
 Are we framing the story at the level of democracy or
parties? 
 Are only two sides presented in this story?
 Are we highlighting the odds and not the stakes? 
 Are we focusing on the peccadilloes of candidates and
public servants, or on topics of true consequence for
the public?  
 Are we mis-characterizing a loudly held belief with a
widely held belief?
 Are we using shorthand descriptions of people that
encourage stereotypes?
 Are we including the “denominator” in any story about
protests, violence or other events that go sideways?
Are we stoking fear of each other, or of institutions?
 Is there anything noteworthy about how we
approached the story that we should explain in our
reporting? 
 How does this story enrich the public understanding
of the topic?
 What emotional state will this story leave the reader /
viewer / listener in?  
 Are we covering what is working, as well as what isn't?
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Editor's Checklist: 11 questions to ask yourself in
the assigning, reporting and editing process 



 What is oversimplified about this conflict?
 How is this controversy personal for you?
 What do you want to understand about
those in opposition to you?
 What do you want those in opposition to
understand about you?
 What would it feel like if you woke up and
this problem was solved? 
 What is the question nobody is asking?
 What do you want to know about this
issue or controversy that you don’t already
know? 
 Where do you feel torn?
 Tell me more.
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Reporter's Checklist: 9 questions to ask sources
to produce more complex, accurate stories and
reduce unproductive conflict 

Adapted from Amanda Ripley's book: High Conflict: Why
We Get Trapped and How We Get Out


