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In today’s issue we will analyze two global opinion pieces published in
major Chinese and American news outlets, the People’s Daily and the Washington

Post, both of which cover news of each nation’s capital as well as international
affairs. While Bill Hare and Kevin Rudd lay out a case for how Biden could bring
the United States back to a position of global leadership on climate change,
Christine Bierre argues that the United States’ “America First” mentality and
their poor participation in international environmental work of the past
contradicts their ability to propose solutions regarding global climate policy. 

Read on to find out how we can best understand these 
two pieces of global “propaganda” in comparison.

THE PEOPLE'S
DAILY AND THE
WASHINGTON
POST DISCUSS
CHINESE-U.S.
LEADERSHIP IN
ENVIRONMENTAL
POLICY

What's in this
workshop:

Audience,
Authors, 
and Publication
Source



Today's workshop confronts the question of audience, authors, and publication source across

two samples of mainstream news media. Often times, these three critical subjects are left at the

sidelines of how we understand a news story. But focusing on the author(s) who writes a piece,

their intended (and actual) audience, and the publication source of given material can offer

enormous insight about the potential biases of news media. To understand these three key

aspects of media bias and how they influence news legitimacy, we will conduct background

research beyond the news article itself. 

Authors, Audience, and
Publication Source

First,  read each article in its entirety, and note any clues you find within the text
that describe the authors of the piece, the intended (and actual) audience of the
writing, and the source that published this particular piece.

Next,  move on to the "questions" section and conduct independent background
research to answer each question.

Finally,  join together in groups and read the "discussion" section while sharing
your own impression of each news piece. 



“Here’s how Biden
Could Get the U.S.
to Lead on Climate
Change Again”

BILL HARE AND KEVIN RUDD
THE WASHINGTON POST

“The United States is
Not Qualified to be
an Environmental
Protection ‘Teacher’”
CHRISTINE BIERRE
PEOPLE'S DAILY

READINGS

Bill Hare and Kevin Rudd. "Opinion: Here’s how Biden could get the U.S. to lead on Climate Change Again."
Washington Post. November 17, 2020. 
Original available on propagandaintranslation.com

Christine Bierre. "The United States is Not Qualified to be an Environmental Protection ‘Teacher.’" People's
Daily.  November 30th, 2020.
Both original and translation available on propagandaintranslation.com

A note on reading: to best understand the media on hand and their potential baises, readings should be
absorbed in situ. This means that we should read each article in their natural context (in this case, online),
allowing us to fully absorb the surroundings of how  information is presented to consumers. Are the
websites "flashy"? Boring? Do they have advertisements, or other affiliations? These sorts of questions can
perhaps tell us more about tell us the context of each news article and potential biases underlying each!



KEY TERMS

In Situ = a latin term, meaning "In the natural or original place." Analysis of propaganda should happen in
situ when possible, meaning we should read this information in the format that an average consumer of that
content would (in this case online, in the articles' original digital format), but also important to note is that
some media cannot possibly be read in situ because the original environment no longer exists.
Nevertheless, reading content in situ allows us to absorb the surrounding clues of such media information.
In the case of newspaper stories like those in this issue, we can ask - Are there advertisements? About what?
Are there links to sources in the article? Do the links work? Is the article plain and informational or flashy
with plenty of pictures and animations? These sorts of  signs within the content's original environment can
gve us clues to the intention and reliability of certain media. 

Intended Audience = Who the author intended to read their product.  This, of course can mean multiple and
diverse arrays of news consumers. However, clues can help us to narrow down who can and can't access
such news. Is the article written in a certain language, and what can that tell us about audience? Does the
article reference certain organizations, phrases, or key words that would only be understood by a select
few? Is there a "paywall" that allows only paying customers to access the story, and what can that tell us? Is
the article in a format (such as digital) that could only be read by those with certain intermediary
technologies (i.e. a computer, a mobile phone). What section of the newspaper or website is the article
classified under? These clues and many more can tell us much about who the author intended to read the
article, and how that might influence content.

Actual Audience = Who the actual consumers of this media might be. This is usually determined through an
"educated guess" based on clues or examples that the media could have been read by some in ways not
intended by the author. Sometimes, the intended and actual audiences align quite closely. Other times, we
might find that only a slim minority of intended consumers actually read any portion of a given article, while
a vast majority of other unintended audience members decided to read or refer to the given content. For
example, an author could write an article that supports a particular official facing an upcoming election.
While their intended audience might be individuals of voting age with the right to vote in a certain county or
country, their actual audience might also contain children under voting age who read their article.

Conflict of Interest = When a party may derive personal or community benefit through their actions made
in an official capacity. For our purposes, we should be aware of when an author or a publishing source holds
potential conflict(s) of interest, because this should shape how we interpret content. For example, if an
individual receives financial or other benefit for stating a certain product is of high quality in their writing,
we should be skeptical about  their recommendations or suggestion. Skepticism on conflicts of interest
should always be balanced against other considerations towards the validity of an individual's claims, but
are one part of a pie that determines whether we should view news as legitimate.



QUESTIONS

Thinking about Authorship

1) Who is the author (or authors) of the given article?
2) What are the authors' professional backgrounds? 
3) Do the authors' professional backgrounds qualify them to speak as an
authority on the given subject (global environmental policy)? Why or why not?

Thinking about Audience
1) Who do you think is the intended audience of the article? Make an educated
guess and support your answer with evidence.
2) Who do you think is the actual audience of the article? Make an educated
guess and support your answer with evidence.
3) Do you think there is a disparity (difference) between the intended and actual
audience of the article? If so, how might this change how we view the article's
content and impact?

Thinking about the Publication Source
1) Who is the publication source of this article?
2) Might the publication source have a conflict of interest by publishing
content that aligns with their own views on the given subject (global
environmental policy)? If yes, support your answer with evidence.
3) Does a conflict of interest you found influence how we should read the
article? If yes, how?



DISCUSSION
 
 

On Determining News Legitimacy
 
 

Discuss with
your group

1) What was your impression of each article's
"legitimacy?" Did you find one or both articles
made legitimate arguments? If so, how did
you come to this conclusion?
2) Did background research help you to better
understand the media at hand? If so, how?
3) Did you hit any dead-ends in your
background research? Did you find any useful
ways to solve the questions you faced? 

News legitimacy
can be measured
partially. News
media can make
some arguments
that are legitimate
and others that
are not. A given
story's news
legitimacy should
be determined
with an open
mindset and
evidence that has
undergone the
similar scrutiny.


