correspondence between professional values and practice as star-
tling evidence of a broken link between journalistic orientations and performance. After all,
weak correlations between journalists’ ideals and practice should not come as a surprise to
journalism researchers. Journalists are not always—perhaps even rarely—able to fully enact
their occupational aspirations under conditions of limited autonomy (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009).
Hence, the relationship between journalists’ professional orientations and their performance
should be construed as one of correlation (strong or weak) rather than one of correspondence
(or a lack thereof).

Furthermore, research on professionalism, professional identity, and journalistic roles to
some extent still insufficiently accounts for journalism’s realities in a global context. Despite a
significant increase in comparative research in recent years (e.g., Hanitzsch et al., 2019; Mellado
et al., 2017; Weaver & Willnat, 2012), basic concepts in the area continue to be articulated pri-
marily in Western normative tenets. Western views tend to pin journalism to the idea of democ-
racy, assuming that news media are relatively autonomous from the state and that journalists
are independent agents engaged in an antagonistic relationship to power while representing the
people (Nerone, 2013). In this line of thought, journalism scholarship celebrates an understand-
ing of journalistic professionalism that is almost existentially tied to the idea of the news media’s
independence from other social institutions and stakeholders—the essence of a democratic
media. The assumption of institutional independence, however, does obviously not hold in many
other contexts, and it may not even be normatively desirable in quite a number of them. Several
scholars from Asia, for instance, have linked journalism’s responsibility to the preservation of
social harmony and respect for leadership, urging journalists to refrain from coverage that could
potentially disrupt the social order (Xu, 2005). Hence, unlike the individualistic, democratic,
egalitarian, and liberal tradition of Western theory, many societies in the Global South value their
consensual and communal traditions with an emphasis on duties and obligations to the collective
and social harmony (Mehra, 1989).

To be sure, few would deny journalism’s centrality to democratic processes, but democ-
racy is arguably not an unconditional prerequisite for journalism (Josephi, 2013). Journalism has
always extended beyond democracies—in fact, measured in worldwide terms, people consuming
journalism in advanced democracies make up a relatively small minority. Hence, to what extent
journalists meet the highest standards of professionalism, professional identity, and journalistic
roles—however defined—is a question that each society has to answer in its own terms.
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The heavy emphasis on the news media’s relationship with democracy is not only contra-
dicting the obvious fact that journalism also exists in non-democratic contexts. By prioritizing
journalism’s contribution to political life, in both normative and descriptive terms, journalism
scholarship has marginalized forms of journalism that primarily cater to public needs in the
realm of everyday life, such as service or lifestyle news. These forms of journalism—and the
related professional identities and journalistic roles—are often cast as the crude “other” to proper
journalism by a “hegemonic model of journalism” that recognizes the journalist as an independ-
ent public-spirited verifier of factual information as the superego of the news industry (Nerone,
2013, p. 446). Ironically, journalists are discursively reproducing this hierarchy of desirable pro-
fessional identities and roles and struggle to articulate alternative roles as they lack an adequate
normative framework. In this sense, the glaring marginality of these roles to journalists’ interpre-
tative repertoire speaks volumes to how normativity is construed by the professional mainstream
(Charlebois, 2015).
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8
Boundary Work

Matt Carlson and Seth C. Lewis

INTRODUCTION

As journalism barrels through the 21st century, its identity becomes more complex. Many of the
giants of the last century—the New York Times, BBC, Le Monde, Asahi Shimbun—continue to
produce news, gain access to elite sources, and reach large audiences. Thousands of other news
organizations each day churn out news content while adjusting to a digital media landscape much
different from the mass communication dynamics of the previous century. New actors arise to
challenge or supplement traditional news organizations, as do new types of practices or values
outside traditional understandings of journalism.

Any investigation of the boundaries of journalism begins with confronting two transformative
effects of digital media. First, they flatten media space by rendering medium differences irrelevant.
In the world of apps and links on social media, news competition is redefined horizontally as a bevy
of choices competing to capture the attention of news audiences. A quick search of a popular news
story on Google News will yield a dizzying litany of news stories from a global array of sources
competing for clicks. Second, digital media expand media space by opening up participation. New
voices defy easy categorization. They range from well-funded, digital-native start-ups to the lone
individual able to blog or tweet or comment, with many gradations in between.

These developments have wrought uncertainty. Journalism—as a concept, a communica-
tive practice, a professional field, a stable thing in society—is in varying states of flux around
the world. As a variety of social, political, economic, and technological influences reshape the
media environment for news production and circulation, fundamental questions such as “What
is journalism?” and “Who is a journalist?”” have become more pressing. These are questions of
boundaries—of determining how journalism comes to be demarcated from non-journalism, jour-
nalists from non-journalists, and other divisive permutations. Journalism comprises continuous
processes of boundary work to erect its cultural boundaries. Such boundaries are symbolic con-
tests for control and legitimacy as well material struggles concerning the allocation of resources.

The fact that questions regarding the contours of journalism lack obvious or agreed-upon
answers is precisely why careful attention to boundary work is so important in this particular
moment. Attempts by legacy news organizations to either advocate for barriers or experiment
in ways that cross those barriers indicate a certain messiness endemic to journalism. Likewise,
digital news start-ups challenge journalistic orthodoxy but also borrow from it. That boundaries
are not settled does not negate the analytic value of this approach—on the contrary, it underscores
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its value as a way of appreciating the crisscrossing of trends and forces that mark contemporary
journalism.

Boundary work has been subject to much recent theoretical development in efforts to bring
increased conceptual cohesiveness to the term “boundaries” or in how we should think about
specific boundaries of journalism (e.g., Carlson & Lewis, 2015). This chapter offers a state-of-
the-art analysis of boundary work and journalism. We synthesize literature across four areas: the
study of boundaries broadly, its application to the study of journalism, a growing body of bound-
ary work research in journalism studies, and the particular element of temporality in studies of
boundaries of journalism. Most significantly, we refine a typology—of expansion, expulsion,
and protection of autonomy—that organizes existing research on journalistic boundary work and
highlights emerging opportunities for conceptual and empirical development in the future.

THE STUDY OF BOUNDARIES

Boundaries signify difference. Physical boundaries dictate how space is understood and cre-
ates complex impediments. While not as immediately tactile, social boundaries likewise arrange
objects while creating complex relationships among them. Such boundaries create distinctions
between “us” and “them” or “this” and “not this,” and those distinctions become the building
blocks of society. Social boundaries have two components: the point of separation between two
entities and the cultural apparatus that legitimates and patrols that boundary. The first is a matter
of identification, but the processes undergirding the latter deserve the utmost attention. This is
where issues of power come to the fore.

One area where boundaries have been interrogated is in classification systems. As Bowker
and Star (2000, p. 5) note, “Each standard and each category valorizes some point of view and
silences another.” Classifications go beyond their organizational characteristics to indicate a
moral sorting of society. Hierarchies necessarily elevate and depress at the same time. Foucault
(1970) even more fundamentally connects ordering to the historical development of institution-
alized classifications. Much of Foucault’s work analyzes the power inherent in being able to
legitimately describe another as sick, insane, or guilty and the corresponding effect on ideas of
health, sanity, and innocence. Likewise, the basic distinction between dirty and clean is as much
about symbolic boundaries as it is about health, as Douglas (1966) argues.

Boundaries are also a salient feature of the study of the professions and professionalization.
A profession is by definition an exclusive domain patrolled by various cultural and sometimes
legal and regulatory apparatuses. The level of exclusivity varies by profession, but the suggestion
of difference and a claim to the social value derived from this difference exist across professions.
Abbott (1988) usefully shows how professions are entangled with one another, noting the jockey-
ing for jurisdictional control that happens as boundaries separating professions form and re-form
over time (Abbott, 1995).

Perhaps the most explicit attempt to conceptualize boundaries comes from Gieryn’s work
in the history of science (1983, 1999). Gieryn’s starting point is not with the merits of various
scientific paradigms, laws, or processes, but with the problem of how groups establish epistemic
authority that is recognized by others not in the group. The justification of knowledge production
is not purely an intrinsic matter but a social one that occurs through the process of boundary work
in the form of “credibility contests” among competing parties. The ability to conduct science
legitimately depends on boundary work to demarcate rightful creators of scientific discoveries
from those on the outside. In a series of case studies, Gieryn demonstrates the variable personal
and institutional factors on which boundary work is continuously contingent.
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What is most radical and challenging about Gieryn’s conception of boundary work is its
fervent anti-essentialism. Boundary work is not a patrol mechanism for some intrinsic scientific
value; it is the mechanism through which good science is defined. This view jettisons the search
for deeper truth to instead emphasize the surface battles that determine who gets to say what is
true. In this way, Gieryn’s boundary work concept is as timely as ever as science faces political
contestation around issues such as climate change, vaccination, and genetically modified organ-
isms. But the boundary work concept is not limited to the struggle to define science; indeed, it is
quite useful for thinking about the legitimation of journalistic knowledge.

CONCEPTUALIZING THE BOUNDARIES OF JOURNALISM

Adapting Gieryn’s concept, along with the underlying arguments that inform other ways of think-
ing about boundaries described above, to journalism works against the grain of much conven-
tional thinking about journalism. It challenges a classic conception of journalism as a norm-based,
stable entity, something relatively fixed and determined, and instead conceives of journalism as
emerging from the interactions of various actors and their alignments, all competing to define
what journalism is. These shifting boundaries of journalism can be observed by taking a long
view that considers evolving newsgathering practices and textual forms. For example, the news
interview, now a taken-for-granted staple of journalistic conduct, was a slow-developing and
controversial activity in the 19th and early 20th centuries. Schudson (1994) recounts how British
journalists showed disdain at the aggressiveness of their American counterparts. The interview
simply wasn’t appropriate. Likewise, what a news text ought to look like has changed over time.
Barnhurst (2016) tracks changes not only in design, but in the tone of news stories, with a gen-
eral shift from the factual account to interpretive ones. Each new medium for conveying news
upends expectations and leads to questions about appropriate forms of news. The camera added
pictures to the news, the radio added sound, and television combined them together. All of these
developments ushered in shifting practices that journalism had to grow to accommodate. Bound-
ary work puts a name to the process of negotiation as such forms arise and become legitimated
as appropriate forms of journalistic knowledge.

Applying boundary work to journalism requires close examination not only of news forms
and practices, but also of the accompanying realm of public discussion that makes sense of these
practices. This “metajournalistic discourse” (Carlson, 2016) becomes the primary space where
actors reckon with journalism as a cultural practice, whether it be lobbing criticisms at reporters,
lauding news coverage, suggesting new genres, lamenting technological change, etc. “Through
metajournalistic discourse,” Carlson (2016, p. 349) notes, “various actors inside and outside of
journalism compete to construct, reiterate, and even challenge the boundaries of acceptable jour-
nalistic practices and the limits of what can or cannot be done.” Such discourse contributes to
defining role conceptions for journalists—those foundational notions of who journalists are and
what defines their occupational purpose (Hanitzsch & Vos, 2017). Journalists often react pub-
licly to questions about news practices in discourse meant both for themselves and for the larger
public (Berkowitz, 2000). But such talk about journalism is open to other actors as well—from
politicians upset with media coverage (including recent and repeated cries of “fake news!” by
US President Donald Trump) to anyone with a social media account and an opinion about “the
media” to share. The link between metajournalistic discourse and boundary work is evident in
empirical research analyzing the former. Studies show the interplay of metajournalistic discourse
and the materiality of journalism (De Maeyer & Holton, 2016); struggles between the journalism
and technology industries (Creech & Rooney, 2017); and between economic and public service
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pressures for digital news (Ananny & Bighash, 2016). What metajournalistic discourse illumi-
nates is the space where boundary work, in the rhetorical sense given to it by Gieryn, plays out.

The boundary work framework is particularly well-suited to journalism given its mix of
endurance and transitoriness. Journalism at once feels both historically established and perpetually
precarious. Journalism’s close dependence on technology (Lewis & Westlund, 2016)—yvirtually
all news can be understood as messages sent through media—ensures a constant stream of new
means for creating and sharing news stories. Institutionally, the heterogeneity of journalism
(Bourdieu, 2005) works against claims of autonomy to instead imbricate journalism within a
dependence on other fields—an economic dependence on subsidy both for profit-seeking news
organizations and for government-reliant public service news organizations; a dependence on
news sources (see Berkowitz, this volume), such as those representing political, cultural, and
scientific fields; and, ultimately, a dependence on an audience, or a space of media attention
increasingly segmented amid a multiplicity of media choice. While journalism is certainly not
the only social domain relationally dependent on adjacent actors and activities, it must be among
the most dependent by virtue of its public positioning as an intermediary in society, seeking to
explain communities to themselves.

What’s more, journalism is itself a weak signifier rather than a clearly bounded universe of
actors. It has always shifted with the entrance of new technologies (from the telegraph to the tel-
ephone, the desktop computer to the smartphone); new actors (such as bloggers and social media
contributors initially viewed skeptically as intruders on the journalistic terrain); and new forms
(from the introduction of the inverted pyramid to the development of virtual reality storytelling
today). In the contemporary environment, the study of boundaries takes on new importance as a
way of examining the contests to define the future that arise from the breakdown of past forma-
tions. The developing hybrid media system, in which old and new media logics collide, compli-
cates efforts to identify discrete categories (Chadwick, 2013). In the emerging era, skirmishes
over the boundaries of journalism range from small clashes occurring around new projects or
technological innovations to larger struggles over who gets to claim authority, status, and control,
particularly in a seemingly chaotic media moment (Lewis, 2012b).

In this environment of uncertainty, rich as it is with questions concerning journalism, we
propose a typology of boundary work to help map its core variants in the scholarly literature
(Carlson, 2015, p. 10). First, the unwieldy concept of journalism is made more manageable
by dividing it into three categories: participants, practices, and propositions. These categories
roughly locate the target of boundary work as the actors involved, the means by which actors
work, and the shared beliefs that support this work. Overlaps are common, but this division
helps orient studies of journalism’s boundaries. For example, questions about the resilience or
hindrances of objectivity fall in the third category because they are directed at what journalistic
professionalism—an outcome of its propositions, or core beliefs—ought to look like. This is a
different, albeit related, question than whether news audiences should or should not take part in
newsmaking, or what types of newsgathering practices are acceptable. These different targets of
boundary work in turn matter for shaping the kinds of discussions that emerge.

The three categories of participants, practices, and propositions can be plotted against
Gieryn’s (1999) tripartite model dividing the goals of boundary work into expansion, expulsion,
and protection of autonomy (see Table 8.1). The different processes that each entails demonstrate
the complexity of boundary work and help make salient what can be contradictory impulses.
Expulsion may the most dramatic process, and the journalism studies literature is rife with exam-
ples of the journalistic community casting out deviant actors. Much of this is encapsulated in the
paradigm repair literature (Bennett, Gressett, & Haltom, 1985; Berkowitz, 2000; Reese, 1990),
describing journalists’ protectionist actions meant to ostracize potentially damaging actors. But



BOUNDARY WORK 127

Table 8.1 Journalistic Boundary Work Typology

Expansion Expulsion Protection of Autonomy

Participants Actors accepted as Actors rejected as journalists Actors outside of journalism perceived
journalists as threats

Practices Actions accepted as Actions rejected as Actions outside of journalism perceived
journalistic journalistic as threats

Propositions Norms/beliefs/ideas Norms/beliefs/ideas rejected Norms/beliefs/ideas perceived as threats
accepted as journalistic as journalistic to journalism

journalism does not merely contract and expel; it also expands into new terrains, whether by
extending into new media, taking on new actors, or adopting ways of thinking and normative
commitments. Television journalists, for example, confronted initial difficulty in promoting their
authority in the face of print news (Zelizer, 1992). Expansion-oriented boundary work invites a
closer examination of how journalism absorbs what once lay on the outside. Finally, the protec-
tion of autonomy is clearly evident in the long-standing discourse about journalistic independ-
ence. Claims to journalistic professionalism rely on the assertion that news judgments should
be free from outside influences, especially with regard to owners. Efforts to construct a divide
between the business and editorial operations of news organizations speak to the aspirations of
journalism as a knowledge profession (Coddington, 2012).

The value of this typology lies in its insistence that journalism be examined within its social
context and not assumed to operate in some free-floating manner. Journalism must be situated
within a contested realm populated by other types of actors and institutions with their own inten-
tions and social spaces (Abbott, 1988). Expansion and expulsion, respectively, indicate acts of
encompassing or discharging people, practices, and ideas at the borders. Another asset of this
typology is that it questions the stability of journalism as a thing. This is a difficult concept to
accept. The premise of journalism studies as a field (Carlson, Robinson, Lewis, & Berkowitz,
2018) presupposes a necessarily coherent set of actors that persist across time. The boundary
work framework considers the appearance of stability to be a product of ongoing efforts to estab-
lish such stability, with the potential for rearrangement always a possibility. The accentuation of
discursive efforts at the heart of boundary work fits with social constructivist theories of meaning
creation. But the ultimate effect of boundary work to organize social space meshes with such per-
spectives as actor-network theory (Latour, 2005), field theory (Bourdieu, 2005), and assemblage
theory (DeLanda, 2006). The argument is that boundary work is always more than talk. To engage
in boundary work is to seek power to define social reality; the shape of news as knowledge; and
the distribution of access, funding, attention, and other material elements (Lewis, 2015).

BOUNDARY WORK RESEARCH IN JOURNALISM STUDIES

The explicit application of boundary work to journalism stretches back two decades with Winch’s
(1997) study of the boundary between news and entertainment. Journalists found themselves
having to navigate a tension between the seriousness at the heart of journalism’s normative self-
description and the playfulness of much news content, especially as news organizations were
expected to generate profits by wooing larger audiences. Journalists used boundary work rhetoric
to bolster a commitment to core norms. Bishop (1999) explores a similar tension around the
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labeling of news workers as legitimate news professionals or illegitimate ones. For example,
while paparazzi photographers provided content to news organizations, journalists positioned
them as outside the boundaries of acceptable news practitioners. Other scholars found use for
boundary work in analyzing pack journalism (Frank, 2003) and subjective storytelling (Fakazis,
2006). More recent work follows in the tradition set forth by Winch. For example, Otto, Glogger,
and Boukes (2017) examine concern over the erosion of boundaries between political journalists
and other communication actors, such as public relations specialists. They found the softening
of boundaries to be a “system-level” phenomenon affecting political communication. In a study
of “boundary disputes,” Schwartz and Berkowitz (2018) show how news stories located at the
nexus of political and entertainment news created problems for journalists seeking to strike the
appropriate tone in their reportage.

The boundary work concept has found particular use for scholars confronting how jour-
nalism operates in the digital era. New media break down the technological barrier that nearly
completely separated media producers from audiences, leading many journalists to express con-
sternation and concern (Robinson, 2010). New types of entities, from blogging (Lowrey, 2006;
Reese, Rutigliano, Hyun, & Jeong, 2007) and WikiLeaks (Coddington, 2012; Wahl-Jorgensen,
2014) to social media (Lasorsa, Lewis, & Holton, 2012) and digital aggregation (Anderson,
2013), have been accompanied by public questions about whether such entities could or should
be called journalism. Within newsrooms, the demand for new types of skills that were formerly
not part of journalism—such as the computer programming skills described in Usher’s (2016)
account of the rise of interactive journalism as a professional subspecialty with a distinct tech-
nological and cultural orientation—has raised questions about what a journalist should know
(Appelgren, 2016), as well as corresponding questions about what journalism schools should be
teaching future journalists (Creech & Mendelson, 2015).

In particular, social media provide complex spaces where old boundaries cannot be so
clearly recognized or even theorized. Revers (2014b) shows the complexity embedded in what
he labels the “Twitterization of news making.” On the surface, the flat space of Twitter seems to
weaken journalistic boundaries, but it also provides a space for journalists to exercise new forms
of transparency meant to appeal to journalistic authority. What’s more, Twitter provides an ideal
venue for journalistic branding, which can be seen as more than mere self-promotion to also
include forms of boundary maintenance that champion journalism as an institution (Molyneux,
Holton, & Lewis, 2018). Nevertheless, in the main, social media continue to upset journalism’s
previous hold on gatekeeping power. In a study of tweets chronicling the unrest in Ferguson,
Missouri, after the shooting of an unarmed black teen by a white police officer, Groshek and
Tandoc (2017) found that journalists’ efforts to control boundaries through gatekeeping were
usurped by activists and citizen journalists who used Twitter to communicate their own experi-
ences. These studies suggest that journalists may continue to maintain a strong presence on social
media but do not control that space.

The literature on boundary work contains many studies of the processes by which journal-
ists separate themselves from others. Examples of “boundary defence” (Tong, 2018) include
accentuating the expertise of journalists as a particular boundary device (Carpenter & Kanver,
2017). Similarly, news norms continue to provide a grounding for journalists concerned about
collapsing boundaries (Singer, 2015). Revers (2014a) uses the framework to describe journalists
as engaged in a “boundary performance” aimed at marking the distance from the sources that
they depend on for beat reporting (see also Palmer, 2017). All of this is an effort to establish a
means of demarcating journalists as a group with common practices (Meltzer & Martik, 2017)
and interpretive sensibilities (Zelizer, 1993). Even within the field, various subgroupings form,
such as around sports journalism (Schwartz & Vogan, 2017).
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It is clear that new technologies are spurring attention to issues of boundary work. Yet
this atmosphere of “blurred boundaries” is more complex than just the appearance of potential
interlopers and connects to longer-running questions of how journalism operates within society
(Loosen, 2015). There is no unidimensional shift occurring, but rather a more complex realign-
ment. As part of this, new types of organizations are forming. Konieczna (2018) shows how the
Center for Public Integrity, an American nonprofit organization, has increasingly shifted its com-
munication efforts to something more reminiscent of news—similar to what global NGOs have
done in producing media that increasingly mimic journalistic norms (Powers, 2015). The result-
ing “boundary evolution” pushes journalism studies scholars to consider processes of change in
an unexpected way. At the same time, technology-focused boundary work is not always about
conflict in the face of new entities. For example, as Lewis and Usher (2016) find, boundary dis-
putes between journalists and computer programmers can be resolved under the right conditions,
leading to ideas for news innovation that reflect a blending of journalist and technologist norms
and values. Moreover, technology-oriented boundary questions may play out differently across
countries and cultures. Consider the globalization of political fact-checking, an occupational
movement drawing together civic technology communities in various parts of the world; in his
mapping of this development, Graves (2018, p. 614) concludes that it offers “a striking exam-
ple of journalistic boundaries not being drawn: whereas professional fact-checkers aggressively
police the borders of their practice in the United States, they have welcomed non-journalists into
the fold internationally.” This type of expansion signals the constructive potential that can arise
with a realignment of journalism’s boundaries. Ultimately, the story is a complicated one.

Much of the application of boundary work to journalism positions journalists as the central
actors in question. But another perspective is to move away to a broader social view that then
moves back to news. For an example of this direction, Luce, Jackson, and Thorsen (2017) exam-
ine how entrenched social structures that promote inequality also prevent marginalized popu-
lations from participating in journalism. The discourse of citizen journalism and its ethic that
anyone can create news is better served by a conception of how the social stratification of society
is mirrored in who can participate in news (on a related note, see Robinson, 2018). After all, the
study of boundaries is rooted in a sense for how social differences arise, and thus starting at this
macro level will help advance research about journalism.

Moving beyond social boundaries, we can recognize material influences on boundaries as
well. In recent years, as part of a broader “material turn” in the social sciences, a number of jour-
nalism studies scholars have argued for taking more seriously the nonhuman “objects of journal-
ism” that help shape boundaries of discourse and practice. As Anderson and De Maeyer (2015,
p. 3) suggest, “[Flocusing on the objects of journalism, rather than limiting or trivial, can provide
scholars with insights into the social, material, and cultural context that suffuses our techno-
logically obsessed world.” Such perspectives draw primarily on the actor-network theory (ANT)
approach (Latour, 2005), introduced to journalism studies by Turner (2005) and featured in a
number of recent works on news and technology (as an example, see Mico, Masip, & Domingo,
2013). More method than theory, ANT orients researchers to tracing relationships among human
beings and nonhuman objects in networked environments, without presupposing which agent
has more influence relative to another. Building on this non-essentialist perspective, but adapting
it to the particular socio-technical contexts of news media organizations, Lewis and Westlund
(2015) have argued that one can understand the essence of journalism—in effect, its demarcating
boundaries—by taking stock of the power dynamics, exchanges, and interrelationships among
actors (humans), actants (technologies), and audiences (of various kinds), all interconnected in
and through the activities of media production. Thus, to take seriously objects of journalism is to
recognize that “taken-for-granted objects . . . [can] shape the organizations, work, and products
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of journalism through their material and symbolic properties and affordances” (Kreiss, 2015,
p. 153), as in the case of news software that influences how journalists imagine “computational
thinking” and thus the boundaries of technical practice (cf. Rodgers, 2015).

As the lens of boundary work continues to be applied to journalism, there is a need for a
greater integration with geographic boundaries. Much of comparative journalism research still
functions at the national level (Ornebring, 2012). Even as the forces of globalization—notably,
the movement of media content, capital, humans, and ideas—push us toward a broader view,
the effects of the nation-state on journalism remain vitally important for scholarship. The state
continues to shape the political environment, and actively participates in journalistic boundary
work through such practices as censorship, the distribution of subsidies, regulatory and legal
frameworks, the issuance of licenses, and selective access to government information. All of
this suggests the need for more nation-based case studies of boundaries, particularly beyond the
Western liberal tradition. For example, studies of how the unique political and journalistic cul-
tures of Argentina (Amado & Waisbord, 2015) and China (Tong, 2015) affect the boundaries of
journalism demonstrate the need for specificity and an appreciation of differences.

JOURNALISTIC BOUNDARY WORK ACROSS TIME

It is natural to connect boundaries to space. After all, the dominant generalized usage of the term
is to mark off spatial features, whether it be the separation between nation-states or the playing
area of an athletic field. Spatial metaphors abound when thinking of journalism (Reese, 2016)
because we survey the news “landscape” or “ecosystem” to situate various actors vis-a-vis one
another. The solidity of spatial boundaries is useful for freezing a set of complicated, interrelated
parts to analyze their arrangements and the means by which they support such arrangements.
But the focus on space is misleading in that it neglects the temporal element incumbent in all
invocations of boundaries. To return to the argument above: the essence of boundary work is that
there are no social essences, only shifting alignments of actors who marshal symbolic resources
to construct socially accepted boundaries. Such boundaries are not permanent structures, but
contingent ones. All of this pushes us toward greater consideration of the temporal element of
boundary work as deserving of equal weight with the spatial.

The temporality of boundary work is clearly evident in much of the work of 21st century jour-
nalism studies (Carlson & Lewis, 2018; Zelizer, 2018). The word “change” indicates the shifting of
boundaries, such as the rearrangement of the news industry and the relationship between journalists
and audiences. Indeed, as Lewis (2012a) shows in his study of the Knight Foundation, a longtime
leading philanthropic funder of journalism initiatives in the United States, a rhetorical shift from
talking about “journalism,” in the closed professional sense, to talking about “information,” in
the participatory sense, was a critical piece of the organization’s efforts to define the boundaries
of innovation in and for journalism. Much of the nomenclature directed toward making sense of
change suggest new states of being: journalism as “post-professional” (Nadler, 2016; Waisbord,
2013) or “post-industrial” (Anderson, Bell, & Shirky, 2012), or in a state of “de-industrialization”
and “de-ritualization” (Broersma & Peters, 2013), in addition to the notion that we are now “beyond
journalism” (Deuze & Witschge, 2018). Even as they differ in their conclusions, these authors sug-
gest a rift between past and present. But an even longer view reveals an approach to journalism as
a succession of eras—for example, the party press era, the penny paper era, yellow journalism, the
broadcast era, and so forth. To paraphrase Heraclitus, change is a constant for journalism.

Emphasizing the temporality of boundary work for journalism shifts from a view of bounda-
ries as map to one of process. It asks how boundaries come into being and how they shift and
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fade. Doing so requires careful attention to the actors involved and the means by which they sug-
gest change and the mechanics through which change is achieved, however partial.

The shift to temporality leads to a question that needs to be asked: are boundaries good for
journalism? Well before digital media tools enabled new forms of media participation, Carey
(1978) challenged the professional enclosure of journalism as not merely a device for separating
news producers from their audiences, but as morally deficient. Journalists’ insistence on profes-
sional self-management was itself a product of journalists asserting their autonomy to stave off
postwar social concern about the news (Pickard, 2014). But, for Carey, this resulted in the estab-
lishment of a distinct professional moral order separate from a broader appeal to a communal
moral order. Journalists sundering themselves from the public in pursuit of professional legiti-
macy simultaneously detached themselves from the shared experience and moral commitments
of the public (Craft, 2017).

Fast forward to the present, and Carey’s argument is clearly visible in debates within journal-
ism studies about the valence of journalism’s increasingly porous boundaries (Carlson & Lewis,
2015). The celebration of “produsers” and citizen content stems in no small part from a deep
discontent with traditional journalism. The hope surrounding a greater range of voices is that it
disrupts entrenched patterns that reinforce the power of political elites while downplaying the
needs and interests of non-elites. Facing declining public trust, as manifest in public opinion
surveys around the world (Newman, 2017), journalists labor under constant criticism that they
do not adequately serve their publics. With new technological conditions altering participation in
the realm of mediated communication, the question of boundaries has become much more nor-
mative than just functional. At the same time, concern over so-called filter bubbles, fake news,
and an emerging post-truth era have reinvigorated calls for journalistic gatekeeping. The rise of
social media as a site for news distribution has been accompanied by calls for leading companies
such as Facebook and Twitter to do more to patrol content in the name of social responsibility.
Facebook has been resistant, in part because it articulates its role as a technological company that
lies outside of journalism (Carlson, 2018).

In sum, the propensity to view contemporary journalism through the lens of change places
boundary work at the center of debates over what journalism is becoming and what it should be.
Applying boundary work to journalistic change necessitates greater attention to how boundaries
shift across time.

CONCLUSION: A FUTURE FOR BOUNDARY WORK

What can the boundary work framework offer for journalism studies? In its more descriptive
sense, the perspective on boundary work articulated here provides a way of organizing the con-
stant shifts buffeting about the constellation of forces that comprise journalism. Different actors
can be identified, their interests and motives explained, the location of and forms of argumenta-
tion worked out—all to map the array of forces affecting journalism. This is an important enter-
prise, and scholarly precision will further elucidate how boundaries are constructed, contested,
defended, removed, and so on. But such studies of boundary work contain a more fundamental
critique concerning just what journalism is. It eschews some essential core to place journalism
within what may be called permanent contingency. What journalism is stems from struggle and
change across a wide variety of actors. Audiences are implicated, as our nonhuman actants—the
social and the material intertwined (Lewis, 2015).

The future of boundary work needs to shift from a descriptive one to an analytical and even
critical stance that foregrounds issues of power that lie in dictating what some social entity is
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or isn t and what it ought or ought not to do. To create a social boundary is to create a binary
of insider/outsider that can prop up certain actors while diminishing others—moves that have
ramifications for all involved. Thus, the boundary work concept can be strengthened as scholars
expand their gaze, going beyond a focus on rhetoric to include a greater emphasis on the mate-
rial aspects of boundaries—including both what is said and what is done. For example, efforts
to restrict or extend access to technologies, reporting resources, or press credentials are all acts
of boundary work that are simultaneously material and discursive in nature. As such, talk about
journalism cannot be isolated from practice and context, and developing an encompassing theo-
retical model that accounts for that combination remains an ongoing challenge.

Additionally, and like much of journalism studies in general, research on journalistic bound-
aries has focused mainly on the US, UK, and northern Europe. As a result, there has been too
little consideration for whether boundary dynamics present in those regions, press systems, and
political contexts are similar to or different from boundary work elsewhere in the world. Bound-
ary contests around journalism are to be found anywhere news is produced, but the motiva-
tions and outcomes of such struggles may vary widely depending on the particular confluence of
social, cultural, economic, political, and technological dimensions. Much as the future of bound-
ary work research needs to better engage the totality of influences—social and material, human
and nonhuman, talk and action—it also needs to better address the contingencies of context and
comparison, situating boundary struggles in the local situation while continuously referencing
and making connections to global patterns and concerns.

Finally, the inclusiveness at the heart of the boundary work perspective positions the scholar as
an active participant within boundary work and not as a neutral observer on the sideline of a social
practice. Decisions about what to research and what to teach have implications for how journalistic
practice is understood. This is decidedly not a negative remark but an opportunity for journalism
scholars to be reflexively engaged in evaluating the processes and outcomes of their work.

The popular tendency to consider contemporary journalism as experiencing a moment of
extreme upheaval is a marker of how important it is to study of journalism’s boundaries. This
situation is not likely to change in the near term, and so it must be embraced as a moment of great
potential for news and for those who study it.
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9

Objectivity, Professionalism, and
Truth Seeking

C. W. Anderson and Michael Schudson

In the past decade and a half, there has been a gradual rapprochement between the field of jour-
nalism studies and the subfield of sociology that examines professionalization and professional
systems—the sociology of the professions. It seems clear to us that the crisis in journalistic busi-
ness models and occupational status has had much to do with this shift—for several decades prior
to this, it would be fair to say that these two fields have coexisted in a state of mutual indifference.
And even today, few of the classic studies in the sociology of professions hazard even a guess as
to journalism’s professional status, preferring for the most part to focus on the traditional profes-
sions of medicine and law (see, for example, Bledstein, 1976; Dingwall & Lewis, 1983; Haskell,
1984). At a time when many of the most important scholarly questions about journalism revolve
around issues of the occupation’s power, authority, and professional status, there is still much
to be gained from revisiting questions of journalism and professionalization from an explicitly
sociological angle—articulating a deeper understanding of journalism’s troubled professional
project, the relationship between the objectivity norm and that project, and the manner in which
journalists attempt to forge a journalistic jurisdiction out of the link between their everyday work
and their heavily qualified claim to possess a form of professionalized knowledge.

To draw these journalistic and sociological perspectives on professionalization into dialog,
we begin this chapter with a brief overview of some of the current issues faced by boundary
drawing journalists and the scholars who study them, including the status of fact-checkers, the
current state of citizen journalism, the discussions around discursive constructions of journalistic
authority, and debates over fake news and post-truth. This overview—which can do little more
than touch on some of the most pressing developments in the field—is followed by a discussion
of Weberian studies of the professions, carried out in the late 1970s and 1980s, including a dis-
cussion of Abbott’s (1988) influential analysis of “professional jurisdiction.” We then examine
the two major strands of scholarship that have emerged within the field of journalism studies.
The first strand, coming from scholars working in journalism schools (for example, Weaver et al.,
2007), tends not to worry about whether journalism produces authoritative knowledge or pos-
sesses professional traits; for researchers in this line of work, the importance of journalism is
self-evident and not dependent on its status in a hierarchy of occupations. It emphasizes measur-
ing the degree to which journalism has achieved professional status, often through occupational
surveys that ask journalists about their education levels or self-perception of professional norms.
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A second strand of work comes from the sociology of news organizations (Fishman, 1980; Gans,
2004; Schudson, 1978; Tuchman, 1978) and media studies (Zelizer, 1992) and focuses on the
character of journalistic knowledge or claims to knowledge and thus probes the standing of jour-
nalism’s “cultural authority,” to borrow Paul Starr’s (1984) term. While the first strand suffers
from its (probably unconscious) adoption of the “trait perspective” on the professions, the second
strand confuses journalistic objectivity with journalistic professionalism per se. As Hallin and
Mancini’s (2004) work demonstrates, objectivity is not the definitive professional norm in many
non-American media systems where professionalism, nonetheless, exists.

In our conclusion, we advance the argument that a productive mode of analysis of journal-
istic objectivity, professionalism, and truth seeking would continue to build on the best work of
the two strands noted above while adopting a modified version of Abbott’s (1988) framework.
For Abbott, the study of the professions begins with the study of professional work, and “the
central phenomenon of professional life is thus the link between a profession and its work™ that
Abbott calls “jurisdiction.” Jurisdiction refers to the day-to-day manner in which a profession
both concretizes and displays its base of “abstract knowledge” or, in the peculiar case of journal-
ism, knowledge real and expert but by no means abstract. We seek to integrate Abbott’s analysis
with the two streams of research mentioned above, apply it to current controversies surrounding
journalistic professionalism, and outline an agenda for future research.

LATEST DEVELOPMENTS

There has probably been no greater field of struggle in the world of journalism than the struggle
over the very terms of discourse that define this chapter. We might say that questions of journal-
istic professionalism are themselves tied into questions of what it means to be an objective jour-
nalist, which itself is related to an even more fundamental question about what it means to seek
journalistic truth. Over the past decade since the first edition of this book has been published,
scholars of fact-checking (Graves, 2016; Graves, Nyhan, & Reifler, 2016) have probed questions
of what it means to claim to judge the truth claims of political actors. Other theorists (Carlson &
Lewis, 2015; Reich, 2012; Anderson, 2018) have looked at the ways that journalists themselves
create professional boundaries between journalists and non-journalists out of rhetoric, or mate-
rial objects, or a combination of both. A third group of scholars is using public debates about
the status of so-called “fake news” and “post-truth” to look at what it means to be an objective
reporter of the news and how objectivity can meaningfully correspond to external reality (War-
dle & Derakhshan, 2017).

In research on fact-checking, scholars have discussed not only the manner by which fact-
checkers may or may not actually change citizen’s opinions (Graves et al., 2016) but also the
more interesting manner by which fact-checkers are themselves enrolled in political debates
about the nature of truth (Graves, 2016). Fact-checkers, Graves contends, attempt to depoliticize
the nature of facts but often find themselves subject to increasing partisan political pressures.
One way to analyze the process Graves points to, but on a more generalizable scale is to turn
to the work of scholars of journalistic boundary work, which explores how questions of “who
is a journalist” relate to questions of journalistic truth. We think it is fair to say that this varied
work (Carlson & Lewis, 2015; Reich, 2012) represents some of the most generative research in
journalism studies since the last edition of this book. In effect, these scholars argue that journal-
ists construct discursive boundaries between themselves and non-journalists. Two interesting
offshoots of this research strand complicate this narrative: Carlson (2017) makes it clear that
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journalistic authority depends on a process of mutual co-construction between journalists and
audiences, and Anderson (2013) notes that journalistic boundaries are erected not simply out of
words but out of material infrastructures as well.

While earlier scholarship in concerned itself with questions of citizen media and “who
counts” as a journalist in the digital age, recent work has been more interested in debates over
fake news and whether or not we are living in a post-truth era. It is our contention here that
much of this work is rather presentist and concerned with issues of immediate importance such
as the 2016 US Presidential election. We are not convinced, in short, that a real research agenda
has emerged out of post-truth debates, though we expect this will no longer be the case by the
time this handbook reaches its third edition. For now, Wardle and Derakhshan (2017) is a good
overview of the various issues at play and may point us to some additional important questions
to ask in the years ahead.

All of these debates and developments demonstrate that there has been much knowledge
gained in the past ten years as various scholars have probed questions of objectivity, journal-
istic professionalism, and truth seeking. That said, we continue to think a broader framework,
grounded in the sociology of the professions, is also essential to frame these somewhat scattered
advances, and it is to the articulation of that framework that we now turn.

FROM OCCUPATIONAL TRAITS TO OCCUPATIONAL STRUGGLE

The most productive era within the subfield of sociology dedicated to professionalization research
begins with the widespread abandonment of the “trait approach” of occupational analysis, an
approach that dominated the field for decades and whose more extreme normative tendencies
defined a profession as a model of occupational autonomy and self-regulation worthy of imita-
tion (Carr-Saunders & Wilson, 1993; Tawney, 1920). In the 1960s and 1970s, sociologists aban-
doned the trait approach, passing “from the false question ‘Is this occupation a profession’ to the
more fundamental one “What are the circumstances in which people in an occupation attempt
to turn it into a profession and themselves into professional people’” (Hughes, 1963, p. 655). In
the half century since Hughes’ challenge, the study of the profession as an idealized structural-
functionalist category has been replaced in much of sociology by the more Weberian study of
professionalization and the “professional project.”

One of the first explicitly Weberian professionalization theorists, Magali Sarfatti Larson,
argues in her analysis of the “professional project” that “ideal typical constructions do not tell
us what a profession is, only what it pretends to be.” We should ask instead, she argued, “what
professions actually do in everyday life to negotiate or maintain their special position” (1977,
p. xii). This Weberian theory of the professional project has remained at the center of the soci-
ology of the professions for the past several decades. The concept represents a fusion of Eliot
Freidson’s (1983) early, groundbreaking work on the medical field with Weber’s classic analysis
of the attempts of occupational groups to link economic class and social status. For Sarfatti
Larson (1977, p. xiii), professions are neither naturally existing occupational categories nor the
bearers of socially functional “traits”; rather, they are collective social actors who “attempt to
translate one order of scarce resources—special knowledge and skills—into another—social and
economic rewards.”

Framed in this manner, certain aspects of the professional project assumed key roles in
the Weberian analysis of professional struggle that prevailed in the late 1970s. These aspects
included: a profession’s attempt to create organizational monopoly out of a socially useful body
of abstract knowledge; the need for a market in which to transact the exchange of the technical
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utilization of that knowledge; the relationship between a profession’s monopolization of knowl-
edge and its members’ social status; the mutual interdependency of the profession’s drive for
social mobility and market control; attempts to convert economic power to social status (and vice
versa); the ultimate dependence of this knowledge monopoly on the sanction of the state; and,
finally, the need for a profession to “produce its producers” via schooling, credentialism, codes
of ethics, etc. (Collins, 1979). Neo-Marxist studies emphasized education’s place in training pro-
fessionals to acquire cultural capital to justify their high standing in the social order (Bourdieu,
1984; Collins, 1979; Ehrenreich & Ehrenreich, 1979). Early criticism of the ideal of objectivity
in US journalism drew on this work or shared in the same intellectual mood skeptical of the
authority of professions and inclined to see claims to neutrality, detachment, or dispassion as a
veil for power (e.g., Schudson, 1978; Lichtenberg, 1989).

From this disciplinary reorientation, it follows that any investigation into issues of profes-
sionalism, objectivity, and truth seeking in journalism specifically should move from the question
of whether journalism is or is not a profession to the more interesting analysis of the circum-
stances in which journalists attempt to turn themselves into professional people. This research
agenda places the study of journalism within the sociological study of the professions, and can
cast new light on many of the classic institutional histories of journalism, including those that
ignore or discount a sociological lens.

PROFESSIONAL RESEARCH AND JOURNALISM

How has this disciplinary transition from “traits” to “struggle” played out within the field of
journalism studies? It would be an exaggeration to say that developments in sociology proper
have had no effect on studies of journalistic professionalism. Arguably, however, the relationship
has been indirect. Much of this can perhaps be attributed to the general decoupling, over the past
two and a half decades, of sociology and media research tout court; on the side of journalism
studies, as Zelizer (2004, p. 80) notes, “despite the auspicious beginnings of sociological inquiry
into journalism, much contemporary work on journalism no longer comes from sociology per
se.” The paradox is at least partially explained by the migration of sociologists to the burgeoning
communications and media departments. Sociologists including Rodney Benson, Todd Gitlin,
Michael Schudson, and Silvio Waisbord have primary or exclusive appointments in communi-
cation departments or journalism schools rather than sociology departments. The work of these
scholars has found an audience in communication and media studies more than in sociology.
Some sociologists, to be sure—the work of Steven Clayman and his colleagues stands out—still
speak primarily to an audience inside sociology, even if it is in the subfield of sociolinguistics
and conversational analysis.

In the absence of work that explicitly links the sociology of the professions to journalism,
two strands of analysis have emerged within journalism studies. The first, encompassing what
might be termed institutional research, usually seeks quantitative data on indicators such as
journalists’ employment, education levels, and adherence to ethical codes. Such research has
most often been initiated by the news industry itself, or by academics with close ties to profes-
sional journalism. In the United States, the Annual Survey of Journalism and Mass Communica-
tion Graduates has provided regularly updated statistics on the employment prospects of recent
journalism school graduates. In other countries (McLeod & Hawley, 1964), as well as in the
United States, additional surveys and employment analyses have been conducted to “measure”
the degree to which professionalization has occurred within journalism, at least along the axis of
higher education credentialing. The data presents something of a mixed picture. In the US, for
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the 20 years from 1982 to 2002, the number of journalism and mass communication bachelor’s-
degree graduates who went into degree-related jobs declined from half to a quarter (Weaver,
Beam, Brownlee, Voakes, & Wilhoit, 2007). At the same time, American newspaper editors offer
verbal support to the importance of a journalism or communications degree, and so while the
value of a “journalism degree” may be open to question, the importance of higher education is
not (see also Wilnat & Weaver, 2013 for the most up to date statistics). The situation is similar
in other countries with established media systems: a greater hiring emphasis is placed on higher
education in general than on the possession of specific “communication” degrees. In a 2015 sur-
vey update, journalism academic enrollments as a whole continued their steep decline (Gotleib
et al.) while at the same time, the skill portfolio for entry-level journalism continued to diversify
into realms like computer science and quantitative methods.

For journalism it is tempting to turn to talk of a “quasi,” “pseudo,” or “failed” profession and
to echo Weaver and Wilhoit’s (1996) contention that journalism “is of a profession but not in one”
(p- 145). More nuance is shed on this question, however, when we turn to comparative studies,
particularly the Worlds of Journalism Study, which to date has been comprised of two research
waves (from 2007 to 2011 and from 2012 to 2016, respectively). Drawing on interview data
from more than 27,000 journalists in 66 countries, the study makes clear that the jurisdictional
struggles of journalists should not be generalized from the American case alone, but must be
approached cross-nationally and contextually (see the 2017 special issue of Journalism Studies
on the Worlds of Journalism project for more detail).

To conclude and to perhaps over-generalize, the first strand of journalism studies largely
avoids the deeper questions surrounding journalism’s unsettled occupational status. Rather than
placing journalism somewhere on the professional spectrum between plumbers and neurosur-
geons, it would be far more productive to inquire why and how the occupations of reporting and
news editing achieved the professional status they did and how journalism may be attempting
(or not, as the case may be) to raise that status. This removes us by one step from the rather arid
analysis of employment data and forces us to consider the history, theory, and practice of journal-
ism. Such questions have been dealt with most explicitly by authors working within the relatively
new communication subfield of journalism studies, a strand that we might label cultural histories
of professional objectivity.

CULTURAL THEORIES OF PROFESSIONALISM AND OBJECTIVITY

Schudson (1978, p. 151), in Discovering the News, identifies Walter Lippmann as “the most
wise and forceful spokesman for the ideal of objectivity.” Journalists, according to Lippmann,
should “develop a sense of evidence and forthrightly acknowledge the limits of available infor-
mation; . . . dissect slogans and abstractions, and refuse to withhold the news or put moral uplift
or any cause ahead of veracity.” In short, Lippmann urged reporters to fuse their professionalism
with claims to objectivity. The link between professionalism, objectivity, and truth seeking would
come to be accepted, not only by journalists themselves in the form of an occupational ideology
but by media researchers and journalism scholars as a related series of problems susceptible to
historical and sociological investigation. Understanding the emergence of objectivity would, in
short, provide the key to understanding the emergence of professionalism.

Synthesizing some of the most important social histories of the American press,! we can
speak here of at least five orientations to this history of objectivity. First, progressive historiog-
raphy, which closely tracked the development of journalism’s own occupational ideology, has
depicted journalism as moving inevitably toward social differentiation, occupational autonomy,
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and professional freedom. By this account, objectivity serves as a normative endpoint, one ena-
bled by modernization and the growing social differentiation among politics, business, and jour-
nalism; it is seen not as a tool, or a claim, but as a goal, a “best practice” made possible by
historical progress. A second, related understanding of the relationship between objectivity and
professionalism is the “technological” explanation for the emergence of objective journalism.
This explanation sees objectivity as a literary form fostered by technological developments and
the combination of this technology with the consolidation of newspaper markets (see Sambrook,
2012, for an example).

A third strand of scholarship points to economic developments that fuel commercialism
(and by implication, a misleading, ideological claim to impartiality called “objectivity”). Kaplan
singles out Baldasty’s The Commercialization of News in the 19th Century as an especially force-
ful, carefully documented, and ultimately wrongheaded argument about the relationship between
commercialism and professionalization. “In Baldasty’s theory, news content and indeed ‘jour-
nalistic visions’ followed from the [capitalistic] funding mechanism” (Kaplan, 2002, p. 8) and
produced a journalism that saw the public as consumers rather than citizens.

A fourth strand of research on the rise of journalistic objectivity in the United States begins
with Schudson’s Discovering the News (1978), which, along with his later work (2001), moved
away from seeing the emergence of objectivity as an “inevitable outcome” of wide-scale social
processes and changes—whether social, economic, or technological—and linked the emergence
of journalistic professionalism to questions of group cohesion, professional power, social con-
flict, and the cultural resonance of claims to occupational authority. Schudson’s original move in
Discovering the News was to seek the origins of professional objectivity in the nexus of develop-
ments that built a “democratic market society” rather than in technological developments or in a
“natural” evolutionary progress. Schudson distinguishes journalistic beliefs of the 1890s—naive
empiricism, or a faith in “the facts”—from the more modern, early 20th century view of objec-
tivity, which takes norms of objective reporting to be a set of defensive strategies rooted in the
“disappointment of the modern gaze”—the understanding that true objectivity is impossible.
Many authors—primarily historians of journalism—have followed Schudson in discussing the
emergence of a professional class of reporters in the context of the development of professional
objectivity (most notably Banning, 1999; Summers, 1994; Tucher, 2004). For these authors, and
many others, objectivity continues to be the sine qua non of journalistic professionalization:
explain the reasons behind the emergence of objectivity as an occupational practice, fix a date at
which it first emerged, and you have gone a long way towards uncovering the “secret” of profes-
sional journalism.

A second wave of scholarly work on journalistic professionalism, much of it compara-
tive in nature, has called into question the strong linkage this work implies between objectiv-
ity and professionalism. At the very least, objectivity cannot be seen as the only occupational
norm to both emerge from and buttress the professional project, and in some cases, it may not
even be the most important norm. Chalaby (1998) has called journalism a “fact-based discur-
sive practice” rather than a literary, philosophical, or political commentary on current affairs,
an “Anglo-American invention.” Ramaprasad’s extensive surveys of non-Western journalism
do not even include adherence to “objectivity” as a major characteristic of news work in Egypt
(Ramaprasad & Hamdy, 2006); Tanzania (Ramaprasad, 2001); or Nepal (Ramaprasad & Kelly,
2003), and the new notion of “contextual objectivity” has emerged to explain the editorial poli-
cies of non-Western cable news channels like al-Jazeera (Berenger, 2005). In their classic (though
by now quarter-century old) study, Donsbach and Patterson (2004) argued that a commitment to
objectivity still distinguishes American from European newsrooms. Their extensive survey of
German, Italian, Swedish, British, and American journalists, both print and broadcast, finds that
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US journalists almost uniformly report that their political views have no relationship to the views
of their employers. Italian and German journalists at national newspapers say that their political
views are close to their papers’ editorial position. Schudson also argues that the journalism he
took to be “modern” is more appropriately judged “American,” and some of its distinctive fea-
tures have more to do with American cultural presuppositions than a universal modernism. This
is notably the case with the American invention of interviewing as a standard journalistic tool,
one judged by many European observers at the time (the late 19th century) as a particularly rude
and presumptuous way of doing journalistic work (Schudson, 1995, 2005).

It is Hallin and Mancini, however, who make the strongest case for severing the link between
objectivity and professional standing in the world of journalism. For them, professionalism is
defined less in terms of educational barriers to entry, a lack of state regulation, or the ideal of
“objectivity”; rather, it is viewed primarily in terms of “greater control over [one’s] own work
process” (Hallin & Mancini, 2004, p. 34); the presence of distinct professional norms (p. 35);
and a public service orientation (p. 36). Different media systems vary in their levels of profes-
sionalization, they argue. The Mediterranean model of journalism maintains a fairly weak level
of professionalization; the North Atlantic model (America and Britain) and North/Central Euro-
pean model (Germany, Scandinavia) are both highly professionalized. However, being a “profes-
sional” in the democratic corporatist countries does not necessarily mean being committed to
objectivity or being free from political party ties. Rather, journalists in democratic corporatist
states (generally speaking, northern European countries) judge journalistic autonomy to be com-
patible with active and intentional intervention in the political world. In these terms, journalists
in Germany are as “professional” as those in the United States. The social bases of their profes-
sionalism, however, and the specific content of their values are different.

In a later argument that amounts to an elaboration and generalization of his thesis in Dis-
covering the News, Schudson (2001) has contended that the “objectivity norm” in American
journalism ultimately provides some sort of benefit to the group that articulates it, either by
stimulating social cohesion (in a Durkheimian sense) or social control (in a Weberian one).
Ethics and norms exist for ritualistic reasons, helping to provide internal solidarity and cohe-
sion to a particular group; they also can also represent a way of defining a group in relation to
other groups. Weberian explanations for the emergence of occupational norms, on the other
hand, imply that they provide a measure of hierarchical control over social groups. The needs of
superiors (editors) to control their subordinates (reporters) within large organizations mandates
the adoption of a kind of “overt ethical reinforcement” that helps steer individuals in a rational,
predictable manner.

Schudson’s essay focuses on the social functions of the objectivity norm in American jour-
nalism, but it acknowledges that “a variety of moral norms could achieve the ends of providing
public support and insulation from criticism” (p. 165). If, as Hallin and Mancini argue, profes-
sionalism implies the existence of an occupational autonomy undergirded by distinct profes-
sional norms, professional journalism might have different bases cross-culturally, historically,
and even in the future. The end of objectivity, even if it arrives, may not signal the end of profes-
sional journalism. Indeed: objectivity may not end, even in the United States. Further work by
Fink and Schudson (2013), Barnhurst (2014), Graves (2016), and Anderson (2018) point to what
we might call the “rise of objectivity 2.0.” We might also call it “contextual,” “analytical,” or
“interpretive” journalism, journalism that is less insulated from values that it had once been but
which is nonetheless regularly defended by journalists as providing the necessary background
for understanding events of the day. In these cases, journalism responds to a variety of challenges
to journalistic commitments by raising the professional bar for what it means to be an objective
journalist. Rather than simply quoting both sides of a controversial issue, for example, journalism
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weighs in with its own professionally grounded but nuanced opinion about what is exactly true
and why. We can see these developments most clearly in Graves’ (2016) work on the American
fact-checking movement, for example.

Fifth and finally, we should not overlook contingency in the development of objectivity in
the United States; it can be seen, in part, as a product of the distinctive shape of the US “pub-
lic sphere.” Previous theories of the rise of objectivity in American journalism are insufficient
because they ignore the role played by political contention in American history. These theories
often assume, incorrectly, that a social consensus around notions of political liberalism and eco-
nomic capitalism has been the driving force in press history. In Kaplan, we find the argument
that Progressive Era politics, including the weakening of the authority of political parties through
primary elections and other reforms helped propel a vision of public service among publishers,
editors, and reporters via impartial and independent reporting.

We have seen, in these various cultural histories of journalistic objectivity in the United
States, a productive focus on the manner in which journalists “turn themselves into a profession
and themselves into professional people” (Hughes, 1963, p. 655). Informed by comparative stud-
ies of journalism, the best of these studies recognize that a variety of professional norms might
provide public support and critical insulation for professional projects in journalism in other
countries, while the most recent historical surveys have usefully re-interrogated the relation-
ship between professional norms, journalistic style, and the authority conferred to journalism in
the public sphere. Scholars of journalistic professionalism are at least indirectly rediscovering
a key insight articulated by Hughes and advanced initially by the Weberian professionalization
theorists—that journalism’s authority, status, occupational norms, and claims to expertise can be
analyzed as facets of a professional project, an inter- and intra-group struggle.

A large question remains: what exactly is the nature of this struggle? What, exactly, is the
object over which this struggle is waged? And further, what are the dynamics of conflict and
cooperation through which this struggle unfolds? In sketching out the answers to these questions
we argue, first, that professional expertise (or rather, an odd form of specifically journalistic
expertise) and the linking of this expertise to work serves as a lever by which occupational juris-
dictions are created and seized by contending occupational groups. Second, we contend that the
dynamics of this struggle are marked out by an odd fusion of overlapping networks and sharply
defined boundary lines, and that a primary tactic in the struggle to define “who is a journalist”
is to simultaneously sharpen and blur the lines between professional “insiders” and paraprofes-
sional “outsiders.”

BOUNDARY WORK, JURISDICTION, NETWORKS, EXPERTISE, AND AUTHORITY

Over what social markers would we expect to see occupations struggle as they advance their
“professional project”? For Sarfatti Larson, groups seeking professional status must organize
themselves to attain market power—they must fight to first constitute and then control the market
for their services. They must, as marketers of human services, “produce their producers” through
training and education; they must attain state sanction for their occupational monopoly; they
must ratify this monopoly through “the license, the qualifying examination, the diploma” (1977,
p. 15).

Sociologist Andrew Abbott’s (1988) work in The System of the Professions shares much
with Sarfatti Larson’s but is a substantial refinement. In addition to criticizing Larson for her
over-emphasis on economic power as the ultimate basis of journalistic authority (rather than
seeing professional power as emerging from a mixture of economic control, political power,
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social status, and cultural authority), Abbott’s most important advance over the 1970s work is to
argue that study of the professions must begin with a focus on professional work rather than the
occupational group and the structural markers of professionalism as a distinct object of analysis.
The key aspect of professional struggle, argues Abbott, is the struggle over jurisdiction, or the
struggle over the link between knowledge and work. Abbott views the professional field as a
terrain of competition, though in this instance as a competition over jurisdiction rather than the
structural emblems of professionalism. As it claims jurisdiction, a profession asks society to
recognize its cognitive structure (and thus the authority conferred by that recognition) through
exclusive rights. “Jurisdiction has not only a culture, but also a social structure,” Abbott argues
(p- 59), a structure emerging out of this societal recognition. Doctors and lawyers, for instance,
not only claim jurisdiction over specific areas of work but gain enforceable legal and political
rights through state intervention. Even journalists, who lack many of the structural advantages
granted to other professional groups, have achieved some level of juridical recognition via shield
laws, for example, and privileged access to political leaders.

For Abbott, establishing professional jurisdiction requires more than simply labor; instead,
the jurisdictional process refers to the day-to-day manner in which a profession both concre-
tizes and displays its base of “abstract knowledge.” According to Abbott, what differentiates
professional knowledge from mere occupational knowledge in general is “a knowledge system
governed by abstractions, a knowledge system that can redefine its problems and tasks, defend
them from interlopers, and seize new problems” (p. 93). At the same time, this knowledge must
be displayed via work. Or as Fournier (1999, p. 74) describes the link between knowledge and
work in Abbott’s theoretical scheme:

Abbott uses [the] notion of cultural work to refer to the strategies that the professions deploy to
manipulate their systems of [abstract] knowledge in such a way that they can appropriate various
problems falling under their jurisdiction. . . . Abbott’s suggestion that professions engage in cul-
tural work to establish their exclusive claim of competence over a particular “chunk of the world”
emphasizes the active work that professionals have to put in to maintain the boundaries defining
their jurisdiction.

By shifting his focus from “the structure(s) of professionalization” to an analysis of juris-
dictional disputes concerning the relationship between abstract knowledge and work, Abbott
expands our discussion of knowledge-based occupations outside the “traditional” professions
and also helps us to conceive of a new way in which occupational groups struggle over social
and cultural status.

Conveniently for us, Abbott devotes substantial space to a discussion of journalists. In
Abbott’s account, journalism, at least in the United States, has claimed jurisdiction over the
collection and distribution of qualitative, current information about general events. Journalism
in general, and US journalism in particular, also displays an internal differentiation in which
journalists who cover politics or other topics that bear on political democracy have the highest
professional standing and an especially marked cultural authority. This close link to democratic
politics gives journalism its closest relationship to recognition by the state, but a paradoxical
recognition in that the First Amendment prohibits state regulation rather than requiring it (as in
the case of state-regulated licensing of lawyers and doctors and a number of other professional
occupations). US journalism’s claim to objectivity—i.e., the particular method by which this
information is collected, processed, and presented—gives it its unique jurisdictional focus by
claiming to possess a certain form of expertise or intellectual discipline. Establishing jurisdiction
over the ability to objectively parse reality is a claim to a special kind of authority.
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In sum, journalistic objectivity operates as both an occupational norm and as object of strug-
gle within the larger struggle over professional jurisdiction. “Expert” professionals—in this
case, journalists—seek, via occupational struggle, to monopolize a form of journalistic exper-
tise, which itself is discursively constructed out of various journalistic practices and narratives,
including the claim to professional objectivity. This is an idea which increasingly finds elabo-
ration in the journalism studies literature itself, particularly in the work of Carlson and Lewis
(2015), Reich (2012), and Anderson (2013). These studies of “boundary work,” now a fairly
common framework for discussion on the journalism studies literature, can be said to adopt a
framework largely drawn from Abbott.

This notion of journalistic expertise makes journalism an unusually fascinating case within
the sociological analysis of the professions. The very notion of journalistic expertise is doubly
problematic. Professions, argues Abbott, are “somewhat exclusive groups of individuals apply-
ing somewhat abstract knowledge to particular cases” (Abbott, 1988, p. 8). Yet most segments of
the journalism profession are not exclusive (and with the arrival of citizen journalism, becoming
progressively less so); nor is journalistic knowledge abstract. Journalism seems to simultane-
ously make a grandiose knowledge claim (that it possesses the ability to isolate, transmit, and
interpret the most publicly relevant aspects of social reality) and an incredibly modest one (that
really, most journalists are not experts at all but are simply question-asking generalists). Abbott’s
framework, with its focus on knowledge and jurisdiction, helps us see immediately what makes
journalism a sociologically anomalous profession.

If professional struggles are, in part, struggles over a definition of and jurisdiction over par-
ticular forms of expertise, what, exactly, is the nature of this struggle? Several answers common
to both the sociological and journalism studies literature suggest themselves, each of which place
an emphasis on the drawing of boundary lines and the creation of insiders and outsiders. In an
influential 1983 essay, Thomas Gieryn advanced the concept of “boundary work,” the process by
which divisions between fields of knowledge are delimited, attacked, and reinforced. Specifically
addressing the separation of religion from science in 19th century England, Gieryn (1983) argued
that the emerging distinctions between “science” and “non-science” were partially constructed
and stemmed from the self-interested rhetorical maneuvers of scientists. In effect, the very act of
answering the question “what is science” helped to shape the modern notions of science, defining
it by both what it is and what it is not. For Gieryn, the struggle over the definition of scientist was
a rhetorical struggle over boundaries.

A decade later, Zelizer (1992) echoed Gieryn’s notion of boundary work in her discussion
of journalism. Specifically rejecting the paradigm of professionalization, Zelizer instead identi-
fies journalists as an “interpretive community” whose authority stems from discursive sources
operating both inside and outside the professional sphere. In her case study of media coverage
of the John F. Kennedy assassination, Zelizer details how one emerging group, TV journalists,
imposed themselves on the profession via both their coverage of Kennedy’s murder and, just as
importantly, the stories they later told one another about the killing. Zelizer (1992) argues that
journalists use narrative to strengthen their position as an “authoritative interpretive community,”
consolidating their “truth-telling” position vis-a-vis other interpretive groups and maintaining
internal group coherence (p. 197). As Zelizer emphasizes, the process of journalistic legitimiza-
tion is primarily rhetorical, carried out through strategies such as synecdoche, omission, and
personalization:

The ability of journalists to establish themselves as authoritative spokespersons for the assassina-
tion story was predicated on their use of narrative in deliberate and strategic ways. Journalists’
claims to legitimacy were no less rhetorically based than their narrative reconstructions of the
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activities behind the news. . . . While all professional groups are constituted by formalized bodies
of knowledge, much of journalists’ interpretive authority lies not in what they know, but in how
they represent their knowledge.

(1992, p. 34, original emphasis)

The claim that journalistic professionalism is established as much by the representation of
knowledge as by the actual possession of knowledge would not, in and of itself, be a controver-
sial theoretical claim; indeed, arguments about the constructed nature of professional expertise
predate the post-structuralist critique and can be found in sociological scholarship as far back
as Eliot Freidson. What is important and original is the emphasis on the rhetorical dimension of
constituting the cultural authority of journalists. Where Zelizer’s Covering the Body falls short is
in its almost exclusive focus on the rhetorical dimension. Eyal’s (2005, p. 16) critique of Gieryn
is applicable to Zelizer as well:

The first, and obvious [problem with Gieryn’s notion of boundary work], is the fact that boundary
work is limited to rhetoric. The social mechanisms that limit the number of authoritative speakers,
that assign their statements with differential values, that close off certain topics and devices from
non-expert inspection, that characterize something as “calculable” or “not calculable,” etc., these
mechanisms are far more robust than mere rhetoric. Rhetoric alone would never have been able
to produce the relational reality of science or the economy, or politics, etc.

It is possible that journalists define themselves rhetorically more than do other professions—
their rhetoric is not only about their work; it is their work. And this focus on the boundaries of
journalism, in the years since the publication of the first edition of this chapter, marks perhaps
the greatest rapprochement between journalism studies and the sociology of the professions.
Carlson and Lewis’ work on boundaries (2015) is foundational here, as is the examination of
related concepts like “journalistic metadiscourse” and “meta coverage.” A comparison between
the differences between doctors and lawyers, on the one hand, and journalists, on the other,
helps sharpen this point. Whereas doctors and lawyers have, with government assistance, con-
siderable control over the gates of entry to their fields, and hence have market power, journalists
have no such autonomy in their work. They are almost always hired hands, not independent
operators.

Struggle over the journalistic jurisdiction, then, includes, but cannot be limited to, “rhe-
torical” conflict. Once again, this key line from Abbott: “Jurisdiction has not only a culture,
but also a social structure” (Abbott, 1988, p. 59). Zelizer’s conception of journalistic authority,
almost entirely cultural, is important but incomplete. How else might the struggle over journal-
istic expertise be framed, in a way that more productively incorporates the profession’s social
structure, as well as the “external” structures that affect the profession itself?

One possibility, gaining a following in recent years, would be to rethink journalism as a jour-
nalistic “field” in the terms of Pierre Bourdieu. Bourdieu envisions modern society as highly dif-
ferentiated, composed of different spheres or “fields,” each relatively autonomous and operating
to some degree by a logic of its own. These fields include domains of art, politics, academia, and,
most importantly for our purposes, journalism (e.g., Bourdieu, 1984). Among communications
scholars, Rodney Benson and Eric Neveu (2005) have led the way in applying Bourdieu’s field
concepts to journalism. In the same volume, Klinenberg has spoken of alternative youth media
attempts to “channel into the journalistic field,” and field theory has become an established para-
digm through which to explore the relationship between professional and nonprofessional media
systems (Vos, Craft, & Ashley, 2012; Benson, 2013).
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Nevertheless, as Chris Atton (2002) notes, it is difficult to fit alternative media into Bourdieu’s
conceptual frame since, almost by definition, alternative media claim journalistic status by chal-
lenging mainstream journalism’s norms and practices. The field concept may theorize well about
highly structured and fairly unchanging social-cultural constellations (fields) but is less supple
at explaining the spaces between fields, the competition between fields, and the edges of fields.
When Bourdieu himself wrote about journalism as a field, he expressed alarm that it might sub-
ordinate itself to the political or economic fields (Bourdieu, 1996). But full autonomy from these
other fields is scarcely conceivable and perhaps not even desirable (Schudson, 2005); the politi-
cal and the economic are incorporated inside journalism. If this were not so, the inclination of
journalists to solipsism rather than to engagement with a large democratic public might prove
irresistible. The concept of “field” does not seem to offer leverage for analyzing fringes, spaces,
or competition.

Consider the difficulty in conceptualizing blogging in relation to journalism. Boundary lines
between “insider and outsider,” “professional and non-professional,” “journalist and blogger” are
blurred today and growing ever more fuzzy. Instead of a sharply defined boundary line we might
better imagine a thick, poorly defined “border zone” made up of proliferating hybrids, shifting
social and occupational roles, and networks of expertise (Eyal, 2005). Bloggers, once interlopers
whose claim to journalistic jurisdiction mainstream journalist rejected, now receive press creden-
tials. Longtime Philadelphia Inquirer reporter Dan Rubin goes from being a journalist to full-
time (paid) blogger to journalist again. Vast numbers of amateurs with camera phones are spread
across the world, far outnumbering professional news photographers, and so have access to many
events of the moment the professionals do not—a subway commuter, for instance, provided key
photos of the 2005 London subway bombings that news organizations around the world printed.

The boundary-maintaining problem this creates for journalism is apparent when an organiza-
tion like World Press Photo, an international organization of professional photojournalists based
in the Netherlands, selected its best photos of the year in 2005—choosing to eliminate from com-
petition the photos at Abu Ghraib or photos of the devastation caused by the 2004 Indian Ocean
earthquake and tsunami because, even though they appeared in mainstream news publications,
they were produced by amateurs (Livingstone, 2007). In an era of cell phone, camera phone,
and blog, jurisdictional questions are legion. Meanwhile, other developments in portable and
efficient information transmission alter the character of how journalistic claims to authority are
articulated. In television, the growing use of live “two way” interactions between a studio-based
news presenter and a field-based reporter lend a growing air of informality to on-air discourse, a
style that affords the reporters in the field leeway to distance themselves from a commitment to
the factuality of their pronouncements, as Montgomery observes. Montgomery (2006), in a study
of the BBC, sees an increase in reporters’ use of terms like “probably” and “perhaps,” “certainly,”
and “actually” and “I think” or “my instinct is,” introducing a personal rather than institutional
voice into the discourse of news. In a sense, this style of work maintains journalistic authority by
removing it from its pedestal (see also the work of Cushion, 2011).

This does not deny that social actors still find a rhetorical value in fixing their own bor-
ders. Journalists, bloggers, citizen journalists, activist reporters all find it useful to define them-
selves and others as insider or outsider, as part of “our” or “the other” group. This is where the
Bourdieuean notion of the field is valuable, perhaps not as a description of actually existing
social reality, but at least as a term that points to the cultural construction of boundaries in which
conventional journalists and their various competitors are emotionally invested. With the catego-
ries flexible and challenged, the rhetoric defining insider and outsider in flux, the deployment of
the rhetoric of professionalism is both strategic and essential to the identity of the various social
actors involved.
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CONCLUSION

We have argued, building on earlier work (Schudson, 2001) that objectivity acts as both a
solidarity-enhancing and distinction-creating norm and as a group claim to possess a unique
kind of professional knowledge, articulated via work (Abbott, 1988). This knowledge claim, in
the case of journalism, is an odd one: unlike most scientific or legal claims to possess the occu-
pational ability to discern the “objective truth” about reality, journalists do not argue that they
possess esoteric or uniquely complex expertise. Rather, journalism makes a claim that has been
simultaneously grandiose (jurisdiction over the collection and distribution of information about
current events of general interest and importance) and modest (in the US case, gathering informa-
tion less on the basis of expertise than of attitude, a capacity to and willingness to subordinate the
views of the journalist to the voices of their sources).

The question of the manner by which objectivity (or other journalistic norms and knowl-
edge claims) function within a larger occupational, political, and economic social structure
is more complicated and difficult to discern. On the one hand, professional claims obviously
serve to draw boundary lines between those on the “inside” and “outside” of the profession. On
the other hand, several decades of science studies have warned us to be wary of assuming that
the rhetorical claims made about boundaries, claims often put forth by occupational groups
themselves, mirror the actual reality by which professional power, knowledge, and authority
operate. In short, claims to knowledge and professional power are often contradictory and
incoherent.

We have not tried to formulate any grand theoretical statement regarding the operation of
professional power, authority, and expertise. For now, the following simple propositions are
worth keeping in mind: any empirical investigation into the status of journalism should be sen-
sitive to the importance of journalistic expertise (in the form of objectivity claims and in other
forms) along with the contradictory nature of that claim; simultaneously, any analysis of jour-
nalism should keep in mind the complex and, once again, contradictory nature of claims to be
“inside” and “outside” an occupational system of power.

NOTE

1. Here, we draw in part on work of Kaplan (2002) as well as the authors’ own work in Schudson (1978,
2001) and Anderson (2018).
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Journalism and Withessing

Mervi Pantti

INTRODUCTION

Changes in media technologies have spurred new practices and forms of witnessing and, accord-
ingly, stimulated research on witnessing in the field of journalism. Witness testimonies offering
firsthand evidence about critical situations have multiplied; today, acts of witnessing gain vis-
ibility worldwide as they circulate in multiple online forums and media. Witnessing has become
one of the primary political acts through which civil society actors attempt to intervene in present
global injustices, as well as having become a defining mode of popular understanding of past
brutalities (Bradford, 2014; Givoni, 2014; Kurasawa, 2009; Zelizer, 1998). Through the insti-
tutionalized practice of witnessing, journalism has played an important role in maintaining its
political and cultural significance. Witnessing remains a central practice of journalists, giving
meaning to what they do or are expected to do when encountering conditions of oppression and
suffering, typically in the contexts of wars, conflicts, and disasters.

Witnessing is a complex concept in literature, including journalism scholarship. In recent
decades, the meaning of witnessing has expanded well beyond its traditional definition of testify-
ing from personal observation. In this process of expansion, the concept has evolved to perform
various ideological and analytical functions and, consequently, requires constant clarification and
new categorizations. The attempts to redefine and clarify witnessing in the digital media environ-
ment are seen in the emergence of new composite concepts that typically point to the affordances
of new communication technologies, including “mobile witnessing” (Reading, 2009); “connec-
tive witnessing” (Mortensen, 2015); “networked witnessing” (Ananny, 2015); “immersive wit-
nessing” (Nash, 2017); or “self-represented witnessing” (Rae, Holman, & Nethery, 2018).

In this dynamic context, I attempt to 