Responses to reviewers’ comments
The authors’ responses are in bold.

Thank you so very much to Dr. Ess and the reviewers for taking the time to carefully read our paper and provide thorough feedback. You requested major revisions, and that is what we have done. We have worked hard to address your comments, some of which prompted us to make additional revisions that we realized during the process. This revised version includes a major restructuring of the paper. We hope that you agree that this revised paper is stronger than the original submission. We thank you again for helping us to introduce the concept of constructive journalism to the academic literature, and we would be happy to address any remaining concerns. 

Reviewer A:
1. Is the topic relevant to the general focus and scope of The Journal of
Media Innovations?:
        Relevant

2. Do you consider the article to be an original contribution to the
research field?:
        Neutral

3a. Is the theoretical perspective outlined satisfactorily in the
article?:
        Unsatisfactorily

3b. Are there any gaps in the theoretical framework that you would like to point out in particular, and are there any additional theoretical perspectives or relevant research you would suggest that would improve the article?

 - The claim that is made for the novelty and relevance of the approach presented in this paper requires more contextualization to be convincing. In particular, the argument that the media/journalists have a responsibility to accurately portray the world, is stated more than it is justified. Both notions (responsibility and accuracy) require more grounding. Who argues this? What does it mean, exactly?

Generally, a responsibility to publish accurate information is a foundational ethical value in journalism, present in any introductory journalism textbook. We cited the Society of Professional Journalists’ Code of Ethics on the top of page 4, where these values are discussed. More specifically, McIntyre, Dahmen and Abdenour (2016) conducted a national survey of journalists that revealed that reporters highly value their role to accurately portray the world. We added this citation (bottom of p. 3), and tweaked the wording to reflect that these are journalists’ perceptions, in order to justify our use of this phrase. 

- It would be useful to survey the literature on political marketing and PR to offset the naivety that might be perceived in the discussion (p.5) of constructive questions and their impact. In the era of PR and spin, is it reasonable to expect journalists' questions to have such an impact on the discourse of politicians with rigourously set-out agendas? (The claim that it is 'Brennan's question that brought the deal to the public's attention'
is dubious -- was it not Kerry's intention?) Perhaps the realm of politics is not ideal for illustrating the point the author wants to make here?

Although we appreciate your opinion, we disagree with this being an expression of naivety. We still believe that if politicians, or any interviewees, aren’t influenced by journalists’ questions (by either avoiding to answer them or striving to answer), interviewing of any kind, classical or constructive, does not matter. Still,  we added more background information around the Kerry example, and we moved it to page 9, citing it as an example of prospective, or forward-looking, journalism. 

- The discussion on forms of journalism (pp.6-7) is useful but what about satirical journalism (e.g. Daily Show, Colbert Report, Last Week Tonight, The Onion, etc.)? It can't be discounted as it has been shown to be a key source of news for certain demographics. What effect might it be said to have on its users? Positive/negative?

We agree that satirical journalism is a key source of news for certain people and most certainly impacts audiences. However, our intention is only to highlight the forms of journalism that are related to constructive journalism. We describe that civic journalism relates to constructive journalism in that they both involve a more active and involved role of the journalist in shaping the story. We then expand on the branches of constructive journalism because these forms of news employ positive psychology techniques. We do not believe satire falls under the umbrella of constructive journalism, and therefore we believe it is beyond the scope of this paper. We attempt to clarify this in the paper by citing the reasons we chose to highlight the specified branches of constructive journalism (in the first paragraph of the section, “Branches of Constructive Journalism.” We are happy to discuss this matter further, if necessary.

- The literature on social media and its use in/impact on journalism should
be addressed (see point 5 below).

4. Is the method outlined satisfactorily?:
        Neutral

5a. Is the analysis executed and described satisfactorily?:
        Unsatisfactorily

5b. Do you have any suggestions for the author(s) that would improve the analysis?:
        
- Perhaps the biggest flaw in this paper is the underlying assumption that people only or mainly get their news, and hence their representation of the world, through traditional media/journalism. Is this the case? What about the role of social media in breaking and contextualizing news? References need to be updated or at least contextualized. For instance (cf. p.4), can it not be said that good news, context and potential solutions can be obtained from sources other than traditional media nowadays? This is a blindspot that must be addressed.

Thank you for bringing this to our attention. We did not intend to assume that people only get their news through traditional media; traditional media is simply what we are focusing on in this paper. We feel that constructive journalism techniques can apply no matter what the medium is and that discussing constructive journalism’s role specifically in social media could be the topic of its own paper (a valuable follow-up idea!). To clarify our boundaries in this paper, we acknowledged the influence of social and other media and clearly stated our focus on traditional media near the bottom of page 3. The reviewer mentioned this as being perhaps the biggest flaw in the paper; We hope our clarification that we do not assume people only get their news from traditional media adequately addresses this concern, but we would be happy to address any remaining concerns. 

- p.9 Application of PERMA seems too vague to be convincing (At what stage of the process are these criteria to be applied? How do they impact on story selection, for instance? Examples?). Likewise the link between what is proposed here and traditional journalistic values and practices. A more specific discussion of how all of this might fit together is needed, especially as this is more a conceptual essay than empirical study.

We rewrote the second paragraph of the PERMA section (p. 15) to address at what stage of the news process this criteria could be applied. We provided an example to clearly show how the PERMA elements might impact story selection. And we acknowledged that the concept has not been applied to news in a systematic way and more research needs to be done. 

We do not fully understand the second part of this comment, however: “Likewise the link between what is proposed here and traditional journalistic values and practices. A more specific discussion of how all of this might fit together is needed, especially as this is more a conceptual essay than empirical study.” If the reviewer could clarify what exactly he/she means here, we would be happy to address it.

- The discussion of constructive interview techniques attempts to provide this specificity, but it is undermined by two issues. First, it is difficult to imagine that professional journalists do not already implement the techniques presented here. Second, the most likely exception to the previous criticism -- reflexive questions -- is not explained with reference to its potential benefits for the news audience, but rather its potential benefits
for sources. So how does this fit with the paper's general argument, which is to do with audiences?

Thank you for this comment. We did not mean to imply that journalists are not already asking these types of questions. In the final paragraph of this section (p. 18), we clarified that journalists are indeed asking circular and reflexive questions, but they are doing so unintentionally or randomly, not systematically or with purpose. We aim to make journalists more aware of the types of questions they ask and the impact of those questions. At the bottom of page 17, we also explained how reflexive questions can potentially benefit news audiences (in addition to sources) because the interviewee’s responses are passed on to news audiences, who are then exposed to ideas they might otherwise have not been exposed to.

a. main ideas expressed clearly?
- The paper's general aim and its key arguments are expressed clearly enough, but many explanations and justifications lack specificity -- and this seems very important given that the paper is more a conceptual essay than an empirical study. In addition to issues I describe above, the following require attention:

- The nature and status of 'constructive journalism' are unclear to me. The 3rd paragraph of p.4 is confusing as to the term's origins and use; its description as a 'movement' (p.6) adds to this; and all of this is compounded by the abstract, which states: 'We propose to expand the boundaries of the news process by introducing, defining and subsequently coining the interdisciplinary concept of constructive journalism (...).' To the extent that 'to coin' means 'to create or invent', can it be subsequent to introducing and defining? (If anything, it is synonymous with introducing
and defining, no?) More importantly, if the paper is going to claim that it is coining the term, it must clear up the presentation of the term's origins and use, which as it stands suggests it has been around for some time.

Thank you for pointing out our inconsistent language. We further clarified the concept of constructive journalism by being more consistent in the terms we use to describe it throughout the paper. We deleted any mention of constructive journalism as a “movement.” We fixed the redundancy in the abstract that was pointed out. And we attempted to clear up the term’s origins and use by explaining that constructive journalism as defined in this paper is new, but that civic journalism is a similar form that existed in the past (first full paragraph on p. 5). We hope these changes help to clarify the paragraph that you mentioned (formerly 3rd graph of p. 4). The point we are trying to make is that news organizations are claiming to practice constructive journalism, but they are doing so in different ways. There is no consistency in the industry, and academics have not written about constructive journalism at all. A definition is needed, and so we are providing one. We clarified this in the first paragraph under the heading “Global Definition” on page 5-6. 

b. clear and compelling arguments?
- The discussion of new kinds of correspondents (p.5) prompts the question: 'so?' Additional information needed.

We addressed the “so what?” here by explaining that the dedication of resources to new reporters devoted to covering progress and innovation shows the news organization’s commitment to more constructive storytelling (p. 9).

- What is described p.5 is 'feel good stories' -- how is this new? How important are these in the overall practices of Dutch and Swedish broadcasters?


We have edited this segment out of the article. Examples of constructive journalism practiced by Dutch and Swedish media organizations are still mentioned in the paper, but now on page 7 and 8, respectively. We have tried to answer how important these practices are for these media outlets by referring to interviews they have done on their practice of constructive journalism. These are quoted in the paper. We do not at the writing of this article, have any data documenting how often constructive journalistic elements are used. This should not be seen as proof of it being irrelevant, but is more a consequence of everyday life in newsrooms. They do not allocate resources to measure topics like these, but choose to prioritize their manpower producing the news stories of the day. But, this will of course be relevant for future academic articles on the subject. 

- In discussing the distinction between Solution journalism and constructive journalism (p.8), it is stated that 'a constructive news story does not necessarily require the inclusion of solutions.' If this is the case, why then the earlier focus on journalist questions centered on solutions (which suggests just that)?

Our purpose is to provide five possible ways that professionals can practice constructive journalism. Writing a solution-focused news story is one such way, but it is not the only way. Other ways can include asking constructive interview questions, employing positive emotions, etc. In order for a news story to be constructive, it does not need to include all of these elements simultaneously. So a story about a murder might be constructive if the reporter chooses to use quotes that evoke feelings of hope and pride, even if the story does not focus on a solution to the problem. We attempted to make this more clear by adding to that sentence that a story might employ other constructive techniques unrelated to solutions (and therefore be considered constructive journalism, even without focusing on solutions). This is near the top of page 8. Please let us know if this is still unclear and, if so, how you suggest we further clarify. 

c. structure/meta-remarks?
- The first paragraph of introduction strikes me as somewhat clumsy. I think a more conventional/formal, less 'literary' introduction would provide a more solid basis for the arguments the author wishes to develop. The intro could very well start at paragraph 2.

We deleted the first paragraph, as you suggested. In fact, we nixed a couple more paragraphs in the introduction and rearranged the information to create a better structure. 

- Perhaps the table presenting the various forms of journalism (including constructive) would be more effective if it came after the discussion of constructive journalism's (psychological) foundations?

Thank you for the suggestion. We actually replaced the table with a figure that better depicts what we intend to show — the various forms of constructive journalism. We placed this figure directly after the discussion of these forms of journalism for clarity. 

7. Do you have specific suggestions to the author(s) regarding elements in the manuscript that would be helpfully expanded on, shortened, or removed?:
        
- See my comments above on both substantial and cosmetic revisions.
- I wonder about the many references to personal communication (including 'from the Author'?!), in some cases in lieu of scholarly references.

We eliminated all references to personal communication with an author. For example, we deleted the entire second paragraph in the former “Constructive Journalism: A Global Practice” section. In some instances, however, we feel that citing an author is necessary because the authors are some of the few leading sources on this new subject, and therefore the article would be ignoring important work on this topic if such references were excluded. Wherever we felt references to the authors’ work was necessary, we made sure those references cited official work (like a book or journal article) rather than a personal communication. We also added more scholarly references (for example, in defining the “well-being model” (p. 13) and in backing up claims such as that journalists’ work should accurately portray the world (p. 3).

- p.3 check structure/grammar of the following: 'Sometimes unbalance and negative skew stems from...'
- p.3 'less interviews' should be changed to 'fewer interviews'.

Thank you. We corrected these errors.


[bookmark: _GoBack]REVIEWER B

3a. Is the theoretical perspective outlined satisfactorily in the article? *unsatisfactory 

The article comes with a lot of references and no doubt the author has read much literature. The problem is the present theoretical framing and the how the analytical discussion suffers from a more relevant strand of literature. When discussing the emergence of constructive news, it calls for a deeper discussion of the opposite. Even though the author touches upon this various places in the article, it is not to the same degree as constructive news is discussed. 

A main problem is that while the author appear to refer and analyse the term in connection with psychological theory, the same does not go for news production, and references to seminal work as of Habermas, news production studies and even Johan Galtung’s study of Peace Journalism. Galtung’s theoretical approach towards constructiveness has a natural place in this context. 

We added a brief history of news as it relates to the formation of constructive journalism on page 4, under the heading “Historical Development”. In this section, we included information about Habermas’ public sphere. And in the section describing the “Branches of Constructive Journalism,” we added information about peace journalism, including references to Galtung’s work (p. 9-10). Peace journalism is also included in the model that we added to the paper to clarify the branches of constructive journalism. Thank you for your suggestions. 

The way the two tracks of theory, the one from the field of news is coined with psychology is very interesting, and has potential. Yet, the track from the news field does not have any clear framing. This is connected to what study the paper aims to frame. It is unclear to me how the presented cases are found. 

As mentioned previously, we attempted to better frame the news part of this study by including literature about the history of journalism as it pertains to the development of constructive journalism. However, we were not entirely clear what the reviewer meant by the last sentence. Are the cases that the reviewer refers to the case stories from media professionals or our five techniques? If more work is needed to address this concern, please let us know.

In the conclusion the author writes: This essay attempts to clarify the concept in an effort to call for more precision in constructive journalism practice and more research among scholars to test the process and effects of this innovative shift in journalism`. However, if this aim is going to be reached the emergence of such a concept need to be hold up against the existing discussion of public news and not at least why such news in fact often comes through as negative. 

The question in such a discussion is just as much the danger of going positive while losing sight of the need for relevance and important news. In fact, with the fading finance models, the lay offs in media houses, the fading of journalism in general, the implementation of news robots, there is a risk of masking soft news as ´positive news´. This is just one of the challenges that is not part of the academic discussion. 

In the attempt to situate the concept in the field there are references to the authors background as a practitioner in the field. This could, in my opinion have been useful in a handbook on news production for example, but in an academic article it is important to leave the authors own background out.  

Thank you for this advice. We have edited these sections out. 

4. Is the method outlined satisfactorily?

If this is a mapping the field-paper, it still requires that the author discusses the approach, the manner how the concept will framed and understand. The choice of various literature strands. 

5a. Is the analysis executed and described satisfactorily?

See the explanation above. Due to a lack of a clear outline, a gap of the theory frame for news production and/ or additional discussion of news in a historical context. 

We made a new outline based on this feedback, added more theory on news production and news in a historical context. Overall we have adjusted the article on the basis of your feedback here. 

5b. Do you have any suggestions for the author(s) that would improve the analysis?* 

1. Emphasize clearly what the objection for the article is early. For example when the author writes in the conclusion: This essay attempts to clarify the concept in an effort to call for more precision in constructive journalism practice and more research among scholars to test the process and effects of this innovative shift in journalism`, this object to be clarified in both the abstract as well as the introduction. 

We meticulously went through the article to make sure we were consistent in all places where we mentioned the purpose of this article. We clearly stated this purpose, using consistent language, in the abstract, introduction, and again in the conclusion. 

2. The literature needs to be selected in order to elaborate an existing discussion of positive news, constructive journalism. At the moment the selected literature appear random at times. There is a gap of the history of news. For example it is not clear how new this concept is, or if positive news/ constructive journalism has existed in different forms previously, or not. Maybe history of news would serve as a good point of departure for a discussion of the concept. 

To address this point, again, we included a brief history of news as it relates to constructive journalism. To avoid any confusion, we clearly stated that this concept is new, but that it has roots in a similar form of journalism that preceded it - civic journalism.

3. Also explain clearly the structure of the article, the project, what approaches will be chosen. The structure needs to be clarified, and more organized for the reader to follow the narrative. One way to organize could be to start with a present state of the concept, clarify the literature chosen to frame a new approach of the concept, look at the historical point of departure of news, discuss the new emergence of constructive news, 

Our structure is as follows:
· An explanation of the problem in journalism that shows the need for constructive journalism
· A brief history leading to constructive journalism’s development followed by an introduction of the concept of constructive journalism and a description of its branches
· Five techniques for how to practice constructive journalism
· Conclusion
We present the reader with a roadmap in the abstract and in the introduction. 

4. Any references to previous practices as a journalist, does not serve as evidence in the article. It should be edited out. 

We don’t understand what the reviewer means here. Is he/she referring to our examples of how this is being practiced in the industry? Or references to the author’s previous journalistic experiences? Something else? By any means, we deleted instances where we had previously cited personal communication with an author regarding that author’s experience in the industry. 

5. The conclusion should be a conclusion of a discussion and not introduce more references and evidence. 

We agree and have edited out new references in the conclusion. 

6. Is the article well written? Specifically: a. Does the article express its main claims clearly ­ and in ways that will be accessible to readers from a wide range of disciplines. Are the arguments made in the article clear and compelling?c. Is the structure of the article made clear in the introduction ­ and does the article provide readers with useful reminders of the structure in appropriate places and ways, e.g., at the end and/or beginning of specific sections as devoted to a particular module or component of the article?

The article is not particularly well written at the moment. It needs extensive rewriting. The arguments are not clear and compelling. But as the topic has great potential, I really hope that the author would take time to rewrite and work through the above-mentioned suggestions. The article is definitely worth rewriting. 

7. Do you have specific suggestions to the author(s) regarding elements in the manuscript that would be helpfully expanded on, shortened, or removed?

- Clarify the project in abstract and in the introduction. 

We addressed this by clearly stating the purpose of the article in both places, using consistent language. 

- Clarify the structure of the argumentation, in the introduction. 

We laid out a roadmap for readers in the last paragraph of the introduction. 

- Clarify the choice of literature – both when it comes to the news production as well as when it comes to constructive journalism. 

We have clearly stated that we are building on psychology literature for the constructive journalism techniques, and we added information about the history of news production as it is relevant to this paper to address the news production literature.

- Include a subchapter on the history of constructive journalism, before coining the two different strands of literature. 

Again, we added information about the development of constructive journalism.

-Avoid using personal background as evidence. Focus on the scholarly argument. 

Again, we deleted any reference of personal communication with an author.

- Avoid new references in the conclusion. A conclusion should be a summary of finding, and not new introduction of references.

Again, we deleted all references in the conclusion. 
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