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CHAPTER 6

Disrupting Settler Colonialism 
and Oppression in Media and  Policy-
Making: A View from the Community 

Media Advocacy Centre

Gretchen King and the Community Media Advocacy  
Centre (CMAC)

Founded in the fall of 2015, CMAC supports the  self-determination of 
people who are racialized, Indigenous, or living with disAbilities1 in the 
media through research, relationship-building, advocacy, and learning 
(CMAC, 2018a). Our vision is a decolonized, participatory, representa-
tive, nonprofit, sustainable community and Indigenous media landscape. 
Co-founding member and current vice-president of CMAC’s board 
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of directors Kristiana Clemens acknowledges, “We do not have all the 
answers on how to get there” (Clemens & CMAC, 2017), but our work 
to date has centered advocacy and support for nonprofit Indigenous- 
and  community-owned media organizations in their interactions with 
the Canadian Radio-television and Telecommunications Commission 
(CRTC); engaging the CRTC on issues of racism and colonialism; and 
participating in learning and skill-sharing events with Indigenous and 
community broadcasters within Canada and internationally. Why does 
this work matter in the colonial settler state of Canada?

CMAC’s founding members noted that there was not much advocacy 
being done from the perspectives from which we operate. Indeed, there 
are few lawyers who have intersectional expertise in the communication 
rights of people who are racialized, Indigenous, or living with disAbilities 
in Canada. This approach to media policy advocacy is informed by femi-
nist researchers and activists who analyze complex systems of power and 
interlocking oppressions using multiple categories of analysis such as class, 
race, nation, ethnicity, gender, and ability among others (Crenshaw, 1991; 
Hill Collins, 2015). CMAC’s methodology also recognizes that within the 
community media sector, and among media activists, policy advocacy and 
communication rights are a marginal sphere of activism. For CMAC, this 
is an oversight among media activists and researchers because not engaging 
in policy advocacy and only making or researching media, ignores work-
ing in all sectors, and does not embrace a diversity of tactics ethos. Activists 
working to advance social justice generally try to work in all sectors. For 
example, environmental activists will organize among students, in rural 
communities, reach out to workers, and work for change at the govern-
ment level. Activists also engage in legal battles in the courts, in defense 
of charges or to push for rulings that support their causes. However, few 
media activists and researchers in Canada engage the CRTC as the govern-
ment-appointed organization operating as a quasi-judicial body empowered 
to regulate media and communications in Canada.

Diverse activists and researchers recognize media is a tool to dis-
rupt and create positive change (Dagron, 2001; Langlois & Dubois, 
2005). CMAC recognizes that policy advocacy work may be perceived 
as boring (Lentz, 2009) or not revolutionary in Canada (however, not 
across the globe, see Segura & Waisbord, 2016), but it is part of our 
holistic approach to achieving social change. Policy advocacy at the 
CRTC is one way to advance systemic change and to challenge colo-
nialism and oppression in the media. However, CMAC observes that 
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policy processes produce multiple barriers that inhibit the meaningful 
participation by people who are racialized, Indigenous, or living with 
disAbilities. In part, this is due to the technocratic consultative process 
(Raboy, 1995) that includes elitist and oppressive legal jargon and pro-
vides a lack of promotion of public processes and participation (largely 
restricted to public notices posted on the CRTC’s website). In Canadian 
communications policy scholarship, the need to resource non-elite par-
ticipants has been recognized (Abramson, Shtern, & Taylor, 2008; 
McNally, Mowatt, & Pintos, 2014; Rajabiun & Middleton, 2013; Salter 
& Odartey-Wellington, with Pavri-Garcia, 2008; Shepherd, Taylor, 
& Middleton, 2014). For example, there is an absence of training and 
 knowledge-sharing opportunities on how to engage in policy advocacy 
or CRTC processes available outside of law school. This is why CMAC 
was created—to address the lack of representation that has produced a 
policy and media landscape that is fragmented and segregated.

Importantly, CMAC’s media activist research methodology draws 
knowledge from lived experiences together with communication rights 
frameworks, academic research, and public scholarship. In this way, 
CMAC foregrounds the communication rights of Indigenous and racial-
ized people as well as people living with disAbilities as guaranteed by 
multiple international agreements to which Canada is signatory, such as 
the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization’s 
Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of 
Cultural Expressions (UNCPPDCE), signed by Canada in 2005; the 
United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities 
(UNCRPD), entered into force in Canada on April 12, 2010; as well 
as the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 
(UNDRIP), signed by Canada in 2016. Advocating for and researching 
these rights within Canada, CMAC’s work contributes to global commu-
nication rights scholarship (see various authors in Padovani & Calabrese, 
2014) as well as global research on community and Indigenous media 
practices (including, among others, Girard, 1992; Gumucio-Dagron, 
2001, 2014; Gustafsson, 2012; Howley, 2010; Meadows, 2009; 
Meadows, Forde, Ewart, & Foxwell, 2008; Olorunnisola, 2002; Rennie, 
2006; Rodriguez, 2001; Zweiri, 2012). Within Canada, CMAC’s advo-
cacy responds to previous research (Abramson et al., 2008; McNally 
et al., 2014; Rajabiun & Middleton, 2013; Salter et al., 2008; Shepherd 
et al., 2014) and public scholarship (CMAC, 2019; FRPC, 2016) that 
document the systemic lack of representation by diverse stakeholders, 
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whose communication rights are protected by the above-mentioned 
international conventions. The meaningful engagement of Indigenous, 
racialized, and disAbled communities is required to support their 
 self-determination in the media system of the state of Canada and to 
ensure that any new frameworks and policy decisions reflect their rights, 
desires, aspirations, and accomplishments.

This chapter provides an overview of the ethics guiding CMAC’s 
practices that seek to transform media research and governance in 
Canada. First, this chapter situates the context and CMAC’s institu-
tional practices that inform this approach. Briefly identifying histories of 
colonial and racist media and policy-making, this section then addresses 
CMAC’s work to disrupt such practices by, for example, prioritizing a 
women-only board that provides parity for Indigenous and racial-
ized directors. Second, this chapter discusses CMAC’s work alongside 
of Indigenous broadcasters that seek to center sovereignty in CRTC 
 policy-making. Using a case-study approach, this part describes the 
theoretical and methodological frameworks used to facilitate commu-
nity-based research that brought together, for the first time, over 200 
Indigenous broadcasters in five regional events and a national conference 
to share experiences and collect nearly 50 hours of open-access data in 
French, English, and Indigenous languages. In conclusion, this chapter 
offers a critical reflection on the ethics underpinning CMAC’s practices 
to determine the challenges and opportunities for social movement and 
media activist researchers.

Disrupting Colonial anD oppressive  
CommuniCations in CanaDa

The entrenchment of colonial and racist communication policies in 
Canada has a long history. Nearly 150 years ago, Canadian settler 
authorities implemented the Indian Act in 1876 under which prac-
tices included the reserve system that divided hundreds of nations and 
later the pass system effectively cutting communication between rebel-
lious Indigenous people (Williams, 2015). These systems of passes and 
reserves attempted to control movement and communication, and to 
isolate Indigenous communities. In this way, the Indian Act can be 
considered Canada’s first policy to regulate Indigenous communication 
(King, 2017a). Following this, the first broadcasting law in Canada, 
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passed in 1968, makes no reference to Indigenous peoples (Clemens 
& CMAC, 2017). In response to colonial and racist policies, mediated 
resistance took to the FM dial in the 1960s when Indigenous commu-
nities began installing trail radio networks, or two-way radio communi-
cation channels, to link together nations dispersed by colonialism. Since 
the 1960s, unlicensed radio broadcasting was used by First Nations, 
Inuit, and Métis people in different parts of Canada as a tool of survival 
(King & Rahemtullah, 2019). Throughout the 1970s, the broadcasting 
practices of Indigenous nations, refugees, immigrants, and other groups 
preceded the development of specific community broadcasting policies. 
After more than a decade of media activism on the airwaves, the reg-
ulator, or CRTC, began to issue experimental community broadcasting 
licenses. In 1974, the Nishnawbe Aski Nation set up the first licensed 
Indigenous-owned radio station serving Pond Inlet in northern Ontario 
while in Vancouver’s Downtown East Side (DES) and Montreal’s 
St-Louis neighborhoods the first community-owned radio stations began 
to broadcast to low-income audiences (King, 2017b). These experimen-
tal stations complemented unlicensed stations and unregulated media 
activism that provided representation in the broadcasting system by pop-
ulations otherwise marginalized in media.

Today, there are hundreds of unlicensed Indigenous radio stations 
operating on airwaves that many First Nations, Inuit, and Métis commu-
nities view as broadcasting on unceded radio spectrum (Szwarc, 2018). 
This is because a large number of Indigenous nations never ceded land 
and, therefore, their territory’s airwaves, to the state of Canada. Despite 
this resistance on the FM dial to colonial rule, the state of Canada has 
segregated community media into separate broadcasting policies. Today, 
there are different policies for regulating community, Indigenous, 
and ethnic media in Canada. The latter mandates broadcasters serving 
racialized communities and linguistic minorities to operate as for-profit, 
commercial stations (CRTC, 1999), a policy that some scholars have 
observed serves to promote the “instrumentalization of ethnic media” or 
the “strategic use of ethnic media as an instrument to serve the interests 
of stakeholders rather than of the general public” (Yu, 2016).

Even with the licensing of Indigenous, ethnic, and disAbility media 
as well as multiple frameworks provided by legislation, regulations, and 
guidelines that target diversity in Canadian media (Bateman & Karim, 
2009), protected groups who are guaranteed communication rights 
remained siloed away from mainstream media audiences. This is evident 
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in research posted under Broadcasting Public Notice CRTC  2005-24 
that was prepared for a report issued by the Task Force for Cultural 
Diversity on Television, and additional data posted under Broadcasting 
Public Notice CRTC 2006-77 made available by the Canadian 
Association of Broadcasters’ (CAB) final report on the presence, por-
trayal, and participation of persons with disAbilities in television pro-
gramming. Both studies are clear in their findings that television news 
in Canada largely excludes protected groups. For example, regarding 
the portrayal of persons with disAbilities in news and information pro-
gramming, CONNECTUS, a consulting firm hired by the CAB, notes 
that there is an “overall lack of coverage of issues specific to persons with 
disabilities in television news, public affairs and documentary program-
ming” (CRTC, 2006). Similarly, the 2005 report on Indigenous peoples 
in television news programming concluded, “The under-representa-
tion of Aboriginal2 Peoples on Canadian television—they would be vir-
tually non-existent without the presence of APTN [Aboriginal Peoples 
Television Network]—is of critical concern to the Task Force. Rectifying 
this should be treated as a priority” (CRTC, 2005). More recently, the 
Women in View “On Screen” report released in 2019 indicates that the 
representation of Indigenous and racialized women in Canadian publicly 
funded film and television has not improved since the release, over a dec-
ade ago, of the research mentioned above. Women in View document 
that only 47 of the 3206 television contracts issued from 2014 to 2017 
were given to racialized women, and only 22 television contracts went 
to Indigenous women. And of the 24 television series created in 2017, 
none had any Indigenous women on staff. Similar underrepresentation is 
found in film contracts issued from 2015 to 2017, where only 29 of the 
1637 film contracts issued went to racialized women and just 12 were 
given to Indigenous women. Today, racialized and Indigenous women 
represent less than 2% and less than 1%, respectively, of those contracted 
to produce publicly funded film and television programming. Whether 
in employment on screen or behind the camera, Indigenous and racial-
ized women are missing or dismally underrepresented (Women in View, 
2019).

2 The government of Canada previously used the term Aboriginal or Native to refer to 
First Nations, Métis, and Inuit people, whereas more recent state practice uses the term 
Indigenous. CMAC uses First Nations, Métis, and Inuit as well as Indigenous, while recog-
nizing specific nation’s names where applicable.
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Additionally, gaps in communications policy-making are indicative 
of the perpetuation of systemic racism in media. For example, CMAC 
reviewed the CRTC report titled “Harnessing Change: The Future of 
Programming Distribution in Canada” released in 2018, observing 
that racialized people were not mentioned once in the 146-page report 
(CRTC, 2018b). Where racialized communities, along with community 
media, were excluded by the CRTC’s report, CMAC hoped the Review 
Panel appointed to consult the public before the upcoming review of 
the Broadcasting, Telecommunications, and Radiocommunication Acts 
(ISED, 2018) would bring the needs and interests of diverse commu-
nities to the table. After consulting the list of stakeholders that met 
with the Review Panel, CMAC noted that the underrepresentation of 
racialized groups is perpetuated by the consultation process. The Asian 
Television Network was the only identifiable stakeholder from the 
vibrant ethnic communications sector named in the list of meetings avail-
able on the Review Panel’s website.3 “Inviting only one group represent-
ing racialized broadcasters is,” according to media scholar and CMAC 
consultant Felix Odartey-Wellington, “tokenistic” (CMAC, 2019). 
 Odartey-Wellington and CMAC ask, “How can we envision a place for 
racialized and ethnic linguistic minorities, who represent 22% of the 
population in Canada, if their needs and interests are not foregrounded 
in official reports from the regulatory authority or by official bodies 
appointed by the government of Canada?”

These exclusions are not oversights, but rather provide stark examples 
of systemic racial disparities and ongoing colonialism inherent in com-
munications policy-making and broadcasting in Canada. Further, the 
above data demonstrate that Canada is failing to uphold the communi-
cation and participation rights of people who are racialized, Indigenous, 
or living with disAbilities and does not prioritize equitably the needs of 
community media along with private and public media; despite guar-
antees made in the 1991 Broadcasting Act or rights enshrined in the 
above-mentioned international agreements. The fragmentation of groups 
who have protected communication rights along with their underrep-
resentation in media and policy-making was the motivation for founding 
CMAC in 2015 with the goal of disrupting colonial and oppressive com-
munications in Canada.

3 See https://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/110.nsf/eng/00009.html.

https://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/110.nsf/eng/00009.html
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BuilDing the Community meDia aDvoCaCy Centre 
from the grounD up

Media activists and researchers must explore the boundaries and gaps 
that impact the spaces within which we organize and struggle. CMAC 
consciously questions our participation within colonial structures like 
the CRTC that we oppose. This approach to policy advocacy recognizes 
that our work operates within settler colonial structures of legal power. 
However, through recognizing colonialism and systemic racism within 
the practices and history of media and communications regulation in 
Canada, CMAC co-founder Chris Albinati suggests, “we can further 
the goal of decolonisation and anti-oppression by identifying the weak 
points in the system and dismantling it” (CMAC, 2016). Colonial and 
racist policy-making has enshrined policies and created processes that 
benefit the privileged media elite of Canada. Albinati observes, “CMAC 
works to disrupt these spaces of privilege” in media and communications 
 policy-making (CMAC, 2016).

As acknowledged above, the CRTC policy processes are open to the 
public who are supposed to bring in the perspectives of those directly 
impacted by policies. But who participates? Predictably, Canada’s big-
gest media conglomerates and their teams of lawyers are the most 
resourced and dominate these public processes. There are a handful of 
 under-resourced and overworked advocacy groups who may participate, 
but usually from their niche perspectives. For example, in the commu-
nity radio and community television sectors, there are advocacy organiza-
tions, such as the National Campus and Community Radio Association, 
that serve the interests of their member stations, but not community 
media as a whole. In addition, groups like the Public Interest Advocacy 
Centre focus on the economic needs of media consumers. However, 
Indigenous and ethnic media are largely unrepresented by any national 
organization dedicated to broadcasting policy advocacy.

In addition to participation gaps, there are equity imbalances that 
CMAC challenges, as an organization comprised of women, Indigenous, 
and racialized people. Historically, the CRTC has been dominated by 
white men and until recently was all white. In fact, since 1968 there 
have been too few racialized and Indigenous commissioners (only three 
racialized and one Indigenous) appointed to the CRTC (FPRC, 2016). 
After many letters, including some from CMAC (see www.CMACentre.
ca), and calls for the Commission to be more reflective, the CRTC 

http://www.CMACentre.ca
http://www.CMACentre.ca
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recently announced the appointment of a commissioner of Indigenous 
descent—only the second in the organization’s sixty-plus years of his-
tory (Thiessen, 2019). By visibly participating either in-person or 
on-screen via videoconference, CMAC disrupts the history of exclusion 
in CRTC policy conversations. Since 2015, CMAC has appeared mul-
tiple times in front of the CRTC and typically we are the only panel 
made up of Indigenous and racialized presenters, with a majority of 
women. The dominance of corporate, for-profit media as well as the 
privilege of white men in media and communications policy-making in 
Canada motivates the organizational priorities within CMAC to maintain 
an all  woman-identified board of directors that also provides parity for 
Indigenous and racialized directors.

Further, CMAC brings a community engagement approach to policy 
advocacy at the CRTC. All of CMAC’s board members and consultants 
bring decades of experience in the community and Indigenous media 
sectors. CMAC approaches media research and policy advocacy with the 
goal of addressing broader systemic changes rather than seeking changes 
that will benefit our organization’s members or the specific broadcasters 
we engage. CMAC is not a big organization, but we operate strategically 
by developing a three-year plan and organizing in-person retreats. We 
also work together to produce research and develop our interventions at 
the CRTC. In this way, CMAC disrupts the hierarchical nature of policy 
advocacy work. There is no gatekeeping of legal information or policy 
knowledge at CMAC as we are a learning organization.

Finally, as an advocacy group, CMAC has specific skills and knowledge 
that inform our approach and tactics. Within public policy processes at 
the CRTC, CMAC conducts research and prepares interventions that use 
decolonization and anti-oppression frameworks to focus on the media 
and communication rights of people who are racialized, Indigenous, or 
living with disAbilities. We are usually the only group opening a space in 
the public process from this perspective. CMAC also takes time during 
public hearings to hear all of the presenters and review the transcripts 
to highlight the problems and engage with the public record. Typically, 
corporate media giants like Bell and Rogers present lawyers and audience 
data that only promotes their self-serving views and they do not thor-
oughly examine the hearing transcripts. In this way, CMAC uniquely 
engages with and contributes to the public process. Thus, beginning 
with a community engagement approach rooted in decolonization 
and anti-oppression frameworks, plus going to the CRTC as women, 
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Indigenous, and racialized people, CMAC transforms the hearing pro-
cess. CMAC takes up policy advocacy as media activism and a form of 
radical media research. With this approach, policy advocacy can be rev-
olutionary and uncompromising by taking space and prioritizing values 
not necessarily reflected by the system.

Centering inDigenous sovereignty in CrtC   poliCy-
making

This next section provides a case-study of CMAC’s work in collab-
oration with First Nations, Inuit, and Métis broadcasters to disrupt 
 status-quo public policy-making in Canada. In order to advance the 
agenda concerning media and reconciliation outlined in the Truth and 
Reconciliation Commission of Canada’s Calls to Action (TRC, 2015), 
CMAC recognizes that there is a need to mobilize and transfer knowl-
edge and practices from the Indigenous broadcasting sector to influence 
official policy discourse with the goal of centering Indigenous sover-
eignty in media and communications policy. This consideration began 
in the summer of 2015, at the same time as founding CMAC, because 
the CRTC had announced its intention to review the thirty-plus-year-old 
Native Broadcasting Policy (CRTC, 2015). Due to the  above-mentioned 
absence of a national advocacy body representing the Indigenous broad-
casting sector, CMAC recognized the need for capacity building to 
facilitate Indigenous community participation in broadcasting policy 
conversations, including the upcoming review of the Native Broadcasting 
Policy and the ongoing review of the Broadcasting, Telecommunications, 
and Radiocommunication Acts.

On July 12, 2015, several of CMAC’s founding members organized 
and participated in a pre-conference event titled “Third & Indigenous 
Language Communities on Air: A gathering of community broadcast-
ers,” held in Montreal on the evening of the opening of the International 
Association for Media and Communication Research annual conference. 
Two representatives from the Wawatay Radio Network also participated 
in this pre-conference event. Wawatay serves the communication needs of 
First Nations people and the communities of the Nishnawbe Aski Nation. 
In 1974, Wawatay initiated a  community-owned radio station mentioned 
above and today provides radio programming to more than 30,000 lis-
teners daily, distributes a biweekly newspaper, offers television production 
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services, and maintains a multimedia website to preserve and enhance 
Indigenous languages in northern Ontario. Meeting with Wawatay was 
an opportunity for CMAC to discuss collaboration with the guidance 
and leadership of the first licensed First Nations broadcaster in Canada. 
Shortly thereafter, CMAC was officially founded as a nonprofit organiza-
tion and signed a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with Wawatay 
to pursue several goals, including securing funds to host a national con-
ference that would inform the upcoming review of the CRTC’s Native 
Broadcasting Policy (CRTC, 2015).

With this goal, CMAC secured partners with the approval of Wawatay 
from the academic sector to pursue funding through Canada’s Social 
Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC) under the pro-
ject title, “The Future of First Nations, Inuit and Métis Broadcasting: 
Conversation and Convergence.” After a successful application, the pro-
ject team, which included a representative from Wawatay, two members 
from CMAC, and two academics, organized a series of public consulta-
tive events on the CRTC’s review process and the Native Broadcasting 
Policy. CMAC members, along with the project team, reached out to 
regional First Nations and Inuit communication societies; licensed and 
unlicensed Indigenous radio stations and TV broadcasters; APTN; as 
well as Indigenous media activists and audiences. From February to June 
2017, more than 200 participants engaged in public gatherings held 
in Winnipeg, Iqaluit, Edmonton, Homalco First Nation, and Halifax 
to build up to a national conference convened in Ottawa. Importantly, 
these events were held on and off university campuses. One of the events 
was convened in the arctic region of Canada and another was held on 
an Indigenous reserve in so-called British Columbia (Canada’s west coast 
province on largely unceded First Nations lands), both sites where policy 
makers rarely go.

Five guiding questions focused the conversations at these events on 
changes needed to the Native Broadcasting Policy (CRTC, 1990), the 
1991 Broadcasting Act, and CRTC policy and public engagement pro-
cesses (CRTC, 2010). The interdisciplinary theories guiding these events 
focused on Indigenous sovereignty over spectrum (Szwarc, 2018) and cen-
tering self-determination and the expert knowledge of Indigenous broad-
casters in research (Tuck, 2009). CMAC members made presentations 
on Indigenous sovereignty over spectrum and led workshops on partici-
pating in CRTC policy processes. Additionally, key concepts shaping the 
methodology organizing “The Future of First Nations, Inuit and Métis 



120  G. KING

Broadcasting” events were drawn from third-sector scholarship (Fischer, 
2003) to identify deliberative practices and build a policy community. 
Within communication policy research, deliberative approaches use meth-
ods that move policy-making beyond rules and procedures into more 
accessible fora that bring diverse participants together as a policy commu-
nity. Such events use methods that “are inclusive, equitable, pluralistic, 
reflexive and accountable” (Gasher et al., 2016, p. 269), enabling partici-
pants to work together to identify public policy solutions. These theoret-
ical and methodological frameworks illuminate the ways that deliberative 
approaches can center equity and communication rights by:

• creating accessible political spaces for democratic participation that 
is goal-oriented and decisional;

• bringing together diverse people who share concerns, but rarely talk 
together;

• providing a collaborative planning and facilitation process, as well as 
ways for participants to make it their own;

• clearly indicating where participants can speak and be heard (and 
ethically cited);

• encouraging dissensus as much as consensus in identifying public 
policy solutions;

• including measures of evaluation to assess deliberative practices and 
engagement of the policy community, focusing on representation, 
sovereignty, and inclusion.

For the project team, the appropriateness of this methodology was based 
on the success of past deliberative policy-making events, such as the 
“Journalism Strategies Conference held in Montreal (2012).”4

With this interdisciplinary methodology, “The Future of First Nations, 
Inuit and Métis Broadcasting” project team gathered  forty-seven hours 
of data. The open-access archive of data collected is available online in 
video and audio format featuring presentations in English, French, and 
Indigenous languages.5 In addition, the outcomes of each event were dil-
igently summarized by the project team and made available to the next 
event’s presenters and all participants via the website. These data have been 

4 See https://web.archive.org/web/20181009170338/http://journalismstrategies.ca/en/ 
and https://utorontopress.com/ca/journalism-in-crisis-2.

5 See https://archive.org/details/FutureFNIMBroadcasting.

https://utorontopress.com/ca/journalism-in-crisis-2
https://archive.org/details/FutureFNIMBroadcasting
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presented at the Canadian Communication Association annual conference 
held in Toronto in 2017 and the International Association for Media and 
Communication Research annual conference in Colombia (Wawatay et al., 
2017). A class project was also organized by CMAC at McGill University in 
which seventeen undergraduate students engaged the open-access resources 
and conference archive to draft a policy proposal based on the outcomes 
of the gatherings (Awada et al., 2017). More recently, conference partic-
ipants and the project team facilitated a peer review on the gathered data 
and event outcomes. This review generated a 28-page report offering 
more than 40 recommendations for a new consultative process and policy 
for First Nations, Inuit, and Métis broadcasting in Canada (Albinati et al., 
2019). In addition to producing regional event summaries and a final 
report, the project team also built an open-access database of relevant ref-
erences, including legal literature, academic scholarship, and other sources.6

It is important to note that all publications produced by the pro-
ject team attributed the authorship of the ideas shared, through link-
ing names to ideas in quotes and footnotes, including in the final report 
and recommendations mentioned above. For CMAC, attribution is 
a necessary obligation given the colonial history of knowledge theft in 
Canada perpetuated against Indigenous peoples. The production and 
dissemination of information from each event throughout the regional 
gatherings and after the national conference helped to ensure the con-
versation continued in a deliberative manner, where participants could 
build on ideas shared before. This circulation of knowledge in report 
form was an important complement to the audio and video archive, as 
some participants only had time to review a summary of a few pages 
rather than review the entire archive from an event. The outcomes of 
these events demonstrate that it is possible to ensure that Indigenous 
voices are meaningfully part of communications policy-making and that 
this was a valuable exercise even though it was held before and outside 
of the formal processes that will review the Native Broadcasting Policy 
or the ongoing reviews of the Broadcasting, Telecommunications, and 
Radiocommunication Acts.

During the final consultation session on the CRTC’s Native 
Broadcasting Policy held at the national conference event in Ottawa, Les 
Carpenter from the Native Communications Society of the Northwest 

6 See https://web.archive.org/web/20180812100052/http://indigenousradio.ca/Open-
Access-Resources.php.
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Territories proposed and motivated the organization of another con-
ference. When asked if the deliberative process facilitated by the “The 
Future of First Nations, Inuit and Métis Broadcasting” event was useful, 
Les told those gathered:

It is in a number of different ways. I met members from Wawatay 
Communication Society. I have been in Yellowknife for how long? I was 
in Whitehorse since 2000. When you don’t get together, you don’t get to 
exchange ideas and talk over issues … So, something like this should be 
organized … at least once a year we should try to get together (Albinati 
et al., 2019).

Unfortunately, Les passed away in the year after these events were held, 
but not before collaborating with CMAC on other CRTC interventions 
concerning the future of broadcasting (CMAC, 2018b), including join-
ing CMAC members as part of a delegation from Canada to an inter-
national conference for Indigenous and community radio convened in 
Oaxaca, Mexico.

Globally, Indigenous peoples and marginalized communities have 
communication rights guaranteed in several international agreements, as 
mentioned above. With regard to Indigenous participation in communi-
cations policy-making, Szwarc (2018) concluded:

[M]edia affects the populations that it reaches, therefore it is within the 
rights of Indigenous peoples to be considered when making decisions that 
will affect their lives. Future consultations must respect the UN Principles, 
and engage with Indigenous populations across Canada to determine what 
communities need from future policies.

Additionally, the CRTC has also recently expressed interest in “creating 
engagement opportunities and developing partnerships with academia 
to encourage researchers to contribute new and diverse voices and per-
spectives to Canada’s public policy development” (CRTC, 2018a). 
Therefore, policy makers and media activist researchers can do more to 
advance decolonization and reconciliation by offering new ways of con-
ducting media research and facilitating policy conversations in meaning-
ful ways with Indigenous communities, building on the success of the 
interdisciplinary methodology facilitated by Wawatay, CMAC, and the 
rest of the project team.
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ethiCal ConsiDerations in Challenging Colonial 
anD oppressive meDia anD poliCy-making

CMAC recognizes that our work includes participating in colonial 
and oppressive spaces that often exclude people who are racialized, 
Indigenous, or living with disAbilities. However, we choose to engage 
these spaces on our own terms. We have written multiple letters to the 
Minister of Heritage about the lack of diversity in the leadership at the 
CRTC (most recently on September 10, 2018, see CMAC, 2018c). 
CMAC has argued that maintaining all-white decision makers, for most 
of the CRTC’s history, has produced colonial and oppressive policy 
spaces that result in an echo chamber, where only culturally dominant 
voices are reflected and amplified by decisions. CMAC has also advocated 
for anti-racism training at the CRTC. A recent reply to CMAC from the 
Minister of Heritage indicated that training is in place. However, the 
details provided are evidence that the CRTC is offering non-mandatory 
training on cultural inclusiveness. CMAC believes this is not enough. In 
addition to increasing diversity among Commissioners, the CRTC needs 
to implement mandatory anti-racism education and anti-oppression 
training for CRTC commissioners and staff (CMAC, 2019).

Additionally, CMAC works to facilitate the mobilization of knowl-
edge that will be more representative of diverse publics rather than just 
well-resourced publics. In a recent presentation at the annual meeting 
of the Canadian Communication Association, CMAC called for advo-
cacy training that is required for potential intervenors to meaning-
fully participate in policy hearings at the Commission (CMAC, 2019). 
Public funding that supports advocacy training that targets CRTC 
 policy-making processes is nonexistent; thus, the policies being pro-
duced are built on exclusions as well as economic and participation bar-
riers. In the research realm, SSHRC provides funding, but the nature of 
competition over funds inadvertently limits opportunities. To that end, 
CMAC recommends that Heritage Canada and relevant agencies such as 
the CRTC create special funding programs for public interest and non-
profit advocacy groups, with the appropriate vetting and accountability 
regimes, so that these bodies can facilitate community-based research 
and increase diverse participation in communications policy-making pro-
cesses (CMAC, 2019).

Finally, CMAC observes that policy-making spaces and mainstream 
broadcasting spheres continue to operate as centers for white power. We are 
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all impacted by the media and the policies that regulate them. Media policy 
advocacy, like media activism, is a part of the diverse tactics that oppressed 
and marginalized communities use to fight for and achieve systemic change, 
equality, and social justice. Speaking at a conference organized by the Media 
Action Research Group (MARG) at Lakehead University, Laith Marouf, 
one of the founding members of CMAC, spoke about why policy advocacy 
is fulfilling, even if ethically complicated. He explained:

I am half-Palestinian, half-Syrian. I did not get involved in community 
media just to be on radio. My point of departure is that I wanted space for 
my community, my issues and my rights. This is the only way to achieve 
equality for my community. Palestinians said we will fight Zionism in any 
venue anywhere in the world. Palestinians run a party in the Knesset, a set-
tler colonial venue, with the goal of disruption and subversion. Every day 
the Palestinian elected members of the Knesset take a stand against Israel, 
apartheid, Zionism, colonialism, theft of land, and every day they get heck-
led, receive death threats from the other members of the Knesset. That is 
the choice, to make sure that your oppressor does not even have one space 
that they can feel comfortable in. (CMAC, 2016)

This is a strategy that CMAC embraces to disrupt colonialism and 
oppression in the media. We engage in the media policy-making sphere 
where people who are racialized, Indigenous, or living with disAbili-
ties are underrepresented. CMAC works to advance the rights of pro-
tected groups to participate in media and have their voices heard in 
policy forums, within and outside of the CRTC’s domain. We engage 
in all spheres, as media makers, researchers, and policy advocates. We go 
before the CRTC and challenge status-quo broadcasters by using decol-
onizing and anti-oppression frameworks, and by meaningfully engaging 
marginalized communities who have unfulfilled communication rights, 
with the goal of dismantling colonialism, racism, sexism, and ableism 
in the media. Recognizing the ethical challenges and contradictions 
 mentioned above, CMAC mobilizes disruptive strategies as media activist 
researchers and policy advocates.



6 DISRUPTING SETTLER COLONIALISM AND OPPRESSION …  125

referenCes

Abramson, D., Shtern, J., & Taylor, G. (2008). “More and better” research? 
Critical communication studies and the problem of policy relevance. 
Canadian Journal of Communication, 33(2), 303–317. Retrieved from-
https://doi.org/10.22230/cjc.2008v33n2a1977.

Albinati, C., Bonin-Labelle, G., Buddle, K., Gagnon, J., King, G., & Szwarc, 
J. (2019). Recommendations for a new consultation process and policy for 
First Nations, Inuit and Métis Broadcasting (Final Report). Retrieved from 
https://ruor.uottawa.ca/handle/10393/39010.

Awada, L., Balsara, A., Bogdani, K., Charon, A., Delchop, J., Dobrea. A., Farley, 
O., Genest, P., Guo, M., Hindieh, R., Huebener, S., Mccann, E., Peets, 
S., Point, C.,  Thiolat, I., van Abbema, A., & Wolfe, M. (2017). CMAC 
final project—“Policy proposal.” COMS 355: Media Governance, McGill 
University.

Bateman, K., & Karim, K. (2009). Canadian legislation, regulations, and guide-
lines on the representation of diversity. Canadian Journal of Communication, 
34(4), 741–748. Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.22230/cjc.2009v34n 
4a2294.

Broadcasting Act, c. 11 S.C. 1991, c. 11. (1991). Retrieved from https://laws-
lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/b-9.01/.

Clemens, K., & CMAC. (2017). The future of indigenous radio centering sover-
eignty in CRTC policy-making (Conference Presentation). The Future of First 
Nations, Inuit and Métis Broadcasting, University of Ottawa.

CMAC. (2016, May 12–15). Building media and technology advocacy skills (Panel 
Presentation). Media Activism Research Conference at Lakehead University in 
Orillia. Retrieved from https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YJUiybM9c48.

CMAC. (2018a). About [website]. Retrieved from http://cmacentre.ca.
CMAC. (2018b). Broadcasting Notice of Consultation CRTC 2017-359-2, 

and 2017-359-3; Call for comments on the Governor in Council’s request for 
a report on future programming distribution models—Second phase of com-
ments. Retrieved from https://services.crtc.gc.ca/pub/DocWebBroker/
OpenDocument.aspx?DMID=3068520.

CMAC. (2018c). Letter to welcome the Honourable Pablo Rodriguez. Retrieved 
from https://wp.me/p9HjvN-8S.

CMAC. (2019). Round table: Mobilizing knowledge to transform media gov-
ernance. Canadian Communication Association, University of British 
Columbia. Retrieved from http://cmac.gwradio.koumbit.org/wp-content/
uploads/2019/05/Script-CMAC-Intervention-at-CCA-2019-Roundtable.pdf.

Crenshaw, K. W. (1991). Mapping the margins: Intersectionality, identity 
politics, and violence against women of color. Stanford Law Review, 43, 
1241–1299.

http://dx.doi.org/10.22230/cjc.2008v33n2a1977
https://ruor.uottawa.ca/handle/10393/39010
http://dx.doi.org/10.22230/cjc.2009v34n4a2294
http://dx.doi.org/10.22230/cjc.2009v34n4a2294
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/b-9.01/
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/b-9.01/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YJUiybM9c48
http://cmacentre.ca
https://services.crtc.gc.ca/pub/DocWebBroker/OpenDocument.aspx?DMID=3068520
https://services.crtc.gc.ca/pub/DocWebBroker/OpenDocument.aspx?DMID=3068520
https://wp.me/p9HjvN-8S
http://cmac.gwradio.koumbit.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Script-CMAC-Intervention-at-CCA-2019-Roundtable.pdf
http://cmac.gwradio.koumbit.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Script-CMAC-Intervention-at-CCA-2019-Roundtable.pdf


126  G. KING

CRTC. (1990). Native broadcasting policy, Public Notice CRTC 1990-89. 
Retrieved from https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/1990/pb90-89.htm.

CRTC. (1999). Ethnic broadcasting policy, Public Notice CRTC 1999-117. 
Retrieved from https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/1999/pb99-117.htm.

CRTC. (2005). Commission’s response to the report of the Task Force for Cultural 
Diversity on Television, Broadcasting Public Notice CRTC 2005-24. Retrieved 
from https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2005/pb2005-24.htm.

CRTC. (2006). Commission’s response to the Canadian Association of 
Broadcasters’ final report on the presence, portrayal and participation of persons 
with disabilities in television programming, Broadcasting Public Notice CRTC 
2006-77. Retrieved from https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2006/pb2006-77.
htm.

CRTC. (2010). Broadcasting and Telecom Information Bulletin CRTC 2010-959. 
Retrieved from https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2010/2010-959.htm.

CRTC. (2015). Three-year plan 2015–2018. Retrieved from http://publications.
gc.ca/site/eng/9.507839/publication.html.

CRTC. (2018a). Collaboration opportunities with the CRTC. Email 
Communique.

CRTC. (2018b). Harnessing change: The future of programming distribution in 
Canada. Retrieved from https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/s15/.

Dagron, A. (2001). Making waves: Stories of participatory communication for 
social change. New York: Rockefeller Foundation.

Fischer, F. (2003). Reframing public policy: Discursive politics and deliberative 
practices. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

FPRC. (2016). Appointments to the CRTC (Report). Forum for Research 
and Policy in Communications. Retrieved from http://frpc.net/
appointments-to-the-crtc/.

Gasher, M., Brin, C., Crowther, C., King, G., Salamon, E., & Thibault, S. 
(Eds.). (2016). Journalism in crisis: Bridging theory and practice for demo-
cratic media strategies in Canada. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Girard, B. (1992). A Passion for radio: Radio waves and community. Montreal: 
Black Rose.

Gumucio‐Dagron, A. (2001). Making waves: Stories of participatory commu-
nication for social change: A report to the Rockefeller Foundation. New York: 
Rockefeller Foundation.

Gumucio-Dagron, A. (2014). Indigenous communication. In K. G. Wilkins, T. 
Tufte, & R. Obregon (Eds.), The handbook of development communication and 
social change (pp. 108–124). West Sussex, UK: Wiley.

Gustafsson, J. (2012). Voicing the slum: Youth, community media and social 
change in Nairobi (PhD dissertation). Department of Media Studies, 
Stockholm University, Stockholm. Retrieved from http://urn.kb.se/
resolve?urn=urn:nbn:se:su:diva-75472.

https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/1990/pb90-89.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/1999/pb99-117.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2005/pb2005-24.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2006/pb2006-77.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2006/pb2006-77.htm
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/archive/2010/2010-959.htm
http://publications.gc.ca/site/eng/9.507839/publication.html
http://publications.gc.ca/site/eng/9.507839/publication.html
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/publications/s15/
http://frpc.net/appointments-to-the-crtc/
http://frpc.net/appointments-to-the-crtc/
http://urn.kb.se/resolve%3furn%3durn:nbn:se:su:diva-75472
http://urn.kb.se/resolve%3furn%3durn:nbn:se:su:diva-75472


6 DISRUPTING SETTLER COLONIALISM AND OPPRESSION …  127

Hill Collins, P. (2015). Intersectionality’s definitional dilemmas. Annual Review 
of Sociology, 41(1), 1–20.

Howley, K. (Ed.). (2010). Understanding community media. Los Angeles: Sage.
ISED. (2018, September 25). Broadcasting and Telecommunications Panel 

launches consultations. Innovation, Science and Economic Development 
Canada. Retrieved from https://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/110.nsf/eng/00004.
html.

King, G. (2017a). History of struggle: The global story of community broad-
casting practices, or a brief history of community radio. Westminster Papers 
in Communication and Culture, 12(2), 18–36. Retrieved from http://doi.
org/10.16997/wpcc.227.

King, G. (2017b). The history of “policying” indigenous broadcasting and current 
contexts (Class Lecture). CMN 5105: Contemporary Communication Issues, 
lecture conducted from University of Ottawa.

King, G., & Rahemtullah, O. S. (2019). Community radio contradictions in 
Canada: Learning from volunteers impacted by commercialising policies 
and practices. Journal of Alternative and Community Media, 4(4), 20–36. 
Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1386/joacm_00064_1.

Langlois, A., & Dubois, F. (Eds.). (2005). Autonomous media: Activating resist-
ance and dissent. Montréal: AK Press.

Lentz, B. (2009, October 30). Regulation is boring. FlowTV, 11(1). Retrieved from 
http://flowtv.org/2009/10/regulation-is-boringbecky-lentz-mcgill-university/.

McNally, M. B., Mowatt, B., & Pintos, L. (2014). Canadian participation in 
the spectrum management consultation process: Involvement, indiffer-
ence, or exclusion? Journal of Information Policy, 4, 296–326. https://doi.
org/10.5325/jinfopoli.4.2014.0296.

Meadows, M. (2009). Electronic dreaming tracks: Indigenous community 
broadcasting in Australia. Development in Practice, 19(4–5), 514–524.

Meadows, M., Forde, S., Ewart, J., & Foxwell, K. (2008). A quiet revolution: 
Australian community broadcasting audiences speak out. Media International 
Australia, Incorporating Culture & Policy, 129(1), 20–32.

Olorunnisola, A. A. (2002). Community radio: Participatory communication in 
postapartheid South Africa. Journal of Radio Studies, 9(1), 126–145.

Padovani, C., and Calabrese, A. (Eds.). (2014). Communication Rights and 
Social Justice: Historical Accounts of Transnational Mobilizations. New York: 
Palgrave Macmillan.

Raboy, M. (1995). The role of public consultation in shaping the Canadian broad-
casting system. Canadian Journal of Political Science / Revue Canadienne de 
Science Politique, 28(3), 455–477.

Radiocommunication Act, c. R-2. (1985). Retrieved from https://laws-lois.jus-
tice.gc.ca/eng/acts/R-2/page-1.html#h-1.

https://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/110.nsf/eng/00004.html
https://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/110.nsf/eng/00004.html
http://doi.org/10.16997/wpcc.227
http://doi.org/10.16997/wpcc.227
http://dx.doi.org/10.1386/joacm_00064_1
http://flowtv.org/2009/10/regulation-is-boringbecky-lentz-mcgill-university/
http://dx.doi.org/10.5325/jinfopoli.4.2014.0296
http://dx.doi.org/10.5325/jinfopoli.4.2014.0296
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/R-2/page-1.html#h-1
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/R-2/page-1.html#h-1


128  G. KING

Rajabiun, R., & Middleton, C. (2013). Rural broadband development in 
Canada’s provinces: An overview of policy approaches. The Journal of Rural 
and Community Development, 8(2), 7–22.

Rennie, E. (2006). Community media: A global introduction. Lanham, MD: 
Rowman & Littlefield.

Rodriguez, C. (2001). Fissures in the mediascape: An international study of citi-
zens’ media. Cresskill, NJ: Hampton Press.

Salter, L. R. L., & Odartey-Wellington, F., with Pavri-Garcia, V. (2008). The 
CRTC and broadcasting regulation in Canada. Toronto: Thomson-Carswell.

Segura, M. S., & Waisbord, S. (2016). Media movements: Civil society and media 
policy reform in Latin America. London: Zed Books.

Shepherd, T., Taylor, G., & Middleton, C. (2014). A tale of two regulators: 
Telecom policy participation in Canada. Journal of Information Policy, 4, 1. 
Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.5325/jinfopoli.4.2014.0001.

Szwarc, J. (2018). Indigenous broadcasting and the CRTC: Lessons from the licens-
ing of Native Type B Radio (CRTC Prize for Excellence in Policy Research). 
Retrieved from https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/acrtc/prx/2018szwarc.htm.

Telecommunications Act, c. 38. (1993). Retrieved from https://laws-lois.justice.
gc.ca/eng/acts/t-3.4/.

Thiessen, C. (2019, July 5). First Indigenous woman CRTC commissioner 
appointed. Broadcast Dialogue. Retrieved from https://broadcastdialogue.
com/first-indigenous-woman-crtc-commissioner-appointed/.

TRC. (2015). Calls to action. Truth and Reconciliation Commission of 
Canada. Retrieved from http://templatelab.com/truth-and-reconciliation- 
commission-calls-to-action/.

Tuck, E. (2009). Suspending damage: A letter to communities. Harvard 
Educational Review, 79, 409–428.

UN. (2007a). United Nations declaration on the rights of indigenous peoples. 
Retrieved from https://undocs.org/A/RES/61/295.

UN. (2007b). Convention on the rights of persons with disabilities. Retrieved from 
https://www.un.org/development/desa/disabilities/convention-on-the- 
rights-of-persons-with-disabilities/convention-on-the-rights-of-per-
sons-with-disabilities-2.html.

UNESCO. (2005). Convention on the protection and promotion of the diversity 
of cultural expressions. Retrieved from http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-
URL_ID=31038&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html.

Wawatay Communications Society with Albinati, C., Bonin, G., Buddle, K., 
Gagnon, J., & King, G. (2017). Appropriating communication policy with 
the Future of First Nations, Inuit, and Métis Broadcasting: Conversation & 
Convergence. Paper presentation at the International Association for Media 
and Communication Research annual conference in Cartagena, Colombia.

http://dx.doi.org/10.5325/jinfopoli.4.2014.0001
https://crtc.gc.ca/eng/acrtc/prx/2018szwarc.htm
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/t-3.4/
https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/t-3.4/
https://broadcastdialogue.com/first-indigenous-woman-crtc-commissioner-appointed/
https://broadcastdialogue.com/first-indigenous-woman-crtc-commissioner-appointed/
http://templatelab.com/truth-and-reconciliation-commission-calls-to-action/
http://templatelab.com/truth-and-reconciliation-commission-calls-to-action/
https://undocs.org/A/RES/61/295
https://www.un.org/development/desa/disabilities/convention-on-the-rights-of-persons-with-disabilities/convention-on-the-rights-of-persons-with-disabilities-2.html
https://www.un.org/development/desa/disabilities/convention-on-the-rights-of-persons-with-disabilities/convention-on-the-rights-of-persons-with-disabilities-2.html
https://www.un.org/development/desa/disabilities/convention-on-the-rights-of-persons-with-disabilities/convention-on-the-rights-of-persons-with-disabilities-2.html
http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID%3d31038%26URL_DO%3dDO_TOPIC%26URL_SECTION%3d201.html
http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID%3d31038%26URL_DO%3dDO_TOPIC%26URL_SECTION%3d201.html


6 DISRUPTING SETTLER COLONIALISM AND OPPRESSION …  129

Williams, A. (2015). The pass system [Motion picture]. Canada: Tamarack 
Productions.

Women in View. (2019). On screen (5th Report). Retrieved from http://wom-
eninview.ca/wp-content/uploads/WIVOS19-Full-Report.pdf.

Yu, S. (2016). Instrumentalization of ethnic media. Canadian Journal of 
Communication, 41(2), 343–351. Retrieved from https://www.cjc-online.
ca/index.php/journal/article/view/3019/3214.

Zweiri, M. (2012). Jordan’s local radio revolution: Progress, challenges, and pos-
sibilities. In M. Zweiri & E. Murphy (Eds.), The New Arab media: Technology, 
image and perception (Reprint ed., pp. 139–153). Reading: Ithaca Press.

http://womeninview.ca/wp-content/uploads/WIVOS19-Full-Report.pdf
http://womeninview.ca/wp-content/uploads/WIVOS19-Full-Report.pdf
https://www.cjc-online.ca/index.php/journal/article/view/3019/3214
https://www.cjc-online.ca/index.php/journal/article/view/3019/3214

	Chapter 6 Disrupting Settler Colonialism and Oppression in Media and Policy-Making: A View from the Community Media Advocacy Centre 
	Disrupting Colonial and Oppressive Communications in Canada
	Building the Community Media Advocacy Centre from the Ground Up
	Centering Indigenous Sovereignty in CRTC Policy-Making
	Ethical Considerations in Challenging Colonial and Oppressive Media and Policy-Making
	References


