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SILICON VALLEY AND THE NEW GATEKEEPERS: AN INSTITUTIONAL VIEW
OF JOURNALISM, TECHNOLOGY, AND SOCIAL SHARING OF NEWS
Frank Michael Russell
Dr. Tim P. Vos, Dissertation Supervisor
ABSTRACT

The digital disruption of journalism has raised questions about how journalism is
supported financially and how citizens get access to news. In this dissertation, a
quantitative content analysis and three qualitative textual analyses explored interactions
between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens from the perspectives of gatekeeping
theory, new institutionalism, and the concepts of interactivity and reciprocity. The
content analysis concerned Twitter practices by 26 popular online news organizations.
The analysis of posts (n = 1,200) found organizational-level differences in the use of
technically and socially interactive characteristics of Twitter. Nonetheless, most posts had
the purpose related to traditional gatekeeping of promoting news content. This traditional
gatekeeping function had a slight negative association with secondary gatekeeping
practices as measured by rankings of the number of retweets or likes. The textual
analyses indicated that journalists and technologists discursively construct interactions
between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens, as based on institutional-level concerns
of journalism or Silicon Valley. However, these exchanges are described mainly in terms
of interactions between individuals or organizations. Furthermore, the relationship is
viewed as dependent on societal-level forces, such as different political or economic
systems.

xiii

I. INTRODUCTION

“Twenty years ago Google was a doctoral thesis. Ten years ago Twitter didn’t
exist” (Bell, 2014).
For many decades before the commercialization of the internet, the expectations
in the relationship between journalism and citizens in the United States were clear:
Publishers and broadcasters provided news and information for citizens, who in turn gave
news media their attention and perhaps paid for a subscription to cover a small part of the
cost of producing and delivering the news (Picard, 2014; Rysman, 2009). If news media
were successful in attracting the loyal readership or viewership of a large and
demographically desirable group of citizens (Napoli, 1997, 2001; Picard, 2014; Rysman,
2009), they could sell the attention of that audience to advertisers including car dealers,
department stores, and other businesses. Advertising and subscription revenue more than
covered the cost of supporting journalism, leaving profits for media owners (Picard,
2014) sufficient to keep journalists relatively insulated from economic concerns
(Schudson, 2003).
In the past two decades, the internet and digital media technologies have disrupted
how journalists and news media interact with citizens as a mass audience. Combined with
other economic challenges, technological innovation “destabilized business models”
(Picard, 2014, p. 214) that support journalism. A small number of Silicon Valley
companies founded as entrepreneurial startups now control the major platforms for
disseminating news, advertising, and other information to citizens (Bell, 2014; Pavlik,
2013). How journalism has adapted to this upheaval has been a major topic for
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journalism studies scholars (e.g., Boczkowski, 1999, 2004, 2005; Bruns & Burgess, 2012;
Deuze, 2005, 2008; Hermida, 2013; Hermida, Lewis, & Zamith, 2014; Lasorsa, Lewis, &
Holton, 2012; Lewis, 2012; Lewis, Holton, & Coddington, 2014; Lowrey, 2011, 2012,
2015; Lowrey & Gade, 2011; Pavlik, 2013; Picard, 2014; Singer, 2004a, 2004b, 2008,
2011, 2014, 2015; Singer et al., 2011; Thorson & Wells, 2015; Vos, 2015). Traditionally,
journalists were the gatekeepers who controlled the flow of news to a mass audience
(Shoemaker & Vos, 2009), and the attention of that audience attracted the financial
support of advertisers (Rysman, 2009). However, Silicon Valley startups such as Google
and Facebook that provide personalized information to audiences became large, efficient
competitors for the advertising revenue that supported print and broadcast newsrooms
(Cooper, 2011; Debatin, Lovejoy, Horn, & Hughes, 2009; Lee, 2011; Pavlik, 2013;
Picard, 2014). Despite an abundance of research about this technological disruption,
some aspects of the relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens remain
relatively unexplored. The intent of this dissertation is to extend existing research about
these changes for journalism and address some of these unanswered questions.
Specifically, this dissertation explores how actors within journalism and Silicon
Valley interact with each other at the organizational and institutional levels and through
interactive technological platforms with citizens. Two major frameworks, gatekeeping
and new institutional theories, guide this research—along with two concepts, interactivity
and reciprocity. First, this research explores how platforms developed in Silicon Valley
have changed the traditional gatekeeping roles of journalists—who, influenced by forces
at the societal, institutional, organizational, communication routines, and individual
levels, decided what news would be published or broadcast (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014;
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Shoemaker & Vos, 2009). From the perspective of new institutional theories, this
dissertation explores interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens not as
the outcome of self-interested decisions by individuals and organizations but as enabled
and constrained by the common norms, practices, values, or rules of a public institution
such as journalism (Cook, 2005; Lowrey, 2011) or a regional business cluster (Delgado,
Porter, & Stern, 2014; Porter, 1998) such as Silicon Valley. It then explores interactivity
and reciprocity, which as concepts can extend the ability of gatekeeping and new
institutional theories to explain why journalism has been challenged by networked digital
communication platforms. Specifically, interactivity is potentially related to gatekeeping
theory in that the internet and social media allow citizens to interact in new ways, both
technically and socially, with media content (Baym, 2010; Gane & Beer, 2008), thus
challenging journalism’s traditional gatekeeping role. Reciprocity is potentially related to
new institutional theories’ emphasis on legitimacy (Lowrey, 2011; Meyer & Rowan,
1977) as a means of reducing risk in interactions between individuals or organizations.
Reciprocity is a possible outcome when an individual or organization initiates an
exchange with another individual or organization (Lewis, 2015; Molm, 2010). However,
such exchanges also come with the risk of non-reciprocity (Molm, 2010). The legacy
media environment arguably involved relatively direct exchanges between news media
and citizens or between news media and advertisers. Such direct exchanges come with
relatively lower risk of non-reciprocity than indirect exchanges, for which expectations of
reciprocity are not as clear (Molm, 2010). As intermediaries between journalism and
citizens, interactive digital platforms might necessitate indirect exchanges with greater
risk for news media. However, because of journalism’s role as a public institution, news
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media are concerned with legitimacy, and thus are risk-averse (Lowrey, 2011, 2012).
The nature of direct and indirect exchanges between journalism, Silicon Valley,
and citizens could be the topic of multiple studies, but this dissertation explores this
relationship in three ways. First, as one example of interaction between journalism,
Silicon Valley, and citizens, digital platforms or social networks developed by Silicon
Valley companies have changed news gatekeeping in a way that has allowed for more
citizen participation (Borger, van Hoof, Costera Meijer, & Sanders, 2013; Hermida,
2013; Lasorsa et al., 2012; Lewis, 2012; Lewis et al., 2014; Lowrey, 2015; Meraz &
Papacharissi, 2013; Singer, 2008, 2014; Singer et al., 2011; Thorson & Wells, 2012; Vos,
2015). One such social network is Twitter, which has emerged as a popular platform for
sharing news (Hermida, 2013). A quantitative content analysis examines how popular
news websites use Twitter to distribute news to citizens. This analysis explores how news
media use technically and socially interactive characteristics of Twitter, the extent to
which they use Twitter for the primary gatekeeping function of distributing hyperlinks to
their own content, and how different ways of using Twitter might influence how
followers engage in secondary gatekeeping by retweeting or favoriting/liking tweets.
Next, qualitative textual analyses of news coverage of technology companies and news
media explore the broader relationship between journalism and Silicon Valley as it is
described or discursively constructed within journalism. The intent of these textual
analyses is to extend previous research about journalists’ views regarding how journalism
has adapted to technological change (e.g., Boczkowski, 2005; Lowrey, 2011; Lowrey &
Gade, 2011; Pavlik, 2013; Singer, 2004a, 2004b). In addition, a qualitative textual
analysis of interviews conducted as part of an oral history of the digital disruption of
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journalism (Huey, Nisenholtz, Sagan, & Geddes, 2013, 2015) explores the broader
relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens from the perspective of
technology managers and executives who interact with journalists or news media.
Research is relatively scarce about how technologists describe or discursively construct
their relationship with journalism as an institution that has been changed by the digital
platforms developed by technology companies. For that reason, it was worthwhile to
analyze these interviews of individuals with experience in Silicon Valley or the
technology industries for their perspectives about their relationships with journalists and
news organizations, the relationship between journalism and Silicon Valley, and the roles
of journalism and Silicon Valley within society.
Taken as a whole, the intent of this dissertation is to provide insight into the
changing nature of news gatekeeping as an outcome of the changing relationship between
journalism and Silicon Valley, extend understanding of interactions between the news
and technology industries, and perhaps suggest previously unexplored dimensions of the
relationship between journalism and technology.
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW

In the beginning, there was Mr. Gates. A wire editor for the Peoria Star, he was
the subject of David Manning White’s seminal news gatekeeping study (White, 1950). As
an editor, Mr. Gates used his individual discretion to select for publication about onetenth of the news that crossed his desk from three wire services (Reese & Ballinger,
2001; White, 1950). Or so it seemed. In truth, Mr. Gates did not make uniquely
individual gatekeeping choices. Scholars who continued to investigate news selection
found that journalists tend to make decisions similar to those of other journalists about
what should be news (Gans,1980; Tuchman, 1978). For example, newspaper wire editors
make similar news choices as other newspaper wire editors, and their selections are in
similar proportions to the types of news provided by wire services (Reese & Ballinger,
2001). Journalists learn informally what their newsroom superiors consider newsworthy
(Breed, 1955), and news organizations with shared characteristics tend to broadcast or
publish similar types of stories (Gans, 1980; Shoemaker & Vos, 2009). Newsroom
organizational charts and journalists’ work schedules are structured around production
requirements and the needs of institutions that are the main sources of news (Gans, 1980;
Tuchman, 1978). Ultimately, media content production is influenced by forces on five
levels: social systems, social institutions, organizations, media workers’ routines, and
individual media workers (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014; Shoemaker & Vos, 2009).
Journalism and media have changed in many ways since Mr. Gates wielded the
power to publish or spike stories at the Peoria Star. Television and newspapers once
reached mass audiences (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014), but the dominance of one-to-
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everyone communication was not to last. First cable television, then the internet
fragmented audiences (Dimmick, Powers, Mwangi, & Stoycheff, 2011; Shoemaker &
Reese, 2014; Sylvie, 2011). Today, digital, networked communication “blurs the
boundary between mass and interpersonal communication in ways that disrupt both”
(Baym, 2010, p. 4), allowing not only one-to-one and one-to-many, but many-to-many
communication. As citizens or consumers, audience members create and publish their
own media content online and share media content from multiple sources with their own
friends and followers (Boczkowski, 2005; Deuze, 2006; Lowrey & Gade, 2011; Singer,
2014, 2015). Journalists and citizens alike are consumers, producers, and distributors of
media content (Gade, 2011; Lowrey & Gade, 2011; Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). In short,
Mr. Gates and other newsroom decision-makers no longer have a monopoly on
gatekeeping. The internet has removed the constraints of time and space from the news
gatekeeping process (Vos, 2015). It also allows for more citizen participation, resulting in
a “leveling of the hierarchy between news organizations and audiences” (Vos, 2015, p.
6). Platforms such as Facebook and Twitter allow citizens to share content they produced
themselves or that was created by news and other media organizations (Singer, 2014;
Thorson & Wells, 2015; Vos, 2015; Xu & Feng, 2014). If all of us are now gatekeepers,
it is worthwhile to explore how journalists and citizens are transforming news
gatekeeping, and what role Silicon Valley and its digital media platforms play in that
transformation.
To provide a framework to address these questions, this chapter surveys existing
literature about gatekeeping theory (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009) and the closely related
hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014), in which media content
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decisions are influenced by forces at the societal, institutional, organizational,
communication routines, and individual levels. The chapter then explores new
institutional theories (Cook, 2005; Hall & Taylor, 1996; Lowrey, 2011, 2012; March &
Olsen, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977), which explain in part why organizations and
individuals such as newsrooms and journalists might not always appear to be acting
rationally in how they structure their work. Gatekeeping and new institutional theories
are considered in context of the field theory of social psychologist Kurt Lewin (1951),
from which gatekeeping theory derived, and the field theory of Pierre Bourdieu (Benson
& Neveu, 2005; Bourdieu, 2005), which like new institutional theories offers insights
about journalism at the institutional and societal levels. The chapter then briefly reviews
literature about interactivity, focusing particularly on the technically and socially
interactive characteristics of social media platforms such as Twitter. It concludes by
considering reciprocity (Molm, 2010), focusing specifically on how journalists can use
digital media platforms to further direct and indirect reciprocal exchanges with citizens
(Lewis et al., 2014). These theoretical frameworks and concepts suggest several research
questions that are explored in this dissertation.
Gatekeeping, Media Sociology, and the Model of Hierarchical Influences
First, this literature review considers gatekeeping theory (Shoemaker & Vos,
2009) in the context of how news decisions are influenced by forces at the five levels of
the hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). This section also
references gatekeeping theory’s origins in Kurt Lewin’s field theory (1951) and surveys
literature that extends gatekeeping theory and the hierarchical influences model to the
production of online news and sharing of news by citizens on social media platforms.
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Influences at five levels on the social construction of news. News has been
described as “the social construction of reality” (Tuchman, 1978, p. ix). As such, a
combination of characteristics of individual journalists and internal and external pressures
on the news organizations for which they work influence production of news. The
hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014) categorizes the sources of
these pressures as occurring on five levels: social systems, social institutions,
organizations, communication routines, and individuals. This model views forces at these
five levels as independent variables that influence media content as a dependent variable.
The social systems level involves ideological influences on media content and the
structure of relationships between social institutions (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014), with
differences at this level often occurring among countries (Hanitzch, 2007; Shoemaker &
Reese, 2014). However, the internet has enabled a globalized media, and therefore it also
is appropriate to view the planet as a social system (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). Social
systems contain four subsystems—ideological, political, economic, and cultural—that
can constrain decisions about media content (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014).
At the social institutions level, media or journalism are public institutions that
interact with other institutions (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). Institutions can be defined as
“formal or informal procedures, routines, norms and conventions embedded in the
organizational structure of the polity or political economy” (Hall & Taylor, 1996, p. 938),
or simply as “a set of rules that take shape and gain legitimacy over time” (Vos, 2013, p.
39). As such, they are related to organizations, but have broader societal effects. From
this perspective, journalism exists as an institution separate from individual journalists,
news organizations, and other institutions (Cook, 2005; Gans, 1980; Shoemaker & Reese,
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2014; Schudson, 2001; Singer, 2008). The influence of the institutional level is evident in
common values and other similarities among journalists (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). For
example, “taken for granted” practices such as objectivity, balance, and detachment are
evidence of journalism’s institutional nature (Ryfe, 2009). Journalists tend to be
influenced by other news media, especially well-regarded or at least widely read
publications such as The New York Times, The Washington Post, The Wall Street Journal,
and the Los Angeles Times (Gans, 1980; Shoemaker & Reese, 2014; Shoemaker & Vos,
2009; Weaver, Beam, Brownlee, Voakes, & Wilhoit, 2007). At this level, journalism is
an institution that influences and is influenced politically by other institutions (Cook,
2005). News is the product of interaction or exchanges between journalists and sources,
especially government sources, but also representatives of colleges and universities,
public relations firms, corporations, and nonprofit organizations (Schudson, 2003). News
can be viewed as information transmitted from sources to audiences, but summarized,
refined, or altered by journalists (Gans, 1980). Journalists select news based on two
factors: availability and suitability (Gans, 1980). As for availability, officials with
powerful institutions have easy access to journalists (Gans, 1980) and resources to
provide information subsidies, which increase their likelihood of placing messages or
message frames in news media (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). As for suitability, journalists
do not have the space or time to share all the information they collect, so they use
informal considerations that favor other powerful institutions to decide what news to
report (Gans, 1980).
Organizations are an important level of analysis because most journalists work for
organizations (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014) and because managers of news organizations
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have the power to hire and fire individual journalists (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009).
Organizations are characterized by ownership, goals, and aspects such as boundaries that
determine who is a member of an organization (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). As a level of
analysis, organizations are related conceptually both to institutions and communication
routines. Routines tend to be similar across similar organizations (Shoemaker & Reese,
2014). The organizational level allows media scholars to study how individuals interact
with each other within organizations and how characteristics of each organization might
influence media content (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). For example, Breed (1955), Gans
(1980), and other scholars examined organizational influences on journalists. Because
journalists consider themselves professionals, managers of news organizations can only
give them suggestions, not orders (Gans, 1980). Publishers do not directly command
newsroom employees, but journalists learn and adhere to organizational policies in an
informal process of socialization (Breed, 1955; Singer, 2004a).
The communication routines level concerns the mostly unwritten rules that
determine how journalists do their jobs (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). Such routines
include news beats and deadlines (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009). News beats reduce
uncertainty in interactions between journalists and sources from institutions outside
journalism (Lowrey, 2012). Deadlines simplify decisions for journalists by limiting them
to the choices on hand (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009). Journalists and news organizations
shape their routines around the schedules of political and other institutions that supply
information (Lowrey, 2012; Shoemaker & Reese, 2014).
The individual level concerns how the traits of individuals influence their roles
and their production of media content (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). Research at this level
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has recognized some influence of individuality or creativity on media content. The
individual level need not necessarily concern journalists. It also can focus on producers of
other kinds of media content, as well as citizen “prosumers” who both produce and
consume media content (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014).
Gatekeeping, Lewin’s field theory, and the hierarchical influences model.
Closely related to the hierarchical influences model is gatekeeping theory, which
concerns news production and selection, specifically “how different elements get turned
into news and how that news is framed, emphasized, placed, and promoted” (Vos, 2015,
p. 4). Gatekeeping theory derives from the field theory of social psychologist Kurt Lewin,
in which a variety of forces influence human behavior (Lewin, 1951). Individuals decide
how to act within a field, defined as “a totality of coexisting facts which are conceived of
as mutually interdependent” (Lewin, 1951, p. 240) or simply as “the complex
environment in which a phenomenon occurs” (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009, p. 112). A force
is “the direction and strength of the tendency to change” (Lewin, 1951, p. 256), and
forces can be negative, preventing change, or positive, enabling change. In Lewin’s view,
human behavior could be expressed mathematically as a function of both the individual
characteristics of a person and of the forces within that person’s environment (Lewin,
1951; Shoemaker & Vos, 2009). Lewin’s field theory is distinct in its emphasis on the
current state of an individual within a field. He maintained that behavior can only be
influenced by current circumstances because fields only exist in a present “life space,”
the past no longer exists, and the future does not yet exist. By contrast, new institutional
theories and Bourdieu’s conceptualization of fields both emphasize path dependencies, or
historical steps that influence present standing for an individual, organization, institution,
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or society (Benson & Neveu, 2005; Parsons, 2007; Shoemaker & Reese, 2014;
Shoemaker & Vos, 2009).
Lewin’s field theory provided the framework for his wartime “gatekeeper” study
of how families decide what food to put on the table, a process that is based on
metaphorical channels and gates (Lewin, 1951). Lewin identified buying and gardening
as two primary channels that could direct food to the table. For each channel, multiple
gates or decision points exist. At each point, family members might face various
psychological forces that influence their decision whether to open the gate, allowing food
to move from a position in the channel to the next. More broadly, Lewin suggested that
the gatekeeper concept could be applied to other topics and at different levels of analysis
(Lewin, 1951).
As with Lewin’s conceptualization of gatekeeping, news gatekeeping involves
metaphorical channels and gates (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009). Traditionally, items entered
the news gatekeeping process either through the source channel, which involves
information gathered by reporters from official sources, or the media channel, which
involves news items produced and distributed by other media organizations (Shoemaker
& Vos, 2009). News items often start as events. However, journalists decide whether
news items pass through the first gate based on newsworthiness criteria such as deviance,
prominence, or whether they can be transformed into vivid narrative stories (Shoemaker
& Vos, 2009). Information subsidies such as public relations messages might be a
positive force, reducing the cost for a journalist to decide whether to cover a story, but
they also might be a negative force because of journalists’ skepticism of commercially
motivated messages (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009). Most news gatekeeping research is
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consistent with Lewin’s field theory in that it “has tended to focus on the variability of
media attributes in response to a concurrent set of predictors” (Lowrey, 2015, p. 141).
Specifically, forces on the hierarchical influences model’s five levels (Shoemaker &
Reese, 2014) exert pressure on the news gatekeeping process (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009).
Although the first news gatekeeping study emphasized an individual editor’s news
decisions (White, 1950), later research (e.g., Gans, 1980; Tuchman, 1978) showed
organizational and institutional factors probably played a more important role (Vos,
2015).
A sociology of online journalism. Building on earlier newsroom studies (e.g.,
Gans, 1980; Tuchman, 1978), scholars in recent decades have examined online news
practices at each level of analysis in the hierarchical influences model. Deuze (2008)
proposed that media scholars should consider online journalism as a medium or
professional practice separate from print or broadcast journalism. Research about online
journalism should “look at two processes at the same time” (Deuze, 2008, pp. 200-201):
how journalists, newsrooms, and journalism as an institution adapt to technological and
cultural disruption, but also how they cause this disruption to occur. This line of research
can include discussion of multimedia, convergence, citizen journalism, and social media
(Deuze, 2008). For example, Boczkowski (2005) conducted ethnographic studies of three
American newspapers’ online newsrooms to determine that journalists brought
established print practices to production of internet content. Lowrey (2012) conducted a
case study of a local news market to determine that new online competitors adopted
institutional journalistic practices over time to gain legitimacy with news sources and
audiences. Singer (2004a, 2004b) studied four converged newsrooms with print,
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broadcast and online journalists; she concluded that workers held on to practices and
values of colleagues from the same original medium, but gained respect over time for
journalists from other types of media. Together, these newer studies extended insights by
Gans (1980) and Tuchman (1978) to understanding of journalism’s transition to online
news production and selection.
Gatekeeping and the production and social sharing of digital news. Other
scholars have contributed to the extension of gatekeeping theory to production and
selection of digital news. Gatekeeping is not “a concept made moribund by the internet”
(Shoemaker & Vos, 2009, p. 130), but to remain relevant, theorists must consider how
the capabilities of networked digital communication have changed the traditional
gatekeeping model. For example, it no longer is adequate to view news gatekeeping as
occurring in media and source channels. Interactive digital technologies have allowed for
a third channel for news content, an audience channel of citizen-generated information
(Shoemaker & Vos, 2009). Journalists allow for citizen participation in news content
production through means such as inviting readers to comment on stories (Singer, 2011).
Despite this new ability to share gatekeeping power with citizens, journalists have
responded by asserting their traditional gatekeeping role as arbiters of quality (Singer,
2011). Furthermore, journalists welcome user-generated contributions for soft news
topics such as popular culture, travel, or health, but they are reluctant to cede gatekeeping
authority over hard news topics such as politics (Singer, 2015).
As for audiences, they are to some extent asserting gatekeeping power with or
without the blessing of journalists. For example, scholars have identified forms of
collective gatekeeping that direct the sharing of news on social media platforms such as
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Twitter. Meraz and Papacharissi (2013) determined that activists, journalists, and other
Twitter users engaged in “networked gatekeeping,” forwarding or retweeting messages
with the #Egypt hashtag to circumvent state-controlled media during the Arab Spring
uprising. Singer (2014) posited a two-step gatekeeping process, with audience members
engaging in “secondary gatekeeping” by sharing with their own social network content
produced by journalists. Journalists retain control of the first step of gatekeeping, but
newspaper websites offer readers opportunities to engage as secondary gatekeepers by
sharing stories by email or on social media (Singer, 2014). Thorson and Wells (2015)
described a “curated flows” model of information sharing that recognizes the role of
digital media in bridging mass and interpersonal communication. Digital technologies
allow journalists, strategic communicators, individuals, social networks, and algorithms
to curate information for audiences (Thorson & Wells, 2015). Specifically, individuals
and organizations can use Facebook, Twitter, and other digital platforms to communicate
directly with citizens or forward information they view as relevant or interesting to their
followers. Individuals are exposed to multiple “curated flows” of news as they consume
media content (Thorson & Wells, 2015).
New Institutional Theories, Journalism as an Institution,
and Institutional Characteristics of Silicon Valley
The new institutional theories are a useful framework for studying interactions
between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens at the organizational and institutional
levels, in part because of their focus on how institutions influence the practices of
organizations (Lowrey, 2011, 2012; March & Olsen, 1983). New institutionalism
emerged from political science and other social science disciplines in response to concern
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that political or societal conditions could not be fully explained as the rational outcome of
the aggregate of individual or organizational behavior (March & Olsen, 1983). Instead,
institutions are actors themselves that influence distribution of economic resources and
political power, which in turn influence institutions themselves (March & Olsen, 1983).
In this way, “institutions impose order on a potentially inchoate world” (March & Olsen,
1983, p. 743). This section first considers the various branches of new institutionalism
and the characteristics of institutional organizations. It then surveys research that
demonstrates how journalism is a political, economic, social, and cultural institution (e.g.,
Cook, 2005) and how journalism’s institutional nature has impeded news media’s ability
to innovate (Lowrey, 2011, 2012). It then considers new institutional theories in the
context of Bourdieu’s field theory (Benson & Neveu, 2005; Bourdieu, 2005), which
views institutionalization or “the extent to which rules and practices are
‘institutionalized’” (Benson & Neveu, 2005, p. 12) as a variable that influences social
behavior. Finally, this section addresses conflicting literature about whether Silicon
Valley, which has been offered as a prominent example of a regional industrial
agglomeration or business cluster (Delgado et al., 2014; Porter, 1998; Scott, 2004), has
characteristics of a field or institution—a discussion that might be helpful in determining
how to conceptualize the relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens.
The three (or four) new institutional theories. Social scientists have developed
three branches of new institutionalism: historical, rational choice, and sociological
institutionalism (Hall & Taylor, 1996). Historical institutionalism views path dependency
(or historical development) as an important factor that shapes the course of institutions
and society (Hall & Taylor, 1996). Although history can be stable at times, critical
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junctures or moments of change might put an institution on a new path (Hall & Taylor,
1996). From the perspective of rational choice institutionalism, individuals or
organizations seek to maximize benefits to themselves, but institutions impose rules and
structure to bring stability to that process (Hall & Taylor, 1996). This dissertation adopts
the perspective of sociological institutionalism, an offshoot of organizational theory that
attempts to explain why organizations are not necessarily structured for maximum
efficiency (Hall & Taylor, 1996). Instead, they seem to be structured for the transmission
of cultural practices. From this perspective, institutions are defined broadly as “not just
formal rules, procedures or norms, but the symbol systems, cognitive scripts, and moral
templates that provide the ‘frames of meaning’ guiding human action” (Hall & Taylor,
1996, p. 947). Individuals internalize institutional norms as they are socialized into an
institutional organization (Hall & Taylor, 1996). Thus, institutions influence or limit the
possibilities of individual identity as much as individual-level factors. Parsons (2007)
noted that new institutional theories do not necessarily rely on institutions as explanations
for all social or political concerns. In particular, sociological institutionalism relies
mostly on “ideational elements” related to culture and identity as explanations for social
behavior, with institutions as the setting for imposing cultural expectations on individuals
(Parsons, 2007).
Schmidt (2008) proposed a fourth new institutionalism, discursive
institutionalism, which emphasizes ideas and discourse. Discursive institutionalism views
institutions as both “given” as context and “contingent” in that they are the “results of
agents’ thoughts, words, and actions” (Schmidt, 2008, p. 314). Discursive
institutionalism is complementary to other institutional theories, particularly sociological
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institutionalism, in that they also view institutions as frames for discourse, setting the
range of acceptable ideas (Schmidt, 2008). With its emphasis on ideas and discourse,
discursive institutionalism arguably is highly relevant for communication research.
Legitimacy and characteristics of institutions and institutional organizations.
Institutional organizations are concerned with legitimacy, to the extent that managers will
prioritize it over operating efficiency (Lowrey, 2011; Meyer & Rowan, 1977). In
traditional organizational theory, organizations are rational structures. However, this does
not explain why organizations are not necessarily highly efficient in real life. By adopting
institutional practices, organizations maintain legitimacy with similar organizations or
society (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Institutional organizations become “loosely coupled”
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977, p. 341), with gaps between their formal structures and actual
work practices. Institutional organizations also are “isomorphic,” or structured in a way
that mirrors organizations with similar purposes (Lowrey, 2011). For example, hospitals
tend to be structured like other hospitals, and universities tend to be structured like other
universities (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Institutional isomorphism takes three forms:
normative isomorphism, based on knowledge transfers between professionals; mimetic
isomorphism, based on adopting practices of similar organizations perceived as
legitimate; and coercive isomorphism, based on government or corporate policies
(Lowrey, 2011). Similar structures among institutional organizations might be the result
of “technical and exchange interdependencies” (Meyer & Rowan, 1977, p. 345) or as a
reflection of “socially constructed reality” (p. 345). Ultimately, institutions might very
well be a rational way to organize society even if they are not a rational way to structure
organizations (Meyer & Rowan, 1977).
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Institutions can develop by accident, evolution, or intention (Cook, 2005). They
share three characteristics: As formal structures, they “enable as well as restrict” (Cook,
2005, p. 67) or set the rules for individual choices and social standards of behavior. They
“extend over space and endure over time” (Cook, 2005, p. 68). Finally, “institutions are
expected to preside over a societal and/or political sector” (Cook, 2005 p. 70). Journalism
meets each of these three tests (Cook, 2005). First, journalists’ work practices are guided
by institutional norms. While journalists perceive themselves as autonomous, they share
common routines (Cook, 2005; Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). News is mostly produced
collectively by organizations rather than by individuals (Cook, 2005; Shoemaker &
Reese, 2014). Journalists rely on information subsidies from official sources that are
mainly other institutions (Cook, 2005; Schudson, 2003; Shoemaker & Reese, 2014).
Second, institutional similarities between news organizations’ products and work
processes have endured over time, even as media technologies or audience preferences
have changed (Boczkowski, 2005; Boczkowski & Mitchelstein, 2013; Cook, 2005). For
example, print journalists have attempted to transfer print journalism practices to their
online work (Boczkowski, 2005; Singer, 2004a, 2004b). Third, the news provides a
practical way for political elites or different branches of government to communicate
with the public and each other (Cook, 2005; Gans, 1980). Because journalists control the
terms of this communication based on their evaluation of considerations they use to
decide what is news (Gans, 1980), they “preside over a societal sector” (Cook, 2005, p.
84).
Journalism as a political institution. Cook (2005) showed that journalism is a
political institution, even if journalists might resist that idea. Even though the press is
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commonly viewed as an entity separate from government, it has in fact been sponsored
and subsidized by government and politicians since colonial times (Cook, 2005). In the
19th century, Congress and the executive branch established a massive public affairs
infrastructure to assist journalists (Cook, 2005). In the 20th century, the government
regulated new communication technologies such as radio and television in ways that
protected media owners from competition. As for newspapers, Congress exempted large
publishers from antitrust laws with the Newspaper Preservation Act of 1970. None of
these subsidies “was mandated by the First Amendment” and “each emanated from
legislative choice” (Cook, 2005, p. 59).
Journalism as an economic institution. Journalism in the United States is a
political institution because of its interdependence with government and politicians
(Cook, 2005). However, by the same logic, it also can be shown that journalism is an
economic, cultural, and social institution, and Cook (2005) acknowledged that other
social scientists have made that argument. Journalism is dependent “on broad cultural,
social, political, and economic structures” (Lowrey & Gade, 2011, p. 12). News media
view audiences mainly as consumers rather than citizens, in part because advertisers
provide more revenue for news media than do citizens (Cook, 2005). Numerous other
scholars have noted news media’s economic role within society. Journalists cover
economic topics as news (Boczkowski & Mitchelstein, 2013). Like other privately owned
enterprises, commercial media are motivated by profits (Gans, 1980; Schudson, 2003;
Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). Media rely on ratings, circulation, or advertising revenue for
economic capital (Benson & Neveu, 2005). Although news organizations try to maintain
a separation between editorial and business operations, journalists are expected to seek a
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large audience, which has the effect of maximizing revenue (Gans, 1980).
Indeed, journalism in the United States typically has relied economically on the
support of subscription revenue from readers and advertising revenue from businesses, a
model that economists call a “two-sided market” (Cooper, 2011; Evans, 2003, 2008,
2011; Rysman, 2009) and mass communication scholars describe as the “dual-product
model” or the “dual-revenue model” (Mantrala, Sridhar, Thorson, & Naik, 2007; Napoli,
1997, 2001). Success on one side of a two-sided market influences success on the other.
For example, newspaper publishers try to attract a large or demographically desirable
audience by providing news content that has utility for readers. Publishers then sell the
attention of that audience to advertisers. Publishers are more successful selling
advertising if they are able to attract an audience that has value to advertisers. At the
same time, advertising itself has utility to readers in addition to news content because
advertising provides them with information about products or services that also might be
useful to them. A newspaper with a healthy volume of news content and advertising
would be more successful in the marketplace. The dynamics of a two-sided or multi-sided
market create skewed incentives (Evans, 2003, 2008, 2011; Rysman, 2009). Specifically,
it might be attractive for firms to offer a product or service at a price below cost on one
side of the market if there is potential for greater profit on the other side of the market.
Furthermore, network effects tend to be a factor in two-sided or multi-sided markets
(Rysman, 2009). A product or service with network effects becomes more useful the
more people use it. This has been the dynamic of the newspaper industry for many
decades. Newspapers do not sell subscriptions at a price that recovers the cost of
providing the newspaper to consumers. Instead, publishers sell newspapers below cost
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with the intent of attracting an audience that would be more valuable to advertisers.
Furthermore, dominant newspapers in local markets benefited from network effects
because readers and advertisers preferred the economically healthier newspaper. Rysman
(2009) has observed that network effects tend to lead to monopolistic conditions in
marketplaces. For example, newspaper publishers tended to hold monopolies in their own
local markets, at least until their businesses were disrupted by online competitors.
Thorson and her colleagues (Chen, Thorson, & Lacy, 2005; Kanuri, Thorson, &
Mantrala, 2014; Mantrala et al., 2007; Tang, Sridhar, Thorson, & Mantrala, 2011) have
examined some of the specific dynamics of the newspaper market and the connection
between newsroom investments and circulation and advertising revenue for publishers.
They demonstrated an association, at least for newspapers with circulation of as much as
85,000, between newsroom spending and four financial measures: circulation revenue per
copy, advertising revenue per copy, total revenue per copy, and gross profit per copy
(Chen et al., 2005). They also examined how publishers could determine whether they
were on the uphill side of the revenue slope, with newsroom investment potentially
leading to better financial performance; a nearly optimal area at the top of the slope; or
the downhill side, where newsroom investment would only lead to greater costs and not
more revenue, thus reducing profits. At the time, many publishers were reducing their
newsroom staffs, suggesting that publishers mistakenly believed they were on the
downhill side of the revenue slope. In actuality, most publishers were either on the uphill
side or in an optimal area of newsroom spending (Mantrala et al., 2007). Tang et al.
(2011) considered whether newsroom spending was associated with online advertising
revenue growth based on a longitudinal analysis of financial data from one mid-size
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newspaper. Newsroom investment was indeed associated with online advertising
revenue; thus, the newsroom “bricks” were drivers of the reader “clicks” essential to
attracting advertising and achieving financial success online. Finally, Kanuri et al. (2014)
found in a case study that a newspaper publisher that offered a package of expanded news
that was attractive to readers could increase subscription revenue while limiting
circulation declines in a way that would result in more revenue and profits.
Journalism as a cultural and social institution. Scholars also have argued that
journalism is a cultural or social institution. News media produce cultural capital in the
form of journalistic content (Benson & Neveu, 2005). Tuchman described news stories as
“the product of cultural resources” (Tuchman, 1978, p. 5), and Schudson (2003) also
described news as a cultural product. Journalists might value conveying facts to the
public, but they also view stories as subject to literary conventions of having a beginning,
middle, and end (Schudson, 2003). Finally, Tuchman described news as “first and
foremost a social institution” because it “imparts a public character to occurrences”
(Tuchman, 1978, p. 4).
Innovation, digital media economics, and journalism as an institution. The
emergence of the internet in the late 1990s as a commercialized platform for networked
digital communication disrupted journalism and the media industries, in part because it
changed the cost structure to the advantage of both large media conglomerates and
innovative new companies that developed platforms for user-generated or aggregated
content (Baker, 2002; Cooper, 2011; Napoli, 2001; Pavlik, 2013; Picard, 2014).
Specifically, digital distribution substantially lowered the cost of delivering copies of
media products to consumers. This actually encouraged larger content providers to spend
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more on what are called “first copy” costs of producing media content. In what Baker
(2002) described as the “Hollywood effect,” media conglomerates can afford higher firstcopy costs because digital distribution has made it easier to reach a large audience that
can cover those higher first-copy costs. At the same time, inexpensive digital media
technologies have made it feasible for “volunteer” producers to provide user-generated
content on new platforms. Disadvantaged by these economic and technological forces are
content producers in the middle such as journalists. Quality journalism comes at a
relatively high production cost, at least compared with user-generated content. However,
the audience for news is not necessarily large enough for publishers to compete in this
marketplace, at least based on legacy media business models. Furthermore, digital
competitors such as Google, Facebook, eBay, Monster.com, and Craigslist have become
much more efficient at delivering advertising and other services that have been important
sources of revenue for news media (Cooper, 2011; Pavlik, 2013).
Pavlik (2013) and other observers have suggested that news media must respond
to innovative competitors by themselves becoming innovators. Picard (2014) observed
some success by large newspaper publishers in attracting subscribers for their digital
editions and by smaller startups in providing niche, hyperlocal news. Thorson, Karaliova,
Kim, and Shoenberger (2015) suggested one model for growing the news audience based
on the media consumption habits of both older and younger consumers. Studying print
and mobile media use, Thorson and her co-authors found evidence that higher income
and education levels were associated with preferences for receiving news from
professional sources. However, older respondents tended to be loyal to print news media,
while younger respondents tended to prefer mobile media. For that reason, publishers
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might be more successful trying to grow their audience with new mobile products for
younger consumers rather than trying to convert their existing, older print readers to
mobile products. Ultimately, as Singer et al. (2011), Pavlik (2013), and other scholars
have suggested, a combination of new products and practices might be necessary for
publishers to compete in the digital media market. Pavlik (2013) argued that news
organizations and journalists do not need to lower their standards to adopt innovative
practices. However, they do need to be aware that audiences increasingly prefer to obtain
news from digital sources such as the web and social media (Pavlik, 2013; Picard, 2014;
Singer et al., 2011).
Journalism’s institutional nature explains why newspapers have struggled to
innovate (Lowrey, 2011). Newspapers are institutional organizations, in part because
other institutions in society need legitimacy from journalism (Lowrey, 2011).
Newspapers maintain legitimacy “by holding fast to long-held and widely accepted
competencies, and by seeking stability in relationships with other organizations in their
communities on which they depend for information, and which depend on them”
(Lowrey, 2011, p. 67). However, newspapers’ institutional legitimacy impedes their
ability to innovate because of publishers’ reliance on “pre-existing practices, rules and
understandings” (Lowrey, 2011, p. 67) that confer legitimacy. Specifically, Lowrey
(2011) analyzed the effect of newspapers’ “strong ties” within journalism and with other
institutions and “weak ties” with audiences on newspapers’ ability to innovate.
Newspapers that relied on “strong ties” and were concerned with legitimacy tended
toward incremental, ineffective, or fleeting innovation, whereas organizations that relied
on “weak ties” such as audience measurement were able to achieve more substantial,

26

radical innovation (Lowrey, 2011).
News institutions and Bourdieu’s field theory. Bourdieu’s field theory has been
suggested as a useful framework for extending media sociology scholarship (Benson &
Neveu, 2005), building on ethnographic studies such as those by Gans (1980) and
Tuchman (1978). Specifically, Bourdieu’s conceptualization of fields helps scholars view
journalism from a systemic rather than organizational perspective that emphasizes how
past struggles have constrained journalism’s future (Benson & Neveu, 2005). Bourdieu’s
view of fields is similar to but not interchangeable with Lewin’s (Shoemaker & Vos,
2009). Lewin approached fields as places where individuals make behavioral decisions,
while Bourdieu viewed fields at a societal or institutional level. For Lewin, a field only
exists in the present. For Bourdieu, fields are shaped by historical processes (Shoemaker
& Vos, 2009).
From Bourdieu’s perspective, fields are defined as “semiautonomous and
increasingly specialized spheres of action” in which “relations of power fundamentally
structure human action” (Benson & Neveu, 2005, pp. 2-3). Organizations and individuals
have varying levels of economic and cultural capital, which determines their standing, or
habitus, in a field (Benson & Neveu, 2005; Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). Bourdieu
measures capital in two dimensions: The horizontal axis measures the proportion of
cultural capital on the left to economic capital on the right. Economic capital is defined as
“money or assets that can be turned into money” (Benson & Neveu, 2005, p. 4), and
cultural capital is defined as “such things as educational credentials, technical expertise,
general knowledge, verbal abilities and artistic sensibilities” (Benson & Neveu, 2005, p.
4). The vertical axis measures the overall volume of capital, thus measuring social
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standing, or habitus (Benson & Neveu, 2005).
From this perspective, Bourdieu (2005) described the relationship between the
political, social science, and journalistic fields. Agents in these fields interact with each
other; for example, journalists interview politicians and social scientists, but social
scientists might also interview politicians and journalists (Bourdieu, 2005). Each of these
fields uses economic and cultural capital to compete for power within society (Benson &
Neveu, 2005). In journalism, circulation, ad revenue, or ratings are forms of economic
capital, while journalistic content is a source of cultural capital (Benson & Neveu, 2005).
Fields have varying levels of autonomy from other fields. Journalism “is a very weakly
autonomous field” (Bourdieu, 2005, p. 33) that is pressured by external forces such as
financing, advertising, or government subsidies (Bourdieu, 2005). Nonetheless,
journalism serves as a mediator for other fields as they compete for power within society
(Benson & Neveu, 2005). Journalism also has been described as a relatively stable field.
For example, political bloggers might criticize journalism, but they evaluate journalism
based on the professional norms expressed by journalists, thus reinforcing and
demonstrating the strength of the journalistic field (Vos, Craft, & Ashley, 2012).
Field theory has commonalities with organizational science, but emphasizes interorganizational aspects of institutions such as journalism (Benson & Neveu, 2005). It also
has commonalities with new institutionalism in that both perspectives emphasize
“competing and semiautonomous institutional orders” and path dependencies, or the
“constraining effects” of “the outcomes of past historical struggles” (Benson & Neveu,
2005, p. 11). Because fields influence other fields, they are always changing. For that
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reason, field theory “is and must remain a work in progress” (Benson & Neveu, 2005, p.
19).
What is Silicon Valley: institution, field, or agglomeration? Exploration of the
relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley or the technology industries, and citizens
requires definition of the term “Silicon Valley.” Although Silicon Valley has “almost
mythical status” in both academic literature and journalism (Perrin, 2002, p. 91),
published research offering a definition of Silicon Valley is relatively scarce. Some
scholars describe Silicon Valley from an economics or geography perspective as a region
in Northern California dominated economically by a cluster of technology firms (e.g.,
Audretsch, 1998; Dobusch & Schüßler, 2013; Porter, 1998; Scott, 2004), while others
describe it more as a cultural phenomenon involving interaction between
entrepreneurship and the development of innovative new technologies (e.g., Turner,
2009; Turner & Larson, 2015). Perrin (2002) goes so far as to argue that Silicon Valley is
a “discursive field” for a “poorly defined but discursively loaded region” (p. 92) with an
ideology valuing entrepreneurship, innovation, and “close, friendly ties between business
and local government” (p. 95). The San Jose Mercury News, the self-proclaimed
“newspaper of Silicon Valley,” acknowledged the amorphous nature of Silicon Valley as
“a place,” “a way of doing business,” and “a synonym for the technology industry” when
it expanded its own definition of Silicon Valley from the cluster of technology firms
headquartered in Santa Clara County, California, and nearby cities in southern San Mateo
and Alameda counties to also include technology companies in San Francisco, Oakland,
and their surrounding suburbs (O’Brien, 2012).
A study of exchanges or interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and
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citizens raises the question of whether Silicon Valley or the technology industries, like
journalism, can be properly conceptualized as an institution or field. Boczkowski (1999,
2004, 2005), Baym (2010), and other scholars have offered some insight on this question
by examining whether technology shapes society, society shapes technology, or
technology and society mutually shape each other. This discussion in particular addresses
whether Silicon Valley or the technology industries have two of the characteristics of
institutions identified by Cook: whether they enable or constrain cultural practices and
whether they preside over a societal sector. From the perspective of technological
determinism, technology strongly influences society. Two strains of technological
determinism exist: In a utopian view, technology is often offered as the solution to
existing societal problems. In a dystopian view, technology is often suggested as the
cause of new societal problems. From either perspective, technology enables or restricts
new cultural practices and governs a social realm. By contrast, the social shaping of
technology perspective views societal factors as determinants of technology. In this view,
societal factors influence the development of new technological products and
entrepreneurs in Silicon Valley or elsewhere merely discover or exploit the opportunity
this demand has created. From the social shaping of technology perspective, it would be
difficult to argue that Silicon Valley or the technology industries are an institution that
enables or restricts choices or that governs a social sector. Boczkowski (1999, 2004,
2005), Baym (2010), and other scholars have made compelling arguments from the
mutual shaping of technology and society perspective that technology shapes society, but
that society in turn shapes technology. For example, Boczkowski (2005) showed that
journalists for three early internet news efforts brought print newspaper practices to the
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production and distribution of news online, but they also were influenced in their work by
the potential of a new technology as a medium for news. It would follow from the mutual
shaping of technology and society perspective, as with technological determinism, that
Silicon Valley or the technology industries have at least two characteristics of institutions
in that they enable and restrict cultural choices and govern a social sector. As one
example of technology influencing choices and governing a social sector, Lessig (2004)
noted that manufacturers of technology products use software code to restrict the
consumption of media content, in some cases accomplishing with technology what they
are unable to achieve with copyright law.
The management literature offers some insight about how institutional factors
influence entrepreneurship. For example, Bruton, Ahlstrom, and Li (2010) surveyed
scholarly articles in top management and entrepreneurship journals to discover that
entrepreneurs or entrepreneurial ventures were concerned with legitimacy as necessary to
attract financial backing or other resources. Regulatory institutions are essential for
entrepreneurs so that they and those with whom they interact understand the ground rules
for those interactions. Although some of the resources that entrepreneurs need are
monetary, other resources are related to law, culture, and other institutional factors.
However, none of the articles examined by Bruton et al. (2010) addressed directly
whether entrepreneurship is an institution in its own right.
The evidence is more convincing that some kind of field exists related to
technology, entrepreneurship, and innovation. Specifically, numerous scholars have at
least hinted at the idea of a field encompassing Silicon Valley companies such as Google,
Facebook, Apple, and their competitors. Pavlik (2013) and Picard (2014), among other
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media scholars, have identified these companies as innovative competitors for the
attention or financial support of audiences and advertisers. As actors that have
commercialized and popularized the internet, they have helped make it possible for
citizens to participate along with journalists as consumers, producers, and distributors of
news and other media content. It is less clear whether Silicon Valley or the technology
industries might, as Cook (2005) put it, “extend over space and endure over time.”
Substantial innovation tends to take place under conditions of uncertainty (Lowrey,
2012). This constant change suggests it might be incorrect to conceptualize Silicon
Valley as an institution. By contrast, Benson and Neveu (2005) noted that fields can be
constantly changing. For that reason, it is probably accurate to conceptualize Silicon
Valley and its entrepreneurial technology industries as a field, although it is worth
exploring that question by examining how technology executives, managers, and
entrepreneurs conceptualize or discursively construct Silicon Valley.
Whether Silicon Valley can be described as a field or institution, geographers and
economists have conceptualized it as a principal example of a “regional industrial
agglomeration,” or business cluster in which related firms locate near each other to take
advantage of network effects and economies of scale (Delgado et al., 2014; Porter, 1998;
Scott, 2004). Within a regional industrial agglomeration, employees can take economic
risks such as joining entrepreneurial startups because they are close to other potential
employers in their industry, while employers benefit from the presence of a highly skilled
labor force. Constant interaction between individuals and firms within such a region
“helps to promote processes of creativity and innovation” (Scott, 2004, p. 195). In Silicon
Valley, technology workers cope with frequent industry disruptions by “maintaining rich
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social networks” that help them maintain their employability (Turner, 2009). The
technology industries also are supported by a network of related institutions and
enterprises in Silicon Valley such as Stanford University and venture capital investment
firms (Audretsch, 1998; Dobusch & Schüßler, 2013). Particularly strong regional
business clusters tend to be associated with innovation and the emergence of new related
industries (Delgado et al., 2014). Silicon Valley is not the only such regional industrial
agglomeration. A similar business cluster in the media industries exists in Southern
California in the agglomeration of Hollywood studios and independent film and
television producers (Scott, 2004; Storper & Christopherson, 1987). As a concept,
“agglomeration” can refer to networks of support organizations and related industries that
influence both location and investment decisions. For example, the broadcasting industry
developed based in part on interconnections with advertising agencies, radio
manufacturers, and industry organizations such as the National Association of
Broadcasters (Vos & Ashley, 2014). Institutions might form “agglomerative
relationships” with other institutions (Vos, 2013). In other words, institutions might
become involved in “symbiotic relationships” that “limit the agency of all the players
involved” (Vos, 2013, p. 42). As examples, Vos (2013) noted historical relationships with
the public relations and advertising industries that had some level of control over
journalism as an institution. In the same way, journalism, particularly in its interactions
with citizens, arguably has become so dependent on new digital technology platforms
that it has such an agglomerative relationship with Silicon Valley. This interaction
between journalism and Silicon Valley raises the question of how dependent journalism
is on Silicon Valley and to what extent Silicon Valley might be dependent on journalism.
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Disruption as a core value of entrepreneurship and Silicon Valley. Because
technological innovation is associated with change, it could be worthwhile to consider
whether disruption itself could be a core institutional value. Indeed, scholars have found
evidence of shared cultural characteristics in Silicon Valley combining elements of West
Coast counterculture, a “hacker” way of thinking, and a belief that socially conscious
values are not inconsistent with vast personal wealth creation (Sadowski & Selinger,
2014; Turner, 2009). Silicon Valley’s business culture is a unique blend of idealism and
entrepreneurialism that celebrates “teamwork, flow, peer production, meritocracy and
reputation building” (Turner, 2009, p. 88). Technology workers perceive no conflict in
volunteering their personal time for open source software projects while pursuing “hightech forms of wealth creation” (Turner, 2009, p. 91) in their day jobs. Although Silicon
Valley has a bohemian culture (Turner, 2009), it also is a “technocracy” that privileges
scientific and engineering solutions to societal problems (Sadowski & Selinger, 2014).
Indeed, this philosophy views business, not government as the appropriate center for
technocratic power (Sadowski & Selinger, 2014). As early as the 1980s, Silicon Valley
entrepreneurs viewed the emerging personal computer industry and a related “hacking”
culture as forces for good (Turner & Larson, 2015). This ideology emerged from a Cold
War-era research culture, in which universities provided funding and legitimacy for
scientific innovations which ultimately became commercial products such as computer
chips (Turner & Larson, 2015). After the Cold War, entrepreneurs established legitimacy
by embracing this hacker culture which promoted values such as a skepticism toward
authority, a belief that computers improved lives, and the idea that “information wants to
be free” (Turner & Larson, 2015, p. 68). Ultimately, it could be argued that disruption
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and wealth creation are enduring values of entrepreneurial technology innovators, and
those values have extended over time and space. Furthermore, entrepreneurs might view
their disruptions as supposedly objective, in that they do not discriminate between
individual actors, but also as supposedly positive forces for society that improve life for
everyone.
As for entrepreneurship, it can be defined as concerned with the exploitation and
discovery of profitable opportunities (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). In this view,
innovation can be the product of new entrepreneurial startups, but it also can occur within
larger, established organizations. Firms can pursue either sustaining or disruptive
innovation (Christensen & Raynor, 2003). From this perspective, large, established
companies try to protect their market positions by offering better products to their current
customers, which Christensen described as sustaining innovation. For example, a
newspaper publisher might offer a bundled print and mobile subscription to its current
subscribers at a slightly higher price. However, smaller startups might not be able to offer
a better product to draw away existing customers, but they can provide a new product that
is less expensive, but good enough to attract new customers. For example, a news startup
might develop an affordable mobile app that aggregates news content. Over time, the
startup improves the new product to the extent that it starts to win over customers who
had been willing to pay for the established company’s product. Christensen offered the
example of the personal computer as a disruptive innovation that displaced the minicomputer, which itself was a disruptive innovation that displaced large mainframe
computers. Christensen suggested that established companies are capable of competing
against this type of disruptive innovation. However, they must be willing to disrupt their
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own established products. An example of this strategy is the model suggested by Thorson
et al. (2015) of a news publisher creating mobile products that would attract new
customers rather than offer an improved service for existing customers.
Taken together, literature about the culture of Silicon Valley’s technology firms
and the conceptualization of entrepreneurship as the discovery of economic opportunities
suggest that technological disruption and innovation associated with wealth creation
might be enduring values for Silicon Valley. Given evidence that Silicon Valley and the
technology industries enable and restrict cultural choices and preside over a social sector,
it is worth considering as a question for further research the possibility that Silicon Valley
meets Cook’s (2005) definition of an institution.
Journalism, Digital Media Platforms, Interactivity, and Reciprocity
This section considers two concepts, interactivity and reciprocity, that are relevant
to journalists’ interactions with citizens through digital media platforms. It first explores
interactivity as a characteristic of media content, particularly digital media content
(Baym, 2010; Gane & Beer, 2008), that has implications for gatekeeping theory. This
section then examines the concept of reciprocity (Molm, 2010) in the context of potential
direct and indirect exchanges between journalism and citizens (Lewis et al., 2014)
through digital media platforms owned by Silicon Valley companies such as Twitter and
the potential benefits and risks for journalism in engaging in those exchanges.
Reciprocity is potentially related to legitimacy, a central concept of new institutional
theories (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Lowrey, 2011, 2012, 2015; Meyer & Rowan, 1977), in
that legitimacy reduces risk by setting the terms for exchanges between organizations or
individuals. Finally, the section concludes with a proposed risks and benefits model of
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the relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens that provides a
framework for potential research questions based on gatekeeping theory, new
institutional theories, and the concepts of interactivity and reciprocity.
Technical and social interactivity, participatory journalism, and social
media. Interactivity is a concept that is especially relevant to understanding the
relationship between journalism, technology, and citizens. Interactivity is both a
characteristic of the internet (Baym, 2010; Deuze, 2003; Doherty, 2014; Gane & Beer,
2008) and a means for encouraging audience participation in news production (Borger et
al., 2013; Jahng & Littau, 2016; Ksiazek, Peer, & Lessard, 2016; Marchionni, 2013;
Weber, 2014). Although interactivity is an important concept for understanding digital
media, scholarly discussion about interactivity has not always been clear (Gane & Beer,
2008). All forms of media are interactive to some extent. Compared with other types of
media, digital media might feel “highly interactive,” even though they actually might
offer “a limited number of preprogrammed options that in turn structure our usage”
(Gane & Beer, 2008, p. 92). Applied to online journalism, interactivity may be conceived
as providing expanded “options for the public to respond, interact or even customize
certain stories” (Deuze, 2003, p. 206). In this way, interactivity can distinguish online
journalism from print or broadcast journalism, allowing for “active instead of passive
media consumers” (Deuze, 2003, p. 213). Interactivity does not refer only to
technological characteristics of media content. Gane and Beer (2008) offered four
potential conceptualizations of interactivity: the technical capacity to interact with media
content, human considerations such as design or ease of use, any form of communication
mediated by digital technologies, and a “political concept” related to “governmentality
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and citizenship’ (Gane & Beer, 2008, p. 97) that puts interactivity into a social or public
realm. Baym (2010) identified three relevant forms of interactivity: social, technical, and
textual. Social interactivity can be defined as “the ability of a medium to enable social
interaction between groups or individuals” (Baym, 2010, p. 7). As such, social
interactivity refers to uses of digital technology for human-to-human interaction such as
that described by Lewis et al. (2014) and other proponents of participatory journalism.
Technical interactivity can be defined as “a medium’s capability of letting human users
manipulate the machine via its interface” (Baym, 2010, p. 7). Thus, technical interactivity
refers to human-to-computer interaction, including some relevant to news media, such as
the use of hyperlinks or multimedia news content. Textual interactivity, defined as “the
creative and interpretive interaction between users (readers, viewers, listeners) and texts”
(Baym, 2010, p. 7) refers to how audience members relate to or form meanings within
texts themselves. Textual interactivity might be a complex phenomenon that is outside
the scope of this dissertation. As for technical interactivity, digital media technologies
have allowed for efficient new practices such as convergence or multimedia journalism,
which combines the production of traditional print-style, video, and interactive
multimedia content in the same newsroom (Singer, 2004a, 2004b). As for social
interactivity, digital media including social networking platforms such as Facebook and
Twitter have allowed for new forms of exchanges between journalists and news sources
and other citizens (Singer, 2015; Singer et al., 2011). This takes form in citizens’ ability
to contribute news content to journalistic platforms in the form of citizen journalism or to
interact directly with journalists in the creation of news content, which has been
described as “participatory journalism” (Singer et al., 2011). While journalists welcome
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citizen participation in soft news topics such as popular culture, travel, or health, they are
reluctant to allow citizen contributions in harder topics such as political news, often citing
gatekeeping rationales such as maintaining “traditional journalistic routines and values”
(Singer, 2015, p. 88). In effect, news media might be opening the gates with one hand to
allow citizen-generated content to flow into the audience channel (Shoemaker & Vos,
2009), but closing them with another. Although journalists might wish to retain
gatekeeping control over their interactions with citizens, audience members themselves
expect journalists to acknowledge and value their contributions, particularly when news
organizations invite citizen participation (Borger, van Hoof, & Sanders, 2016).
Twitter is one such social networking service that has emerged as an interactive
platform for disseminating news and as a topic of study for journalism scholars (Hermida,
2013). About half of Twitter users view the platform as a news source, and they are less
likely than other social media users to turn to legacy media sources for news (Holcomb,
Gottfried, & Mitchell, 2013). Twitter has interactive characteristics that make it useful for
both journalists and citizens. Twitter provides a real-time, ongoing feed of posts that
allow users to follow current events (Bruns & Burgess, 2012) that also could be described
as “always-on” or “ambient journalism” (Hermida et al., 2014). Two notable
characteristics of Twitter are the ability to follow both other users and hashtags, which
serve as impromptu references to topics of discussion on Twitter. The follow function
results in a “long-term and relatively stable” (Bruns & Burgess, 2012, p. 803) network,
while the hashtag results in a network that is “relatively short-term and emergent” (Bruns
& Burgess, 2012, p. 803). Hashtags such as #Egypt allow users to coalesce around
specific topics or news events (Meraz & Papacharissi, 2013). Twitter users can forward
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other posts in the form of retweets or RT’s to their own followers (Hermida et al., 2014;
Lasorsa et al., 2012). Retweets serve a gatekeeping function in that they reflect what
information a Twitter user has decided to share with an audience (Hermida et al., 2014;
Lasorsa et al., 2012) They also can refer to other Twitter users in tweets in the form of
@mentions by typing the Twitter username preceded by the “@” symbol (Hermida et al.,
2014). These @mention references serve what Hermida et al. (2014) described as an
“engaging” function, but arguably because it involves interaction between users could be
viewed as a form social interactivity. Together, hashtags, @mentions, and retweets
facilitate a form of “networked gatekeeping” that allows information to be shared from
both elite and non-elite sources (Meraz & Papacharissi, 2013), which arguably is a form
of social interactivity. Twitter users can “like” tweets, a function that in November 2015
replaced the “favorite” function (LaForge, 2015). As for technically interactive
characteristics of Twitter, although the text of tweets is limited to 140 characters, users
can extend their information capacity by attaching multimedia elements (Bruns &
Burgess, 2012) such as photographs or video clips. Twitter users also can use hyperlinks
to refer to other content on the internet (Bruns & Burgess, 2012). However, journalists on
Twitter tend to use hyperlinks for the gatekeeping function of promoting their own work
or directing followers to content on their news organizations’ own websites rather than
linking to other news media or to official or citizen sources (Armstrong & Gao, 2010;
Artwick, 2013; Lasorsa et al., 2012; Russell, 2015; Russell, Hendricks, Choi, & Stephens,
2015). A relatively under-researched interactive function of Twitter and other digital
media is emoji, or “digital pictograms that can appear in text messages, emails, and on
social media platforms” (Stark & Crawford, 2015, p. 1). Emoji such as the “smiley face”
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not only extend the information-carrying capacity of tweets, they also allow users to
express emotions in their posts (Stark & Crawford, 2015).
Silicon Valley, reciprocity, and disruption of journalism and gatekeeping.
Silicon Valley is more than an agglomeration of technology companies and entrepreneurs
in Northern California. The digital platforms created by Silicon Valley startups have
become a continuous presence in our lives. Emily Bell, the former director of digital
content for the British newspaper The Guardian and current director of the Tow Center
for Digital Journalism at Columbia University, offered this observation about how these
social and digital media platforms have changed the relationship between journalism,
Silicon Valley, and citizens:
We have reached a point of transition where news spaces are no longer owned by
newsmakers. The press is no longer in charge of the free press and has lost
control of the main conduits through which stories reach audiences. The public
sphere is now operated by a small number of private companies, based in Silicon
Valley. (Bell, 2014)
Journalists might believe they are in a different business than technology
companies, but managers of Silicon Valley firms believe they listened to audiences and
advertisers and gave them what they wanted, while legacy media companies did not
(Bell, 2014). Silicon Valley companies such as Facebook, Google, and Twitter explain
that they are offering neutral platforms to consumers based on observable preferences,
but in truth the algorithms they use to decide what content to display are as much
gatekeepers as human editors (Bell, 2014). For example, the difference in these
algorithms was apparent in summer 2014, when protests in Ferguson, Missouri, received
attention on Twitter while the ice bucket challenge was the trending topic on Facebook
(Bell, 2014). Indeed, Sadowski and Selinger (2014) described algorithms as “social
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constructs, embedded with their creators’ biases, values, and politics” (p. 164) that
creators nonetheless view as objective.
Lewis and Westlund (2015) offered a useful framework for considering the
technological disruption of journalism. In their view, journalism’s challenges would best
be understood by considering four A’s—actors, actants, audiences, and activities. In
particular, the relevant actors are not just journalists, but individuals within the business,
advertising, and technology departments of news media. Actants are “technological
actors” such as content management systems and platforms such as Facebook and Twitter
that journalists use to do their work. Audiences refer to journalists’ relationships with
citizens, and activities are the everyday routines of journalists, other media workers, and
citizen news producers. All four A’s should be considered in a study of entrepreneurship,
innovation, and other economic and technological forces that influence journalism and
how journalists have reacted to these economic and technological forces. Digital media
platforms such as Google and Facebook might be considered “actors” as organizations or
corporations, but as platforms for digital content they could be considered “actants.”
Interactions within news organizations, specifically between owners, managers,
and individual journalists, also could be relevant to understanding the technological
disruption of journalism. Agency theory, which concerns complex interactions between
principals and agents (Eisenhardt, 1989; Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Napoli, 1997), is
helpful in explaining the relationship between news media owners, managers, and
individual journalists. Applied to businesses, an example of a principal-agent relationship
is that between an owner and a manager. Jensen and Meckling (1976) suggested that
firms exist primarily as a “legal fiction” to govern these relationships. For example,
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stockholders are the owners of a firm, but it would not be feasible for these principals to
manage the firm’s activities themselves. For that reason, the owners hire or contract with
executives and managers as agents to operate the firm. Scholars have identified two
relevant problems in the principal-agent relationship. Principals and agents might not
share common interests or goals. For that reason, monitoring and bonding costs exist for
principals to govern whether the agents are acting in the principals’ interests and for
agents to demonstrate that they are fulfilling the terms of the contract. The second
problem is that principals and agents might have different tolerances for risk. An
entrepreneur or owner might be in a position to take great risks for potential gain, but
they might not be able to find managers who are willing to take on the same level of risk.
Another example of a principal-agent relationship is that between managers and their
employees, thus firm managers can be both principals and agents. Managers must
monitor the work of their employees in the same way that owners monitor the work of
firm managers. Napoli (1997) explained how agency theory is relevant to journalism.
Specifically, the institutional values of journalism complicate the principal-agent
relationships between media owners and managers, and between managers and individual
journalists. One such value is journalistic autonomy. Journalists consider themselves
professionals who direct their own work according to commonly held values that exist
across news organizations (Gans, 1980). It would be contrary to these institutional values
for owners to interfere with news content decisions and for managers to directly control
the work of individual journalists. Media owners circumvent this problem by hiring likeminded managers (Napoli, 1997). Furthermore, journalism’s institutional values might
actually support the interests of media owners and managers. Specifically, Napoli (1997)
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referred to the considerations of accessibility and suitability (Gans, 1980) that journalists
use to determine what is newsworthy. Journalists believe they are adhering to journalistic
standards in deciding what is in the best interests of their audiences. However,
accessibility is directly related to the cost of gathering news, and information that is more
accessible is less expensive to collect (Napoli, 1997). Suitability is directly related to
whether it would be interesting for the audience, thus news that is more suitable will draw
a larger audience (Napoli, 1997). In this way, the institutional news values of
accessibility and suitability are consistent with a media owner’s interests in controlling
expenses while growing an audience, which together increase the owner’s revenues and
profits. As agents, journalists and managers are adhering to institutional norms, but their
work is benefiting the principals, the managers and owners of media firms.
Considering “audiences” and “activities” under the four A’s model (Lewis &
Westlund, 2015), digital technologies make it feasible for journalists to produce the news
and to engage in exchanges with citizens or audiences in new ways (Bruns & Burgess,
2012; Hermida, 2013; Hermida et al., 2014; Lasorsa et al., 2012; Lewis et al., 2014;
Singer et al., 2011). It is now economically and technologically feasible for journalists
and citizens to be partners in creating news content. If new, participatory forms of
journalism can help publishers and journalists create valuable exchanges with citizens,
this would strengthen the relationship between journalists and citizens on the audience
side of the dual-product model. Indeed, such exchanges could strengthen legitimacy for
journalists in their relationships with citizens (Lowrey & Gade, 2011). However, as
research about journalism’s institutional values and agency theory (e.g., Gans, 1980;
Napoli, 1997; Singer et al., 2011) indicates, journalists will not act simply as agents for
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the economic interests of media owners; what they do must have journalistic value.
Singer et al. (2011) described the economic value of user-generated or citizen-generated
content as a relatively inexpensive source of readership and brand loyalty. However,
journalists are skeptical about the newsworthiness of citizen content. Journalists also have
found that it actually requires significant time and effort to encourage citizens to
contribute content such as photographs or videos of breaking news events. By contrast,
many readers are willing to express their opinions in the form of comments on news
articles. However, journalists in some cases have been overwhelmed by the volume of
comments and disappointed by the level of discourse in commenters’ posts (Singer et al.,
2011). For both citizen-generated news content and monitoring and moderating
comments, scholars and journalists have found it useful to look beyond the concept of
citizen journalism, which implies that citizens are volunteers who contribute news and,
more often, perspectives about the news, in favor of the concept of participatory
journalism, which involves a more active partnership between journalists and citizens.
Scholars have found some evidence that journalists are adopting social media
platforms such as Twitter for a more participatory relationship with audiences. Journalists
are becoming active users of Twitter as a means of promoting news content and
interacting with other journalists, information sources, and citizens (e.g., Hermida, 2013;
Hermida et al., 2014; Lasorsa et al., 2012). However, they seem reluctant to use social
media in a way that would share their traditional gatekeeping authority with citizens.
Lewis et al. (2014) have suggested that news media could strengthen their relationship
with audiences by re-conceptualizing citizen or participatory journalism as “reciprocal
journalism.” In this view, journalists could use social media and other digital
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technologies as an efficient way to seek direct, indirect, and sustained exchanges that
equally benefit journalists and citizens. Direct exchanges could include replying to
followers on Twitter or other social media sites or in news article comments. Indirect
exchanges could involve providing meaningful content that audiences would want to
share with their own social networks, thus increasing their own social capital. In either
case, news media would need to incorporate this kind of interaction with citizens into
journalists’ everyday work routines rather than only for specific or unusual news events.
Indeed, Jahng and Littau (2016) found evidence in an experimental study that readers
consider journalists who interact frequently with Twitter followers as more credible than
journalists who do not. Furthermore, Holton, Coddington, Lewis, and de Zúñiga (2015)
found evidence that citizens who value personal reciprocity are at least slightly more
likely to consume news, and that citizens who engage in reciprocal behavior by
interacting with other users on social media are somewhat more likely both to consume
news and to create news-related content.
Molm (2010) conceptualized reciprocity in terms of benefits given by actors in
exchange for benefits received. In a direct reciprocal relationship, “actor A” might
contribute benefits to “actor B,” who in return might contribute benefits to “actor A.” In
direct relationships, “actor A” might act unilaterally without knowing for certain whether
“actor B” will contribute benefits in return, or the exchange could be bilateral, with the
expectations of the exchange negotiated in advance. An indirect reciprocal relationship is
more complex. “Actor A” might contribute benefits to “actor B” only with the
expectation that “actor B” might contribute benefits to a third party, “actor C,” who in
turn might contribute benefits to “actor A.” Ultimately, each actor is forced to consider
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the risk involved in any indirect exchange against uncertain potential benefits.
It is quite possible that legitimacy might be an issue in indirect, networked
exchanges (or activities) between journalists (as actors) and citizens (or audiences)
through digital media platforms (or actants) created by entrepreneurs and innovators (also
actors) in Silicon Valley. News media now must use these platforms (Bell, 2014; Pavlik,
2013) to reach citizens, but for news media the terms of exchanges between journalistic
actors and algorithmic actants might not be entirely clear.
Proposed model of relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley, and
citizens. This framework based on gatekeeping and new institutional theories and
concepts of interactivity and reciprocity could be applied to exchanges between
journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens (see Figure 2.1) in a proposed risks and benefits
model: In a legacy media environment, journalism had a direct reciprocal relationship
with citizens. Journalists contributed news content through legacy platforms directly to
citizens, who paid back news media with their attention. Because of the dual-product
model, audience attention could be converted into advertising revenue, which could be
used to support journalism. In a digital media environment, journalism has an indirect
reciprocal relationship with citizens. Journalists or news organizations contribute content
to digital and social media platforms that mostly are owned by Silicon Valley technology
firms, in effect creating a new channel to citizens in which news media and platforms are
both gatekeepers. Because digital technologies allow all of us to be gatekeepers, citizens
also can contribute their own content to these platforms. Owners might view these
platforms as neutral. However, in the choices that their platforms allow and enable,
Silicon Valley companies act themselves as gatekeepers. Journalists and news

47

organizations might be traditional gatekeepers, and audiences might be secondary
gatekeepers, but digital or social media platforms are algorithmic gatekeepers in that they
use computer code to enable and constrain potential gatekeeping decisions by their users.
Citizens contribute their attention to content through these platforms, and that attention is
converted into advertising revenue for the platform owners. It is not clear how that
attention results in support for journalism, except to the extent that digital media
platforms share revenue or redirect audience attention to news media. Therefore, risk
exists for journalism in contributing news content through digital and social media
platforms. However, if citizens prefer to get their news from Silicon Valley-based digital
or social media platforms, risk also exists for journalism in distributing news only
through legacy media platforms or digital platforms owned by legacy media companies.
News media might try to establish their own digital media platforms, but technology
actors and actants have an advantage in this process because they are singularly focused
on being platforms rather than being both platforms and contributors of content.
Journalists engage in indirect reciprocity when they contribute content to digital or social
media platforms, but they are taking the risk that these exchanges might not benefit them
at all.
This proposed model raises important questions about the institutional-level
relationship between journalism and Silicon Valley, as well as their relationships with
citizens: What role exists for Silicon Valley in supporting journalism, and what role does
Silicon Valley have in providing journalism to citizens?
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Figure 2.1. Risks and Benefits Model of Exchanges Between Journalism, Silicon Valley,
and Citizens
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Research Questions
Interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens are complex and
could be examined at multiple levels of analysis. Many aspects of this relationship could
be worthwhile topics of study, but in this dissertation I explore direct and indirect
exchanges between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens in these ways: First, I focus
on how journalism interacts on the institutional and organizational levels with one Silicon
Valley social media platform, Twitter. The intent of this study is to extend existing
literature about how journalists and news organizations use social media such as Twitter.
Next, I explore how journalists and their news sources discursively construct the
relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens, which potentially is evident
in trade press and newspaper coverage of news media and Silicon Valley companies such
as Apple, Google, Facebook, and Twitter. This discursive approach is suitable based on
Schmidt’s conceptualization of institutions as at least in part the socially constructed
“results of agents’ thoughts, words, and actions” (Schmidt, 2008, p. 314). Finally, I
explore this relationship at the five levels of the hierarchical influences model
(Shoemaker & Reese, 2014) from the perspective of news executives and managers,
executives, investors, and other individuals with experience in Silicon Valley or the
technology industries. This approach was chosen in part based on its potential to fill gaps
in existing journalism and technology scholarship.
Numerous studies have considered how journalists interact with audiences on
Twitter. For example, scholars have found that posting on Twitter has become a
normalized part of journalists’ work routines (Lasorsa et al., 2012). Much of the research
about journalism and Twitter has concerned use of the platform by individual journalists
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(e.g., Artwick, 2013; Hermida et al., 2014; Lasorsa et al., 2012; Russell, 2015; Russell et
al., 2015). Research about Twitter use at the organizational level has been relatively
scarce, with one study of nine news organizations finding they used Twitter for the
gatekeeping function of promoting online content (Armstrong & Gao, 2010). As such, it
could be a unique contribution to study Twitter use at the organizational level by
analyzing a representative sample of Twitter posts from a larger group of news websites
that are popular in the United States. As a group, these websites also arguably represent
mass-market journalism at the institutional level. News organizations’ Twitter use is
potentially related to the concepts of reciprocal journalism (Lewis et al., 2014), social and
technical interactivity (Baym, 2010), and journalists’ maintenance of traditional
gatekeeping roles (Lewis, 2012), suggesting this set of research questions:
RQ1. How do different types of news websites that are popular in the United States use
Twitter to interact with citizens? Specifically:
RQ1a. To what extent do they include hyperlinks in tweets to articles on their
own websites (a potential indicator of technical interactivity and traditional
gatekeeping) or to other content online (a potential indicator of technical and
social interactivity)?
RQ1b. To what extent do they include retweets, @mentions, or hashtags in
tweets (potential indicators of social interactivity)?
RQ1c. To what extent do they include multimedia elements (potential indicators
of technical interactivity)?
RQ1d. To what extent do they include emoji (a potential indicator of social
interactivity)?
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As a platform, Twitter allows citizens to participate in the gatekeeping process
(Meraz & Papacharissi, 2013; Xu & Fen, 2014). In particular, followers can retweet
journalists’ posts or endorse posts by favoriting/liking them. Singer (2014) posited the
existence of a two-step process in which audiences engage in secondary gatekeeping after
journalists’ primary gatekeeping. This concept could be extended by investigating
whether any characteristics of news organizations’ tweets are associated with secondary
gatekeeping on Twitter. From a reciprocal journalism perspective (Lewis et al., 2014), it
also would be worthwhile to understand what characteristics of tweets are valuable
enough to citizens that they would choose to retweet or favorite/like news organizations’
Twitter posts. Thus, this research question is proposed:
RQ2. What socially and technically interactive characteristics of tweets are predictors of
secondary gatekeeping on Twitter as measured by numbers of users who retweeted or
favorited/liked a post?
Lewis et al. (2014) suggested that journalists should use technological tools such
as social media to engage in direct, indirect, and sustained reciprocal exchanges with
citizens. Molm (2010) noted that when individuals or organizations engage in exchanges,
they do so with the risk of non-reciprocity, which becomes more complex with indirect
exchanges within networks. Applying this idea to journalism, news organizations can be
risk-averse because of a perceived need to protect their institutional legitimacy (Lowrey,
2011, 2012). For that reason, it could be worthwhile to examine the relationship between
journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens in terms of potential benefits and risks for each
group. Although journalists often claim to value objectivity as an occupational norm,
numerous mass communication scholars have contended that mainstream journalists have
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a world view or ideology that is reflected in the journalistic content they produce (e.g.,
Deuze, 2005; Gans, 1980; Schudson, 2001, 2003; Tuchman, 1978). At the very least,
news content reflects judgments of what journalists believe is important based on
journalistic values (Gans, 1980). For that reason, it would be reasonable to expect that
news content itself might be a source of insight about how journalists discursively
construct the relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens. Therefore,
these research questions are proposed:
RQ3. How do journalists and news sources discursively construct in trade press and
newspaper coverage the potential benefits and risks of direct or indirect exchanges
between journalism actors and actants, Silicon Valley actors and actants, and citizens?
Specifically:
RQ3a. What potential benefits do they perceive for journalism?
RQ3b. What potential risks do they perceive for journalism?
RQ3c. What potential benefits do they perceive for Silicon Valley?
RQ3d. What potential risks do they perceive for Silicon Valley?
RQ3e. What potential benefits do they perceive for citizens?
RQ3f. What potential risks do they perceive for citizens?
RQ4. What else might trade press and newspaper coverage indicate about direct and
indirect exchanges between journalism actors and actants, Silicon Valley actors and
actants, and citizens?
Numerous mass communication scholars have studied journalists’ perceptions
and attitudes toward technology and innovation (e.g., Boczkowski, 2004, 2005; Deuze,
2008; Lasorsa et al., 2012; Lewis, 2012; Lewis et al., 2014; Lowrey, 2011, 2012; Lowrey
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& Gade, 2011; Singer, 2004a, 2004b, 2008, 2011, 2014, 2015; Singer et al., 2011) and
their relationship with citizens (e.g., Cook, 2005; Ferrucci et al., 2015; Gans, 1980;
Schudson, 2003; Tuchman, 1978). However, the nature of exchanges between journalists,
technology, and citizens as viewed by developers of innovative technologies has been
relatively unexplored. Addressing the relatively unanswered question of how journalism
and Silicon Valley actors conceptualize “Silicon Valley” might offer insight about the
relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens. For that reason, this
research question is proposed:
RQ5. How or to what extent do journalism and Silicon Valley actors discursively
construct “Silicon Valley”?
The relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens could be
examined from the perspective of potential benefits or risks from participating in
exchanges through social networking platforms that are owned and developed by Silicon
Valley companies. For that reason, this set of research questions is proposed:
RQ6. How do journalism and Silicon Valley actors discursively construct the potential
benefits and risks of direct or indirect exchanges between Silicon Valley actors and
actants, journalism actors and actants, and citizens? Specifically, in their view:
RQ6a. What benefits exist for journalism, journalists, or news media?
RQ6b. What risks exist for journalism, journalists, or news media?
RQ6c. What benefits exist for Silicon Valley and the technology industries?
RQ6d. What risks exist for Silicon Valley and the technology industries?
RQ6e. What benefits exist for citizens?
RQ6f. What risks exist for citizens?
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Finally, as a potential force that influences media content decisions, the
relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens could be examined from the
perspective of the hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014), suggesting
this set of research questions:
RQ7. How do journalism and Silicon Valley actors discursively construct the
relationship between journalism and the technology industries? Specifically, in their
view:
RQ7a. How is that relationship discursively constructed at the individual level?
RQ7b. How is that relationship discursively constructed at the communication
routines level?
RQ7c. How is that relationship discursively constructed at the organizational
level?
RQ7d. How is that relationship discursively constructed at the institutional
level?
RQ7e. How is that relationship discursively constructed at the societal level?
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III. METHOD

The research questions were explored in four studies: a quantitative content
analysis of the main Twitter accounts of news websites that are popular in the United
States; textual analyses of trade press and newspaper coverage related to interactions
between news media and Silicon Valley actors, particularly Apple, Google, Facebook,
and Twitter; and a textual analysis of interviews in an oral history conducted by former
news executives with Silicon Valley executives, managers, investors, or technologists
who have interacted with journalism in some way related to the distribution of news
content to citizens.
Quantitative Content Analysis
The first two sets of research questions concern how news media use one Silicon
Valley social media platform, Twitter, and what characteristics of their Twitter use might
be predictors of secondary gatekeeping by followers. A quantitative content analysis was
conducted to address these questions. This section details how quantitative content
analysis was used to explore potential indicators of technical interactivity, such as
multimedia elements attached to Twitter posts; social interactivity, including functions
such as @mentions; primary gatekeeping by journalists, including retweets and
hyperlinks to content on news organizations’ websites; and secondary gatekeeping, in the
form of retweets or favorites/likes by users.
Sample of tweets. More than 80,000 tweets were compiled using TwimeMachine
to collect tweets over a one-month period (October 22 to November 21, 2015) from the
main Twitter accounts of 26 news websites identified by Pew Research Center as the
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most popular in the United States. These websites were determined based on a list of the
top online news entities compiled by Pew for its 2015 State of the News Media report
(Mitchell, 2015). The list ranked audience activity based on comScore’s determination of
“total number of unique visitors and average minutes per visit for January 2015”
(Mitchell, 2015). For this study, the top 25 online news entities were selected for
analysis. A search was conducted on Twitter for the main news account for each of these
online news organizations. The top online news entity on the Pew list was the YahooABC News network. However, Yahoo News and ABC News both have their own main
news accounts on Twitter, and ABC News is one of the three legacy broadcast network
news organizations in the United States. For those reasons, tweets were collected from
both the Yahoo News and ABC News main Twitter accounts. The other news
organizations chosen from the Pew list were: CNN, NBC News, The Huffington Post,
CBS News, USA Today, Buzzfeed, The New York Times, Fox News, Mail Online,
Washington Post, Bleacher Report, Business Insider, Elite Daily, BBC News, CNET, The
Guardian, MSN News, NPR, New York Daily News, Los Angeles Times, New York Post,
Time, Mashable, and SFGate (San Francisco Chronicle).
The tweets were sampled in a two-step process. First, a stratified random sample
of tweets (n = 10,000) was selected for a supplemental computer-assisted content analysis
analysis. Tweets were sampled proportionally for each news organization. However, the
number of posts from any one news organization was limited to 5% (n = 500) of the
sample, capping the number of tweets from Business Insider, Fox News, The Guardian,
Huffington Post, Mashable, The New York Times, Time, USA Today, and The Washington
Post. Second, a smaller random sample of tweets (n = 1,200) was selected from the larger
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group for human coding for the main analysis.
Coding and intercoder reliability. As with other quantitative research, the
rigorousness of quantitative content analysis can be judged on the basis of validity and
reliability (Creswell, 2013; Krippendorff, 2013; Neuendorf, 2002; Wimmer & Dominick,
2014). Content analysts assure validity and reliability in two ways: with very clearly
defined variables and levels of variables and by evaluating measurements of those
variables with tests of intercoder reliability (Krippendorff, 2013; Neuendorf, 2002;
Wimmer & Dominick, 2014). Specifically, variables should be so clearly defined that
independent coders can make judgments about the content being studied and make
similar conclusions. The coders’ conclusions then are tested with reliability measures
such as Krippendorff’s alpha.
Recognizing that objectivity is not possible, the goal of quantitative content
analysis research is intersubjectivity; thus, valid quantitative content analysis requires at
least two independent coders (Neuendorf, 2002). Krippendorff (2013) has argued that the
best content analyses are the result of three independent coders, with defined rules for
resolving disagreements among those individual coders. Much published content analysis
research meets Krippendorff’s standard of three independent coders (e.g., BehmMorawitz & Mastro, 2008; Mastro & Behm-Morawitz, 2005; Mastro, Tukachinsky,
Behm-Morawitz, & Blecha, 2014). However, other published research in peer-reviewed
communication journals is the result of two independent coders (e.g., Miller, 2015;
Russell, 2015), and mass communication journals also have published content analyses
with coding by a researcher and one independent coder (e.g., Artwick, 2013; Muddiman,
Stroud, & McCombs, 2014). As a middle ground between these various standards, human
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coding for this study was conducted by two independent coders. Both Krippendorff
(2013) and Neuendorf (2002) called for extensive training of coders on data similar to
that but independent of the sample. In the pilot study, coders can work with the
researcher to refine variable definitions for inclusion in a detailed codebook. By the time
the coders categorize data from the actual sample, they should be able to do so by
referring directly to the codebook rather than seeking further clarification from the
researcher. For this study, the coders were trained and the codebook was refined
somewhat based on a pilot study of tweets (n = 30) that were from the news
organizations’ accounts but not in the final sample.
Reliability measures should be reported for the pilot study and for the complete
sample (Neuendorf, 2002). Two measures of reliability, Scott’s pi and Cohen’s kappa,
were developed to calculate the proportion of the observed agreement between coders
divided by the level of agreement expected by chance. However, Krippendorff (2013)
identified flaws in both Scott’s pi and Cohen’s kappa and recommended that they be
limited only to reporting reliability of nominal data by two coders. By contrast,
Krippendorff’s alpha is a multipurpose measure of reliability that can be used with any
number of coders and for nominal, ordinal, interval, or ratio level data. For consistency,
although Scott’s pi or Cohen’s kappa could have been used for the nominal level data,
Krippendorrf’s alpha was used for all variables involving human coding. One important
issue related to intercoder reliability is whether the measurement procedure accurately
reflects the variability of the data. For that reason, agreement itself is not adequate. For
example, in an eight-item sample, if only item varied from the others, it would be
necessary for the coders to accurately categorize that one item to achieve reliability. For
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that reason, the data coded for the pilot study included tweets selected to test variations in
the measurements of variables rather than tweets that were randomly selected.
Krippendorff (2013) cautioned that the appropriate level of reliability depends on the
circumstances. For media research, Krippendorff recommended that a reliability level of
more than .80 is generally acceptable, and levels ranging from .667 to .80 are acceptable
for reaching tentative conclusions. Neuendorf (2002) advised that .90 is generally
acceptable, .80 is acceptable under most circumstances, but noted that disagreement
exists for levels lower than .80. However, she suggested that .70 or higher was adequate
for reaching tentative conclusions, at least for those measures of intercoder reliability that
take agreement expected by chance into account.
Krippendorff (2013) also noted the potential of computer-assisted content analysis
to improve reliability. While computers cannot make complex judgments about the
meaning of text, they can be reliable in determining whether text contains specific strings
of characters (Krippendorff, 2013). For this proposed study, the researcher explored
whether any of the variables could be categorized based on algorithms. For example, it
was determined that algorithms based on Excel spreadsheet formulas could be reliable in
determining the presence of an @mention or hashtag in a tweet based on the presence of
an @ or # symbol preceding a string of text. Computer-assisted content analysis also can
make it feasible to examine a larger sample of tweets. The larger sample of 10,000 tweets
was used for the computer-assisted content analysis.
For all variables in the human-coded study of 1,200 tweets, two trained
independent coders classified the tweets based on a codebook developed by the
researcher (see Appendix). The coders were trained and the codebook refined based on

60

the initial examination of tweets that are not selected for the random sample. Both coders
reviewed 700 tweets each, including an overlap of approximately 17% of the sample, or
200 tweets. The researcher conducted analyses of intercoder reliability for the pilot study
and for the final sample using Krippendorff’s alpha. Specific reliability statistics are
reported along with the results. A standard of .80 is used for a generally acceptable level
of agreement. For tweets examined by both coders, the researcher randomly selected
between the two coders’ classifications.
Types of media. The news organizations are classified as four types: digital
native news websites, broadcast news websites, newspaper/newsmagazine websites, and
technology platform company websites.
Digital native news websites are those sites from the Pew top news entities list
that also were on Pew’s list of the top digital native news entities (Mitchell, 2015):
Huffington Post, BuzzFeed, Bleacher Report, Business Insider, CNET, and Mashable.
Elite Daily was founded as a digital native site, but now is owned by British newspaper
publisher DMG Media (Cook, 2015). For this study, it is included as a digital native news
site to be consistent with investments by legacy media in digital media startups. For
example, after the publication of the Pew study, German publisher Axel Springer
purchased a 97% ownership stake in Business Insider (Somaiya & Clark, 2015).
Broadcast news websites are those associated with broadcast or cable news
organizations: CNN, NBC News, CBS News, Fox News, ABC News, BBC News, and
NPR.
Print websites are those associated with publishers of print newspapers and
newsmagazines that include content produced by journalists who work for these news
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organizations: The New York Times, USA Today, Mail Online, The Washington Post, The
Guardian, New York Daily News, Los Angeles Times, New York Post, Time, and SF Gate
(San Francisco Chronicle).
Technology company platforms are those news sites owned by large technology
companies: Yahoo News and MSN News.
The news organizations also are categorized based on their home country as
American news sites or British news sites.
Other variables. Coders examined each tweet to classify them based on the
coding instructions (see Appendix) for these variables:
“Internal” hyperlink is a potential indicator of primary gatekeeping and technical
interactivity.
“External” hyperlink, modified retweet (MT), embedded tweet or hyperlink to
tweet, retweet (RT), number of @mentions, and number of hashtags are potential
indicators of gatekeeping in that they reflect journalists’ decisions about what news to
share with audiences; they also are indicators of social interactivity because they can be
used to engage in direct exchanges with other Twitter users. From the number of
@mentions and number of hashtags variables, presence of @mention and presence of
hashtag variables were calculated.
Presence of emoji, photograph or other still image, and video or other moving
image are indicators of technical interactivity but also potential indicators of social
interactivity because visual elements can extend the information-carrying capacity of
Twitter, thus providing richer storytelling that Twitter users might be more likely to
forward to their own followers.
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Number of user retweets and number of user favorites/likes are potential
indicators of secondary gatekeeping. This data is reported by Twitter for each post.
Data analysis. The first set of research questions concerns how different types of
news websites that are popular in the United States interact with audiences on Twitter.
Chi-square tests of independence were conducted to analyze differences between news
organizations, between the four types of news websites (digital native, broadcast, print,
tech platform), and between American and British news websites in these nominal
variables: “internal” hyperlink, “external” hyperlink, embedded tweet or hyperlink to
tweet, retweet (RT), presence of @mention, presence of hashtag, presence of emoji,
presence of emoticon, photograph or other still image, and video or other moving image.
The comparisons were evaluated to determine whether they meet the two assumptions of
chi-square tests: independence of observations and the expected frequency of at least 5
for each cell (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012).
RQ2 concerns whether characteristics of tweets are predictors of secondary
gatekeeping as indicated by the number of user retweets or favorites/likes for each tweet.
Initially, it was determined that a multiple regression analysis would be suitable to
explore this research question because the dependent variables are both measured at the
ratio level. The intention was to recode type of media as three dummy-coded variables,
digital native, broadcast, and print, with tech platform as the reference group. The
intention was to test the dummy-coded variables as potential predictor variables along
with “internal” hyperlink, “external” hyperlink, embedded tweet or hyperlink to tweet,
retweet (RT), presence of @mention, presence of hashtag, presence of emoji, photograph
or other still image, and video or other moving image. The data were evaluated to
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determine whether they meet the assumptions of multiple regression: independence,
homogeneity, normality, linearity, and noncollinearity (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012).
The data violated assumptions of normality, linearity, and to some extent homogeneity of
variances. For that reason, it was necessary to use nonparametric tests. For potential
predictor variables with two categories, groups were compared using Welch’s t-tests of
the ranked values or standard t-tests of the ranked values, depending on whether the data
met the assumption of homogeneity of variances. For potential predictor variables with
more than two categories, groups were compared using the Kruskal-Wallis test, a
nonparametric alternative to ANOVA (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012).
Qualitative Textual Analyses
The third and fourth set of research questions concern how the relationship
between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens is discursively constructed in trade press
and newspaper coverage—focusing on potential benefits and risks of direct and indirect
exchanges involving journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens. A qualitative textual
analysis of trade press and newspaper coverage of journalism and prominent Silicon
Valley companies was conducted to explore these questions. The remaining research
questions concern how journalism and Silicon Valley actors discursively construct
characteristics at the five levels of the hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker &
Reese, 2014) of direct and indirect exchanges involving Silicon Valley, journalism, and
citizens; how they discursively construct the potential benefits and risks of those
exchanges; and how they discursively construct a definition of Silicon Valley. A
qualitative textual analysis of oral history interviews was used to explore these research
questions. The Riptide oral history (Huey, Nisenholtz, Sagan, & Geddes, 2013, 2015),
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which concerned the digital disruption of journalism, included interviews conducted by
former news executives with technology industry executives, managers, engineers, and
investors.
Qualitative researchers do not seek generalization. Instead, they seek “complex,
detailed understanding” (Creswell, 2007, p. 40) of issues or research problems based on
rich, thick descriptions of examples of phenomena (Creswell, 2007, 2013; Geertz, 1973).
Among the means of establishing the rigorousness of qualitative research are
triangulation, including the use of multiple data sources; rich, thick description; clarifying
the bias or preconceptions held by the researcher; presenting discrepant information; peer
checking, or having a colleague review the research; and external auditing, or having an
outside expert review the research (Creswell, 2007, 2013). For this dissertation, I sought
triangulation by analyzing articles from both an industry trade website and a major
newspaper and by comparing the findings from these studies with those in the textual
analysis of oral history interviews between news executives and Silicon Valley
executives, managers, investors, and technologists.
Creswell (2007) identified documents as one of four types of data that are suitable
for qualitative analysis. Documents are not objective representations of reality, but they
can “represent what their authors assumed were objective facts” (Charmaz, 2014, p. 46).
Researchers who conduct textual analyses may use existing theory as a basis for their
exploration of texts (Brennen, 2013). In particular, textual analysis is suitable for drawing
“insights regarding the historical, cultural and economic relationships that exist between a
text and a specific society at a particular place in time” (Brennen, 2013, p. 199). For these
reasons, textual analysis is a suitable method for studying how the relationship between
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journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens is discursively constructed in trade press and
newspaper coverage and by journalism and Silicon Valley actors. While a text should be
analyzed with an effort to identify the author’s intended meaning, it is important to
recognize that audiences can find their own interpretation, or even an oppositional
reading, of a text (Brennen, 2013). Partly for that reason, qualitative scholars should
report their own potential biases or preconceptions (Creswell, 2007). These studies were
conducted from the perspective of a journalism doctoral candidate who has worked as an
online and print journalist and was involved in coverage of Silicon Valley and the
technology industries. My preconceptions could very well be very similar to those of the
authors of the articles that I analyzed or of the interviewers and interviewees in the
Riptide oral history. Therefore, I made an effort to consider other possible interpretations
of the documents I analyzed.
Textual analyses of trade press and newspaper coverage. Articles were chosen
for analysis from the Nieman Lab industry website and The New York Times. The
Nieman Lab website was selected for its stated mission “to help journalism figure out its
future in an Internet age” (Nieman Lab, n.d.), which is directly related to the scope of this
dissertation. Although the Nieman Lab is associated with an academic institution,
Harvard University, its staff includes journalists who have worked for news organizations
such as The Dallas Morning News, Reuters, and the Portland Press Herald (Nieman Lab,
n.d.), and thus institutional values and concerns of journalism potentially influence their
reporting about journalism. Articles were chosen from a one-year period from October 1,
2014, to September 30, 2015. Articles categorized with the tags “Apple,” “Google,”
“Facebook,” or “Twitter” were chosen. These four companies were selected because they
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are the most prominent in news coverage of the technology industries (Pew Research
Center, 2010) and have been identified as the four companies that control most of the
distribution of news online in the United States (Bell, 2014). This procedure resulted in
the collection of 54 articles. The New York Times was selected because of its prominent
role as a newspaper of record covering important political and economic institutions and
because of its influential position among journalists (Boyle, 2001; Gans, 1980; Golan,
2006; McCombs, 2005, 2014; Shoemaker & Reese, 2014; Shoemaker & Vos, 2009;
Weaver et al., 2007). Articles were chosen from the same one-year time period as for the
analysis of Nieman Lab articles. A keyword search was conducted on the ProQuest
database for New York Times articles containing the term “journalism” and one of five
other search terms: “Apple,” “Google,” “Facebook,” “Twitter,” or “Silicon Valley.” The
search resulted in collection of 59 articles from The New York Times. Once the articles
were identified, a further search was conducted on The Times’ website to determine the
articles’ URLs.
Textual analysis of oral history interviews. The Riptide oral history of the
digital disruption of journalism comprises interviews with leaders and innovators in the
technology industries, media, and academia (Huey et al., 2013, 2015). As such, it is a
suitable text for an analysis seeking insight about interactions between journalism,
Silicon Valley, and citizens. Four Shorenstein Center fellows with experience as highlevel news executives conducted interviews with 81 individuals who mostly had
prominent roles within journalism, media, or academia. Mass communication research
focusing on Silicon Valley and its relationship with journalism has been relatively scarce.
To address that gap, the scope of this textual analysis is limited to 21 interviewees (see
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Table 6.1) who had some role in the technology industries. The fellows interviewed two
Twitter managers at the same time; thus, 20 interviews were analyzed. The 21
interviewees included founders, executives, managers, developers, entrepreneurs, and
investors associated with Google, Facebook, Twitter, Yahoo, Apple, America Online, and
other companies. While these 21 interviewees all had technology industry experience,
some also had roles in media firms.
Interviews in mass communication research. Studies involving interviews,
either as a standalone method or in combination with other methods, have made
substantial contributions to media sociology. For example, Tuchman (1978) interviewed
editors and reporters for three newspapers in New York City and feminists involved in
the women’s movement to supplement her ethnographic observation of television and
newspaper newsrooms on the East Coast. Schudson (1984) used interviews of agency
executives as the primary method for his study of the advertising industry in the United
States. More recently, Boczkowski and Mitchelstein (2013) combined interviews of
journalists with quantitative content analysis to explore the gap in interest in specific
types of news stories by journalists and audiences. Specifically, interviews provided
details about the values of journalists, which helped explain why they selected different
types of stories for prominent display on news websites than those most frequently
emailed or shared by audience members. Hermida et al. (2011) conducted semistructured interviews with journalists in 10 countries to explore their views on citizen
participation in the news gathering process. Tambini (2010) used semi-structured
interviews to determine the challenges faced by British financial journalists.
Although I did not conduct the interviews that I examined for this dissertation, the

68

analysis was informed by theory developed by qualitative research methodologists about
interviewing and by my own experience using interviews as a researcher. I used semistructured interviews to explore the merger of the news staffs of the St. Louis Beacon and
St. Louis Public Radio (Ferrucci, Russell, Choi, Duffy, & Thorson, 2015). I collaborated
with other researchers to explore the changes in news routines of former journalists from
the Beacon, an online non-profit local news startup, and from St. Louis Public Radio, a
National Public Radio affiliate. My interview findings were combined with data Ferrucci
collected before the merger (Ferrucci, 2015; Ferrucci et al., 2015) through observation
and semi-structured interviews. These methods were especially appropriate because they
allowed us to observe newsroom routines and practices while they were occurring, but
also to learn about journalists’ perceptions about how their work changed as a result of
the merger.
Interviewing can be viewed as a means of co-constructing knowledge by the
interviewer and interviewees (Alvesson, 2011; Creswell, 2007, 2013; Denzin, 2002;
Fontana & Frey, 1994; Gubrium & Holstein, 2002; Kvale, 2007; Roulston, 2010). From
this perspective, an interview is conceptualized as an “inter-view” or exchange of views
in the “inter-action” (Kvale, 2007) between interviewer and interviewee. The Riptide oral
history interviews seemed to be conducted in a manner consistent with what Roulston
(2010) described as a constructivist approach. Similar to the type of “inter-view” and
“inter-action” described by Kvale (2007), in a constructivist interview, the interviewee
and interviewer are collaborators in the co-construction of knowledge. In the Riptide oral
history, interviewers and interviewees seemed to bring their own expertise from the
media or technology industries. Their exchanges were consistent with a constructivist
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approach involving a discursive collaboration between interviewers and interviewees that
could produce insights about the topic under discussion from these multiple perspectives.
The analysis of the Riptide oral history interviews also was informed by previous
research about methodological challenges related to interviews. A limited body of
literature about interviews of elites (Kvale, 2007; Odendahl & Shaw, 2002) and
individuals with similar social standings as the interviewer (Plesner, 2011) was helpful.
When interviewing elites, interviewers might be challenged in gaining access to
individuals who have limited time or might perceive it is not in their interest to be
interviewed. Indeed, interviewees’ time constraints were mentioned during some of the
Riptide interviews. However, advantages exist in interviewing elites, who typically are
accustomed to being asked to express their views or even might have previously been
interviewed, and thus could help construct very useful interview data. A less-explored
concern is the interview with a social equal. Such interviewees also are probably familiar
with the interview format (Plesner, 2011). It might be worthwhile to consider this type of
interview as more a negotiation between two interested parties (Plesner, 2011). For this
study, it seemed apparent that the Riptide oral history interviewers and interviewees
already had given much thought to the nature of interactions between Silicon Valley
technology companies and news media. For that reason, viewing these exchanges as
“inter-views” and “inter-actions” (Kvale, 2007) was very helpful in understanding how
the Riptide interviewers and interviewees discursively constructed the relationship
between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens.
Most of the Riptide interviews were conducted in person by one or more of the
four Shorenstein Center fellows. Most interview scholars argue that face-to-face
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interviews are preferable, in part because of the ability of the researcher to observe
nonverbal cues. However, Skype and similar online video communication services are an
alternative when interviews cannot be conducted in person (Deakin & Wakefield, 2014;
Seitz, 2015). Some but not all nonverbal clues are apparent on Skype or other online
video services. The primary advantage of Skype or other online video services is that
they allow interviewees to interact with individuals who would not otherwise be available
because of time or location constraints. Interviewees also might appreciate the
convenience of Skype exchanges, which can take place in a location of their choice. The
four Shorenstein Center fellows conducted a limited number of interviews with Google
Hangout, an online video communication service similar to Skype. The videos of all the
interviews that were analyzed were posted on the Riptide website. Analysis of the videos
was subject to limitations similar to those of conducting interviews on Skype or Google
Hangout. For the most part, the interviewees could be seen and heard on the videos.
However, the interviewers tended not to be visible on the videos; thus, nonverbal cues for
the news executives were not apparent.
Data analysis, coding, and the constant comparative method. I used the
constant comparative method (Charmaz, 2014; Strauss & Corbin, 1998) and the threestep coding process suggested by Dey (1993) to form the data analysis strategy for the
qualitative textual analyses. The constant comparative method involves a nonlinear
analysis process (Charmaz, 2014; Creswell, 2007). In other words, initial findings
informed later data analysis. For these three studies, I first conducted a pilot analysis of
four of The New York Times articles. I then conducted the analyses of the Nieman Lab
articles, followed by the Riptide oral history interviews. I then returned to the Nieman
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Lab articles to check the analysis against the later findings from the Riptide oral history
interviews and Times articles.
For the analyses of trade press and newspaper coverage, I uploaded copies of
articles into Nvivo qualitative data analysis software for coding and memo writing. I
developed categories based on literature regarding gatekeeping theory and the
hierarchical influences model; new institutionalism; and reciprocity. For example, I
designated codes such as “algorithmic gatekeeping” and “curated flows” based on
gatekeeping literature (e.g., Napoli, 2014; Thorson & Wells, 2015). However, categories
also emerged from the data in an inductive process. For example, an emergent theme in
the Nieman Lab articles was a need for journalistic formats for smartphones and tablets;
thus, I designated a “mobile news” code. For each article, I wrote memos to describe and
refine the codes. From the memos and coded text, I identified prominent themes from the
articles to report in the findings.
For the analysis of the Riptide interviews, I first closely watched the interview
videos on the Riptide website while taking detailed notes to identify potential themes.
Interview transcripts from the Riptide website were uploaded into Nvivo for coding and
memo writing. As with the other analyses, I developed categories deductively based on
concepts relevant to the theoretical framework. For example, the five levels of the
hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014) suggested codes for the
societal, institutional, organizational, communication routines, and individual levels. In
addition, categories emerged inductively from viewing the interview videos and reading
the transcript texts. For example, it was apparent that Twitter and Facebook managers
viewed social media as a means of connecting people, which suggested a “use of Silicon
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Valley platforms to connect with other people” code. I wrote memos for each interview
transcript to describe and refine the codes. Finally, I identified prominent themes from
the interview transcripts to report in the findings.
For all three analyses, I analyzed data by using the three-step process of open,
axial, and selective coding (Charmaz, 2014; Dey, 1993). Open coding involved line-byline examination of interview transcripts, with categories emerging from the data
(Charmaz, 2014; Dey, 1993) representing “concepts, derived from data, that represent
phenomena” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 114). Axial or focused coding involved
combining those detailed categories into broader central categories more relevant to the
research questions (Charmaz, 2014; Creswell, 2007; Dey, 1993). Focused codes are
based in part on those codes that emerge most frequently from the data or “best account
for the data” (Charmaz, 2014, p. 140). Selective coding involved sorting through the data
again focusing only on the categories most relevant to developing new theory.
For the constant comparative method, an important part of the analytical process
is keeping detailed memos or notes about the proposed categories and how they connect
to the data being analyzed and potential theory to be developed (Charmaz, 2001, 2014).
Memos written in qualitative data analysis software can be linked to the appropriate
categories and data (Dey, 1993). I followed the advice that researchers should sort
through memos to identify important themes, patterns, ideas, and concepts (Dey, 1993)
and make comparisons between them (Charmaz, 2014). I also used memo writing as a
means of documenting the researcher’s reflexivity (Charmaz, 2014). Ultimately, memo
writing is a middle stage between coding the data and writing the first draft of the
analysis (Charmaz, 2001).
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The constant comparative method is closely associated with grounded theory,
which is suitable for study of phenomena for which there is no or little existing scholarly
literature. Thus, many proponents contend that writing the literature review should be
delayed until after the process of collecting and analyzing data (Charmaz, 2001).
However, this dissertation is based on an abundance of literature about journalists’
adoption of technology. I adhered to advice that researchers who use the constant
comparative method but have knowledge of the topic of study should be aware that they
have been exposed to “sensitizing concepts” (Charmaz, 2001). These concepts should not
close off researchers from new ideas when analyzing their data (Charmaz, 2001). Instead,
sensitizing concepts should “give researchers initial but tentative ideas to pursue”
(Charmaz, 2014, p. 30). Based on these views, the constant comparative method was
appropriate for the three qualitative textual analyses. The abundant existing theory about
journalism and journalists from the perspective of mass communication scholars
informed but did not restrict the potential new theory to be developed about Silicon
Valley and its relationship with journalism and citizens. Dey (1993) suggested starting
not at the beginning of the data, but with the most important bits of data. For that reason,
I began the coding process for each of the three analyses with articles or transcripts that
appeared most likely to produce data relevant to the research questions.
The remaining chapters of this dissertation report the results of the quantitative
content analysis and findings of the three qualitative textual analyses along with potential
theoretical implications of the results and findings.
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IV. NEWS MEDIA, TWITTER, AND SECONDARY GATEKEEPING

On November 17, 2015, the Huffington Post sent a post on its main Twitter
account that read, “Hey, here’s a thing to remember.” Attached to the post was a photo of
Steve Jobs, the deceased co-founder of Apple. Text overlaid on the photo read, “This is
the son of a Syrian immigrant.” The post, or tweet, was forwarded, or retweeted, 14,441
times and liked by 14,820 Twitter users. About two weeks earlier, as Twitter changed the
icon for “favoriting” a tweet from a star to a heart (LaForge, 2015), Buzzfeed tweeted
just the text “likes” along with a GIF of “The Office” star Steve Carrell shaking his head
with text overlaid stating, “Nope. Don’t like that.” This post was retweeted 2,213 times
and liked—as Twitter now puts it—2,640 times. However, these Twitter posts were
somewhat atypical among media organizations that are the largest online news entities in
the United States. More like other Twitter posts by news organizations but still a source
of retweets and likes was a New York Times tweet in early November that read,
“Stonehenge is more than big rocks; new technology reveals more about the people who
built it.” Attached were an aerial photo of Stonehenge and a hyperlink to a science article
on The Times’ website with the headline, “Stonehenge begins to yield its secrets.” The
post gained 563 retweets and 760 likes.
Collectively, 26 media organizations (see Table 4.1) identified as the largest
online news entities in the United States (Mitchell, 2015) posted or forwarded more than
80,000 tweets on their main Twitter accounts during a one-month period in fall 2015.
This activity was consistent with previous mass communication scholarship finding that
Twitter has become a prominent means for news organizations and journalists to
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disseminate content (e.g., Hermida, 2013; Holcomb, Gottfried, & Mitchell, 2013).
Millions of Twitter users follow many of these news organizations, and some of these
users forward news media tweets to their own followers in a process of networked or
secondary gatekeeping (Meraz & Papacharissi, 2013; Singer, 2014). Other Twitter users
do not necessarily directly follow news media or journalists, but come across news in
“curated flows” (Thorson & Wells, 2015) of information forwarded by Twitter users they
have chosen to follow. As such, the use of Twitter to disseminate, consume, and share
news is an example of interaction between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens.
The intent of this quantitative content analysis is to explore how major news
media use Twitter—and whether any characteristics of tweets might be related to
secondary gatekeeping by Twitter users. The study is informed by gatekeeping theory
and the concepts of interactivity and reciprocity. Gatekeeping theory is relevant to this
research topic partly because of concepts such as networked gatekeeping, secondary
gatekeeping, and curated flows (Meraz & Papacharissi, 2013; Singer, 2014; Thorson &
Wells, 2015). However, other research has indicated that journalists and news
organizations often use Twitter for the function related to traditional gatekeeping of
disseminating hyperlinks to news content (Armstrong & Gao, 2010; Russell, 2015;
Russell et al. 2015) or otherwise promoting their own work. Gatekeeping theory is
closely related to the hierarchical influences model, in which forces at the societal,
institutional, organizational, communication routines, and individual levels shape media
content (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014; Shoemaker & Vos, 2009). Most research about how
journalists use Twitter has concerned individual journalists. By contrast, this content
analysis compares Twitter use by 26 large news organizations and considers
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organizational characteristics such as whether the newsrooms produce content for
specific types of media. Based on their prominence in the American media market, the
news organizations arguably represent journalism as an institution. As for interactivity, it
can be conceptualized in terms of technical, social, and other types of interactivity
(Baym, 2010). Technical interactivity can refer to human-to-computer interaction (Baym,
2010) such as the ability to use hyperlinks to navigate on the web or the ability to view
multimedia content online. Social interactivity can refer to human-to-human interaction
between individuals or groups (Baym, 2010) such as the capacity for parties to exchange
information on Twitter or other interactive platforms. As such, social interactivity is
potentially related to reciprocity, which concerns the implications of direct and indirect
exchanges between individuals or organizations (Lewis, 2015; Molm, 2010).
The list of online news entities (Mitchell, 2015) includes legacy media such as
The New York Times, The Washington Post, and the Los Angeles Times, which are
influential among other journalists and news organizations in the United States (Gans,
1980; Shoemaker & Reese, 2014; Weaver et al., 2007), and three broadcast networks,
NBC, CBS, and ABC. Such legacy news media historically have adhered to traditional
institutional norms of journalism such as objectivity (Gans, 1980; Schudson, 2001;
Tuchman, 1978). However, the list also includes more explicitly partisan news outlets
(Shoemaker & Reese, 2014, p. 223) such as Fox News, MSNBC, and Huffington Post, as
well as newer digital native media such as Buzzfeed and Bleacher Report, which have
further challenged established journalistic practices (Anderson, Bell, & Shirky, 2015;
Antunovic & Hardin, 2013; Tandoc & Jenkins, 2015). Buzzfeed, placing fluff and
substance side by side (Tandoc & Jenkins, 2015, p. 4), publishes both entertainment-
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oriented content designed to reach a wide audience on social media and serious
investigative reporting. Legacy news media competitors judge Buzzfeed s news content
by the standards of journalism (Tandoc & Jenkins, 2015) and view Buzzfeed s business
model and approach to content as suitable to be adopted by other media organizations
(Tandoc & Jenkins, 2015, p. 11). Bleacher Report presents sports coverage in a blog
format, but otherwise has been found to follow journalistic norms (Antunovic &
Hardin, 2013, p. 1388) such as those practiced by mainstream sports reporters. In these
ways, the definition of journalism as a social and economic institution arguably has
expanded to include digital native media such as Buzzfeed and Bleacher Report. For that
reason, this list of online news entities is suitable for the present exploration of how news
media within the institution of journalism use social media platforms such as Twitter. An
expanded definition of journalism as a social and economic institution that makes room
for The New York Times, Fox News, and Buzzfeed is theoretically consistent with the
process of change explained by discursive institutionalism (Schmidt, 2008, 2010). While
previous new institutionalisms largely viewed institutions as relatively stable structures of
rules that constrain the behavior of individuals and organizations, discursive
institutionalism holds that the ideas and actions of individuals and organizations can
influence institutions, potentially bringing about institutional change (Panizza & Miorelli,
2013; Schmidt, 2010) such as that which has occurred within journalism.
The first set of research questions concerned how news organizations that are
popular in the United States use Twitter to interact with citizens. Specifically, tweets
were coded and analyzed to explore how news media use hyperlinks to their own
websites, a potential indicator of technical interactivity and traditional gatekeeping, and
78

to other online content, a potential indicator of technical and social interactivity; how
they use retweets, @mentions, and hashtags, which are potential indicators of social
interactivity; how they use multimedia content, a potential indicator of technical
interactivity; and how they use emoji, a potential indicator of social interactivity. An
additional research question concerned whether characteristics of tweets or news
organizations were related to secondary gatekeeping in the form of retweets or
likes/favorites/hearts.
Data collection and analysis. More than 80,000 tweets were collected from
TwimeMachine over a one-month period in fall 2015 from the main Twitter accounts of
the 26 news organizations. As detailed in Chapter III, tweets (n = 10,000) were randomly
selected for a supplemental computer-assisted content analysis. However, the number of
tweets for any news organization was capped at 5% (n = 500) of this sample. A smaller
group of tweets (n = 1,200) was randomly selected from the larger sample for the main
human-conducted content analysis. In some cases, data were not available for some
variables because the tweets had been deleted before the coders could examine them. The
number of missing tweets ranged from 3 to 10 depending on the variable, because in
some cases characteristics of tweets could be determined from the text of the posts.
Table 4.1. Twitter Accounts for Content Analysis
News organization

Twitter account

Tweets

Yahoo News

@YahooNews

106000

2315

940000

7/2007

CNN

@CNN

69300

1106

2060000

2/2007

NBC News

@NBCNews

64100

2885

2660000

3/2008

Huffington Post

@HuffingtonPost

435000

5606

6360000

4/2008

CBS News

@CBSNews

87800

388

3970000

6/2008

USA Today

@USATODAY

133000

867

1820000

8/2008
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Following Followers

Joined

Table 4.1. Twitter Accounts for Content Analysis
News organization

Twitter account

Tweets

Following Followers

Joined

Buzzfeed

@BuzzFeed

136000

3082

2630000

5/2007

New York Times

@nytimes

205000

990

20900000

3/2007

Fox News

@FoxNews

218000

391

6490000

3/2007

Mail Online

@MailOnline

147000

2359

1250000

7/2008

Washington Post

@washingtonpost

154000

1213

5150000

3/2007

Bleacher Report

@BleacherReport

46800

503

1980000

3/2007

Business Insider

@businessinsider

243000

188

1360000

2/2009

Elite Daily

@EliteDaily

99500

384

203000

7/2011

BBC News

@BBCWorld

217000

69

11900000

2/2007

CNET

@CNET

98000

276

1060000

4/2009

The Guardian

@guardian

191000

1095

MSN News

@MSNNews

29900

312

52400

7/2012

NPR

@NPR

84800

73500

4390000

4/2007

New York Daily News

@NYDailyNews

136000

1085

361000 10/2007

Los Angeles Times

@latimes

119000

10800

1630000 10/2008

New York Post

@nypost

76200

407000

852000 11/2008

Time

@TIME

142000

845

8620000

4/2008

Mashable

@mashable

162000

2826

6020000

3/2007

SF Gate

@sfgate

63000

731

227000

4/2009

ABC News

@ABC

116000

942

475000

4/2009

4460000 11/2009

Coder training and intercoder reliability. Two independent coders categorized
the tweets based on the coding instructions (see Appendix). The coders were both
journalism graduate students. One of the graduate students had previous experience
coding social media posts for a quantitative content analysis, and both coders were
familiar with social media and mass communication concepts. Coder training was
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conducted with a pilot sample of 30 tweets selected from the population of Twitter posts
but not included in the final sample. The tweets for pilot coding were purposively
selected to ensure that sufficient variety for training purposes existed in each of the 11
variables. Intercoder reliability for pilot coding was sufficient based on standards
developed by Krippendorff (2013) and Neuendorf (2002) ranging from Krippendorff’s
alpha = .78 to 1.0. The specific Krippendorff’s alpha statistics for each variable for pilot
coding were: internal hyperlink, .78; embedded tweet or hyperlink to tweet, 1.0; external
hyperlink, 1.0; retweet, 1.0; @mentions, 1.0; hashtags, 1.0; photos or still images, 1.0;
videos or moving images, 1.0; emoji, 1.0; number of retweets, .89; number of
favorites/likes/hearts, .86. During pilot training, the coding instructions were refined to
offer examples or clarifications for internal hyperlinks, external hyperlinks, photos or still
images, and videos or moving images.
Both coders examined 700 tweets each, including a randomly selected overlap of
17% (n = 200) of the final sample. Intercoder reliability was sufficient initially for eight
of the 11 variables. The specific Krippendorff’s alpha statistics were: internal hyperlink,
.89; retweet, .94; @mentions, .92; #hashtags, .96; photos or still images, .91; videos or
moving images, 1.0; number of retweets, .98; number of favorites/likes/hearts, .97. The
coders fully agreed that none of the tweets that they both coded contained an embedded
tweet or a hyperlink to another tweet. Because of this lack of variation, Krippendorff’s
alpha could not be calculated. For the external hyperlink variable, the coders agreed on
99% of the overlap tweets. However, because little variation existed, the initial reliability
statistic was .5. The researcher and coders discussed the discrepancy by email and
decided that a refinement of the coding instructions was necessary based on a
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reconsideration of one of the tweets. The tweet in question, which was collected from the
@ABCNews account, was a retweet from the “Good Morning America” account
(@GMA) that included a hyperlink to a “Good Morning America” page on Yahoo. A
clarification was added to the coding instructions indicating that such tweets should be
coded as including an external hyperlink. After recoding and double-checking tweets for
the presence of an external hyperlink, the coders fully agreed on this variable
(Krippendorff’s alpha = 1.0). Some of the tweets coded as including an internal hyperlink
were recoded to including an external hyperlink. This improved the Krippendorff’s alpha
statistic for internal hyperlink to .95. For the presence of emoji variable, the coders
agreed on 99.5% of the overlap tweets. However, because little variation existed, the
initial reliability statistic was .66. The coders then double-checked this variable.
Afterward, they fully agreed (Krippendorff’s alpha = 1.0) on whether tweets included
emoji.
Statistical analysis. Chi-square tests of association were conducted to address the
first set of research questions, which concerned differences between news media in how
they use potential indicators of traditional gatekeeping, technical interactivity, and social
interactivity in tweets. Chi-square tests are subject to two assumptions (Lomax & HahsVaughn, 2012). First, the sample must meet the assumption of independence. Because the
tweets were randomly selected, this assumption was met. Furthermore, a sufficient
proportion of cells must have an expected count of at least 5. Many researchers prefer
that all cells have an expected count of at least 5 (e.g., Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012),
but others argue that the chi-square test can be conducted as long as 20% of cells meet
that test and all cells include an expected count of at least 1 (Cochran, 1954; Cronk, 2012;
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Wimmer & Dominick, 2014). In this study, the results are reported based on both
standards, but only if the more conservative standard could be met. If an initial analysis
did not meet either standard, all news organizations represented by a cell with an
expected count less than 5 were removed until an analysis could be conducted that met
the more conservative standard.
Initially, the intention was to use multiple regression to address the second
research question, which concerned which characteristics of tweets might be predictors of
secondary gatekeeping in the form of retweets or likes/favorites/hearts of tweets. Multiple
regression is subject to several assumptions (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012), among them
independence of observations, homogeneity of variance, normality, and linearity.
Because of very high levels of skewness and kurtosis, the measures of retweets and
likes/favorites/hearts did not meet the assumption of normality. The assumptions of
homogeneity of variance and linearity in comparisons with many of the relevant predictor
variables also were not met. Analyses using other parametric tests, including ANOVA
and bipoint serial correlation, also would have violated relevant assumptions. For that
reason, it was necessary to use nonparametric tests. For comparisons between two
groups, the Welch’s t-test using ranked values was conducted because it is suitable for
data that do not meet the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance and do
not have equal numbers of observations in each group (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012).
Standard t-tests using ranked values were conducted when the assumption of
homogeneity of variance could be met. For comparisons between three or more groups,
the Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric alternative to ANOVA is appropriate (Lomax & HahsVaughn, 2012). However, dummy variables also were created from the type of media
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categories so that relevant predictors of retweets or likes/favorites/hearts could be
compared directly.
Results
The data were analyzed to find that differences between news organizations
existed in proportions of Twitter posts with hyperlinks to news organizations’ own
websites, retweets, @mentions, #hashtags, and photos or other still images. In some
cases, differences also existed between broadcast news media, digital native news media,
print news media, and tech platforms. Limited differences existed between American and
British news media. To a small extent, characteristics of tweets were predictors of
secondary gatekeeping in the form of retweets and likes/favorites/hearts. This section
details these results and the statistical analyses on which they are based.
Hyperlinks in tweets. The first research question concerned how or to what
extent popular online news entities included hyperlinks to their own websites, a potential
indicator of technical interactivity and traditional gatekeeping, and to other content
online, a potential indicator of technical and social interactivity. By far, most of the
tweets included hyperlinks to news organizations’ own websites. Overall, about 89% of
tweets included such hyperlinks. Excluding retweets, about 92% of tweets had such
“internal” hyperlinks.
Chi-square tests were conducted to determine whether differences existed
between news organizations, types of news media, and home countries of news media in
their use of “internal” hyperlinks in tweets. A statistically significant difference existed
between news organizations in proportions of such tweets (see Table 4.2). All tweets
from The Guardian, Business Insider, and MSN included hyperlinks to their own
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websites. The New York Times also was overrepresented compared with expected counts
based on an adjusted standardized residual (ASR) of more than 1.96. In other words, the
four news organizations had more tweets with hyperlinks to their own websites than
could be predicted based on expected counts, and the difference between observed and
expected counts was statistically significant (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012). Fox News,
Elite Daily, Buzzfeed, and USA Today were underrepresented based on ASRs of less than
-1.96. It was necessary to eliminate tweets from 10 news organizations to conduct a chisquare analysis with no cells with expected counts less than 5. A statistically significant
difference still existed. In this analysis, The Guardian, Business Insider, The New York
Times, The Washington Post, and Mail Online were overrepresented, and Fox News, Elite
Daily, and Buzzfeed were underrepresented. Effect sizes based on Cramer’s V were
relatively strong, based on the standard of effect sizes near .1 as small, .3 as moderate,
and .5 as strong (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012). It was not possible to conduct a
meaningful analysis of differences between news organizations excluding retweets that
had no cells with expected counts less than 5.
Table 4.2. Internal Hyperlinks (With Retweets)
Yes %

ASR

Guardian (n = 66)*

100

3

Business Insider (n = 50)*

100

2.6

MSN (n = 20)*

100

1.6

New York Times (n = 60)*

98

2.4

Mail Online (n =45)

98

1.9

Yahoo (n = 30)

97

1.4

Washington Post (n = 58)

97

1.9

NBC (n = 53)

96

1.8
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Table 4.2. Internal Hyperlinks (With Retweets)
Yes %

ASR

NY Daily News (n = 41)

95

1.3

CNET (n = 36)

95

1.2

CBS (n = 37)

95

1.1

Time (n = 49)

94

1.1

LA Times (n = 65)

94

1.3

Huffington Post (n = 54)

93

0.9

NY Post (n = 36)

92

0.6

ABC (n = 48)

90

0.2

BBC (n = 47)

89

0.1

Mashable (n = 55)

89

0.1

SFGate (n = 35)

89

0

CNN (n = 41)

88

-0.2

Bleacher Report (n = 24)

88

-0.2

USA Today (n = 61)**

80

-2.2

NPR (n = 30)

80

-1.5

Buzzfeed (n = 51)**

71

-4.2

Elite Daily (n = 48)**

67

-5

Fox News (n = 55)**

45

-10.4

Total (N = 1,197)

89

χ2(25, N = 1,197) = 194.35, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .4. Ten cells (19.2%) representing
MSN, Yahoo, New York Daily News, CNET, CBS, New York Post, SFGate, CNN,
Bleacher Report, and NPR have expected counts less than 5. Eliminating these 10 news
organizations from the analysis, a statistically significant difference still exists, χ2(15, N =
865) = 168.3, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .44. The Guardian (ASR = 3.2), Business Insider
(ASR = 2.7), The New York Times (ASR = 2.6), The Washington Post (ASR = 2.1), and
Mail Online (ASR = 2.1) are overrepresented. Fox News (ASR = -9.9, Elite Daily (ASR
= -4.6), and Buzzfeed (ASR = -3.9) are underrepresented. Excluding retweets, an analysis
meeting chi-square assumptions could not be completed. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96).
**Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
A chi-square analysis was conducted to compare the proportions of internal
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hyperlinks in tweets between different types of media (see Table 4.3). A statistically
significant difference existed between types of news media for the sample including
retweets. Tech platform and print news organizations were overrepresented compared
with expect counts, and broadcast news and digital native news organizations were
underrepresented. Differences existed between types of news media in the sample
excluding retweets. Tech platforms and print news media were overrepresented, and
broadcast and digital native news media were underrepresented. However, it was
necessary to remove tech platforms to conduct a chi-square analysis with no cells with
expected counts less than 5. A statistically significant difference still existed, with print
news media overrepresented and broadcast news media underrepresented. Either way,
effect sizes were relatively weak. Finally, no statistically significant differences existed
between American and British news media in proportions of internal hyperlinks in tweets
either with retweets, χ2(1, N = 1,197) = .07, p = .8, or excluding retweets, χ2(1, N = 1,019)
= 1.66, p = .2.

87

Table 4.3. Internal Hyperlinks by Media Type
With Retweetsa
Yes
%

Excluding Retweetsb
ASR

Yes
%

ASR

Tech Platforms (n = 50)* 98

2.1

Tech Platforms (n = 48)* 100

2

Print (n = 516)*

94

4.8

Print (n = 446)*

96

3.4

Digital (n = 320)**

86

-2.1

Digital (n = 274)

90

-1.6

Broadcast (n = 311)**

82

-4.2

Broadcast (n = 251)**

88

-3.2

Total (N = 1,197)

89

Total (N = 1,019)

92

a 2

χ (3, N = 1,197) = 33.63, p > .001, Cramer’s V = .17. bχ2(3, N = 1,019) = 20.03, p =
.001, Cramer’s V = .14. One cell (12.5%) representing tech platforms has an expected
count less than 5. Eliminating tech platform tweets, a statistically significant difference
still exists, χ2(3, N = 971) = 15.17, p = .001, Cramer’s V = .13, with print (ASR = 3.7)
overrepresented and broadcast (ASR = -2.9) underrepresented. *Overrepresented (ASR >
1.96). **Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
Embedded tweets or hyperlinks to another tweet. Only a small proportion of
tweets (less than 1%) included an embedded tweet or a hyperlink to another tweet. It was
not possible to conduct a meaningful analysis of this variable without violating the
assumption of chi-square tests that no cells contain expected counts of less than 5, or
even the less conservative standard that no more than 20% of cells contain expected
counts less than 5. For these reasons, this variable was removed from the study.
External hyperlinks. About 1% of tweets included a hyperlink outside Twitter
other than to a news organization’s own website. It was not possible to conduct
meaningful analyses of differences between news organizations or between types of news
media without violating chi-square assumptions. It was possible to analyze the full
sample for differences between home countries, but no statistically significant difference
existed, χ2(1, N = 1,197) = 3.16, p = .08. It was not possible to conduct a meaningful
analysis of differences between home countries for the sample excluding retweets.
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Because of the small proportion of hyperlinks to other websites, this variable was
removed from the study.
Retweets, @mentions, and #hashtags. The next research question concerned
how news organizations use retweets, @mentions, and hashtags, potential indicators of
social interactivity in Twitter posts.
Retweets. About 15% of the Twitter posts were retweets. A chi-square analysis
was conducted to determine that a statistically significant difference existed between
news organizations in the proportions of retweets in their posts (see Table 4.4). Buzzfeed,
NPR, BBC, Bleacher Report, Mail Online, USA Today, and The New York Times were
overrepresented compared with expected counts. The Guardian and MSN had no
retweets. The Guardian, Time, Elite Daily, Mashable, and Huffington Post were
underrepresented compared with expected counts. It was necessary to eliminate five news
organizations to conduct an analysis with no cells with expected counts less than 5. Even
with that change, a significant difference existed, with Buzzfeed, BBC, USA Today, Mail
Online, and The New York Times overrepresented and The Guardian, Time, Elite Daily,
and Mashable underrepresented. Effect sizes were moderate to relatively strong.
Table 4.4. Retweets
Yes %

ASR

Buzzfeed (n = 51)*

47

6.6

NPR (n = 30)

43

4.4

BBC (n = 47)*

43

5.4

Bleacher Report (n = 24)*

38

3.1

Mail Online (n = 45)*

36

4

USA Today (n = 61)*

33

4

New York Times (n = 60)*

25

2.2
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Table 4.4. Retweets
Yes %

ASR

Fox News (n = 55)

16

0.3

CBS (n = 37)

14

-0.2

CNN (n = 38)

12

-0.5

Business Insider (n = 51)

12

-0.7

ABC (n = 48)

10

-0.9

LA Times (n = 65)

9

-1.3

SFGate (n = 35)

9

-1.1

Washington Post (n = 58)

9

-1.4

Yahoo (n =30)

7

-1.3

NBC (n = 53)

6

-1.9

NY Post (n = 36)

6

-1.6

Huffington Post (n = 54)**

6

-2

CNET (n = 38)

5

-1.7

NY Daily News (n = 41)

5

-1.8

Mashable (n = 55)**

4

-2.4

Elite Daily (n = 48)**

2

-2.6

Time (n = 49)**

2

-2.6

MSN (n =20)

0

-1.9

Guardian (n = 66)**

0

-3.5

Total (N = 1,198)

15

χ2(25, N = 1,198) = 190.33, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .4. Four cells (7.7%) representing
NPR, Bleacher Report, Yahoo, and MSN have expected counts less than 5. It was
necessary to eliminate those news organizations as well as SFGate to conduct an analysis
with no cells with expected counts less than 5. A significant difference still exists
between news organizations, χ2(20, N = 1,059) = 160.4, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .39.
Buzzfeed (ASR = 6.8), BBC (ASR = 5.6), USA Today (ASR = 4.2), Mail Online (ASR =
4.1), and The New York Times (ASR = 2.4) are overrepresented. Mashable (ASR = -2.3),
Elite Daily (ASR = -2.5), Time (ASR = -2.5), and The Guardian (ASR = -3.4) are
underrepresented. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96). **Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
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A chi-square test determined that a statistically significant difference existed
between types of news media in proportions of Twitter posts with retweets (see Table
4.5). Broadcast news media were overrepresented compared with expected counts, and
tech platforms were underrepresented. However, the effect size was negligible. No
statistically significant difference existed between American and British news media in
proportions of retweets, χ2(1, N = 1,298) = 1.79, p = .18.
Table 4.5. Retweets by Media Type
Yes %

ASR

Broadcast (n = 311)*

19

2.5

Digital (n = 321)

15

-0.2

Print (n = 516)

14

-1.2

Tech Platform (n = 50)**

4

-2.2

Total (N = 1,198)

15

2

χ (3, N = 1,198) = 10.13, p = .02, Cramer’s V = .09. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96).
**Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
@Mentions. Including retweets, about 28% of the Twitter posts included at least
one @mention. A chi-square test demonstrated that a statistically significant difference
existed between news organizations in proportions of tweets with @mentions (see Table
4.6). Including retweets, which by definition included @mentions, Fox News, NPR,
Buzzfeed, Bleacher Report, BBC, and USA Today were overrepresented compared with
expected counts. MSN, the New York Post, Time, Mashable, The Guardian, ABC,
Huffington Post, SFGate, The Washington Post, and the Los Angeles Times were
underrepresented. The effect size was moderate. Excluding retweets, it was necessary to
remove 12 news organizations to conduct an analysis in which none of the cells had
expected counts less than 5. A statistically significant difference existed between the
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remaining 14 news organizations. Overall, excluding retweets, about 15% of the posts
had at least one @mention. Fox News and Elite Daily were overrepresented, and ABC,
The Washington Post, and The New York Times were underrepresented. The effect size
was relatively strong.
Table 4.6. Presence of @Mentions
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb

Yes
%

ASR

Yes
%

ASR

Fox News (n = 55)*

64

6.6

Fox News (n = 46)*

59

8.8

NPR (n = 30)*

53

3.5

Elite Daily (n = 47)*

32

3.5

Buzzfeed (n = 51)*

47

3.6

Business Insider (n = 45) 24

1.9

Bleacher Report
(n = 24)*

46

2.3

NY Daily News (n = 39)

23

1.5

BBC (n = 47)*

45

3

NBC (n = 50)

20

1.1

USA Today (n = 61)*

41

2.8

USA Today (n = 41)

12

-0.4

Mail Online (n = 45)

36

1.5

Guardian (n = 66)

9

-1.3

Business Insider (n = 51) 33

1.3

LA Times (n = 59)

7

-1.8

Elite Daily (n = 48)

33

1.2

Time (n = 48)

6

-1.7

CNN (n = 41)

32

0.9

Huffington Post (n = 51)

6

-1.8

Yahoo (n = 30)

30

0.5

Mashable (n = 53)

6

-1.9

NY Times (n = 60)

28

0.5

NY Times (n = 45)**

4

-2

NY Daily News (n = 41)

27

0.2

Washington Post
(n = 53)**

4

-2.3

NBC (n = 53)

25

-0.2

ABC (n = 43)**

0

-2.8

CBS (n = 37)

24

-0.2

CNET (n = 38)

16

-1.4

LA Times (n = 65)**

15

-2

Washington Post
(n = 58)**

12

-2.4
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Table 4.6. Presence of @Mentions
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb

Yes
%

ASR

SFGate (n = 35)**

11

-2

Huffington Post
(n = 54)**

11

-2.5

ABC (n = 48)**

10

-2.5

Guardian (n = 66)**

9

-3.2

Mashable (n = 55)**

9

-2.9

Time (n = 49)**

8

-2.9

NY Post (n = 36)**

6

-2.8

MSN (n = 20)**

0

-2.7

Total (N = 1,198)

26

Yes
%

Total (N = 686)

a 2

ASR

15

b 2

χ (25, N = 1,198) = 160.5, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .37. χ (25, N = 686) = 120.04,
p < .001, Cramer’s V = .42. Excluding retweets, it was necessary to exclude BBC,
Bleacher Report, Buzzfeed, CBS, CNET, CNN, Mail Online, MSN, NPR, New York
Post, SFGate, and Yahoo to meet the assumption that no cell would have an expected
count of less than 5. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96). **Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
Including retweets, a statistically significant difference existed in the presence of
@mentions in tweets between types of news media (see Table 4.7). Broadcast news
media were overrepresented compared with expected counts, and print news media were
underrepresented. Excluding retweets, a statistically significant difference existed.
Overall, about 13% of posts excluding retweets included at least one @mention.
Broadcast news media were overrepresented, and print news media were
underrepresented. In both cases, effect sizes were relatively weak. No differences existed
between American and British news media in the presence of @mentions including
retweets, χ2(1, N = 1,198) = 1.12, p = .29, nor excluding retweets, χ2(1, N = 1,019) = .01,
p = .95.
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Table 4.7. Presence of @Mentions by Media Type
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb

Yes
%

ASR

Yes
%

ASR

Broadcast (n = 311)*

36

4.8

Broadcast (n = 251)**

32

4.7

Digital (n = 321)

26

0.4

Tech Platforms (n = 48)

15

0.4

Print (n = 516)**

20

-4.1

Digital (n = 274)

14

0.6

Tech Platforms (n = 50)

18

-1.3

Print (n = 446)**

7

-4.8

Total (N = 1,198)

26

Total (N = 1,019)

13

a 2

χ (3, N = 1,198) = 28.48, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .15. bχ2(3, N = 1,019) = 30.02, p < .001,
Cramer’s V = .17. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96). **Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
#Hashtags. Overall, about 13% of the Twitter posts included hashtags. Including
retweets, a chi-square test indicated that a statistically significant difference existed
between news organizations in proportions of hashtags in their posts (see Table 4.8).
BBC, Fox News, USA Today, CNN, SFGate, and NBC were overrepresented compared
with expected counts. MSN included no tweets with hashtags. The New York Times, The
Washington Post, Buzzfeed, Business Insider, and Time were underrepresented compared
with expected counts. Eight news organizations were removed to conduct a chi-square
test with no cells having expected counts less than 5. A statistically significant difference
still existed, with Fox News, BBC, USA Today, CNN, and NBC overrepresented and The
New York Times, The Washington Post, Buzzfeed, Business Insider, and Time
underrepresented. In either case, effect sizes were moderate. Excluding retweets, about
11% of posts included hashtags; it was not possible to conduct a chi-square analysis of
differences between news organizations with no cells with expected counts less than 5.
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Table 4.8. #Hashtags (With Retweets)
Yes %

ASR

BBC ( n = 46)*

35

4.6

Fox News (n = 55)*

35

5

USA Today (n = 61)*

30

4

CNN (n = 41)*

29

3.2

SFGate (n = 35)*

26

2.3

NBC (n = 53)*

23

2.2

Yahoo (n = 30)

17

0.7

CBS (n = 37)

16

0.7

NPR (n = 30)

13

0.1

Mashable (n = 55)

13

0

Elite Daily (n = 48)

13

0

LA Times (n = 65)

11

-0.5

CNET (n = 38)

11

-0.4

NY Daily News (n = 41)

10

-0.6

Mail Online (n = 45)

9

-0.8

Bleacher Report (n = 24)

8

-0.7

ABC (n = 48)

6

-1.4

Guardian (n = 66)

6

-1.7

NY Post (n = 36)

6

-1.3

Huffington Post (n = 54)

6

-1.6

Time (n = 49)**

2

-2.3

Business Insider (n = 50)**

2

-2.3

Buzzfeed (n = 51)**

2

-2.4

Washington Post (n = 58)**

2

-2.6

NY Times (n = 60)**

2

-2.6

MSN (n = 20)

0

-1.7

Total (N = 1,196)

13
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χ2(25, N = 1,196) = 122.01, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .32. Eight cells (15.4%) representing
SFGate, Yahoo, CBS, NPR, CNET, Bleacher Report, New York Post, and MSN have
expected counts less than 5. Excluding these news organizations, a statistically significant
difference still exists, χ2(17, N = 946) = 110.86, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .34. Fox News
(ASR = 5), BBC (ASR = 4.6), USA Today (ASR = 4.1), CNN (ASR = 3.3), and NBC
(ASR = 2.2) are overrepresented. New York Times (ASR = -2.6), Washington Post (ASR
= -2.6), Buzzfeed (ASR = -2.4), Business Insider (ASR = -2.3), and Time (ASR = -2.3)
are underrepresented. In the initial analysis of the full sample excluding retweets, 34.6%
of the cells representing 18 news organizations had expected counts less than 5.
Excluding the 18 news organizations reduced variability to the extent that 50% of the
cells, representing the eight remaining news organizations, had expected counts less than
5. For that reason, an analysis excluding retweets comparing the use of hashtags between
news organizations could not be conducted. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96).
**Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
Including retweets, a statistically significant difference existed between types of
media in proportions of tweets with hashtags (see Table 4.9). Broadcast news media were
overrepresented based on expected counts, and print and digital native news media were
underrepresented. Excluding retweets, a statistically significant difference existed.
Broadcast news media were overrepresented in proportions of posts with hashtags, and
print and digital native news media were underrepresented. Including or excluding
retweets, effect sizes were relatively weak. No differences existed between American and
British news media in proportions of tweets with hashtags, either with retweets, χ2(1, N =
1,196) = .83, p = .36, or excluding retweets, χ2(1, N = 1,019) = .04, p = .84.
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Table 4.9. #Hashtags by Media Type
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb

Yes
%

ASR

Yes
%

ASR

Broadcast (n = 310)*

23

6.5

Broadcast (n = 251)*

20

5.4

Tech Platform (n = 50)

10

-0.6

Tech Platform (n = 48)

10

-0.1

Print (n = 516)**

10

-2.6

Print (n = 446)**

9

-2.1

Digital (n = 320)**

8

-3.3

Digital (n = 274)**

6

-2.9

Total (N = 1,196)

13

Total (N = 1,019)

11

a 2

χ (3, N = 1,196) = 42.78, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .19. bχ2(3, N = 1,019) = 30.11, p < .001,
Cramer’s V = .17. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96). **Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
Multimedia. The next research question concerned how news media used
multimedia—photos or other still images, as well as video or other moving images—
which are potential indicators of technical interactivity in Twitter posts.
Photos or other still images. Overall, about 84% of Twitter posts included a
photo or other still image. A chi-square test indicated that a statistically significant
difference existed between news organizations in proportions of tweets with photos or
other still images (see Table 4.10). Business Insider, The Guardian, Huffington Post, and
NBC were overrepresented. MSN, Yahoo, Fox News, and Buzzfeed were
underrepresented. The effect size was relatively strong. It was necessary to remove eight
news organizations to conduct a chi-square analysis with no cells with expected counts
less than 5. A statistically significant difference still existed, with Business Insider, The
Guardian, and Huffington Post overrepresented and Fox News and Buzzfeed
underrepresented. The effect size was moderate. Excluding retweets, about 86% of the
posts included a photo or other still image. It was not possible to conduct a meaningful
chi-square analysis with no cells with expected counts less than 5.
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Table 4.10. Photos or Other Still Images (With Retweets)
Yes %

ASR

Business Insider (n = 45)*

100

2.9

Guardian (n = 66)*

97

2.9

Huffington Post (n = 54)*

96

2.5

CNET (n = 38)

95

1.8

NBC (n = 53)**

94

2

NY Daily News (n = 41)

93

1.5

Bleacher Report (n = 24)

92

1

SFGate (n = 35)

91

1.2

NY Times (n = 60)

90

1.2

Time (n = 49)

90

1.1

Washington Post (n = 58)

90

1.1

CBS (n = 37)

89

0.8

Mashable (n = 55)

89

1

BBC (n = 46)

89

0.9

Mail Online (n = 45)

87

0.4

ABC (n = 48)

85

0.2

LA Times (n = 65)

85

0

NY Post (n = 36)

83

-0.2

Elite Daily (n = 48)

83

-0.2

USA Today (n = 61)

79

-1.3

CNN (n = 41)

78

-1.2

NPR (n = 30)

73

-1.7

Buzzfeed (n = 51)**

71

-2.8

Fox News (n = 55)**

65

-4

Yahoo (n = 30)**

50

-5.3

MSN (n = 20)**

0

-10.5

Total (N = 1,191)

84
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χ2(25, N = 1,191) = 203.7, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .41. Four cells (7.7% ) representing
Bleacher Report, MSN, NPR, and Yahoo had expected counts less than 5. It also was
necessary to eliminate CBS, CNET, New York Post, and SFGate to conduct an analysis
with no cells with expected counts less than 5. Eliminating the eight news organizations,
a statistically significant difference still exists, χ2(17, N = 941) = 63.05, p < .001,
Cramer’s V = .26. Business Insider (ASR = 2.7) The Guardian (ASR = 2.5), and
Huffington Post (ASR = 2.1) are overrepresented. Fox News (ASR = -4.8) and Buzzfeed
(ASR = -.3.5) are underrepresented. Excluding retweets, it was not possible to conduct a
meaningful analysis that also has no cells with expected counts less than 5.
*Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96). **Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
Including retweets, a statistically significant difference existed between types of
media in proportions of tweets with photos or other still images (see Table 4.11). Digital
native and print news media were overrepresented compared with expected counts, and
tech platforms were underrepresented. A statistically significant difference also existed
excluding retweets. Digital native and print news media were overrepresented, and tech
platforms were underrepresented. In both cases, effect sizes were moderate. A
statistically significant difference existed between American and British news media in
proportions of posts including retweets with photos or other still images (see Table 4.12).
British news media were overrepresented, and American news media were
underrepresented. The effect size was negligible. No difference existed between
American and British news media excluding retweets, χ2(1, N = 1,015) = 2.38, p = .12.
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Table 4.11. Photos or Other Still Images by Media Type
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb

Yes
%

ASR

Yes
%

ASR

Digital (n = 315)*

89

2.5

Digital (n = 270)*

91

2.9

Print (n = 516)*

88

3.3

Print (n = 446)*

89

2.1

Broadcast (n = 310)

82

-1.2

Broadcast (n = 251)

87

0.3

Tech Platforms
(n = 50)**

42

-10.9

Tech Platforms
(n = 48)**

41

-11.7

Total (N = 1,191)

84

Total (N = 1,015)

86

a 2

b 2

χ (3, N = 1,191), p < .001, Cramer’s V = .32. χ (3, N = 1,015) = 140.25, p < .001,
Cramer’s V = .37. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96). **Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
Table 4.12. Photos or Other Still Images by Country (With Retweets)
Yes %

ASR

British (n = 205)*

90

2.3

American (n = 986)**

83

-2.3

Total (N = 1,191)

84

χ2(1, N = 1,191) = 5.28, p = .02, Phi = .07. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96).
**Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
Videos or other moving images. Overall, about 4% of the Twitter posts included
videos or other moving images such as Vines or GIFs. About 22% of the Buzzfeed tweets
and 15% of the CNN tweets included videos or other moving images. Business Insider,
CNET, Huffington Post, MSN, NPR, New York Daily News, SFGate, Time, and USA
Today had no tweets with videos or other moving images. However, insufficient variation
existed to conduct a chi-square analysis to determine differences between news
organizations. No statistically significant differences existed between types of media,
χ2(3, N = 1,191) = 6.83, p = .08, nor between countries, χ2(1, N = 1,191) = .13, p =.72.

Excluding retweets, about 3% of the posts included videos or other moving images.
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Emoji. The final question in the first set of research questions concerned how
news media used emoji, a potential indicator of social interactivity in tweets. About 1%
of tweets included emoji. Insufficient variation existed to conduct analyses without
violating chi-square assumptions. For that reason, this variable was removed from the
study.
Algorithmic content analysis. A computer-assisted content analysis was
conducted based on the capacity to use Excel to search for text strings that indicate the
presence of retweets, @mentions, and hashtags, potential indicators of social
interactivity; and hyperlinks representing interactive elements (either multimedia or
hyperlinks to online content), potential indicators of technical interactivity. This allowed
for analysis of a larger number of tweets (n = 10,000) than could be coded feasibly using
traditional human-conducted content analysis. As noted previously, tweets from any
single news organization were capped at 5% (n = 500) of the sample. This analysis
mostly confirmed the results of the human-coded content analysis indicating moderate to
relatively strong differences between news organizations in how they use Twitter and
weaker differences based on type of media or home country.
Retweets. A statistically significant difference existed between news
organizations (see Table 4.13) in proportions of retweets in Twitter posts. BBC, NPR,
Bleacher Report, Buzzfeed, Mail Online, USA Today, and The New York Times were
overrepresented compared with expected counts. MSN, The Guardian, Time, CNET,
Elite Daily, Huffington Post, Mashable, Business Insider, Los Angeles Times, SFGate,
New York Daily News, The Washington Post, and CBS were underrepresented. The effect
size was moderate to relatively strong.
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Table 4.13. Retweets (CA-QCA)
Yes %

ASR

BBC* (n = 413)

61

25.3

NPR* (n = 181)

41

9.3

Bleacher Report* (n = 228)

38

8.9

Buzzfeed* (n = 358)

37

10.6

Mail Online* (n = 435)

35

10.8

USA Today* (n = 484)

29

7.9

New York Times* (n = 500)

29

7.9

New York Post (n = 268)

20

1.6

Fox News (n = 500)

19

1.7

CNN (n = 292)

17

0.2

ABC (n = 367)

16

-0.3

NBC News (n = 453)

14

-1.1

Yahoo News (n = 253)

13

-1.2

CBS** (n = 272)

11

-2.5

Washington Post** (n = 500)

10

-4

New York Daily News** (n = 442)

9

-4.5

SFGate** (n = 252)

8

-3.6

Los Angeles Times** (n = 463)

7

-5.8

Business Insider** (n = 500)

7

-6

Mashable** (n = 500)

5

-6.8

Huffington Post** (n = 500)

5

-6.8

Elite Daily** (n = 374)

4

-6.8

CNET** (n = 330)

2

-6.9

Time** (n = 500)

2

-8.6

Guardian** (n = 500)

1

-9.6

MSN** (n = 135)

1

-4.9

Total (N = 10,000)

16
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χ2(25, N = 10,000) = 1601.02, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .4. *Overrepresented

(ASR >

1.96). **Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
A statistically significant difference also existed between types of news media in
proportions of Twitter posts with retweets. Broadcast news media were overrepresented
compared with expected counts, and tech platforms, digital native news media, and print
news media were underrepresented (see Table 4.14). However, the effect size was
relatively weak. A difference also existed between British and American news media (see
Table 4.15). British news media were overrepresented in proportions of retweets
compared with expected counts, and American news media were underrepresented. The
effect size also was relatively weak.
Table 4.14. Retweets by Media Type (CA-QCA)
Yes %

ASR

Broadcast (n = 2,978)*

22

9.8

Print (n = 4,344)**

15

-3.5

Digital Native (n = 2,290)**

13

-4.8

Tech Platform (n = 388)**

9

-4

Total (N = 10,000)

16

χ2(3, N = 10,000) = 107.72, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .1. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96).
**Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
Table 4.15. Retweets by Country (CA-QCA)
Yes %

ASR

British (n = 1,722)*

25

10.2

American (n = 8,278)**

15

-10.2

Total (N = 10,000)

16

2

χ (1, N = 10,000) = 103.29, p < .001, Phi = .1. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96).
**Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
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@Mentions. Differences existed between news organizations in proportions of
tweets with @mentions (see Table 4.16). Including retweets, Fox News, BBC, NPR,
CNN, Bleacher Report, USA Today, Buzzfeed, Mail Online, Yahoo, The New York
Times, and New York Daily News were overrepresented compared with expected counts.
MSN, Time, Mashable, Huffington Post, The Guardian, Los Angeles Times, SFGate,
CNET, the Washington Post, Business Insider, ABC, and the New York Post were
underrepresented. However, these groupings changed somewhat when retweets were
excluded. Excluding retweets, Fox News, CNN, Elite Daily, New York Daily News,
Yahoo, NPR, CBS, and NBC were overrepresented in proportions of tweets with
@mentions compared with expected counts. MSN, Mail Online, the New York Post,
Time, SFGate, The Washington Post, Buzzfeed, Mashable, Huffington Post, Los Angeles
Times, ABC, The New York Times, and The Guardian were underrepresented. Regardless
of whether retweets are included, the effect sizes were moderate.
Table 4.16. Presence of @Mentions (CA-QCA)
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb

Yes
%

ASR

Yes
%

ASR

Fox News (n = 500)*

69

20.8

Fox News (n = 405)*

61

28.3

BBC (n = 413)*

65

17

CNN (n = 243)*

35

9.7

NPR (n = 181)*

54

7.9

Elite Daily (n = 361)*

28

7.8

CNN (n = 292)*

46

7

NY Daily News
(n = 404)*

26

7.1

Bleacher Report
(n =228)*

44

5.6

Yahoo (n = 219)*

23

4.1

USA Today (n = 500)*

40

6

NPR (n = 106)*

22

2.3

Buzzfeed (n = 358)*

40

5.1

CBS (n = 243)*

19

2.5

Mail Online (n = 435)*

35

3.5

NBC (n = 388)*

18

2.6
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Table 4.16. Presence of @Mentions (CA-QCA)
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb

Yes
%

ASR

Yes
%

ASR

Yahoo (n = 253)*

34

2.1

Business Insider
(n = 467)

16

1.1

NY Times (n = 500)*

33

2.8

USA Today (n = 343)

15

0.7

NY Daily News
(n = 442)*

32

2

CNET (n =322)

11

-1.6

Elite Daily (n = 374)

30

1

Bleacher Report
(n = 142)

11

-1.1

NBC (n = 453)

30

1

Guardian (n = 496)**

11

-2.2

CBS (n = 272)

28

0

BBC (n = 160)

9

-1.9

NY Post (n = 268)**

21

-2.5

NY Times (n = 355)**

6

-4.3

ABC (n = 367)**

21

-3

ABC (n = 309)**

6

-4

Business Insider
(n = 500)**

2

-3.4

Huffington Post
(n = 473)**

6

-5.1

Washington Post
(n = 500)**

14

-7.1

Mashable (n = 473)**

6

-5.3

CNET (n = 330)**

13

-6.1

LA Times (n = 433)**

6

-5.1

SFGate (n = 252)**

12

-5.6

Buzzfeed (n = 227)**

5

-4

LA Times (n = 463)**

12

-8

SFGate (n = 232)**

5

-4.1

Guardian (n = 500)**

11

-8.5

Washington Post
(n = 451)**

5

-5.8

Huffington Post
(n = 500)**

11

-8.6

Time (n = 488)**

5

-6

Mashable (n = 500)**

11

-8.7

NY Post (n = 215)**

2

-5.2

Time (n = 500)**

1

-10.7

Mail Online (n = 283)**

<1

-6.7

MSN (n = 135)**

1

-7.1

MSN (n = 134)**

0

-4.7

Total (N = 10,000)

28

Total (N = 8,372)

14

a 2

χ (25, N = 10,000) = 1489.15 , p < .001, Cramer’s V = .39;
χ (25, N = 8,372) = 1302.92, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .39.
*Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96). **Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
b 2
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Differences existed between types of media in the presence of @mentions (see
Table 4.17). With retweets, broadcast news media were overrepresented in proportions of
tweets with @mentions compared with expected counts; tech platforms and digital native
news media were underrepresented. Excluding retweets, broadcast news media were
overrepresented, and print news media were underrepresented. Effect sizes were
relatively weak in both cases. A difference also existed between British and American
news media with retweets included. British news media were overrepresented, and
American news media were underrepresented (see Table 4.18). However, the effect size
was negligible. Excluding retweets, no statistically significant difference existed between
British and American news media in proportions of tweets with @mentions, χ2(1, N =
8,372) = 1.34, p = .25.
Table 4.17. Presence of @Mentions by Media Type (CA-QCA)
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb

Yes
%

ASR

Yes
%

ASR

Broadcast (n = 2,978)*

40

17.3

Broadcast (n = 2,327)*

23

15

Digital (n = 2,290)**

24

-4.2

Tech Platform (n = 353)

14

0.3

Tech Platform
(n = 388)**

22

-2.6

Digital (n = 1,997)

13

-1.1

Print (n = 4,344)**

22

-11.4

Print (n = 3,700)**

9

-12.7

Total (N = 10,000)

28

Total (N = 8,372)

14

a 2

b 2

χ (3, N = 10,000) = 304.63, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .18; χ (25, N = 8,372) = 252.93,
p < .001, Cramer’s V = .17. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96).
**Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
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Table 4.18. Presence of @Mentions by Country (With Retweets) (CA-QCA)
Yes %

ASR

British (n = 1,722)*

34

6.4

American (n = 8,278)**

27

-6.4

Total (N = 10,000)

28

χ2(1, N = 10,000) = 41.24, p < .001, Phi = .06. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96).
**Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
#Hashtags. Statistically significant differences existed between news
organizations in proportions of tweets with hashtags (see Table 4.19). Including retweets,
Fox News, BBC, CNN, USA Today, Yahoo News, SFGate, NBC News, and CBS were
overrepresented in proportions of tweets with hashtags compared with expected counts.
MSN, The Washington Post, Time, Business Insider, The New York Times, New York
Post, The Guardian, Buzzfeed, CNET, New York Daily News, Mail Online, Huffington
Post, and Mashable were underrepresented.
Excluding retweets, Fox News, CNN, USA Today, BBC, SFGate, and NBC News
were overrepresented. MSN, The Washington Post, Time, Business Insider, The New
York Times, New York Post, The Guardian, Buzzfeed, CNET, Mail Online, Huffington
Post, New York Daily News, and Mashable were underrepresented. Including or
excluding retweets, the effect sizes were moderate.
Table 4.19. Presence of #Hashtags (CA-QCA)
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb

Yes
%

ASR

Yes
%

ASR

Fox News (n = 500)*

69

18.9

Fox News (n = 405)*

45

17.4

BBC (n = 413)*

38

14.5

CNN (n = 243)*

38

13.5

CNN (n = 292)*

38

12.1

USA Today (n = 343)*

31

11.8
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Table 4.19. Presence of #Hashtags (CA-QCA)
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb

Yes
%

ASR

Yes
%

ASR

USA Today (n = 484)*

33

12.7

BBC (n = 160)*

24

5.4

Yahoo News (n = 253)*

26

5.8

Yahoo News (n = 219)*

23

5.9

SFGate (n = 252)*

22

4

SFGate (n = 232)*

22

5.2

NBC (n = 453)*

20

4.1

NBC (n = 388)*

18

4.2

CBS (n = 272)*

18

2.3

CBS (n = 243)

13

1.1

NPR (n = 181)

17

1.1

Elite Daily (n = 361)

11

-0.3

ABC (n = 367)

12

-0.8

ABC (n = 309)

10

-0.6

Elite Daily (n = 374)

12

-1.3

NPR (n = 106)

9

-0.5

LA Times (n = 463)

11

-1.9

Bleacher Report
(n = 142)

9

-0.7

Mashable (n = 500)**

10

-2.6

LA Times (n = 433)

9

-1.2

Bleacher Report
(n = 228)

10

-1.8

Mashable (n = 473)**

8

-2.2

Huffington Post
(n = 500)**

8

-3.5

NY Daily News
(n = 404)**

8

-2.2

Mail Online (n = 435)**

8

-3.8

Mail Online (n = 283)**

7

-2.2

NY Daily News
(n = 442)**

8

-3.9

Huffington Post
(n = 473)**

7

-3.1

CNET (n = 330)**

7

-3.4

CNET (n = 322)**

6

-2.8

Buzzfeed (n = 358)**

5

-4.7

NY Post (n = 215)**

4

-3.3

NY Post (n = 268)**

5

-4.1

Buzzfeed (n = 227)**

4

-3.5

Guardian (n = 500)**

4

-6.3

Guardian (n = 496)**

4

-5.4

NY Times (n = 500)**

4

-6.7

NY Times (n = 355)**

3

-5.1

Business Insider
(n = 500)**

2

-7.7

Business Insider
(n = 467)**

1

-6.9

Time (n = 500)**

2

-7.9

Time (n = 488)**

1

-7.1

Washington Post
(n = 500)**

1

-8.2

Washington Post
(n = 451)**

1

-6.9
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Table 4.19. Presence of #Hashtags (CA-QCA)
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb

Yes
%

ASR

MSN (n = 135)**

0

-4.7

Total (N = 10,000)

14

a 2

Yes
%

ASR

MSN (n = 134)**

0

-4.1

Total (N = 8,372)

11

b 2

χ (25, N = 10,000) = 1294.4, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .36; χ (25, N = 8,372) = 968.42,
p < .001, Cramer’s V = .34. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96).
**Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
Differences existed between types of media in proportions of tweets with hashtags
(see Table 4.20). Including retweets, broadcast news media were overrepresented
compared with expected counts. Digital native and print news media were
underrepresented. Excluding retweets, broadcast news media and tech platforms were
overrepresented, and digital native and print news media were underrepresented. In both
cases, the effect sizes were relatively weak. Including retweets, no statistically significant
difference existed between American and British news media in the presence of tweets
with hashtags, χ2(1, N = 10,000) = 1.77, p =.18.
Excluding retweets, American news media were overrepresented, and British
news media were underrepresented (see Table 4.21). However, the effect size was
negligible.
Table 4.20. Presence of #Hashtags by Media Type (CA-QCA)
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb

Yes
%

ASR

Broadcast (n = 2,978)*

25

20.8

Broadcast (n = 2,327)*

Tech Platform (n = 388)

17

1.9

Tech Platform (n = 353)* 14

2.1

Print (n = 4,344)**

9

-11.4

Print (n = 3,700)**

-8.1
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Yes
%

ASR

20

15.5

8

Digital (n = 2,290)**

7

Total (N = 10,000)

14

-10.1

a 2

Digital (n = 1,992)**

6

Total (N = 8,372)

11

-7.9

b 2

χ (3, N = 10,000) = 457.6 , p < .001, Cramer’s V = .21; χ (3, N = 8,372) = 260.54,
p < .001, Cramer’s V = .18. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96).
**Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
Table 4.21. Presence of #Hashtags by Country (Excluding Retweets) (CA-QCA)
Yes %

ASR

American (n = 7,072)*

12

2.8

British (n = 1,300)**

9

-2.8

Total (N = 8,372)

11

χ2(1, N = 8,372) = 7.6, p = .01, Phi = .03. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96).
**Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
Presence of interactive element as determined by presence of a t.co hyperlink.
Twitter converts hyperlinks within tweets to hyperlinks using its own t.co domain. The
presence of attached multimedia also is indicated by the presence of a t.co hyperlink. For
that reason, whether any type of these interactive elements is present can be determined
by searching tweets for “https://t.co” in Excel. This category for the computer-assisted
content analysis was equivalent to a combination of the internal hyperlink, embedded
tweet/hyperlink to tweet, external hyperlink, photo or other still image, and video or other
moving image categories from the human-conducted content analysis. It cannot be
determined using this method whether the t.co hyperlink refers to a specific type of
interactive element. Differences for the presence of t.co hyperlinks were calculated
including and excluding retweets (see Table 4.22). With retweets, all tweets in the sample
from Business Insider, The Guardian, and Time included t.co hyperlinks. The New York
Daily News, Mail Online, MSN, The Washington Post, CNET, Huffington Post, CNN,
The New York Times, CBS, and Mashable had more t.co hyperlinks than expected counts
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would predict. Fox News, NPR, Elite Daily, BBC, ABC, Buzzfeed, and USA Today had
fewer t.co hyperlinks than expected counts would predict. All news organizations but Fox
News had at least 89% of tweets with such t.co hyperlinks. Excluding retweets, all tweets
in the sample from Business Insider, The Guardian, Time, New York Daily News, MSN,
CNN, and The New York Times included t.co hyperlinks and were overrepresented
compared with expected counts. Mail Online, The Washington Post, CNET, NBC News,
Huffington Post, and Mashable also had more t.co hyperlinks than expected counts would
predict. Fox News, Elite Daily, ABC, Buzzfeed, and USA Today had fewer t.co
hyperlinks than expected counts would predict. All but Fox News had at least 91% of
tweets with such hyperlinks. It was necessary to remove five news organizations to
conduct a chi-square analysis excluding retweets in which no cells had expected counts
less than 5. A statistically significant difference between news organizations still existed.
For all three comparisons, the effect sizes were moderate.
Table 4.22. Presence of Interactive Element (Hyperlink and/or Multimedia) (CA-QCA)
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb
Yes
%

ASR

Yes
%

ASR

Business Insider (n = 500)* 100

4.8

Guardian (n = 496)*

100

3.5

Guardian (n = 500)*

100

4.8

Time (n = 488)*

100

3.5

Time (n = 500)*

100

4.8

Business Insider
(n = 467)*

100

3.4

NY Daily News (n = 442)*

> 99 4.3

NY Daily News (n = 404)* 100

3.2

Mail Online (n = 435)*

99

3.7

NY Times (n = 355)*

100

2.9

MSN News (n = 135)*

99

2

CNN (n = 243)*

100

2.4

Washington Post (n = 500)* 99

3.9

BBC (n = 160)*

100

2

CNET (n = 330)*

3

MSN News (n = 134)

100

1.8

99
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Table 4.22. Presence of Interactive Element (Hyperlink and/or Multimedia) (CA-QCA)
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb
Yes
%

ASR

Yes
%

Huffington Post (n = 500)*

99

3.4

Washington Post
(n = 451)*

> 99 3

CNN (n = 292)*

99

2.7

NBC (n = 388)*

> 99 2.7

NY Times (n = 500)

99

3.4

CNET (n = 322)*

> 99 2.4

CBS (n = 272)*

98

2

CBS (n = 355)*

> 99 2

NY Post (n = 268)

98

1.9

Mail Online (n = 283)*

> 99 2.2

Mashable (n = 500)*

98

2.3

Yahoo News (n = 219)

> 99 1.8

NBC (n = 453)

97

1.7

Mashable (n = 473)*

99

2.5

LA Times (n = 463)

97

1.5

Huffington Post
(n = 473)*

99

2.2

SFGate (n = 252)

96

0.5

LA Times (n = 433)

99

1.6

Bleacher Report (n = 228)

95

-0.8

SFGate (n = 232)

99

1.5

Yahoo News (n = 253)

95

-1.1

NY Post (n = 214)

98

0.4

USA Today (n = 484)**

93

-3

NPR (n = 106)

97

-0.4

Buzzfeed (n = 358)**

93

-3.2

Bleacher Report (n = 142) 97

-1

ABC (n = 367)**

91

-4.4

USA Today (n = 343)

96

-1.9

BBC (n = 413)**

91

-4.9

Buzzfeed (n = 227)**

96

-2.2

Elite Daily (n = 374)**

90

-5.3

ABC (n = 309)**

96

-2.7

NPR (n = 181)**

89

-4.6

Elite Daily (n = 361)**

91

-8.9

Fox News (n = 500)**

75

-24.1

Fox News (n = 405)**

78

-27.5

Total (N = 10,000)

96

Total (N = 8,372)

98

a 2

b 2

ASR

χ (25, N = 10,000) = 831.12, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .29; χ (25, N = 8,372) = 922.2,
p < .001, Cramer’s V = .33. Excluding retweets, five cells (9.6%) representing BBC,
Bleacher Report, MSN, New York Post, and NPR have expected counts less than 5.
Excluding these news organizations, a statistically significant difference still exists,
χ2(25, N = 7,615) = 887.28, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .34. The Guardian (ASR = 3.6), Time
(ASR = 3.6), Business Insider (ASR = 3.5), New York Daily News (ASR = 3.2), The
Washington Post (ASR = 3.1), The New York Times (ASR = 3.0), NBC (ASR = 2.8),
Mashable (ASR = 2.6), CNET (ASR = 2.5), CNN (ASR = 2.5), Mail Online (ASR = 2.3),
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Huffington Post (ASR = 2.2), and CBS (ASR = 2.0) are overrepresented. Fox News
(ASR = -27.0), Elite Daily (ASR = -8.7), ABC (ASR = -2.6), Buzzfeed (ASR = -2.1) are
underrepresented. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96). **Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
Differences existed between types of news media in proportions of tweets with
t.co hyperlinks (see Table 4.23). Including retweets, print news media had more tweets
with t.co hyperlinks than expected counts would predict, and broadcast news media were
underrepresented. No type of news media had less than 92% of tweets with such
interactive elements. Excluding retweets, print news media and tech platforms were
overrepresented in proportions of tweets with t.co hyperlinks compared with expected
counts, and broadcast news media were underrepresented. No type of news media had
less than 95% of tweets excluding retweets with such interactive elements. Including or
excluding retweets, the effect sizes were relatively weak. No statistically significant
difference was found between American and British news media in the proportions of
tweets with t.co hyperlinks including retweets, χ2(1, N = 10,000) = .26, p =.61, nor
excluding retweets, χ2(1, N = 8,372 = .71, p = .4.
Table 4.23. Presence of Interactive Element (Hyperlink and/or Multimedia) by Media
Type (CA-QCA)
With Retweetsa

Excluding Retweetsb

Yes
%

ASR

Yes
%

Print (n = 4,344)*

98

10.9

Tech Platform (n = 353)* > 99 2.6

Digital (n = 2,290)

96

0.8

Print (n = 3,700)*

99

8.7

Tech Platform (n = 388)

96

0.3

Digital (n = 1,992)

97

-1.1

Broadcast (n = 2,978)**

92

-12.7

Broadcast (n = 2,327)**

95

-9.7

Total (N = 10,000)

96

Total (N = 8,372)

98

a 2

ASR

χ (3, N = 10,000) = 180.52, p < .001, Cramer’s V = .13; bχ2(3, N = 8,372) = 117.24,
p < .001, Cramer’s V = .12. *Overrepresented (ASR > 1.96).
**Underrepresented (ASR < -1.96).
113

Secondary gatekeeping. The second research question concerned which
characteristics of tweets were predictors of secondary gatekeeping in the form of retweets
or likes/favorites/hearts. For potential predictor variables with two categories such as
“yes” and “no,” standard t-tests of the ranked values or Welch’s t-tests of the ranked
values were conducted to determine whether differences existed between categories. The
Kruskal-Wallis test, a nonparametric alternative to one-way ANOVAs, was used to
determine differences in potential predictor variables with more than two categories,
specifically type of media and news organization.
User retweets. Welch’s t-tests or standard t-tests of the ranked values indicated
that internal hyperlinks, hashtags, photos or other still images, and videos or other
moving images were statistically significant predictors of retweets (see Table 4.24).
Twitter posts with internal hyperlinks had fewer retweets than those that did not, although
the effect size was negligible based on the standard for eta-squared of .01 as a small
effect, .06 as a moderate effect, and .14 as a large effect (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012).
Posts with hashtags had more retweets than those without hashtags. Posts with photos or
other still images had more retweets than those that did not. In both cases, the effect sizes
were negligible. Posts with videos or other moving images had more retweets than those
that did not; the effect size was small. Both multimedia variables were positive predictors
of retweets, while the internal hyperlinks variable was a negative predictor of retweets.
This raised the question of to what extent the multimedia variables might be predictors of
retweets in posts without internal hyperlinks. To explore this question, the internal
hyperlinks variable was transformed into a “no internal hyperlinks” variable, with “no”
such hyperlinks recoded as “1” and “yes” recoded as “0.” An interaction variable,
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“photos or other still images with no internal hyperlinks,” was created by multiplying “no
internal hyperlinks” and “photos or other still images.” Another interaction variable,
“videos or other moving images with no internal hyperlinks,” was similarly computed.
Both interaction variables were statistically significant positive predictors of retweets,
although the effect sizes were small.
A Kruskal-Wallis test determined that a statistically significant difference existed
between types of media in the ranked values of number of retweets, χ2(3, N = 1191) =
147.91, p < .001. Broadcast news media posts on average had more retweets than digital
native or print news media or tech platform posts. Digital native news media posts on
average had more retweets than print news media or tech platform posts, and print news
media posts on average had more retweets than tech platform posts. All pairwise
comparisons were statistically significant at p < .001, with the exception of the
comparison between print and digital native news media, which was significant at p <
.01.
A Welch’s t-test of the ranked values indicated that posts from broadcast news
media had more retweets on average than posts from the rest of the sample; the effect size
was moderate. A standard t-test of the ranked values indicated that posts from print news
media had fewer retweets on average than posts from the rest of the sample, but the effect
size was small. A Welch’s t-test of the ranked values indicated that posts from tech
platforms had fewer retweets on average than posts from the rest of the sample; the effect
size was moderate. A Kruskal-Wallis test determined that a statistically significant
difference existed between news organizations in number of retweets by ranked values,
χ2(25, N = 1191) = 559.48, p < .001 (for pairwise comparisons, see Table 4.25).
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Table 4.24. Predictors of Retweets
Welch’s t of
ranked values

p

Yes mean
ranked value
(standard
deviation)

No mean
ranked value
(standard
deviation)

Effect
size
(eta
squared)

Internal hyperlinks

t(159) = 2.39

.02

586.5
(sd = 336.5)

671
(sd = 391.1)

< .01

#Hashtags

t(188) = -1.94

.05

650.6
(sd = 377)

588
(sd = 338.3)

< .01

Photos or other
still images

t(230) = -2.21

.03

606.9
(sd = 329.5)

536.6
(sd = 409.8)

< .01

Videos or other
moving images*

t(1,189) = -5.58 < .001 866.9
(sd = 313.6)

584.9
(sd = 340.7)

.03

591.3
(sd = 341.6)

.01

Photos or other still t(1189) = -3.05 .04
images with no
internal hyperlinks*

684.3
(sd = 359.5)

Videos or other
moving images with
no internal
hyperlinks*

t(1189) = -3.69 < .001 890.8
(sd = 329)

591
(sd = 342)

.01

Broadcast news
media

t(639) = -9.93

< .001 744.5
(sd = 290.6)

543.8
(sd = 346.1)

.08

Print news media*

t(1,189) = 5.7

< .001 531.9
(sd = 326.1)

645
(sd = 349.4)

.03

Tech platforms

t(58) = 12.2

< .001 187.1
(sd = 236.8)

613.9
(sd = 336.8)

.11

No differences were found based on presence of @mentions, home country, or whether a
tweet was sent by a digital native news organization. *For this predictor, Levene’s test
indicated that the assumption of homogeneity of variance was met. For that reason, a
standard t-test of the ranked values was conducted rather than a Welch’s t-test of the
ranked values.
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Table 4.25. Retweet Numbers (Ranked Values) Pairwise Comparisons for News
Organizations
News
Organization

News Organizations With Fewer Retweets (Ranked Values) Per
Tweet (Statistically Significant Pairwise Differences)

Bleacher Report Washington Post, Time, Mashable, Huffington Post, Mail Online,
NBC, CBS, NPR, CNET, Guardian, LA Times, NY Post, USA
Today, Business Insider, Elite Daily, New York Daily News, Yahoo,
SFGate, MSN
CNN

Time, Mashable, Huffington Post, Mail Online, NBC, CBS, NPR,
CNET, Guardian, LA Times, NY Post, USA Today, Business Insider,
Elite Daily, New York Daily News, Yahoo, SFGate, MSN

New York Times Washington Post, Time, Mashable, Huffington Post, Mail Online,
NBC, CBS, NPR, CNET, Guardian, LA Times, NY Post, USA
Today, Business Insider, Elite Daily, New York Daily News, Yahoo,
SFGate, MSN
Buzzfeed

Time, Mashable, Huffington Post, Mail Online, NBC, CBS, NPR,
CNET, Guardian, LA Times, NY Post, USA Today, Business Insider,
Elite Daily, New York Daily News, Yahoo, SFGate, MSN

BBC

Huffington Post, Mail Online, NBC, CBS, NPR, CNET, Guardian,
LA Times, NY Post, USA Today, Business Insider, Elite Daily, New
York Daily News, Yahoo, SFGate, MSN

Fox News, ABC

CNET, Guardian, LA Times, NY Post, USA Today, Business Insider,
Elite Daily, New York Daily News, Yahoo, SFGate, MSN

Washington Post LA Times, NY Post, USA Today, Business Insider, Elite Daily, New
York Daily News, Yahoo, SFGate, MSN
Time

USA Today, Business Insider, Elite Daily, New York Daily News,
Yahoo, SFGate, MSN

Mashable,
Huffington Post

Business Insider, Elite Daily, New York Daily News, Yahoo,
SFGate, MSN

Mail Online

New York Daily News, Yahoo, SFGate, MSN

NBC, CBS, NPR, SFGate, MSN
CNET,
Guardian, LA
Times
NY Post

MSN

USA Today

SFGate, MSN

All pairwise comparisons significant at p < .05.
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Table 4.26. Predictors of Likes/Favorites/Hearts
Welch’s t of
ranked values

p

Yes mean
ranked value
(standard
deviation)

No mean
ranked value
(standard
deviation)

Effect
size
(eta
squared)

Internal hyperlinks*

t(1188) = 5.18 > .001 577.3
(sd = 336.3)

738.8
(sd = 367.8)

.02

@Mentions

t(495) = -2.79

644.5
(sd = 361)

578.7
(sd = 336.1)

.01

#Hashtags*

t(1188) = -2.32 .02

655.7
(sd = 366.1)

586.7
(sd = 339.5)

< .01

Photos or other
still images

t(227) = -2.09

605.9
(sd = 328.5)

538.6
(sd = 413.3)

< .01

Videos or other
moving images*

t(1187) = -5.71 > .001 855.2
(sd = 317.2)

584.8
(sd = 340.6)

.03

Photos or other still
images with no
internal hyperlinks*

t(1188) = -3.8

> .001 758.8
(sd = 359.5)

586.8
(sd = 340.8)

.02

Videos or other
moving images with
no internal
hyperlinks

t(18) = -5.46

> .001 934.4
(sd = 264.2)

589.8
(sd = 341.9)

.02

Digital native
news media*

t(1188) = -5.63 > .001 687.9
(sd = 342)

562.3
(sd = 338.3)

.03

Broadcast news
media

t(669) = -10.36 > .001 746.9
(sd = 279.7)

542.2
(sd = 348.3)

.08

Print news media*

t(1188) = 9.58 > .001 490.4
(sd = 317.4)

676
(sd = 341.4)

.07

Tech platforms

t(58) = 13.78

614.6
(sd = 334.9)

.14

.01

.04

> .001 150.8
(sd = 225.1)

No differences were found based on home country. *For this predictor, Levene’s test
indicated that the assumption of homogeneity of variance was met. For that reason, a
standard t-test of the ranked values was conducted rather than a Welch’s t-test of the
ranked values.
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Table 4.27. Likes/Favorites (Ranked Values) Pairwise Comparisons for News
Organizations
News
Organization

News Organizations With Fewer Likes (Ranked Values) Per Tweet
(Statistically Significant Pairwise Differences)

Bleacher Report, Huffington Post, Time, Mashable, Elite Daily, Washington Post,
Buzzfeed
NPR, NBC, CBS, Mail Online, CNET, Guardian, LA Times, USA
Today, NY Post, Business Insider, New York Daily News, Yahoo,
SFGate, MSN
CNN

Time, Mashable, Elite Daily, Washington Post, NPR, NBC, CBS,
Mail Online, CNET, Guardian, LA Times, USA Today, NY Post,
Business Insider, New York Daily News, Yahoo, SFGate, MSN

NY Times

Huffington Post, Time, Mashable, Elite Daily, Washington Post,
NPR, NBC, CBS, Mail Online, CNET, Guardian, LA Times, USA
Today, NY Post, Business Insider, New York Daily News, Yahoo,
SFGate, MSN

Fox News, BBC

Elite Daily, Washington Post, NPR, NBC, CBS, Mail Online, CNET,
Guardian, LA Times, USA Today, NY Post, Business Insider, New
York Daily News, Yahoo, SFGate, MSN

ABC

Washington Post, NBC, CBS, Mail Online, CNET, Guardian, LA
Times, USA Today, NY Post, Business Insider, New York Daily
News, Yahoo, SFGate, MSN

Huffington Post, Guardian, LA Times, USA Today, NY Post, Business Insider, New
Time, Mashable York Daily News, Yahoo, SFGate, MSN
Elite Daily,
New York Daily News, Yahoo, SFGate, MSN
Washington Post
NPR

SFGate, MSN

NBC

New York Daily News, SFGate, MSN

CBS, Mail
Online

SFGate, MSN

CNET,
Guardian, LA
Times, USA
Today

MSN

All pairwise comparisons significant at p < .05.
Likes/favorites/hearts. Welch’s t-tests or standard t-tests of the ranked values
indicated that internal hyperlinks, @mentions, hashtags, photos or other still images, and
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videos or other moving images were statistically significant predictors of
likes/favorites/hearts (see Table 4.26). Tweets with internal hyperlinks had fewer likes on
average than those that did not; the effect size was small. Tweets with @mentions had
more likes on average than tweets without @mentions; the effect size was small. Tweets
with hashtags or tweets with photos or other still images both had more likes on average
than those that did not, but the effect sizes were negligible. Tweets with videos or other
moving images had more likes on average than those that did not; the effect size was
small. Both interaction variables, “photos or other still images with no internal
hyperlinks,” and “videos or other moving images with no internal hyperlinks” were
positive predictors of likes, but the effect sizes were small.
A Kruskal-Wallis test determined that a statistically significant difference existed
between types of media in mean ranked values of likes/favorites/hearts, χ2(3, N = 1190) =
213.21, p < .001. Broadcast news media tweets on average had more likes on average
than digital news media tweets, but the difference was not statistically significant. All
other pairwise comparisons were statistically significant at p < .001. Broadcast news
media tweets on average had more likes than print news media or tech platform tweets.
Digital news media tweets on average had more likes than print news media or tech
platform tweets. Print news media tweets on average had more likes than tech platform
tweets. Broadcast news media tweets had more likes on average than the rest of the
sample; the effect size was moderate. Digital native news media tweets had more likes on
average than the rest of the sample, but the effect size was small. Print news media tweets
had fewer likes on average than the rest of the sample; the effect size was moderate. Tech
platform tweets had fewer likes on average than the rest of the sample, and the effect size
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was large. Finally, a Kruskal-Wallis test determined that a statistically significant
difference existed between news organizations in mean ranked values of
likes/favorites/hearts, χ2(25, N = 1190) = 662.26, p < .001 (for pairwise comparisons, see
Table 4.27).
Taken together, the results of these analyses suggest that a slight negative
association exists between tweets with internal hyperlinks that news organizations
disseminate for traditional gatekeeping purposes and secondary gatekeeping behavior in
the form of retweets or likes/favorites/hearts. Other characteristics of Twitter posts, most
prominently videos or other moving images, are positive predictors of secondary
gatekeeping behavior, but the influence of these characteristics are slight to small. The
analyses of differences between types of media and between news organizations
indicated that posts from broadcast or digital native news organizations—particularly
Bleacher Report, Buzzfeed, CNN, Fox News, and BBC—tended to be more associated
with secondary gatekeeping behavior. Among print news media, The New York Times
also seemed to have more retweets and likes for its posts on average. For that reason, the
next section will address characteristics of tweets from these news organizations, as well
as other theoretical and practical implications of the results.
Discussion
News organizations with large online audiences in the United States were active
on Twitter during a one-month period in fall 2015, using the social media platform
primarily to disseminate hyperlinks to articles on their websites. This quantitative content
analysis found that about 9 in 10 tweets sent by news organizations were for this purpose.
The news organizations have adopted interactive characteristics of Twitter such as the
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ability to include hyperlinks in posts and to attach photographs or other still images to
tweets. To a much lesser extent, the news organizations used other Twitter functions such
as the ability to retweet or forward posts, refer to other users with @mentions, refer to
topics of discussion on Twitter with hashtags, or to attach videos or other moving images
such as Vines and GIFs. Bleacher Report, Buzzfeed, CNN, and The New York Times
were more successful than other news organizations in gaining retweets or likes for their
Twitter posts. Specific interactive characteristics of tweets, particularly the presence of
video, were associated with this secondary gatekeeping behavior by Twitter users.
However, the effects of these characteristics were relatively small. This section explains
how these results have implications for gatekeeping theory (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009),
the hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014), and the concepts of
interactivity (Baym, 2010) and reciprocity (Lewis, 2015; Lewis, Holton, & Coddington,
2014) as they apply to news organizations’ use of Twitter.
Traditional and secondary news gatekeeping on Twitter. News media mostly
used Twitter to deliver headlines and hyperlinks to articles in a manner apparently
intended to bring audiences to news organizations’ websites. These results are consistent
with previous research demonstrating that journalists have extended traditional
gatekeeping practices to their use of Twitter. In the traditional gatekeeping model,
journalists decide what news to disseminate to audiences (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009), and
citizens decide whether they wish to consume the news that is provided to them. Other
studies (e.g., Armstrong & Gao, 2010; Artwick, 2013; Russell, 2015, Russell et al., 2015)
similarly found that journalists use Twitter to promote their own work, most prominently
by including hyperlinks to news articles in tweets. This content analysis extends those
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findings by showing the practice is widespread among major news media with large
online audiences in the United States. All tweets in the sample from The Guardian,
Business Insider, and MSN had such hyperlinks. A November 14, 2015, post from The
Guardian, “#Parisattacks: one attacker was ‘French extremist known to police’ — rolling
updates,” included a hyperlink to The Guardian’s website of live coverage after suicide
bombings in the city. An October 22, 2015, post from Business Insider, “Apple News
comes to Europe,” included a hyperlink to an article with a headline with the same text as
the tweet. An October 27, 2015, MSN tweet that, “Mars, Venus, and Jupiter are having a
rare close encounter this week,” included a hyperlink to a Business Insider article posted
on MSN. Again, the tweet and the article headline had the same text. At least two-thirds
of tweets for all news organizations except for Fox News included hyperlinks to their
own websites.
This practice related to traditional gatekeeping was very prevalent among the
news organizations, but it was not necessarily aligned with followers’ secondary
gatekeeping preferences. Secondary gatekeeping refers to the second step in a process in
which journalists decide what content to distribute to audiences, then audiences decide
whether to share that content with their own social media followers (Singer, 2014). A
slight negative association existed between use of hyperlinks to a news organization’s
own website and the likelihood that a post had more retweets and likes than other tweets.
Retweets and likes can be viewed as examples of secondary gatekeeping in that users
decide whether to forward or at least endorse a post. It certainly is possible that Twitter
users respond to traditional gatekeeping tweets by clicking on hyperlinks, thus sending
traffic to a news organization’s website; however, this conclusion cannot be confirmed
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from data available on Twitter. Other evidence about this question (e.g., Lichterman,
2016) suggests that typical tweets by news organizations might not be substantial sources
of traffic. Nonetheless, The New York Times’ social media editor indicated that the
newspaper measures its success on Twitter by the number of page views that result from
tweets (Roston, 2015). The editor specifically described an example of a widely viewed
video distributed on The Times’ main Twitter account. However, a tweet with a still
photograph and hyperlink for the same article sent more readers to The Times’ website
and thus was considered more successful (Roston, 2015). A Twitter executive described
the headline-and-hyperlink approach as akin to broadcasting a news organization’s RSS
feed over the social media platform and advised that news media would be more effective
on Twitter if they capitalized on the unique capabilities of the platform (Sippey, in Huey,
Nisenholtz, Sagan, & Geddes, 2013, 2015). Digital native media sites such as Buzzfeed
have adopted this suggested approach, drawing a large audience by focusing on the
sharing potential of social media (Doctor, 2015g). Even so, The Times was relatively
successful compared with other print news media at gaining retweets and likes for its
Twitter posts. An October 31, 2015, post, “Here’s the NYT obituary for Al Molinaro, the
diner owner on ‘Happy Days,’” included a hyperlink to the article; it received 364
retweets. A November 6, 2015 tweet, “Solar storms hit Mars like a tsunami and strip air
from the planet, NASA says,” included both a hyperlink to the article and an animation
showing the process described in the text; the post received 362 retweets and 349 likes.
By contrast, a October, 22 2015, USA Today Twitter post, “A fun, fast look at five of the
most interesting stories of the day. That’s all. #TheShortList,” which included a hyperlink
to sign up for an email newsletter, had two retweets.
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Two digital native news organizations, Bleacher Report and Buzzfeed, were
particularly successful at gaining retweets and likes, as were three broadcast news
organizations, CNN, Fox News, and BBC. A Bleacher Report tweet, “Pirates’ Andrew
McCutchen gets signed HR ball from now-healthy kid he visited in the hospital,”
included a photo of the baseball and letter from the boy to the ballplayer; it received
1,683 retweets and 2,729 likes. A Buzzfeed tweet read in part, “Adele disguised herself
as an Adele impersonator,” and included a GIF of Adele dressed as an Adele
impersonator. It gained 1,644 retweets and 3,054 likes. Another post sent by Buzzfeed, a
retweet from its Viral Vines account titled “The Breakfast of Champions,” showed a
short video loop of a young man eating Wheaties from a bowl held patiently in place on
the head of his dog. The post received 1,412 likes. A Fox News post quoted a Republican
candidate during a presidential debate on the cable news channel: “Dr. Carson: ‘Never
give away the values & principles that made America into a great nation for the sake of
political correctness.’ #GOPDebate.” It had 1,346 retweets and 2,203 likes. A CNN
tweet, “Two new planetary discoveries may be the biggest breakthroughs in the search
for alien life,” included a photo and hyperlink to a CNN article. It earned 716 retweets
and 1,117 likes. BBC forwarded a post from its Newsbeat account, “Celebrities stand
with France after gun and suicide #ParisAttacks,” that included a photo of a woman
holding a print of a heart drawn over an image of the Eiffel Tower. The post received 473
retweets and 739 likes.
Because at least a small association exists between characteristics of tweets and
secondary gatekeeping in the form of retweets or likes, news organizations should not
necessarily ignore the possibility that including photos, videos, @mentions, or hashtags
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in their tweets could lead their Twitter followers to share or like more posts. It also is
possible that audience size or loyalty might be a factor related to sharing or liking of
posts by followers. However, the content of posts seemed much more related to whether
they gained multiple retweets or likes. Popular tweets as measured by numbers of
retweets or likes had different combinations of interactive characteristics. However, they
all seemed to be succinct and unique in some way that potentially was interesting for
Twitter followers of any particular media organization. Posts written in headline style
rather than conversational language seemed less likely to be retweeted or liked. In other
words, compelling content—a characteristic that admittedly is difficult to measure in a
quantitative content analysis—is probably a more important factor for secondary
gatekeeping or social sharing than functions such as hashtags or @mentions. This
conclusion is consistent with a report by social media analytics firm Parsely, which found
that news organizations’ tweets referring to breaking news or to popular topics of
conversation on Twitter such as the 2016 U.S. presidential election tended to be shared
more than other posts (Lichterman, 2016). As for theoretical implications, the results of
the present study contribute to understanding of the secondary gatekeeping process
(Singer, 2014) by identifying potential types of news media posts that are more likely to
be forwarded or endorsed by active Twitter users. In turn, tweets that Twitter users
forward to their own followers funnel into the curated flows (Thorson & Wells, 2015)
that are sources of information for citizens who do not necessarily follow specific news
organizations. As such, the results point to practices that could help news organizations
gain attention from a wider audience on Twitter.
The results do not indicate what types of posts might be more successful for
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traditional gatekeeping purposes. However, the Parsely report suggested that news
organizations that post tweets that are popular in terms of secondary gatekeeping also
probably post tweets that draw more readers to their websites (Lichterman, 2016). The
“most active” news organizations among its customers not only tended to draw many
more retweets than “typical” news organizations on Twitter, they also attracted far more
clicks per tweet (Lichterman, 2016). For “typical” news organizations, Twitter was a very
small source of traffic, at a median of 1.5%; by contrast, Twitter generated about 11% of
traffic for the “most active” news organizations (Lichterman, 2016).
This study did not consider how characteristics of individual journalists’ Twitter
posts might be successful in terms of drawing clicks to websites or social sharing in the
form of retweets or likes. It certainly is possible that audience members would expect to
engage in different types of exchanges on Twitter with individual journalists than with
news organizations. Previous research (Artwick, 2013; Russell, 2015; Russell et al.,
2015) has indicated that journalists principally use Twitter to promote their own work or
their news organizations, and when they interact with other Twitter users they tend to
engage with other journalists more than with news sources or citizens. These studies did
not measure any association between characteristics of tweets and clicks, likes, or
retweets. For that reason, this remains a question for future research.
News media Twitter use and the hierarchical influences model. The
hierarchical influences model recognizes forces at the individual, communication
routines, organizational, institutional, and societal levels as variables that influence media
content (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). The results of this content analysis indicate that
forces at different levels are related to the production of Twitter posts as a type of news
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media content. Much previous research has examined Twitter use by journalists at the
individual level (e.g., Artwick, 2013; Hermida et al., 2014; Lasorsa et al., 2012; Russell,
2015; Russell et al., 2015). By contrast, this analysis focused on Twitter use by news
organizations. Although individual journalists certainly contribute to the content of
tweets, conclusions about individual-level influences on news organizations’ Twitter
posts were not apparent from this analysis. However, the results did suggest potential
influences at the communication routines, organizational, institutional, and societal
levels.
Communication routines level. Previous research has indicated that journalists
have “normalized” Twitter into their routines, adopting some practices of the social
media platform but trying in other ways to adapt Twitter to traditional journalistic
practices (Lasorsa, Lewis, & Holton, 2012). Similarly, this content analysis provides
evidence that news media have adopted Twitter into organizational routines, but mostly
as a means to distribute content to followers rather than interact with them. Specifically,
most of the news organizations routinely disseminate tweets that include a hyperlink to a
news article, text about that news article, and a photo or other still image.
Organizational level. The analysis suggested that organizational concerns might
be associated with some of the most prominent differences in how news media use
Twitter. For example, Fox News seemed to vary substantially from other news
organizations: Fox News posted fewer hyperlinks to its own website, used @mentions or
hashtags in a higher proportion of tweets, and attached fewer photos or other still images
to tweets than most other news organizations. Nonetheless, many of the Fox News tweets
seemed to serve a promotional purpose referring to programming on the channel or
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debates hosted on Fox News between Democratic or Republican presidential candidates.
A Fox News post quoting Republican presidential candidate Donald Trump during an
appearance on “Hannity” read: “.@realDonalTrump on Syrian refugees: ‘I have a feeling
that a lot of bad things are gonna happen out of this.’” Another Fox News tweet referred
to Senator Bernie Sanders during a Democratic presidential debate: “.@SenSanders: ‘I
was determined to do everything I could to make VA healthcare the best in the world.’
#DemDebate.” Fox News tweets also referred to political positions of hosts or their
guests. For example, a Fox News retweet from the @SundayFutures account of its
program by the same name hosted by business journalist Maria Bartiromo read,
“Economist Dr Art Laffer: ‘All taxes are bad. Some are worse than others’ @FoxNews
@MariaBartiromo.”
Other organizational-level differences were apparent. For example, about onequarter to nearly one-half of the tweets sent on the main accounts of Buzzfeed, NPR,
BBC, Bleacher Report, Mail Online, USA Today, and The New York Times were retweets.
Most other news organizations sent only a much smaller fraction of posts that were
retweets, and The Guardian and MSN did not send any. However, the most prominent
use of the retweet function by any given news organization was to forward posts from
accounts associated with the same news organization. For example, the BBC retweeted
posts from its @BBCNewshour, @BBCNewsbeat, @BBCBreaking, @BBCNewsAsia,
@BBCNewsAus, @BBCNewsUS, @BBCSport, and multiple other BBC accounts.
Similarly, Bleacher Report frequently retweeted posts from its @BR_NFL account. It
also sent retweets from @BR_CFB, @BR_MLB, and @BR_NBA, representing other
Bleacher Report accounts dedicated to specific sports. Mail Online used the RT function
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to forwards tweets from @DailyMail, @DailyMailUK, and @DailyMailCeleb. Another
difference potentially related to organizational concerns was in the use of photos or other
still images, which were included in more than five-sixths of posts overall. MSN had no
still images attached to its tweets, and Yahoo News had still images attached to half of its
posts. Nearly one-third of Fox News tweets did not have a still image attached. More than
one-quarter of Buzzfeed posts did not have photos or still images. However, Buzzfeed
differed from MSN, Yahoo News, or Fox News in that nearly all of its posts that did not
have a still image instead had a video, GIF, Vine, or other moving image.
Institutional level. While some organizational differences were apparent in the
Twitter practices of news media, the variations tended to be slight or small. Ultimately,
news organizations might have differed in their Twitter practices, but in manners that
seemed directed toward the same outcome: promoting their content or programming. In
that respect, it could be argued that institutional-level considerations might have
influenced news organizations’ Twitter use. For many Twitter characteristics measured,
most news organizations did not vary significantly or substantially from the sample as a
whole. For example, in the human-conducted content analysis, only eight of the 26 news
organizations contributed in a statistically significant manner to the differences in
proportions of retweets. As was noted in the discussion of traditional and secondary
gatekeeping practices, a very typical tweet included text about an article, a hyperlink to
the article, and an attached photo or still image. This reliance on established practices
across news organizations is consistent with research about journalism’s institutional
nature (Lowrey, 2011, 2012). Because of their concern with legitimacy, news media tend
to be risk-averse, adopting incremental rather than substantial innovations or relying on
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established industry practices (Lowrey, 2011). From this perspective, news media have
adopted Twitter. Indeed, many of the news organizations had established their main
Twitter accounts as early as 2007 or 2008, and all 26 had established their accounts by
2012. However, they have been mostly reluctant to accept Twitter’s capacity to connect
directly with audiences by adopting practices such as using @mentions to interact with
news sources and citizens, using hashtags to engage with communities of interest, or
providing content that users would wish to share with their own followers.
Societal level. The results offered little insight about possible societal-level
influences on news media use of Twitter. Very slight differences were apparent between
American and British news media. However, the United States and Great Britain are
relatively similar societies as Western democracies with established media systems
(Deuze, 2002). It is possible that more substantial differences would be apparent at the
societal level in a study of Twitter use by news media in countries with more variation in
political or economic systems. For that matter, Twitter would not even be a consideration
for news media in countries such as China where the government restricts its use (Chen
& Reese, 2015).
Technical and social interactivity as means of promoting news content. The
news organizations have embraced some characteristics of Twitter that are indicators of
technical interactivity. In particular, as noted above, by far most of the news media tweets
included hyperlinks and photos or other still images. However, relatively rare was the use
of videos or other moving images in tweets. News organizations have all but ignored
characteristics of Twitter that are indicators of social interactivity. Overall, fewer than 1
in 6 posts were retweets. Fewer than 1 in 6 posts sent directly by news organizations

131

included @mentions. Fewer than 1 in 7 posts included hashtags. Furthermore, although
scholars have identified retweets, @mentions, and hashtags as means for Twitter users to
engage with networks of other users (Bruns & Burgess, 2012; Hermida, Lewis, &
Zamith, 2014; Lasorsa et al., 2012; Meraz & Papacharissi, 2013; Singer et al., 2011), the
news organizations that were more prolific in their use of retweets, @mentions, and
hashtags actually tended to use them for promotional purposes. For example, Fox News
retweeted a post from the account of Fox host Greta Van Susteren that read, “Mom slain
of #NYPD officer: "BLUE LIVES MATTER" @NYPDnews -OTR #greta @FoxNews.”
Thus, a Fox retweet was socially interactive in using a hashtag and @mention referring to
the New York Police Department. It was promotional in that it forwarded a tweet from a
Fox host that used a hashtag of that host referring to herself and an @mention referring to
Fox News itself. Similarly, NPR retweeted a post from @Ericnpr, the account of an NPR
education reporter and guest host. The tweet read, “Galaxy on the ceiling
http://n.pr/1VlXBtp the pedagogic power of a planetarium @npr_ed @npratc
@ElissaNadworny.” Although NPR retweeted a post that included three @mentions, the
tweet included a hyperlink to an article by NPR journalist Elissa Nadworny and
@mentions that referred to Twitter accounts of NPR’s Education Team, its “All Things
Considered” news program, and journalist Nadworny. The post conceivably could have
but did not refer to the @TJColonials account of Thomas Jefferson High School for
Science and Technology in Arlington, Virginia, which was the subject of Nadworny’s
article. CNN retweeted a post from CNN anchor Jake Tapper that read, “On @CNNSotu:
exclusive sitdown w @realDonaldTrump, exclusives w @BernieSanders and
@marcorubio -- tune in!” The @mentions referred to CNN’s Sunday morning “State of
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the Union” program and to three presidential candidates being interviewed on Tapper’s
show. Taken together, the results of this content analysis demonstrating that news media
have tended not to adopt potentially socially interactive characteristics of Twitter actually
far overstate the extent to which news organizations engage in social interaction with
audiences or news sources on Twitter. Instead, news organizations mainly use these
functions for the purpose related to traditional gatekeeping of promoting and referring
audiences to their own news content, a finding that was consistent with previous research
(Artwick, 2013; Russell, 2015; Russell et al., 2015) indicating that individual journalists
use Twitter principally for the same purpose.
Direct and indirect reciprocity and traditional gatekeeping on Twitter.
Although Twitter has become an intermediary between news media and audiences, its
socially interactive characteristics allow for new types of exchanges (Bruns & Burgess,
2012; Hermida et al., 2014; Meraz & Papacharissi, 2013; Singer, 2015; Singer et al.,
2011) that could be viewed as direct reciprocal relationships (Lewis et al., 2014) between
journalists and citizens. From this perspective, Twitter is a communication rather than
broadcast platform. It could be used as a source of content from the audience channel
(Shoemaker & Vos, 2009) such as comments and other information contributed by
citizens (Singer et al., 2011). At least at the organizational level, major news media
demonstrated little or no interest in using Twitter for that purpose. By far, most of the
Twitter posts sent or retweeted by news organizations seemed intended for the traditional
gatekeeping purpose of gaining audience attention for articles posted on news
organizations’ own websites. Instead of using @mentions to interact with Twitter
followers (Hermida et al., 2014) or hashtags to engage with ad-hoc communities of
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interest (Meraz & Papacharissi, 2013), the news organizations seemed to view
@mentions and hashtags as additional means of drawing attention to posts that had the
principle purpose of attracting readers for websites or encouraging viewers to tune in to
cable news programming. To be sure, developing an audience for forums where reader or
viewer attention can be transformed into advertising revenue is important for the success
of the dual-product or dual-revenue model (Mantrala, Sridhar, Thorson, & Naik, 2007;
Napoli, 1997, 2001) that news media rely on for financial support. However, using
Twitter or other social media platforms overwhelmingly for this purpose is a missed
opportunity for news media, at least based on academic and industry research showing
that reciprocity by journalists is related to how audiences perceive journalists’ credibility
(Jahng & Littau, 2016), that news consumers who value and demonstrate reciprocity are
more likely to consume and create news-related content (Holton, Coddington, Lewis, &
de Zúñiga, 2015), and that most news media tweets are not very effective at drawing
traffic to news websites (Lichterman, 2016).
Distributing compelling content on a social platform such as Twitter potentially
allows news media to enter into indirect reciprocal relationships with audience members
(Lewis et al., 2014). From this perspective, news media might post sharable content on
Twitter, encouraging secondary gatekeeping by followers, who in turn gain social capital
from their own followers based on the value of that shared content. Ideally, news
organizations then would benefit from the expanded audience for their journalism.
Buzzfeed seemed to take this approach to social sharing, at times distributing videos,
GIFs, or Vines along with tweets that did not include hyperlinks to Buzzfeed’s website.
Other news media could adopt this approach not by refraining from distributing
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hyperlinks to news articles, but by including such tweets in a mix of Twitter posts that
also includes succinct standalone stories stated in text or told with multimedia.
Methodological Limitations and Implications for Social Media Research
Taken together, the human-coded and algorithmic content analyses have
methodological implications for scholars who wish to use social media posts as data.
First, the results of the human-coded and algorithmic content analyses serve as a
reminder that a larger sample might allow for the detection of statistically significant
differences that would not be found in a smaller sample (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012).
However, statistical significance should not be confused with practical significance or
effect size (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012). For example, the human-coded and
algorithmic content analyses in the present study both found statistically significant
differences between news organizations (see Tables 4.6 and 4.16) with similarly
moderate to strong effect sizes in the presence of @mentions in tweets including
retweets. However, in the larger sample, 23 news organizations seemed to contribute to
the difference based on adjusted standardized residuals, compared with 16 news
organizations in the smaller sample.
Another issue in a comparison of human-coded and algorithmic content analyses
is coder fatigue (Neuendorf, 2002), which can result in human coders not counting all
possible cases of a variable. Indeed, the algorithmic content analysis found slightly
greater percentages of retweets (16% vs. 15%) and tweets with @mentions (28% vs.
26%) or hashtags (14% vs. 13%) than the human-coded content analysis. Three possible
explanations exist for this discrepancy: The human coders missed a small number of such
tweets, which is consistent with the concept of coder fatigue; the algorithm over-counted
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such tweets; or the two samples actually differed on these measures. Nonetheless, this
small discrepancy did not seem to contribute to any variations in effect sizes between the
human-coded and algorithmic content analyses.
It would have been possible using Big Data computing techniques to analyze the
entire population of more than 80,000 tweets collected from the news organizations’
Twitter accounts for a one-month period. Scholars who study social media and are
familiar with such techniques note the potential for analyzing such large data sets, but
also caution that Big Data methods do not necessarily produce more valid results than
human-coded content analysis (boyd & Crawford, 2012; Mahrt & Scharkow, 2013).
Social media researchers also must consider that posts can be deleted and that they are
limited by the data that a social media platform chooses to make available (boyd &
Crawford, 2012; Mahrt & Scharkow, 2013). For the present study, these challenges were
relevant for both the human-coded and algorithmic content analyses. Indeed, a very small
number of Twitter posts in the sample had been deleted before the human coders could
examine them, although the original text of the tweets was available. It also was
necessary to emphasize that the study did not attempt to measure the effectiveness of
news organizations’ traditional gatekeeping tweets in terms of page views because
Twitter does not share data about how often hyperlinks are clicked in tweets as it does the
numbers of user likes or retweets. It could be argued that social media researchers should
use a combination of algorithmic and human-coded content analysis to improve the
validity of their work, recognizing that each approach might be theoretically sound in
some contexts but not in others. For example, Lewis, Zamith, and Hermida (2013)
employed such a hybrid approach in a study of the Twitter sources used by journalist
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Andy Carvin. The authors first tried to collect Carvin’s tweets through public online
sources, but realized they had only gathered a fraction of the journalist’s posts. However,
the authors were able to obtain a full dataset of tweets directly from Carvin, who had
downloaded them from Twitter. Once they had a complete dataset, the authors used a
computer-assisted method to search for @mentions within Carvin’s tweets, a task that
would not have been feasible with human coding. However, they employed human
coders to identify relevant characteristics of those Twitter accounts that Carvin tagged in
the form of @mentions, a task that would not have been feasible using computer-assisted
content analysis (Lewis et al., 2013).
Summary
This quantitative content analysis explored how popular news media in the United
States use Twitter. Results were drawn from a human-coded content analysis of 1,200
Twitter posts randomly selected from more than 80,000 tweets posted or forwarded in a
one-month period by 26 news organizations. The main analysis was supplemented with a
computer-assisted content analysis of 10,000 posts randomly selected from the same
population of tweets. The analysis demonstrated that news organizations mainly used
Twitter for the purpose related to traditional gatekeeping of sending tweets with text,
photos, and hyperlinks to articles on their own websites. However, Twitter posts with
such hyperlinks had a slight negative association with secondary gatekeeping practices by
users of retweeting or liking tweets. Interactive characteristics of Twitter such as
including videos, GIFs, or Vines were slight to small positive predictors of retweets or
likes for posts. This suggested that news media should not necessarily stop posting tweets
with hyperlinks to articles, because they might serve an economic function of directing
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readers to websites, where audience attention could be converted to advertising revenue.
However, news organizations might very well expand their audiences on Twitter by also
posting standalone tweets that audience members might wish to share with their own
followers. Organizational concerns seemed to influence how some news organizations
used Twitter, especially Buzzfeed, which shared numerous short video posts, and Fox
News, which used Twitter to quote the political views of hosts and guests on the cable
news channel and those of Democratic and Republican candidates appearing in
presidential debates hosted by Fox News. Nonetheless, institutional-level similarities also
were apparent, especially in the prevalence of posts with hyperlinks to news organization
websites. News media that used potentially socially interactive functions of Twitter such
as retweets, @mentions, and hashtags tended not to use them for actual social interaction
with followers but for the purpose of promoting the news organization, its journalists, or
its programming. As such, news organizations are missing the opportunity to interact
with citizens on a Silicon Valley platform in a manner that ultimately could increase
credibility for news media or expand audiences for journalism.
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V. REPORTING THE FUTURE OF NEWS

The news is brought to you by Silicon Valley.
To be specific, Silicon Valley platforms are emerging as dominant distributors of
news, according to articles posted by the Nieman Lab industry website that were
analyzed for this chapter (see Table 5.1). Facebook hosts articles for publishers including
The New York Times and The Atlantic with the stated purpose of speeding up web-page
loading times (Benton, 2015c), but Instant Articles also keeps readers on Facebook
instead of sending them to publishers’ websites. Apple’s iPhone and other mobile devices
deliver news from The Economist, Bloomberg, Buzzfeed, and other sources (Benton,
2015e) to users wherever they have a wireless connection. CNN and other news
organizations produce multimedia updates for Snapchat (Benton, 2015a), a mobile app
that allows users to send disposable snapshots and chat messages to their friends.
Nieman Lab editors and writers reported these and other news articles about
journalism and Silicon Valley companies such as Apple, Google, Facebook, and Twitter.
This qualitative textual analysis examined how journalists for an industry website
dedicated to the future of news participate in the discursive construction of the
relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens. The study was guided by
gatekeeping theory (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009), new institutionalism (Cook, 2005; Hall &
Taylor, 1996; Lowrey, 2011; March & Olsen, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Schmidt,
2008), and the concept of reciprocity (Lewis, 2015; Molm, 2010). Research questions
were proposed for the textual analyses in this dissertation related to direct and indirect
exchanges between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens. In the traditional
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gatekeeping model, news organizations arguably had a relatively direct reciprocal
relationship with citizens as audience members. However, with Silicon Valley platforms
as intermediaries, journalism now might have an indirect reciprocal relationship with
citizens, which would carry more risk for journalism. A central concept of new
institutionalism is legitimacy (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Lowrey, 2011), which is potentially
related to reciprocity as a means of reducing risk. For these reasons, the first set of
research questions concerned which risks and potential benefits in interactions between
journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens would be evident in the texts to be analyzed. An
additional research question regarded what else the texts might indicate about exchanges
between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens.
Findings
The first set of research questions concerned how Nieman Lab reporters and
contributors participate in discursive construction of potential benefits and risks in
exchanges between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens in coverage of Apple,
Google, Facebook, Twitter, other Silicon Valley companies, and the news industry. The
Nieman Lab news articles and commentaries primarily depicted risks and potential
benefits for journalism, with risks evident more often than potential benefits. Secondarily,
the coverage depicted potential benefits for citizens or Silicon Valley. Risks for citizens
and Silicon Valley also were evident, but to a lesser extent than risks and benefits for
journalism or benefits for citizens or Silicon Valley. Even though articles with Apple,
Google, Facebook, and Twitter tags were selected for analysis, other Silicon Valley
companies were prominent in the coverage, including Yahoo and Snapchat.
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Table 5.1. Nieman Lab Articles Analyzed
Article

Notable themes

Retrieved from

Benton, J. (2014, November
20). Here’s some remarkable
new data on the power of chat
apps like WhatsApp for sharing
news stories.

Facebook,
secondary
gatekeeping, SV
platforms as news
platforms

http://www.niemanlab.org/2014/
11/heres-some-remarkable-newdata-on-the-power-of-chat-appslike-whatsapp-for-sharing-newsstories/

Benton, J. (2015a, January 28).
Snapchat’s new Discover
feature could be a significant
moment in the evolution of
mobile news.

Other tech firms,
SV platforms as
news platforms,
benefits for
citizens

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
01/snapchats-new-discoverfeature-could-be-a-significantmoment-in-the-evolution-ofmobile-news/

Benton, J. (2015b, March 24). A
wave of distributed content is
coming — will publishers sink
or swim?

SV platforms as
news platforms,
risks for
journalism

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
03/a-wave-of-distributedcontent-is-coming-willpublishers-sink-or-swim/

Benton, J. (2015c, May 13).
Facebook’s Instant Articles are
live: Either a shrewd mobile
move by publishers — or
feeding the Borg.

Facebook, ad
revenue, SV
platforms as news
platforms

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
05/facebooks-instant-articlesare-live-either-a-shrewd-mobilemove-by-publishers-or-feedingthe-borg/

Benton, J. (2015d, May 28). The
Apple Watch will expose how
little publishers know about
their readers.

Apple, SV
platforms as news
platforms, risks for
journalism

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
06/for-news-organizations-thiswas-the-most-important-set-ofapple-announcements-in-years/

Benton, J. (2015e, June 8). For Apple, SV
news organizations, this was the platforms as news
most important set of Apple
platforms
announcements in years.

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
06/for-news-organizations-thiswas-the-most-important-set-ofapple-announcements-in-years/

Benton, J. (2015f, June 10). A
blow for mobile advertising:
The next version of Safari will
let users block ads on iPhones
and iPads.

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
06/a-blow-for-mobileadvertising-the-next-version-ofsafari-will-let-users-block-adson-iphones-and-iipcadrso/

Apple, ad
blocking,
audiences, mobile
news, ad revenue
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Benton, J. (2015g, June 30).
What’s the view from Europe
on where news is headed?
Check out these videos from
Newsgeist.

Google

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
06/whats-the-view-from-europeon-where-news-is-headedcheck-out-these-videos-fromnewsgeist/

Benton, J. (2015h, September
Risks for
1). As giant platforms rise, local journalism, local
news is getting crushed.
news, decline of
legacy media

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
09/as-giant-platforms-rise-localnews-is-getting-crushed/

Benton, J. (2015i, September 9).
Apple announces an app
platform for Apple TV,
potentially big for news outlets
investing in video.

Apple, SV
platforms as news
platforms,
multimedia
journalism

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
09/apple-announces-an-appplatform-for-apple-tvpotentially-big-for-news-outletsinvesting-in-video/

Carmody, T. (2014, October
Apple,
31). From rumor to out: Tim
professional
Cook reminds us that
gatekeeping roles
“unpublishable” facts don’t live
in a vacuum online.

http://www.niemanlab.org/2014/
10/from-rumor-to-out-tim-cookreminds-us-that-unpublishablefacts-dont-live-in-an-vacuumonline/

Doctor, K. (2014a, October 28).
The newsonomics of the SunTimes national/local network
play.

Local news, ad
revenue, risks for
journalism,
newspapers

http://www.niemanlab.org/2014/
10/the-newsonomics-of-the-suntimes-nationallocal-networkplay/

Doctor, K. (2014b, November
13). The newsonomics of
Talking Points Memo’s native
advertising shift.

Benefits for
journalism, native
advertising, ad
revenue

http://www.niemanlab.org/2014/
11/the-newsonomics-of-talkingpoints-memos-nativeadvertising-shift/

Doctor, K. (2015a, January 22).
Newsonomics: How deep is the
newspaper industry’s money
hole?

Risks for
journalism, legacy
news media,
newspapers

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
01/newsonomics-how-deep-isthe-newspaper-industrysmoney-hole/

Doctor, K. (2015b, March 26).
Newsonomics: BuzzFeed and
The New York Times play
Facebook’s ubiquity game.

SV platforms as
news platforms,
Facebook, benefits
for journalism

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
03/newsonomics-buzzfeed-andthe-new-york-times-playfacebooks-ubiquity-game/
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Doctor, K. (2015c, April 30).
Newsonomics: The Guardian is
trying to swing Google’s
pendulum back to publishers.

Benefits for
journalism,
Google, ad
revenue

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
04/newsonomics-the-guardianis-trying-to-swing-googlespendulum-back-to-publishers/

Doctor, K. (2015d, May 28).
Consolidation,
Newsonomics: The Vox/Recode entrepreneurship,
deal is a sign of more
venture capital
consolidation to come.

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
05/newsonomics-the-voxrecodedeal-is-a-sign-of-moreconsolidation-to-come/

Doctor, K. (2015e, June 18).
Newsonomics: Could a small
Google tech change mean tens
of millions to news publishers?

Google, SV
platforms as news
platforms, benefits
for journalism

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
06/newsonomics-could-a-smallgoogle-tech-change-mean-tensof-millions-to-news-publishers/

Doctor, K. (2015f, June 25).
Newsonomics: 10 numbers that
define the news business today.

Risks for
journalism, ad
revenue, mobile
news

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
06/newsonomics-10-numbersthat-define-the-news-businesstoday/

Doctor, K. (2015g, July 2).
Newsonomics: On end games
and end times.

SV platforms as
news platforms,
risks for
journalism

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
07/newsonomics-on-end-gamesand-end-times/

Doctor, K. (2015h, September
3). Newsonomics: 10 headlines
we may see this fall about the
future of news.

Risks for
journalism, SV
platforms as news
platforms

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
09/newsonomics-10-headlineswe-may-see-this-fall-about-thefuture-of-news/

Ellis, J. (2014, November 25).
Why Google is taking another
shot at helping readers pay for
news.

Google, benefits
for journalism, SV
platforms as
revenue sources

http://www.niemanlab.org/2014/
11/why-google-is-takinganother-shot-at-helping-readerspay-for-news/

Ellis, J. (2015a, January 13).
Reported.ly puts its social-first
journalism model to work
covering the Charlie Hebdo
attacks.

Entrepreneurship,
SV platforms as
news platforms,
Twitter

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
01/reported-ly-puts-its-socialfirst-journalism-model-to-workcovering-the-charlie-hebdoattacks/
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Ellis, J. (2015b, June 16). A
central hub for social reporting:
Why hyper-distributed
Reported.ly still decided to
make a website.

Twitter, Facebook, http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
SV platforms as
06/a-central-hub-for-socialnews platforms
reporting-why-hyperdistributed-reported-ly-stilldecided-to-make-a-website/

Ellis, J. (2015c, June 16).
Smartphones and Facebook
continue to grow as gateways to
online news around the world.

SV platforms as
news platforms,
risks for
journalism,
Facebook

Retrieved from
http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
06/smartphones-and-facebookcontinue-to-grow-as-gatewaysto-online-news-around-theworld/

Ellis, J. (2015d, July 15). The
New York Times’ “Summer of
Science” aims to make science
journalism mobile-friendly and
fun.

SV platforms as
news platforms,
benefits for
citizens, benefits
for journalism

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
07/the-new-york-times-summerof-science-aims-to-makescience-journalism-mobilefriendly-and-fun/

Ellis, J. (2015e, August 3). How
AJ+ embraces Facebook,
autoplay, and comments to
make its videos stand out.

SV platforms as
news platforms,
multimedia
journalism,
Facebook

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
08/how-aj-embraces-facebookautoplay-and-comments-tomake-its-videos-stand-out/

Hamilton, M. (2015, June 17).
Crowdsourcing The Counted:
How The Guardian aims to put
the audience at the heart of its
journalism.

Watchdog role,
audience
engagement,
benefits for
citizens

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
06/crowdsourcing-the-countedhow-the-guardian-aims-to-putthe-audience-at-the-heart-of-itsjournalism/

Hazard Owen, L. (2015a, June
5). Tracking impact: NewsLynx
goes beyond Google Analytics
to measure a story’s path in the
real world.

SV platform as
tools for
journalists,
benefits for
journalism

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
06/tracking-impact-newslynxgoes-beyond-google-analyticsto-measure-a-storys-path-in-thereal-world/

Hazard Owen, L. (2015b,
August 28). Limetown, a
fictional podcast drawing raves
after just one episode.

Podcasting,
Facebook

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
08/serial-meets-the-x-files-inlimetown-a-fictional-podcastdrawing-raves-after-just-oneepisode/
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Hazard Owen, L. (2015c,
September 10). Facebook rolls
out new tools to help reporters
share their work (and choose
who sees it).

Facebook, SV
platforms as news
platforms, SV
platforms as tools
for journalists

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
09/facebook-rolls-out-newtools-to-help-reporters-sharetheir-work-and-choose-whosees-it/

Hazard Owen, L. (2015d,
September 17). Facebook woos
journalists with Signal, a
dashboard to gather news across
Facebook and Instagram.

Facebook, SV
platforms as tools
for journalists,
benefits for
journalism

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
09/facebook-woos-journalistswith-signal-a-dashboard-togather-news-across-facebookand-instagram/

Hazard Owen, L. (2015e,
September 17). iOS 9: How
news organizations are updating
their apps for Apple’s new
operating system.

SV platforms as
news platforms,
Apple, mobile
news, news apps

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
09/ios-9-how-newsorganizations-are-updatingtheir-apps-for-apples-newoperating-system/

Israely, J. (2015, March 26).
Ad revenue, risks
Jeff Israely: Good content
for journalism,
marketing benefits from a smart native advertising
publisher’s touch. Nieman Lab.

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
03/jeff-israely-good-contentmarketing-benefits-from-asmart-publishers-touch/

Lichterman, J. (2015a, March
16). Millennials say keeping up
with the news is important to
them — but good luck getting
them to pay for it.

Benefits for
citizens, SV
platforms as news
platforms,
Facebook

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
03/millennials-say-keeping-upwith-the-news-is-important-tothem-but-good-luck-gettingthem-to-pay-for-it/

Lichterman, J. (2015b, April
29). The State of the News
Media 2015: Newspapers ↓,
smartphones ↑.

SV platforms as
news platforms,
mobile news,
newspapers, risks
for journalism

Lichterman, J. (2015c, May 11). SV platforms as
Sharing across borders: How
news platforms,
BBC News wants to streamline Facebook
social news across multiple
languages.
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http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
04/the-state-of-the-news-media2015-newspapers%E2%86%93-smartphones%E2%86%91/
http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
05/sharing-across-borders-howbbc-news-wants-to-streamlinesocial-news-across-multiplelanguages/
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Lichterman, J. (2015d, June 1).
Pew study: When it comes to
political news, Facebook has
become local TV for
millennials.

SV platforms as
news platforms,
Facebook,
democracy role

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
06/pew-study-when-it-comes-topolitical-news-facebook-hasbecome-local-tv-for-millennials/

Lichterman, J. (2015e, June 3).
After deciding to charge for
comments, Tablet’s
conversation moves … to
Facebook.

User comments,
civility, Facebook,
SV platforms as
connection tools

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
06/after-deciding-to-charge-forcomments-tablets-conversationmoves-to-facebook/

Lichterman, J. (2015f, July 8).
How Upworthy is using data to
move beyond clickbait and
curation.

Audiences, risks
for journalism, SV
platforms as news
platforms

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
07/how-upworthy-is-using-datato-move-beyond-clickbait-andcuration/

Lichterman, J. (2015g, July 14). Facebook, Twitter,
New Pew data: More Americans SV platforms as
are getting news on Facebook
news platforms
and Twitter.

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
07/new-pew-data-moreamericans-are-getting-news-onfacebook-and-twitter/

Lichterman, J. (2015h, August
31). Tweeting across borders:
With a new mobile app, Meedan
is working to improve social
media translation.

Other tech firms,
Twitter, Facebook,
accuracy, SV
platforms as tools
for journalists

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
08/tweeting-across-borderswith-a-new-mobile-appmeedan-is-working-to-improvesocial-media-translation/

Lichterman, J. (2015i,
September 28). Slate is taking
steps to reduce its page load
time by 75 percent.

SV platforms as
news platforms,
risks for
journalism

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
09/slate-is-taking-steps-toreduce-its-page-load-time-by75-percent/

Lichterman, J. (2015j,
September 30). Nuzzel, with a
new batch of news-savvy
investors, wants to bring social
curation to publishers.

Other tech firms,
SV platforms as
news platforms,
Twitter

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
09/nuzzel-with-a-new-batch-ofnews-savvy-investors-wants-tobring-social-curation-topublishers/
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Lichterman, J., & Ellis, J. (2014,
October 1). A mixed bag on
apps: What The New York
Times learned with NYT
Opinion and NYT Now.

Mobile news,
news apps,
audiences, risks
for journalism,
benefits for
citizens

http://www.niemanlab.org/2014/
10/a-mixed-bag-on-apps-whatthe-new-york-times-learnedwith-nyt-opinion-and-nyt-now/

O’Donovan, C. (2014,
December 1). Finance media’s
hottest club is Ello.

Other tech firms,
SV platforms as
news platforms

http://www.niemanlab.org/2014/
12/finance-medias-hottest-clubis-ello/

O’Donovan, C. (2015, January
21). What does Facebook’s new
tool for fighting fake news mean
for real publishers?

Facebook,
accuracy, risks for
Silicon Valley,
risks for citizens

Riley, J. (2015, March 5). The
next stage in the battle for our
attention: Our wrists.

Apple, risks for
journalism, SV
platforms as news
platforms

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
03/the-next-stage-in-the-battlefor-our-attention-our-wrists/

Reimold, D. (2015, May 27).
What happened when a college
newspaper abandoned its
website for Medium and
Twitter.

SV platforms as
news platforms,
benefits for
citizens, other tech
firms

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
05/what-happened-when-acollege-newspaper-abandonedits-website-for-medium-andtwitter/

Roston, M. (2015, January 22).
Don’t try too hard to please
Twitter — and other lessons
from The New York Times’
social media desk.

SV platforms as
news platforms,
Twitter,
professional
gatekeeping roles

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
01/dont-try-too-hard-to-pleasetwitter-and-other-lessons-fromthe-new-york-times-socialmedia-desk/

Stupp, C. (2014, December 2).
The fight to get Google to pay
for news continues in Europe.

Societal level, SV
platforms as news
platforms, risks for
journalism

http://www.niemanlab.org/2014/
12/the-fight-to-get-google-topay-for-news-continues-ineurope/
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01/what-does-facebooks-newtool-for-fighting-fake-newsmean-for-real-publishers/
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Wang, S. (2015a, July 29). A
new app from NowThis wants
to reduce the work of finding
news to one big red button.

News apps, mobile
news, benefits for
citizens,
multimedia
journalism

Retrieved from
http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
07/a-new-nowthis-app-tries-toeliminate-the-work-of-findingand-reading-news/

Wang, S. (2015b, September
11). In revamping its video
strategy, The Washington Post
steers clear of imitating TV.

Multimedia
journalism, risks
for journalism

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
09/in-revamping-its-videostrategy-the-washington-poststeers-clear-of-imitating-tv/

Welsh, M. (2015, June 19).
“The Shire” or “Darwin’s
Game”? Here are 4 visions of
what journalism might look like
in 2025.

SV platforms as
news platforms,
risks for
journalism,
Facebook, Apple

http://www.niemanlab.org/2015/
06/the-shire-or-darwins-gamehere-are-4-visions-of-whatjournalism-might-look-like-in2025/

Wihbey, J. (2014, November 7). Risks for citizens,
What’s New in Digital and
risks for
Social Media Research: Twitter journalism, Twitter
as the new “boys on the bus,”
and how we talk about the Dark
Web.

http://www.niemanlab.org/2014/
11/whats-new-in-digital-andsocial-media-research-twitteras-the-new-boys-on-the-busand-how-we-talk-about-thedark-web/

Risks and potential benefits for journalism. The articles included discourse
referring to numerous risks for journalism, mostly pertaining to possible threats on one or
both sides of the dual-product or dual-revenue business model (Mantrala et al., 2007;
Napoli, 1997, 2001) for commercial news media. Prominent among them were disruption
and other concerns related to the use of Silicon Valley platforms as news platforms; the
roles of Apple, Facebook, and Google as owners of these platforms; the decline of legacy
media, particularly newspapers; and the loss of advertising revenue by legacy media.
Constant change among platform developers was noted as a risk for journalism associated
with the use of Silicon Valley platforms as news platforms. “We’re in the midst of a new
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volcanic digital movement and we have little idea what an end looks like,” Doctor
(2015g) wrote in his regular Newsonomics column about the economics of the news
industry. For example, as social media platform developers adjust algorithms, publishers
might become more or less successful in finding audiences for their content. This was the
case for Upworthy, which had a short run of success by posting articles with “clickbait
headlines” that were shared widely on Facebook (Lichterman, 2015h). When Facebook
changed its algorithm to downplay such content, Upworthy’s readership dropped
dramatically. A similar form of disruption was evident in another Newsonomics column
referring to the introduction of the Apple News app: “For publishers, it’s a game of
keeping up, requiring a much greater level of audience knowledge (and analytics) and
sophistication” (Doctor, 2015h). Another article noted that the Apple News app had
prominent display on Apple devices and couldn’t be deleted. However, this role for
Apple News raised the question of whether iPhone and iPad owners would still download
and use dedicated apps from news organizations such as NPR or The New York Times
(Doctor, 2015g). The changing environment for news platforms also was evident in an
article about the Pew Research Center’s 2015 State of the Media report, which noted that
most of the top digital news publishers were recording more readership on smartphones
than desktop computers (Lichterman, 2015b). Another article described the issue of scale,
especially for local news publishers, as a risk for journalism in the use of Silicon Valley
platforms as news platforms:
We live in a time when there are honest questions whether companies like Twitter
and LinkedIn have a big enough share of our attention to have legitimate
advertising businesses. If Twitter may not be big enough for advertisers, how can
The Shreveport Times be? (Benton, 2015h)
Publishers also face uncertainty about whether a specific company’s platform will be a
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worthwhile place to distribute content. For example, one article noted that Apple’s
defunct Newsstand “promised to create a special home on iPhones and iPads for news
apps,” but mostly was ignored by consumers and became a place “where news apps went
to die” (Benton, 2015e). Publishers dismissed the potential of another new Apple
product, the Apple Watch, as a platform for news, mainly because of its small screen size
(Benton, 2015d). This was depicted as a risk for journalism because news media owners
had a similar reaction to the iPhone introduction in 2007 (Benton, 2015d). As for Google
and Facebook, the “double dominance of these two companies” as sources of online
traffic, “a search/social duopoly of this era” (Doctor, 2015h), was described as a risk for
journalism. In particular, website publishers that mastered search engine optimization
now must “put more resources into social optimization—with audience teams populated
by living, tweeting, posting sharers” (Doctor, 2015h). On the search side, Google was
described as essentially a monopoly, with publishers having “little leverage in
negotiating” (Doctor, 2015h). “Even as the company has courted favor with the media by
branding its products as tools for journalism, they remain a target from publishers who
say Google search wields too much power over the distribution of content” (Ellis, 2014).
On the social side, Facebook has been a source of traffic for publishers who use the social
media platform to distribute links to articles. Now, with Instant Articles, Facebook seeks
to change the terms of the exchange, encouraging publishers to “give up some of your
independence and step inside our walls—we promise we’ll make it worth your while”
(Benton, 2015b). Closely related to the rise of Google and Facebook is the decline of
legacy news media, particularly newspapers, even as competitors gain digital advertising
revenue. “At a point when some newsrooms are finally making a shift toward digital-first
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workflows and structures, the digital business they were chasing is disappearing”
(Benton, 2015h). Over the past decade, newspapers in the United States cut 20,000 jobs
for journalists as yearly industry revenue dropped $26 billion (Doctor, 2015a). A
Newsonomics column blamed this decline on the industry’s slow pace of innovation:
“Publishers—which could have become much bigger platforms themselves—left the field
wide open” (Doctor, 2015g). One article connected this decline directly to the advertising
revenue that supports journalism. For most newspaper publishers, “digital ad revenue
growth has slowed dramatically” as Google, Facebook, and other platforms “become
more dominant each year” (Doctor, 2015a).
Secondarily, the articles described as risks for journalism uncertainty over
whether news media could connect effectively with audiences on mobile devices; the
unclear potential of subscription revenue, paywalls, and other revenue sources; and the
roles of Twitter and Snapchat as sources of news. One article described mixed success for
The New York Times in reaching audiences on mobile platforms. The Times added staff to
launch a mobile app dedicated to its Opinion section, but dismissed those new employees
when it concluded the app did not attract enough subscribers (Lichterman & Ellis, 2014).
This trend also influences news media in smaller markets. Although more than half of
traffic to news websites comes from smartphones and tablets, “most regional news
companies still struggle with mobile” (Doctor, 2015f). Local publishers risk losing the
attention of audiences to competitors such as Google that deliver weather, traffic, or other
personalized information to smartphone users based on their locations (Riley, 2015).
Declining subscription revenue and paywalls also were depicted as risks for journalism.
At the national level, The New York Times has about 1.5 million daily subscribers, about
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two-thirds of those digital readers and about one-third print. Two decades ago, The Times
had about the same number of subscribers, but all received the print newspaper (Doctor,
2015f). The newspaper has been less successful at growing its digital audience beyond
that level, even with a less expensive subscription providing pared-down access to Times
articles (Doctor, 2015b). At the regional newspaper level, publishers have attracted few
paying online readers (Doctor, 2015f). In particular, young adults of the Millennial
generation seem unwilling to pay for news, even as they maintain that “keeping up with
the news is important to them” (Lichterman, 2015a). As for other revenue, some
publishers found limited success with commercial printing, events, and marketing
services, but not at the level necessary to make a substantial difference for supporting
journalism (Doctor, 2015a). Twitter and Snapchat, particularly their roles as news
sources, also were depicted in articles as risks for journalism. Twitter posts can include
hyperlinks with the capacity to send traffic to news websites. However, a tweet that
followers find useful might not result in readership on the website. As one example, The
Times’ social media editor noted that a video embedded in a tweet had many viewers on
Twitter. However, tweets with still photos from the video were much more successful at
sending Twitter followers to The Times’ website (Roston, 2015). Editors viewed the latter
type of tweet as more valuable because of the resulting traffic for the newspaper, even
though the post with the video might have served readers just as well. As for Snapchat, it
and other platforms are not sources of traffic to publishers’ websites:
Instagram, Snapchat, Vine, and others are all about keeping you contained inside
the experience. Instagram, for example, doesn’t allow linking; the only way to
add a link to an Instagram post is to buy an ad. Snapchat doesn’t do links either;
the only way to direct its users to news stories is to strike a business deal to
become part of that Discover platform. (Benton, 2015b)
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The common concern in these risks was the potential for news media to lose audience
size, advertising revenue, or both. Taken together, risks for journalism often involved
greater uncertainty in the business model for news media: Will an algorithm change make
it more difficult to share news on a social media platform? Will a new mobile device be a
useful platform for distributing news? Is a platform worthwhile for journalism if it does
not allow links to publishers’ websites?
Although many of the articles described Silicon Valley platforms and their use as
news platforms as related to risks for journalism, they also were depicted in the Nieman
Lab coverage as sources of potential benefits for journalism. Most prominent among
potential benefits discursively constructed in the Nieman Lab coverage was the use of
platforms such as Google, Facebook, Twitter, and Apple to reach new audiences for
journalism. These platforms also were described as sources of advertising revenue, means
of audience engagement, and tools for journalists. In that respect, Silicon Valley
platforms were described as means to gain audience size, advertising revenue, or both—
thus supporting news media’s dual-product business model.
Articles described reaching new audiences for journalism as a primary potential
benefit of the use of Silicon Valley platforms as news platforms (Benton, 2015i; Doctor,
2015g; Hamilton, 2015). “As Buzzfeed, Vox, and Vice have taught us, huge digital news
audiences can be built on free marketing, a.k.a. free social distribution” (Doctor, 2015g).
One article noted that news organizations such as Discover and CNN joined Snapchat
Discover with the goal “to hook a new, younger audience that doesn’t often connect with
traditional media” (Benton, 2015a). For the sake of journalism, new distribution
platforms ideally would be “generally additive” in audience terms (Doctor, 2015h). As
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for Google, it was described as “the king of intent, as divined by search-box typing”
(Doctor, 2015h), and thus holds an important role in sending readers interested in specific
news topics to publishers’ websites. However, Facebook’s role has grown for many
publishers, including The Guardian: “It has capacity for reach beyond any other platform,
especially in the U.S., and most people are comfortable communicating there—including
some who communicate there almost exclusively” (Hamilton, 2015). As for Twitter,
Hamilton (2015) praised its capacity for followers to spread article links from The
Guardian to their own followers. Twitter is “built around the rapid propagation of
information through loosely connected communities, which lets us rapidly spread callouts
via a few individuals with many links to others who share those interests” (Hamilton,
2015). As for Apple, one article described the new Apple TV platform as “potentially big
for news outlets investing in video” because it “will let digital news publishers play with
the big guys” (Benton, 2015i).
A very important potential financial benefit for journalism is the ability to earn
advertising revenue from Silicon Valley platforms. Two articles noted Apple’s iAds
service as a potential revenue source for Apple News participants; publishers that sell
their own iAds keep 100% of the revenue, while publishers that accept ads sold by Apple
receive 70% of the proceeds (Benton, 2015e; Doctor, 2015h). Audience engagement was
described as having a potential benefit of expanding the audience for journalism. For
example, The New York Times’ social media editor wrote that “investing effort in using
social media platforms to share news had a measurable impact in growing the audience”
(Roston, 2015) for the newsroom’s various departments. Silicon Valley platforms also
have potential benefits as tools for journalists. Journalists value the ability to use social
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media to connect with other journalists (O’Donovan, 2014) or news sources (Hamilton,
2015). Facebook offers expanded utility to journalists with its Signal dashboard, which
can be used to “gather news across Facebook and Instagram” (Hazard Owen, 2015d), and
with Mentions, which helps journalists and public figures manage interactions with
followers.
Other potential benefits for journalism described in Nieman Lab articles included
revenue from technology company partnerships with content providers; revenue from
subscriptions; and the ability to use audience data to increase financial payoffs. One
article noted that publishers have benefited from content partnerships with platforms such
as Yahoo and MSN “for almost two decades now” (Doctor, 2015b). Josh Quittner,
director of news and partnerships for Flipboard, described partnerships as valuable for
news media when they involve revenue sharing rather than only linking to publishers’
websites. “Distribution without monetization is a sucker’s bet,” Quittner said (in Doctor,
2015b). Subscription revenue was described as a potential benefit for journalism, at least
for some publishers. “The revolution of reader revenue—a.k.a. paywalls—has boosted
overall circulation revenue over the past three years,” Doctor (2015a) wrote in a
Newsonomics column. “Paywalls have worked—terrifically at the biggest publications,
somewhat for the regionals” (Doctor, 2015e). In particular, The New York Times has held
at least steady in the number of paying subscribers, print or digital (Doctor, 2015f).
Finally, audience data was described as a potential but not fully tapped benefit for
journalism. For example, European publishers participating in Google’s Digital News
Initiative are gaining access to audience data that could help them earn higher advertising
rates for video news content (Doctor, 2015c). Ultimately, better data could reduce
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uncertainty by helping publishers answer fundamental questions about the content they
are producing:
Should a radio station continue putting resources into text versions of their stories
for the web? Are people not scrolling all the way down the page because the
headline and first three grafs were succinctly written and the reader “got it” or
because the story wasn’t interesting? Or, is the website’s design—not the
journalism—contributing to a high bounce rate? (Hazard Owen, 2015a)
Taken together, potential benefits for journalism evident in the articles often involved
factors that reduced or could reduce uncertainty, particularly that related to the viability
of the two-sided or dual-product business model for news media (Napoli, 1997, 2001;
Rysman, 2009). Publishers can measure the audience they receive from social platforms
such as Facebook. If Apple promises 70% of revenue when it sells advertising, terms of
participating in Apple News are clear. When citizens are willing to pay for digital
subscriptions, publishers can rely on that revenue as a potential source of support for
journalism.
Potential benefits for citizens and Silicon Valley. Potential benefits for citizens
were less prominent in the articles than risks or potential benefits for journalism.
Nonetheless, Nieman Lab articles described the use of Silicon Valley platforms as news
platforms potentially benefiting citizens by providing them with new ways to access
news. This was evident for social media in general, especially among younger users; for
mobile news platforms; and specifically for Facebook. A potential benefit of the use of
Silicon Valley platforms as news platforms is that they allow citizens to come across
news rather than requiring them to seek out news, a finding consistent with the concept of
curated flows (Thorson & Wells, 2015) of information on social media. One article
quoted a Media Insight Project report on this role, especially among younger users, for
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social media: “It long ago stopped being just a way to stay in touch with friends. It has
become a way of being connected to the world generally” (Lichterman, 2015a). Related
to this trend is news media adoption of Snapchat Discover, which places daily updates
from established media such as ESPN on the same platform as photos and text messages
from Snapchat users’ friends (Benton, 2015a). “Putting news just a couple taps away
from someone’s social life has enormous potential power” because it increases “the
chances of low-interest-in-news people getting some headlines and stories” (Benton,
2015a). Another article concerned a college newspaper’s decision to publish news only
on social media rather than in print or on a dedicated website, thus allowing student
journalists to expand their coverage and potential audience from campus to the greater
community. Students organized their coverage not with website or newspaper sections
but with hashtags for topics or cities near their campus, demonstrating the potential for
news media to make use of a socially interactive characteristic of Twitter for more direct
exchanges with audiences consistent with the concept of reciprocal journalism (Lewis et
al., 2014). “The hope is that through the localized hashtags, a growing number of
students, community members, eyewitnesses, and citizen journalists will join the
conversation” (Reimold, 2015). Mobile devices were depicted as providing a potential
benefit for citizens by making news more accessible. For example, the article about
Snapchat Discover noted that users appreciated the ability to catch up with the news on
their phones (Benton, 2015a). “I’m not even concerned with snapping my friends back,”
a college student explained. “I’m too entertained by the fact I can get my Daily Show
with Jon Stewart clips from the same place I can now watch ESPN’s Not Top 10” (in
Benton, 2015a). As for Facebook, Nieman Lab relayed Pew Research Center findings
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that the platform was millennials’ most often used source for political news (Lichterman,
2015a, 2015d). “Real people use Facebook to keep track of the things they care about,”
an editor for The Guardian wrote (Hamilton, 2015). More than half of users come across
news on Facebook “at least once a day” (Lichterman, 2015a).
Secondarily, audience engagement through social media, the roles of Twitter and
Apple as platforms for news, and the availability of apps to access news also were
discursively constructed as potential benefits for citizens. The Nieman Lab coverage
included articles describing journalists’ efforts to use social media to engage with
audiences in manners consistent with direct or indirect reciprocal exchanges (Lewis et al.,
2014). For example, The Guardian used Twitter and Facebook to find sources for
reporting about excessive use of force by police and to engage with audiences interested
in that project after it was published: “We want the journalism itself to reach the widest
possible audience who are interested. Then we want the people within that who care
deeply about this issue to develop a longer term relationship with the project” (Hamilton,
2015). As for Twitter, the article about the college journalists observed that the social
media platform resonates with a younger audience. Students “don’t really care about
picking up the print newspaper,” managing editor Talin Hakopyan explained (in
Reimold, 2015). “It’s just so much easier through a tweet … We’re speaking the
language of our generation.” The New York Times’ social media editor described
Twitter’s role for followers as a breaking news source:
The shooting of Michael Brown in Ferguson and its aftermath; the rise of ISIS in
Syria and Iraq; the deaths of Robin Williams, Joan Rivers, and Philip Seymour
Hoffman; Michael Sam coming out; Ebola’s spread through West African
countries and beyond; and more. Large numbers of Twitter users who follow
@NYTimes were ongoing and substantial audiences for tweets about these news
events. (Roston, 2015)
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As for Apple, new products from the company were described in terms of
potential benefits for citizens as news consumers that could be viewed as providing them
new opportunities for technical interactivity (Baym, 2010). In one article, the author
praised the format of the Apple News app and personalization features in a new version
of the iPhone’s iOS software (Benton, 2015e). Another article described the potential of
the Apple Watch to deliver short news updates (Riley, 2015). “Users naturally glance at
watches all the time and can get a little hit of news as a bonus,” Julian Richards, then
director of mobile products at Gannett, observed (in Riley, 2015). Finally, Apple TV was
briefly mentioned among platforms that allow “cord-cutting” consumers to cancel their
cable television subscriptions (Benton, 2015h). Two articles focused on potential benefits
of news apps for citizens as consumers. One of those articles described a startup app
developer with the goal of making “everything super, super simple” (Wang, 2015a) for
consumers who want quick news updates on their phones. Another article described the
value of The New York Times’ NYT Now both as an app and a web subscription. NYT
Now “was initially targeted at a younger, mobile-friendly audience—but it ended up
finding … an older audience that subscribed to NYT Now just for cheaper access to the
Times’ website” (Lichterman, 2014).
Among risks and potential benefits discursively constructed in the Nieman Lab
articles, potential benefits for Silicon Valley were next most prominent. The use of
Silicon Valley platforms as news platforms in general, but particularly the growing
market power of Facebook and Google, and platform owners’ ability to draw advertising
revenue were described as potential benefits for Silicon Valley, both in terms of financial
gains and potential control over exchanges of news and political information. Facebook’s
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dominance both with audiences and advertisers was evident in that it has become a
primary source of political information for many of its users, which potentially would
shift political advertising revenue from local television stations to the social media
platform (Lichterman, 2015d). Even if any one platform does not benefit from the shift to
distribute news on social media, Silicon Valley companies in general will, one article
noted: “Individual news apps and individual news brands aren’t the primary point of
contact with news any more. They’re raw material, feeding into broader platforms”
(Benton, 2015e). Facebook and Google were described as a “digital ad duopoly” that
“seem to have figured out that they can monetize news content quite well without owning
it” (Doctor, 2015d). Another article described Facebook’s motivation for developing a
faster platform for news articles than publishers’ slower-loading websites as “based in
self-interest: a better user experience means more engaged users, which means more
profit” (O’Donovan, 2015). Altogether, Facebook, Google, Yahoo, AOL, and Twitter
account for about half of digital advertising revenue in the United States, according to an
article (Lichterman, 2015b) that conveyed the results of Pew Research Center’s annual
State of the News Media report.
Risks for citizens and Silicon Valley. Some of the articles described the use of
Silicon Valley platforms as news platforms as risks for citizens because of uncertainty
about what and how news is displayed. Closely related were descriptions of the role of
Facebook and its algorithm in determining what news to display, privacy concerns, and
the accuracy of information on Facebook and other social media platforms. Taken
together, these risks were related to whether citizens should trust social media or online
platforms, which is potentially connected to whether Silicon Valley platforms possess
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legitimacy, which is a central concept of new institutionalism (Hall & Taylor, 1996;
Lowrey, 2011). Risks for citizens depicted as inherent in the use of Silicon Valley
platforms as news platforms included whether citizens are aware of original news
sources. One article noted that younger Facebook users are less likely than older users to
be aware of specific original news sources such as The New York Times (Lichterman,
2015d). This lack of awareness of credible news sources might contribute to “the spread
of bad information or research” (Ellis, 2015d) on social media. “Links to stories
containing false information meant to drive traffic do exist and can be misleading to
readers across the Internet” (O’Donovan, 2015). Another potential risk involves privacy.
For example, “Google knows everything in your email and your calendar” (Benton,
2015e) and delivers personalized news based on that information to Google Now users.
As for Facebook, a lack of transparency in its algorithm was noted as a risk for citizens.
“Facebook gives the impression that it is an editorial gatekeeper, but there’s still this
buffer that protects Facebook from having to actually explain its thinking the way a
newsroom would have to,” Adrienne LaFrance, a journalist who writes a column about
online hoaxes, noted (in O’Donovan, 2015). Ultimately, Facebook and other platforms
have varying success in filtering information based on its accuracy. For example,
Facebook relies on users to flag information as false or satirical (O’Donovan, 2015).
Craig Silverman, an advocate for online fact-checking, described this ability as somewhat
effective in identifying sites such as The Daily Currant or World News Daily Report that
post viral misinformation (in O’Donovan, 2015). However, social media users could
abuse these tools to falsely flag reporting from credible sources, as occurred in a similar
manner on Twitter with an article by The New York Times about preferential treatment by
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police of Florida State University football players (O’Donovan, 2015).
Finally, Nieman Lab articles also discursively constructed risks for Silicon
Valley. Articles included descriptions of competition between Silicon Valley platforms,
particularly Facebook’s growing power against Google as a news platform, as a risk for
Silicon Valley. For example, one article noted Google’s decline as a source of search
platform referrals to online news publishers and an increase in traffic from social media
sites including Facebook, Twitter, and LinkedIn: “Google web search long had the
biggest bark; now it’s just one of several key ‘partners’ of news companies” (Doctor,
2015e). A countervailing risk described in one article is the possibility that dominant
Silicon Valley platforms could come under antitrust or copyright law scrutiny. For
example, European Union regulators considered imposing a copyright fee on Google and
other search engines for links to European publishers’ content (Stupp, 2014). Facebook
was identified as a fierce competitor for the attention of news consumers, thus disrupting
the status quo for other Silicon Valley platforms. “When Facebook told the world it
wanted to host news content to create a better user experience for its users, it meant it”
(Doctor, 2015e).
As it was for citizens, accuracy also was described as a risk for Silicon Valley. In
particular, the spread of false information on social media platforms threatens their
credibility—and potentially their legitimacy. At the same time, individual social media
users do not wish to be called out for posting inaccurate information. “By debunking this
stuff, you look like a kill joy. You look like a know-it-all” (Silverman, in O’Donovan,
2015). Thus, both preventing and not preventing the spread of viral falsehoods are risks
for social media platforms such as Facebook.
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Gatekeeping roles, forces at different levels, and other prominent themes.
The next research question concerned other themes that were apparent in the Nieman Lab
coverage of journalism and Silicon Valley companies. Prominent themes that were not
necessarily directly tied to potential benefits or risks for journalism, Silicon Valley, and
citizens included gatekeeping roles; individuals or organizations as actors that could
influence journalism or Silicon Valley; native advertising; and responsibilities or
obligations for democracy. Text concerning gatekeeping roles often referred to the
qualifications of professional journalists to determine newsworthiness. This was a
prominent concern in the article about social media practices at The New York Times
(Roston, 2015). As one example, The Times’ social media editor wrote that the ability of
copy editors to determine “what makes good headlines in print or on NYTimes.com will
also be powerful on Twitter” (Roston, 2015). The article referred extensively to
showcasing the work of The Times’ photojournalists and reporters to direct traffic to the
newspaper’s website. The journalistic value of objectivity (Gans, 1980; Schudson, 2001)
also was at issue. To maintain neutrality, The Times will not engage with social media
followers in the same manner that other commercial enterprises might respond to
unhappy customers. “As a news organization, we expect @NYTimes to remain above the
fray to a certain degree, delivering our journalism and not getting caught in the middle of
how it is received” (Roston, 2015). In the use of language that the newspaper must
“remain above the fray,” Roston also seemed to refer to the journalistic value of
autonomy (Gans, 1980) or The Times’ need to be independent from the range of possible
influences on Twitter. However, although it might not be The Times’ intent, such
language also could be viewed as a means of claiming and protecting an elite position
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within society. Other articles referred to the roles of individuals or organizations as actors
that can influence the nature of news online. For example, one article focused on CEO
Marissa Mayer’s reshaping of Yahoo as a media company by hiring well-known
journalists such as Katie Couric (Doctor, 2015h). Two articles noted the role of the
British newspaper The Guardian and its former CEO, Andrew Miller, in forming an
alliance with other European publishers to negotiate for a more favorable relationship
with Google (Doctor, 2015c, 2015e). Native advertising, or sponsored content that
appears in formats similar to news, was discussed in several articles in a nonjudgmental
manner as an alternative to online banner advertising. One article noted that a website
such as Buzzfeed could distribute sponsored content in the same way as editorial content
through Facebook’s Instant Articles, thus earning revenue from content posted on a social
media platform (Benton, 2015c). One article mentioned an “ethical and existential”
debate over whether native ads were good for journalism, but did not take a stand on the
question (Israely, 2015). Another article recommended clear disclosure of native
advertising as the solution for any ethical qualms (Doctor, 2014b).
Finally, even though it was not prominent overall, the influence of societal-level
forces was apparent in a few of the articles. One such societal-level force was the
European Union regulatory environment and interactions between Google and news
publishers (Doctor, 2015e, 2015g, 2015h; Stupp, 2014). Under stronger antitrust scrutiny
in Europe, Google collaborated with publishers by investing 150 million euros into a
Digital News Initiative. A commentary noted that Google was not collaborating in the
same way in other parts of the world: “Given that the same issues affect all news
publishers, why is it only one continent’s publishers at the table?” (Doctor, 2015e).
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Another societal-level factor was the varying adoption rates of specific social media
platforms in different countries. For example, Facebook is more typically used as a news
source in Europe than in the United States (Ellis, 2015a). Another article noted varying
adoption rates for Facebook’s WhatsApp text-messaging app, ranging from 6% of mobile
internet customers in France and 8% in the United States to 64% in Mexico and 65% in
Spain (Benton, 2014). The article suggested that technological and economic differences
might explain the varying adoption rates. An implication for journalism is that publishers
in different countries should consider what platforms their audiences might use to share
news content.
Discussion
Silicon Valley companies are continuing to shape the future of news. As
developers of social and digital media platforms, they are gatekeepers that link to or even
host news content, controlling much of the readership and revenue that support
journalism (Benton, 2015a, 2015c, 2015e; Doctor, 2015h; Lichterman, 2015b; Roston,
2015). This textual analysis examined this topic from the perspective of writers and
editors covering news organizations and Silicon Valley companies such as Apple,
Google, Facebook, and Twitter for Nieman Lab, an industry website about the future of
journalism.
The findings indicated that Nieman Lab editors and writers, along with sources in
their articles, contributed to the discursive construction of the relationship between
journalism and Silicon Valley mainly in terms of identifying risks and potential benefits
for journalism. To a lesser extent, this relationship was depicted in terms of potential
benefits for citizens and Silicon Valley, and less often in terms of risks for citizens and
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Silicon Valley. The articles included descriptions indicating that forces at varying levels
of the hierarchical influences model can change the nature of interactions between
journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens. As was apparent in the difference between
Google’s practices in Europe and the United States, societal-level forces such as
regulatory environments can influence this relationship. However, it was evident that
organizations or individuals also can have an effect on these exchanges. These findings
have implications for gatekeeping theory, new institutionalism, and reciprocity as a
concept helpful for understanding changes for journalism in an environment in which
news media must interact with citizens through Silicon Valley intermediaries. This
section explores those implications.
The audience channel, algorithms, and the transformation of gatekeeping.
Gatekeeping scholars have suggested their framework remains highly relevant even with
journalism’s digital transformation and the declining importance of traditional
gatekeepers (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009; Vos, 2015). The findings of this textual analysis
support the idea that social media platforms, especially Facebook and Twitter, have
transformed and continue to transform news gatekeeping. In particular, the articles
revealed some tension between citizen participation and journalistic control consistent
with previous scholarship (e.g., Lewis, 2012; Singer, 2011). The Guardian used social
media to encourage citizens to contribute to the newspaper’s reporting (Hamilton, 2015),
endorsing the audience channel as a valuable source of information. Furthermore, The
Guardian continued to recognize the worth of the audience channel by building a
community around a news topic even after a reporting project had been published online
(Hamilton, 2015). However, other news media adhere to traditional gatekeeping roles on
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social media, with journalists claiming control over terms of their interaction with
citizens. For example, The New York Times maintains detachment from complaints by
Twitter followers (Roston, 2015). Success of the newspaper’s social media efforts is
measured by how much traffic is directed to The Times’ website (Roston, 2015). In
effect, Times editors reject a customer-centric use of Twitter as inconsistent with
journalistic values, but at the same time prefer to serve citizens on a platform where
attention can be converted into advertising revenue. By contrast, when journalism is not
dependent on commercial support, it can serve citizens directly on platforms audiences
prefer, as was demonstrated in the article about the college journalists who published
news on social media (Reimold, 2015).
The findings indirectly supported the idea that citizens come across multiple
“curated flows” (Thorson & Wells, 2015) of information on social media platforms.
News organizations provide “raw material” (Benton, 2015e) for these flows, but younger
news consumers might be unaware of the specific sources of information in these feeds
(Lichterman, 2015d). However, Nieman Lab articles put more emphasis on the
gatekeeping role of algorithms that determine how content is displayed on Facebook and
Google. Ultimately, algorithmic gatekeeping gives Facebook or Google control over the
exchanges between journalism and citizens that occur on these platforms. This control
was evident in Facebook’s decision to adjust its algorithm to downplay what it
considered poor-quality content from a “clickbait” publisher (Lichterman, 2015h). While
higher-quality journalism might show more prominently after such an algorithm change,
Facebook developers define Facebook’s standards of quality. Google’s algorithms also
regulate much interaction between journalism and citizens. As a search engine, Google
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directs readership to publishers from citizens interested in specific news topics (Doctor,
2015h). Google and Facebook maintain “a search/social duopoly” (Doctor, 2015h) with
control of algorithmic gatekeeping in the flow of news from publishers to citizens.
Because these algorithms are proprietary (O’Donovan, 2015; Thorson & Wells, 2015), it
is not clear to what extent the values of journalism or citizens are reflected in how
Facebook or Google decide what content to display.
Institutional and other interactions between journalism and Silicon Valley.
Journalism’s status as a public institution influences both how it adapts to change
(Lowrey, 2011, 2012) and how it interacts with other public institutions (Cook, 2005).
The findings of this textual analysis support and extend this view by indicating that
journalism’s status as an institution influences its interactions with Silicon Valley, which
itself appears to have institutional characteristics. In particular, because the algorithms of
Silicon Valley platforms such as Facebook and Google regulate citizens’ access to
information and media content (Napoli, 2014), they are institutional in nature. Even so,
this textual analysis does not settle the question of whether Silicon Valley is an institution
in the same way that journalism is. As for news organizations, even when their social
media strategies varied (Hamilton, 2015; Reimold, 2015; Roston, 2015), they shared
similar goals of disseminating original reporting to citizens through Silicon Valley
platforms. Publishers in general were depicted as risk-averse, particularly in adapting to
mobile platforms or in responding to demand for personalized information (Doctor,
2015f; Riley, 2015). However, the articles emphasized the actions of organizations more
than institutions in influencing exchanges between news media and Silicon Valley
companies. Throughout the coverage, the focus was on technology firms such as Apple,
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Google, Facebook, Twitter, Yahoo, or Snapchat and media organizations such as The
New York Times, The Guardian, Discover, or CNN rather than more abstract concepts
such as Silicon Valley or journalism. Actions at the individual level, such as initiatives by
Yahoo CEO Marisa Mayer (Doctor, 2015h) or The Guardian’s former CEO, Andrew
Miller (Doctor, 2015c, 2015e), also were noted. Furthermore, societal-level forces were
evident, at least in a few of the articles about Google’s relationship with news publishers
in Europe, where copyright and antitrust law differs from that in the United States. It is
possible that institutional-level forces were not prominent in the articles because
institutions are taken for granted, or “given” (Schmidt, 2008) as social constructs.
However, it also is possible that forces at other levels of the hierarchical influences model
(Shoemaker & Reese, 2014) are as important as institutions in shaping the future of news.
Regardless, the findings were consistent with previous media sociology scholarship that
journalists’ work is highly influenced by news sources, who usually are individuals
representing organizations (Gans, 1980; Schudson, 2003; Tuchman, 1978) that exist
within institutions.
Reciprocity, risk, and benefits in networked distribution of news. Articles
analyzed for this study included discourse describing a legacy news business model in
rapid decline (e.g., Benton, 2015h; Doctor, 2015a, 2015g), a conclusion that is consistent
with more than a decade of media scholarship (e.g., Cooper, 2011; Pavlik, 2013; Picard,
2014). From this perspective, it would be a risk for journalism not to engage with citizens
on the social media and other digital platforms they prefer, even if that means that
journalism now has an indirect reciprocal relationship with citizens rather than the direct
reciprocal relationship that existed with the legacy media business model. However, it
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also is clear that news media managers and journalists, whose actions are guided by the
risk-averse nature of journalism as an institution (Lowrey, 2011), perceive much risk in
their interactions with Silicon Valley. This raises the question of whether Silicon Valley
possesses legitimacy based on the values of journalism, which could help explain how
much journalism is willing to participate in exchanges with Silicon Valley that are
necessary to engage with citizens.
Innovation depends in part on information asymmetries because entrepreneurs are
successful when they recognize opportunities that others do not (Shane & Venkataraman,
2000). In the realm of financial markets, entrepreneurial firms establish legitimacy in part
based on the reputation of the top management team (Cohen & Dean, 2005). While these
managers and current owners have access to proprietary information about the firm’s
operations, new investors and others who engage in exchanges with the firm have less
information, which increases risk. For investors, a firm has legitimacy when managers
“act in a manner consistent with shareholder wealth creation” (Cohen & Dean, 2005, p.
684). For that reason, successful Silicon Valley innovators might very well believe they
have established legitimacy in the marketplace. While support for journalism might be
influenced heavily by economic forces, journalists do not necessarily share marketplace
values; they will not act unless they believe their actions have journalistic value (Gans,
1980; Napoli, 1997; Singer et al., 2011). It is possible that given the information
asymmetries of engaging in indirect networked exchanges on Silicon Valley platforms,
journalists and news media are unable to ascertain the value of those exchanges.
Publishers do not know how much traffic or revenue they will receive from any given bit
of content (Benton, 2015h; Doctor, 2015a). They do not know the details of the
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algorithms that decide what content to display (Lichterman, 2015h; O’Donovan, 2015).
They do not know if a platform promoted by a Silicon Valley company will remain a
source of traffic in the future (Benton, 2015e). In other words, publishers are not sure
how to calculate the risks and potential benefits in indirect exchanges between
journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens.
A potential solution for journalism would be reducing information asymmetries,
thus reducing uncertainty and risk. For example, platform owners could share detailed
audience data with publishers, which would allow journalists to serve audiences better
(Doctor, 2015c; Hazard Owen, 2015a). However, such a solution could be inconsistent
with Silicon Valley values. Managers of platform companies very likely believe they are
maintaining legitimacy as long as they keep their word and link to publishers’ content
and perhaps share revenue when they host content on their platforms. Furthermore, it
could be a distraction from managing rapid growth to negotiate detailed terms with
publishers. If other content providers are willing to contribute to these networks, it might
be less costly for platform owners if unhappy publishers simply opt out.
Summary
This textual analysis considered how editors and writers for Nieman Lab, an
industry website dedicated to the future of news, participate in the discursive construction
of exchanges or interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens. Platforms
owned by companies such as Apple, Google, Facebook, and Twitter now occupy an
important gatekeeping role between journalism and citizens. Nieman Lab articles
depicted interactions between journalism and Silicon Valley primarily at the
organizational and individual levels, but much of these interactions were consistent with
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literature (Lowrey, 2011, 2012) that described the risk-averse nature of journalism as an
institution. Some of the articles indicated that the relationship between journalism,
Silicon Valley, and citizens can be influenced by societal-level forces, such as different
regulatory environments in the European Union and the United States. The articles also
supported the argument that Silicon Valley’s intermediary role has transformed the
relationship between journalism and citizens: What was once a direct reciprocal
relationship is now an indirect networked relationship. Nieman Lab depicted this
continuing transformation mostly in terms of risks and potential benefits for journalism,
but also for Silicon Valley and citizens.
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VI. JOURNALISM, SILICON VALLEY, AND INSTITUTIONAL VALUES

In the early days of the open internet, journalism committed original sin. Instead
of charging for news, publishers chose to “give away content for free” (Sagan, in Huey,
Nisenholtz, Sagan, & Geddes, 2013, 2015), which ultimately brought the decline of
legacy business models that supported journalism. This, at least, is gospel for some
followers of “the holy church of journalism” (Dyson, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015) as
described in the Riptide oral history of the digital disruption of journalism (Huey et al.,
2013, 2015). The oral history was conducted by four Shorenstein Center fellows at
Harvard University who had been executives or high-ranking editors for prestigious news
media such as The New York Times and The Wall Street Journal. John Huey capped his
journalism career as editor-in-chief of Time Inc. after working as a reporter and editor for
Fortune magazine, The Wall Street Journal, and The Atlanta Constitution. Martin
Nisenholtz was the top digital executive for The New York Times. Paul Sagan was chief
executive of Akamai Technologies, but grew up in a newspaper publishing family and
had been president and editor of new media for Time Inc. Finally, John Geddes was a
reporter for The Wall Street Journal and business editor and managing editor of The New
York Times. The four men conducted interviews with 61 “CEOs, coders, news execs,
disrupters” and 20 tech journalists (Huey et al., 2013, 2015). The purpose of the Riptide
oral history was to document the digital disruption of journalism, starting with news
industry experiments to deliver videotext services to homes in the 1980s; the
establishment of dial-up subscription services such as America Online, Prodigy, and
CompuServe in the 1980s and 1990s; and, finally, the emergence in the mid-1990s and
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exponential growth since of the commercialized internet (Huey et al., 2013, 2015).
Riptide oral history (Huey et al., 2013, 2015) participants included top-level
Silicon Valley executives such as Google Chairman Eric Schmidt and former Twitter
Chief Executive Dick Costolo; Silicon Valley managers and engineers including
Christopher Cox, director of product at Facebook, and Krishna Bharat, creator of Google
News; venture capitalists such as Mike Moritz of Sequoia Capital; legacy media
executives such as New York Times Co. Chairman Arthur Sulzberger, Jr.; digital media
entrepreneurs including Huffington Post founder Arianna Huffington and Buzzfeed
founder Jonah Peretti; and technology journalists including John Markoff of The New
York Times. Over 15 chapters, Huey et al. (2013, 2015) traced the history of digital
disruption of news. In their view, important themes emerged from their interviews: the
innovator’s dilemma (Christensen, 2000; Christensen & Raynor, 2003), in which
established firms pursue innovations to sustain their businesses while newer, smaller
firms can pursue innovations that eventually disrupt industry incumbents; an “original
sin” by publishers in posting news for free online, which resulted in “a current so strong
that most traditional news providers forever lost the leverage to charge for digital
content” (Huey et al., 2013, 2015); and “cultural challenges of legacy companies”
including a failure “to appreciate the importance of engineering” (Huey et al., 2013,
2015). Huey, Nisenholtz, and Sagan conducted most of the interviews in 2013. In 2015,
Geddes interviewed tech journalists, who foresaw the disruption of journalism but
believed “their warnings went largely unheard within their workplaces” (Huey et al.,
2013, 2015).
Because research examining how Silicon Valley executives and technologists
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discursively construct the relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens
has been relatively scarce, this qualitative textual analysis focused on Riptide oral history
interviews with individuals who had roles in technology firms or the development of
digital communication networks. The research questions concerned how journalism and
Silicon Valley actors involved in the Riptide oral history discursively constructed a
definition of Silicon Valley, as well as how they discursively constructed the risks and
potential benefits of interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens. The
hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014) also was used as a framework
to explore whether the interviewers and interviewees discursively constructed these
interactions at the societal, institutional, organizational, communication routines, or
individual levels.
A qualitative textual analysis of 20 Riptide oral history interviews was conducted
to explore the research questions. The Riptide oral history (Huey et al., 2013, 2015) is a
suitable text for this purpose for three reasons. First, the four Shorenstein Center fellows
who conducted the interviews had been leaders in prestigious news organizations such as
The New York Times and The Wall Street Journal that are widely read among American
journalists and influence the practices of other news media (Gans, 1980; Shoemaker &
Reese, 2014; Weaver et al., 2007). As such, the interviewers arguably were
representatives of journalism as an institution. Second, the interviewees had prominent
roles in technology firms or the development of networked digital communication. For
that reason, their dialogue with the news executives could offer insight about how they
negotiated and discursively constructed the relationship between journalism and the
technology industries. Third, the Riptide project provided a historical perspective dating
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to the early 1980s on interactions between journalists and technologists. Thus, the
dialogue could shed light on whether exchanges between news media and early online
services such as Prodigy or America Online had any influence on the current relationship
between journalism and newer Silicon Valley companies such as Google, Facebook, and
Twitter.
Findings
The research questions concerned how journalistic and Silicon Valley actors
discursively constructed a definition of Silicon Valley; how they discursively constructed
risks and potential benefits of interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and
citizens; and how they constructed interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and
citizens at the five levels of the hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese,
2014). A textual analysis of Riptide oral history interviews conducted by four highranking news executives and involving 21 participants with roles in the technology
industries (see Table 6.1) shed light on these questions.
Table 6.1. Riptide Interviewees Selected for Analysis
Interviewee Technology and
media experience

Notable themes
in interview

Interview and transcript
retrieved from

Tim
Armstrong

CEO, AOL;
Google; Starwave;
news media
entrepreneur

Technological or
engineering solutions;
advertising revenue

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/tim-armstrong/

John
Battelle

Federated Media
founder and
chairman; Web 2
Summit co-founder

Benefits for citizens;
technological or
engineering solutions;
advertising revenue

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/john-battelle/
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Table 6.1. Riptide Interviewees Selected for Analysis
Interviewee Technology and
media experience

Notable themes
in interview

Interview and transcript
retrieved from

Tim
BernersLee

Inventor of the
World Wide Web;
director, World
Wide Web
Consortium

Technological or
engineering solutions;
freely accessible
information

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/tim-berners-lee/

Krishna
Bharat

Google (inventor of SV platforms as news http://www.digitalriptide.or
Google News)
platforms; algorithmic g/person/krishna-bharat/
gatekeeping;
technological solutions

Henry
Blodget

Former technology
stock analyst;
Business Insider
founder

Online journalism

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/henry-blodget/

Steve
Case

America Online
founder

SV platforms as
connection tools;
technological or
engineering solutions

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/steve-case/

Dick
Costolo

Former Twitter
CEO; Google;
FeedBurner cofounder

SV platforms as news
platforms; SV
platforms as political
platforms

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/dick-costolo/

Chris
Cox

Facebook executive SV platforms as news
platforms; SV
platforms as
connection tools

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/chris-cox/

Esther
Dyson

Technology
investor; former
technology
journalism
entrepreneur

Risks for citizens; risks http://www.digitalriptide.or
for journalism
g/person/esther-dyson/

Richard
Gingras

Google executive;
ex-CEO of Salon
Media; Excite@
Home; Apple

Technological or
engineering solutions;
risks for journalism
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http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/richard-gingras/

Table 6.1. Riptide Interviewees Selected for Analysis
Interviewee Technology and
media experience

Notable themes
in interview

Interview and transcript
retrieved from

David
Graves

Yahoo; Reuters

SV platforms as news
platforms;
technological or
engineering solutions;
organizational level

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/david-graves/

Arthur
Kern

Yahoo board
member; media
investor

Technological or
engineering solutions;
SV platforms as news
platforms

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/art-kern/

Scott
Kurnit

Angel investor;
About.com
founder; MCI;
Prodigy; Warner
Cable

Risk-aversion;
organizational level;
innovator’s dilemma

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/scott-kurnit/

Ted
Leonsis

Venture capitalist,
Revolution Growth
Fund; America
Online

Innovation; innovator’s http://www.digitalriptide.or
dilemma; individual
g/person/ted-leonsis/
level; technological
solutions

Mike
Moritz

Venture capitalist,
Sequoia Capital;
former Time
reporter

Risks for journalism;
technological or
engineering solutions

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/mike-moritz/

Harry
Motro

Early stage
investor; Infoseek
CEO; CNN
Interactive

Individual level; risks
for journalism;
technological or
engineering solutions

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/harry-motro/

Matt
WordPress creator; Blogging;
Mullenweg CNET Networks
technological or
engineering solutions

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/matt-mullenweg/

Josh
Quittner

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/josh-quittner/

Flipboard manager;
former technology
journalist for Wired
and Time Inc.

Independence (as
journalistic value);
risks for journalism;
risk-aversion
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Table 6.1. Riptide Interviewees Selected for Analysis
Interviewee Technology and
media experience

Notable themes
in interview

Interview and transcript
retrieved from

Eric
Schmidt

Google chairman

Advertising revenue;
technological or
engineering solutions;
democratic role

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/eric-schmidt/

Michael
Sippey*

Former Twitter
executive; Six
Apart (blog
platform)

SV platforms as news
platforms; benefits for
citizens; risks for
citizens; tech solutions

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/michael-sippey/

Chloe
Sladden*

Former Twitter
executive;
CurrentTV

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/chloe-sladden/

Dave
Winer

Software developer Risks for journalism;
and entrepreneur;
blogging; innovation;
blogging pioneer
freely accessible
information

http://www.digitalriptide.or
g/person/dave-winer/

*Sippey and Sladden were interviewed together.

Interviewers and interviewees seemed to share a definition of Silicon Valley
based on potential institutional values such as a belief in the ability of technological
solutions for problems such as those that exist in journalism. When interviewers and
interviewees depicted interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens in
terms of risks and potential benefits, they discursively constructed them principally in
terms of risks for journalism, potential benefits for citizens, and potential benefits for
journalism. Interviewers and interviewees discursively constructed interactions between
journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens mainly at the individual and organizational
levels. This section reports these findings in detail.
Defining Silicon Valley in terms of institutional values. The first research
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question concerned how the Riptide interviewers and interviewees discursively
constructed a definition of Silicon Valley. This research question was based in part on
previous literature defining journalism as an institution based partly on shared values and
practices such as objectivity or balance, autonomy or independence, and news selection
considerations of accessibility and suitability (Gans, 1980; Ryfe, 2009; Schudson, 2001;
Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). Similarly, scholarship about Silicon Valley has defined it as
a “discursively loaded” (Perrin, 2002) regional industrial agglomeration (Audretsch,
1998; Dobusch & Schüßler, 2013; Porter, 1998; Scott, 2004) with its own shared values.
Among them are a technocratic belief that engineering can solve societal problems; a
“hacker” way of thinking valuing disruption, entrepreneurship, innovation,
decentralization, and the idea that information wants to be free; and a belief that West
Coast-style idealism is not incompatible with the creation of vast wealth (Perrin, 2002;
Sadowski & Selinger, 2014; Turner, 2009; Turner & Larson, 2015). This literature does
not refer to Silicon Valley as an institution, but it also does not rule out that it might be.
For that reason, the analysis focused on whether the news executives and technologists
discursively constructed a definition of Silicon Valley as based on potential enduring
institutional values.
Indeed, the discourse between the news executives and technology executives,
managers, and developers often concerned technocratic and entrepreneurial values that
seemed to be commonly shared in Silicon Valley. The most prominent theme related to
this research question was a potential institutional value that technological or engineering
solutions could be found for societal problems, including those of journalism. Riptide
interviewees often referred to a belief that technological solutions to societal problems
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are possible and that engineers are necessary to lead successful innovation. A commonly
expressed sentiment by interviewers and interviewees was that legacy media firms
struggled to innovate because they lacked technological talent. “I think there’s a very
simple explanation. The industry has no engineers,” Schmidt noted based on his
experience interacting as a Google executive with media firms. This lack of engineers put
legacy media at a disadvantage to entrepreneurial firms that were more focused on
exploiting the capabilities of networked digital media. “I think what the internet did was
actually reintroduce the importance of engineering at the start of a new medium,” AOL
Chief Executive Armstrong said. “Really, the companies that focused on engineering
have had a huge advantage.” Both interviewers and interviewees noted that even if news
organizations could have hired more engineers, news executives or publishers would
have been unlikely to share authority over content production with technologists. This
view within legacy media is in direct conflict with the values of engineers, Schmidt
explained: “Engineers always think they’re in charge.” In engineers’ view, they “are
going to try to build a great platform and some set of editorial people will appreciate how
tremendous the authoring environment is,” Schmidt said.
Interviewees including the developer of the World Wide Web insisted that the
problem of sustaining journalism is a technological problem with potential engineering
solutions. However, they did not necessarily offer potential technological solutions
during the discussions. “We just have to be creative,” Berners-Lee noted. “You think
about how the user, what user interface would you like to have that makes it easy to pay
for something, to give credit where credit is due? Let’s see how we can implement it.”
Again without necessarily being specific, Silicon Valley executives tended to be upbeat
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about potential technological solutions for journalism’s challenges. “The reason I’m
optimistic is because we have these huge open systems,” Google executive Gingras
explained. “The simple fact that in effect, we put a printing press in everyone’s hands,
that’s a hugely powerful thing.” With language referring metaphorically to the printing
press, Gingras perhaps suggested that it might be good for society to transfer the
institutional power of journalism to citizens, but left unspoken the extent to which Silicon
Valley might regulate the use of these tools.
At the same time, interviewees indicated that Silicon Valley should control
technological resources, and media firms should hire enough engineers to successfully
distribute content on Silicon Valley platforms. For hiring by media firms, “what we’re
talking about are engineers and programmers who are capable of using tools built by
others in artful and creative ways,” Moritz suggested based on his perspective as a
venture capitalist. “We’re not expecting The New York Times … to outmaneuver
Facebook.” As another example of this sentiment that Silicon Valley might know best,
Twitter manager Sippey suggested that journalists are more successful on the platform
when they adapt to “actually using it in a way that is natural to Twitter.”
The discussion concerned other topics related to a potential definition of Silicon
Valley as an institution including the use of Silicon Valley technology platforms as tools
for connecting people; innovation in general; the concept of the innovator’s dilemma
involving sustaining and disruptive innovation (Christensen, 2002; Christensen &
Raynor, 2003); disruption of existing industries or a change-the-world mindset as a
potential institutional value; entrepreneurship and risk-taking; and a belief that
information should be free or freely accessible. Several interviewees referred to Silicon
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Valley platforms as tools for connecting people. For example, Federated Media founder
Battelle described Google as the pioneering “Web 2 company. … Google was built from
the ground up on this idea that the web is about connections between things. In the first
instance those things were web pages, in the second instance they were people.” BernersLee’s intention for the World Wide Web was that it would be “a very collaborative
space” rather than a one-to-many broadcast medium. America Online co-founder Case
viewed the “killer app” for the service as its capability for subscribers to communicate
with people they knew and with people they didn’t know who shared common interests.
Cox described Facebook’s vision of a “social graph” in which members form connections
with people they already know outside Facebook, but from those connections “everyone
of those people were connected to the set of people in the world that interested them.”
Sippey and Costolo described Twitter as a “global town square,” thus claiming dominion
over a space in the “networked public sphere” (Reese & Shoemaker, 2016):
We are, essentially, where people come to find out about what’s happening in the
world. It’s where you come to see your friends. It’s where you come to share
what’s happening, it’s where you come to hear the crazy guy on the soap box or
whisper to your friend about the crazy guy on the soap box. (Sippey, in Huey et
al., 2013, 2015)
Innovation was a commonly expressed theme by interviewers and interviewees. “We
continue to hear … that the Valley culture really puts most of its emphasis on engineering
and engineering innovation,” Nisenholtz said during the interview with Motro, who had
experience as CEO of Infoseek and previously with CNN Interactive. Interviewees
connected innovation to the belief that technological advances can change the world. This
value was apparent during the dot-com boom in the 1990s, when “suddenly, everything is
changing right away in front of your eyes,” Blodget noted, recalling his experience as a
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technology stock analyst. Interviewees praised the potential to disrupt established
industries as serving societal needs. For example, Case predicted what he described as
necessary disruption in industries that have not been as affected by innovation as others:
Particularly in this digital world, there’s an acceleration of the pace of innovation.
… It’s exciting to be looking at new industries—education, healthcare, other
things that need to be disrupted. … I think in the next decade there’s going to be
enormous innovation, so that the lesson learned in building the internet can now
be applied to changing these other industries. (Case, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015)
Case also was among interviewees who addressed the innovator’s dilemma or sustaining
and disruptive innovation (Christensen, 2000; Christensen & Raynor, 2003). Specifically,
America Online was a nimble competitor in its early years against Prodigy and
CompuServe, which both had larger, established companies as owners. By the time
America Online acquired Time Warner, it was a much larger company less capable of
disruption. “AOL, even before the Time Warner merger, went from dozens of people
when it started to a couple hundred when we went public to many thousands by the end
of the 1990s. It was losing some of that nimble kind of attacker mindset,” Case
explained. Prodigy, an AOL competitor, was paralyzed by the innovator’s dilemma,
Kurnit recalled based on his experience at the company. The emergence of the open
internet was “a transition that was very scary for Prodigy,” Kurnit explained. The joint
venture’s board of directors was unable to accept a change in Prodigy’s business model
that could have allowed it to adapt to the web. “It’s very difficult for people who get up
in the morning to work for big companies to compete with people who don’t,” Kurnit
noted. In accounts of establishing new technology or media businesses, numerous
interviewees referred to entrepreneurship and willingness to take risks. For example,
Motro explained that he agreed to leave CNN and join Infoseek as CEO even though the
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company “was under complete chaos when I got there.” Interviewees contrasted Silicon
Valley’s entrepreneurial risk-taking with journalism’s cautiousness. “The aggressiveness
of the tech industry is what we need in the news industry,” software entrepreneur Winer
said. Finally, multiple interviewees referred to the belief that information should be freely
accessible. The web itself was designed to be universal, Berners-Lee noted. Google News
was built on the assumption that publishers would want to participate in exchange for
links to their content, Bharat explained. “There’s no barrier now,” Schmidt observed,
suggesting that because of the web, no real separation exists between journalism and
citizens. “The democratization of the internet has led to the democratization of
information, which has also led to the democratization of reporting.”
Although the Riptide interviewers were perhaps echoing the views of their
interviewees as journalists would report the perspectives of news sources, the news
executives seemed to use similar language as the technologists in constructing a
definition of Silicon Valley—or at least in describing how journalism and Silicon Valley
interact with each other. In numerous exchanges, it was the interviewers who brought up
concerns such as assertions that Silicon Valley succeeded where journalism did not
because of ability to marshal technological talent or that legacy media firms were
sustaining innovators against Silicon Valley’s disrupting innovators. For example,
Armstrong’s view about the role of engineering talent was expressed in response to a
comment from Sagan drawn from previous Riptide interviews:
One of the things that’s come up over and over again is that the winners online
didn’t just have a lot of engineers. They had a lot of engineers and engineers ran
it. The media companies, the traditional ones seem to have suffered, because they
either didn’t hire a lot of engineers or couldn’t, and they never would have put
engineers in charge. (Sagan, in Huey et al., 2015)
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Technologists seemed to agree about these concerns, but clarified that they viewed their
confidence in technological solutions or their ability to pursue disruptive innovation as
reasons for optimism for the future of journalism rather than concern or despair.
Discussion was less prominent of potential enduring Silicon Valley values
suggested in other literature (e.g., Sadowski & Sellinger, 2014; Turner, 2009; Turner &
Larson, 2015) such as skepticism toward authority, an open-source mindset, and wealth
creation. Berners-Lee indicated that the internet was designed to be decentralized or not
controlled under any one authority. Although there was little discussion of open-source
technology development, several interviewees praised the internet and services such as
Twitter as being open platforms with few content restrictions. “If we take a platform that
is open, that has a shared sense of values about how we connect to each other, how we
share information, how we communicate, we can do some pretty remarkable things,”
Battelle explained. What little discussion by interviewees of wealth creation that occurred
focused on either protecting existing shareholder wealth or referred to the luck or good
fortune of themselves or others. In one counterexample, Winer described the technology
industry as willing to “do whatever it takes to make money. That will very often
subordinate the interests of democracy, of the government, of making the right decisions
as a society.” However, no interviewees referred to wealth creation as a personal
motivation. For example, Winer himself insisted that he is “not one of these people who
believes that money is sort of the way you keep score” and that he instead is motivated by
his “love” for “playing with technology and making big things happen.”
Risks and potential benefits for journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens. The
next research question concerned how journalistic and Silicon Valley actors discursively
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construct interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens in terms of risks
and potential benefits. When interviewers and interviewees depicted interactions between
journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens in this manner, they were described most
prominently by interviewers or interviewees in terms of risks for journalism, potential
benefits for citizens, and potential benefits for journalism. To a lesser extent, they were
described in terms of risks for citizens or potential benefits for Silicon Valley. Detailed
discourse referring to risks for Silicon Valley was not apparent.
Risks for journalism. Interviewers and interviewees described cultural factors as
risks for journalism. In multiple interviews, they discussed either directly or indirectly the
risk-averse nature of legacy media firms and two related concepts: the innovator’s
dilemma (Christensen, 2000; Christensen & Raynor, 2003) and institutional legitimacy
within journalism (Lowrey, 2011, 2012). Addressing the challenge of combining an
entrepreneurial technology firm with a large, established media conglomerate, Case noted
that the outcome of the AOL Time Warner merger “ultimately came down to people and
cultures.” In his vision for the merger, “we saw the world converging. We saw operating
this as one company to try to be the leader in this new and digital world.” In practice,
AOL Time Warner “really operated as independent companies and we were never able to
get the kind of synergies that I was certainly hoping for,” Case recalled. Echoing
observations by Lowrey (2011) and other scholars that newsrooms can be risk-averse,
Gingras recounted his experience as CEO of Salon Media. “Editorial cultures are very,
very slow to change,” he observed. Even though Salon journalists understood the need to
adopt new storytelling forms for the web, in practice they held to their established
preference for long-form, magazine-style writing, Gingras noted. Interviewers and
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interviewees indicated that risk-averse cultures were at least as responsible for the decline
of legacy news media as any other type of strategic management failure. “I don’t think
we can look back at the newspaper companies, the media companies, and say they were
dumb and they missed it. That’s not what happened,” Kern noted based on his experience
as a media investor and member of Yahoo’s board of directors. In Moritz’s view, media
executives could not resolve a tension between “legacy processes” and innovation. “In
the collision of yesterday and tomorrow, for all of these companies, or for most of these
companies, it’s yesterday that’s triumphed,” Moritz explained. Flipboard manager
Quittner offered a similar view from his perspective as a former journalist. “We never
turned our attention on ourselves until it was too late. It was like we watched ourselves
catch fire and just passionately wrote about it,” Quittner said. Schmidt described the
reaction of the newspaper industry to disruptive innovation as entirely consistent with
other industries:
The tension between Google and the newspaper industry was extremely high
because the newspaper industry, in my view incorrectly, saw us as causing all of
their problems. … By the way, that is the typical reaction of an established
industry. … If you study innovation, this cycle—where the first one is denial, the
second one is lawsuits, the third one is acceptance, and then the fourth one is
figuring out how to deal with the future—is a common cycle in technology-driven
innovation. (Schmidt, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015)
Interviewees referred to cultures within large, established firms that prevent them from
competing against disruptive innovators. “When you have an existing business, it’s a
tremendous boat anchor around the corporate ankle. You have existing customers to take
care of,” Moritz explained, putting legacy news media in the position of a potentially
sinking ship. Another interviewee referred to the innovator’s dilemma as a risk for
journalism. “What was going on in our business, what was going on in the publishing

188

business is classic innovator’s dilemma stuff. It was classic disruption,” Quittner said.
Interviewers and interviewees referred indirectly to legitimacy as a barrier to innovation
by legacy media. “Is it just the innovator’s dilemma or is it just what? Journalists are paid
to get things right. We are not paid to be a beta environment where we get things wrong,
fail, pick ourselves up again,” Huey asked Quittner. Agreeing, Quittner replied: “You’re
never supposed to get anything wrong.”
The interviews also referred to other risks for journalism. Among them were the
growing dominance of Silicon Valley platforms as news platforms, which was associated
both with loss of advertising revenue and loss of control for news organizations. The
discussion referred to the roles of Google, Twitter, and Yahoo in these risks for
journalism. For example, interviewers and interviewees observed that the use of Silicon
Valley platforms as news platforms has shifted advertising revenue from legacy
publishers to digital platforms such as Google. “It became a giant sucking sound where
half of the ad dollars or more on the internet go to Google today between the combination
of search and display,” Sagan noted during the interview with Armstrong. However,
Schmidt and other interviewees noted a potentially larger risk for journalism in that the
use of Silicon Valley platforms to distribute news has reduced publishers’ control over
their businesses. “The core problem that the internet has is it has attacked, if you will, the
union of the distribution and the editorial,” Schmidt explained. Schmidt, Gingras, and
Bharat acknowledged publishers’ concerns about Google News. However, they also
insisted that print readership was already in decline and that trajectory did not change
when Google News was established in 2001. As for Twitter, Sippey described it as a
means for users to keep track of “a limited amount of time that you can spend on
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individual pieces of information.” However, news media have had varying levels of
success adapting to Twitter. “If you’re only sharing your headlines and links back to your
articles, your Twitter feed becomes just a rebroadcasting of your home page over your
RSS feed. That’s not an efficient and effective use of Twitter,” Sippey explained.
Potential benefits for citizens. Discussion in the interviews referred to potential
benefits for citizens, among them assertions that the use of Silicon Valley platforms as
news platforms has given citizens more power over the distribution of news. Also noted
were the ability to use Silicon Valley platforms to connect with other people and the roles
of Google, Twitter, and Facebook in providing potential benefits for their users. Related
to this discussion were explanations that technological or engineering solutions brought
potential benefits for citizens, and in turn, Silicon Valley platforms have given citizens
more access to the information they need to participate in democracy. Interviewees
indicated that the use of Silicon Valley platforms as news platforms has benefited citizens
by enabling them to participate in news distribution. “Social media now gives everybody
the ability to be their own Henry Luce, for their family, their friends, their colleagues,
whoever wants to follow them because they’re interested in that space,” Case observed.
“They can now play that important curation role.” For many citizens, social media have
sufficiently replaced legacy media as a news source. Younger news consumers use social
media to “follow a certain set of people who are following other things,” Schmidt noted.
“Think of that as an expansion of a network. That is a viable alternative to the curated
newspaper, as long as it’s reasonably comprehensive.” As for Google News, “from our
perspective, what we did is, we provided a tremendous services to end users,” Schmidt
argued. In Bharat’s view, Google News connects citizens to different perspectives on any
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given news event, “some of them from the best sources, some of them from sources you
haven’t heard of that are very passionate … that you should be reading.” Twitter was
cited for its role of encouraging citizens to participate in news distribution. “It’s enabled
people to share what’s happening around them, in real time, in a public way,” Sippey
explained. By contrast, Cox described Facebook as benefiting citizens for its role in
connecting users to other people. He explained that he was drawn to Facebook because of
this potential:
That was a powerful idea, for me, as a graduate student. … There’s this directory
that you’re in, and your mom is in, and your sister is in, and your brother is in,
and your roommate is in, and your college professor, all the way up to Barack
Obama and John Boehner and all of the public figures in the world. (Cox, in
Huey et al., 2013, 2015)
The use of technology platforms as means to connect with other people was not new to
Facebook. Case described connecting with other people as integral to America Online
and other online services. “I think the key thing is that the internet has leveled the playing
field,” he explained. “It has given everybody the ability to have their voice heard.”
Several interviewees described technological solutions as benefiting citizens or users. “I
love the capacity of being able to find out what I want to know when I want to know it,”
Motro explained. “I think that’s incredibly powerful. I think the digital revolution has
brought that to us.” Gingras offered a similar perspective on real-time information. With
legacy media, “if you wanted the score of the baseball game between the Yankees and the
Red Sox at 11:30 at night, you had no place to go,” he explained. Broadcast newsrooms
might eventually report about a specific news event, but “there was no on-demand
means,” he said. Ultimately, Silicon Valley platforms such as Google were depicted as
providing citizens with information they need to participate in democracy. “The general
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answer, from Google’s perspective, is that more transparency and more information
generally available is always the right answer,” Schmidt explained. “In a democracy,
people watch. They watch when things get out of whack.” However, interviewees did not
necessarily believe that information should be provided to citizens in a manner consistent
with journalistic values such as objectivity. “We need respectable sources who have a
reputation they want to maintain. … That doesn’t mean they are not opinionated. They
may have an opinion that their editorial staff strongly believes in, and that’s fine,” Bharat
explained.
Potential benefits for journalism. In several discussions, interviews expressed
confidence that technological or engineering solutions could be found for problems for
news media, thus providing benefits for journalism, including lower production costs,
new types of news products, and higher advertising and subscription revenue.
Furthermore, the use of Silicon Valley platforms, particularly Google News, as news
platforms was described as a benefit for journalism because it expands the audience for
news. Although journalists or publishers might emphasize the loss of revenue associated
with digital media, Armstrong noted that technology also allows news media to be more
efficient. “You can’t apply your offline cost structure in the way you do business online.
It’s not fair to compare offline dollars to digital dimes,” Armstrong explained.
“Underneath the digital dimes in many cases, you can have a much lower cost structure.”
Computing technologies also allow for new forms of gathering news such as data
journalism, Gingras noted. In his view, news media have an opportunity to use
technology “to rethink all the models, to rethink what is the right way to build a news
product. … What are the right uses of computational journalism? I think computational
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journalism has extraordinary potential that has not really been fully explored.”
Interviewees suggested that both early online platforms such as America Online and
newer Silicon Valley platforms such as Google News benefited journalism in their use as
news platforms. Case explained that America Online licensed news content in part based
on the credibility of legacy news providers. “We recognized the news content, and
journalism more broadly, was a core part of what people were spending time with every
day, whether by reading newspapers or magazines or watching news on television,” he
noted. At the same time, digital platforms in his view have expanded opportunities for
new forms of journalism. “One of the things I always loved about the idea of the internet,
and it’s now obviously true today, is that everybody could be a publisher,” he said. As for
Google News, Schmidt expressed a belief that it has helped publishers. “We thought that
we were helping newspapers,” he maintained. “That service was used by many millions
of people and we sent lots of traffic to the newspapers.” Most news sources have
welcomed that traffic, Bharat noted. “Once the top newspapers got it, everybody else
wanted in. Most of the 4,500 sources that came in, came in because they wanted in,” he
explained. Furthermore, Schmidt said, “our monetization on Google News was
essentially zero. … We were helped by the fact that we never got around to running ads
against Google News.” In Schmidt’s view, Google also helps news media by increasing
their advertising and subscription revenue. “Over the last few years, Google has offered a
series of products … that allow you to make very straightforward paywalls,” he
explained, but noted that paywalls aren’t an adequate solution by themselves for most
publishers, especially those seeking a large audience. “As we develop better advertising
models, better targeted, there will be more money in that space. If your goal as an
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editorial institution is to cover everyone, it’s not going to be paywall-based.” Armstrong
also suggested that a technological solution could help publishers increase advertising
revenue. In the interview, Sagan described this as “a math problem.” Specifically,
Armstrong explained, “yield-management” software would allow publishers to manage
“multiple inputs of revenue stream and multiple customer segmentations.” The challenge
is “you actually have to engineer the yield management,” he continued. Ultimately,
Berners-Lee predicted, journalism will benefit from “building new systems. There will be
new genres … of journalism. They won’t all be paid for by paywalls. They won’t all be
paid for by advertising. We’ll have new types of products.”
Risks for citizens. Several of the interviews referred to the roles of Twitter and
Facebook, particularly in relation to their use as news platforms, as risks for citizens.
These risks primarily concerned whether users could trust social media platforms or
whether such platforms were suitable forums for discussing important public issues.
Explaining his view of the value of Google News, Bharat warned that citizens who rely
on Twitter or Facebook for information could miss important news. “There are many
people who … wait for the news to come to them, to social networks or whatever. … One
of the tragedies is that that’s creating a filter bubble.” Interviewers Huey and Nisenholtz
and interviewee Winer referred to Twitter’s 140-character limit as a barrier to complex or
detailed discourse. Costolo acknowledged that it could be difficult for citizens to
determine which accounts on Twitter are reliable sources of information. In particular,
Twitter does not require account holders to use their real names. However, Costolo
maintained legitimate reasons for anonymity exist. “There are many, many countries in
the world that it’s not OK to walk into the town square and put up a flyer that says the
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president’s a jerk. … You’ll be hunted down and punished for it, “ Costolo explained.
Quittner also referred to the reliability of information on Twitter and Facebook as a
challenge for users. “Everybody is coming to grips with this problem of how to navigate
this stream, how to tune your stream and find the most important stuff. The stuff that’s
believable. The stuff that’s credible,” he noted. Kern was skeptical about the continued
growth of Facebook and Twitter based on what he described as a “noise factor” on the
platforms. “I think this noise factor, this is just a personal opinion, will make a difference
over time to people,” he explained. “It’s almost like staring at the sun or taking too much
radiation.” Winer was critical of Facebook, explaining that he stopped using it because of
privacy concerns. “Trusting Facebook is ridiculous,” he maintained. “Facebook is run by
a guy who’s 26 years old, didn’t get his degree from Harvard. I just don’t want that guy
being the arbiter of what everybody reads.”
Potential benefits for Silicon Valley. The engineering culture or the manner in
which Silicon Valley values technological solutions was described as a source of benefits
for Silicon Valley, at least in terms of the financial success of Silicon Valley firms.
Similarly, the use of Silicon Valley platforms as news platforms also was described as a
benefit for Silicon Valley in that providing news is a way for these firms to serve
customers. Interviewees described innovative technological or engineering solutions as
integral to the success of Silicon Valley companies. For example, Sippey praised the
initial design of Twitter as the basis for its revenue growth:
Our ad products are around promoted tweets, promoted accounts and promoted
trends. Those are all things that exist natively on the platform. … Because
Twitter was built from the ground up as a mobile-first product in a mobile-first
platform, they work well there. (Sippey, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015)
As another example, Motro indicated that Infoseek was founded with an engineering
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culture. “The founder was Steve Kirsch. He was an MIT engineer. He had done several
startups, and he had a whole cadre of engineers who followed him around company to
company. He got it,” Motro explained. Interviewers and interviewees also addressed how
the use of Silicon Valley platforms as news platforms benefits Silicon Valley companies.
For example, Huey asked Sippey, “What’s in it for Twitter?” Sippey indicated that
encouraging the use of Twitter as a news platform develops an audience for Twitter.
“What’s in it for Twitter is a great experience for our users. … They want to talk about
the news. … So we want to enable that behavior,” he replied. Earlier in the history of the
internet, Yahoo gained permission to post news content from Reuters. Kern described
that agreement as a “landmark deal for Yahoo. … It brought all that content, access to
that content, worldwide. … I think it was crucial for us.” Graves indicated that Reuters
content helped Yahoo build a large audience for financial news. “They were first—which
is a really big advantage. Not only were they first, but they were really good and they had
good information,” Graves noted. Yahoo matched interactive technology with
commodity news from sources such as Reuters and The Associated Press to build a large
online audience for news. Furthermore, Yahoo supported its news efforts with advertising
instead of subscription fees, arguably setting a precedent for other online news providers.
Bharat noted that news is part of “an entire ecosystem” Google wants to provide to
consumers. “Obviously, Google cares about all kinds of domains. News is just one of
them,” he said.
Risks for Silicon Valley. Risks for Silicon Valley were rarely noted in the
interviews. What discussion occurred mostly concerned Yahoo and the challenges of
trying to be a technology company that also produces news and other media content,
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which was viewed as a financial risk to Yahoo’s stock-market value. “When Terry Semel
came in as CEO in ’01, my personal warning to him was let’s try not to get too much into
original content, period,” Kern recalled. In that sense, Kern continued, the risk for Yahoo
is similar to the risk that exists for journalism. “In a way, you guys have inherited the
very mantle that Yahoo is sort of attempting to shed,” he said. Even as platforms,
technology companies such as Yahoo and Google could make more money if they were
not devoting resources to news, Moritz suggested. News “does not, to use the dreadful
word, monetize as well as so many other portions of their business,” he explained.
Influences at different levels of the hierarchical influences model. The third
set of research questions concerned how the Riptide interviews described about
interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens at different levels of the
hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). The findings of the Nieman
Lab textual analysis suggested that influences at the individual, organizational, and
societal levels might affect the relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley, and
citizens. Similarly, the hierarchical influences model was a useful framework for
examining the Riptide oral history interviews. This analysis indicated that interviewers
and interviewees discursively constructed interactions between journalism, Silicon
Valley, and citizens primarily at the individual and organizational levels. To a lesser
extent, societal-level influences were described. Institutional-level influences were rarely
noted, and detailed discussion of forces at the communication routines level was not
apparent.
At the individual level, several interviewees referred to individual CEOs or
company founders as visionaries. For example, Motro described CNN’s pioneering
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online news unit as exemplifying CNN founder Ted Turner’s entrepreneurial spirit. “I
have to give Ted’s brilliance full credit. … His entrepreneurial gut said go do it,
supported it, was interested in it,” Motro recalled. Turner “had a fascination with what
was going on in the Valley,” but individuals were central to his fascination: “He closely
followed the net worth of (Bill) Gates and Larry Ellison. That got his attention,” Motro
explained. Kurnit referred specifically to Steve Case rather than America Online as
competitor to Prodigy. He recounted telling colleagues at Prodigy: “I met this Steve Case
guy. He seems really smart to me.” Kurnit also referred to Rupert Murdoch as an
individual rather than News Corp. as an organization as prominent in negotiations
involving a joint venture with MCI. While MCI executives were concerned about
potential short-term losses for the joint venture, Murdoch “didn’t really care about his
stock price on any given day,” Kurnit noted. In other instances, interviewees depicted
important ventures as the outcome of initiatives by individuals. For example, Schmidt
credited Bharat with the creation of Google News. “A particular engineer on his own
decided to write a product that would aggregate news and organize it this way,” Schmidt
recounted. Leonsis described personal relationships in his role as an entrepreneur as the
impetus for the acquisition of a startup he founded by America Online. His investment
banker was Dan Case of Hambrecht + Quist; Dan Case’s brother, Steve, co-founded
America Online. “I had breakfast with Steve, and over coffee he bought my company,”
Leonsis recalled.
At the organizational level, interviewees often described interactions as occurring
between specific companies and attempts to innovate within companies as influenced by
corporate concerns. For example, Kurnit described Warner’s decision not to pursue Qube,
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an early interactive cable service, as the result of losses by the media firm’s Atari unit,
not any failings in Qube’s business model. In Kurnit’s view, a risk-averse culture at
Prodigy was the result of the influence of its owners, IBM and Sears, which had a
reputation as being two of the “dinosaurs of American business.” As another example,
Motro described Reuters as more willing than The Associated Press to license content to
online news operations such as CNN Interactive. “Reuters was friendlier,” Motro
recalled. “If I get this right, AP is a consortium of all the newspapers, and they were
much more resistant and restrictive.” Graves expressed a similar view from his
perspective as a former Reuters executive who later moved to Yahoo. “Reuters didn’t
have any real U.S. revenue,” Graves noted. “We had 20, 30 newspapers who were rich
enough to have both wire services.” For that reason, Reuters did not need to worry very
much about upsetting newspaper customers, Graves recalled. Reuters’ parent company
was an investor in Yahoo. As part of that deal, Reuters had first right to provide any type
of news content to Yahoo, and Reuters could market any of those services to Yahoo’s
competitors. Graves explained: “Our strategy for sales was called ‘Yahoo envy.’ We
would create a product, put it on Yahoo and immediately someone would call us from
Excite saying, ‘How come we don’t have that?’” Yahoo was depicted as an early
disrupter for legacy news media, even if newer companies such as Google or Twitter are
perceived as larger threats. Yahoo distributed news and financial information from
Reuters and other sources for free online, then added interactive features to build
products such as Yahoo Finance. “They built a lot of clever applications, by people who
had a sense of what a financial user online would want,” Graves recalled. In other words,
Yahoo, not legacy news media firms, first built a large online audience for news by
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providing it for free. During the interview with Graves, Nisenholtz argued that Yahoo
Finance succeeded because Yahoo “understood the guts, the format, the clay of the
web—whereas the other guys didn’t”—a quote that suggested the web was perhaps
viewed as messy, complicated, and unformed, but Yahoo as an organization was
perceived as able to bring order and simplicity to a new medium for distributing news to
a mass audience.
As for the societal level, executives referred to regulatory decisions that
influenced the direction of their businesses. For example, Case expressed a belief that
America Online would have better survived the transition from dial-up to broadband
adoption if federal regulators had decided to require cable-television providers to sell
access at wholesale rates to competing internet access providers. America Online
executives “were arguing for what we called open access. These broadband networks
should be opened up, much like the narrowband telephone networks were when AT&T
was broken up into seven Bell operating companies,” Case explained. As another
example, Schmidt pointed out differences in copyright law in Europe and the United
States that have influenced Google’s business practices. “In Europe, the copyright laws
are different. The fair use laws are different,” Schmidt noted. He also suggested that
societal-level forces have influenced the financial health of news media in different
countries: Newspapers “make money” in Germany and Britain, but “are under great
pressure” in France and the United States. Cox also referred to variations in media use in
different parts of the world. For example, “in a place like the Middle East where there’s
not as rich of an ecosystem of other mediums … Facebook gets used much more for
things like link sharing,” Cox noted.
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At the institutional level, interviewees with roles at Yahoo described the influence
of Wall Street, but not specific financial firms. Wall Street opposed Yahoo engaging in
the “inefficient, low-margin business” of selling advertising with local newspapers, Kern
recalled. Graves noted that Wall Street analysts warned Yahoo against producing original
content because investors would calculate its value based on the economics of media
rather than technology firms.
Discussion
Silicon Valley might not be a long-established institution in the same manner that
journalism is. However, the findings indicated that Silicon Valley’s interaction with
journalism has institutional characteristics. They also suggested that Silicon Valley might
very well be an emerging institution that enables and constrains a relatively new societal
sector of exchanging information over digital communication networks. As for
journalism, discourse in the Riptide interviews referring to it as a “holy church,” even if
half-mockingly, assigned it institutional importance within society at a level similar to
that of religion. In references to “original sin,” a moral transgression was ascribed to
news media, which failed to charge for their work as they were cast out of the legacy
media paradise into a new digital world. At the same time, news media were caught in “a
current so strong” that this wave of disruption was unavoidable and not the result of
decisions, actions, or interactions between journalism and Silicon Valley.
Journalistic and Silicon Valley actors involved in the Riptide oral history
discursively constructed the relationship between these two institutions primarily in terms
of interactions between organizations and individuals. Nonetheless, depictions of these
interactions seemed to reflect concerns with legitimacy and specific institutional-level
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values of journalism and Silicon Valley. These findings are consistent with and extend
new institutional theories (Cook, 2005; Hall & Taylor, 2996; Lowrey, 2011; March &
Olsen, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Schmidt, 2008) in that they provide evidence from
the perspectives of both journalists and technologists that Silicon Valley seems to be
interacting with journalism based on potential institutional considerations. The findings
also build on the hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014; Shoemaker
& Vos, 2009) by demonstrating that interactions between journalism and Silicon Valley,
at least as they were described by the news executives and technologists, are influenced
by forces at the individual, organizational, institutional, and societal levels. Finally, the
analysis indicated that interviewers and interviewees discursively constructed interactions
between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens principally in terms of risks for
journalism and potential benefits for citizens. Furthermore, specific challenges and
opportunities for the parties in this relationship were identified. This demonstrated the
usefulness of the risks and benefits frameworks suggested by the concept of reciprocity
(Lewis, 2015; Molm, 2010) in understanding the relationship between journalism, Silicon
Valley, and citizens.
Silicon Valley defined as an emerging institution. Is Silicon Valley an
institution? Previous literature (e.g., Sadowski & Sellinger, 2014; Turner, 2009; Turner &
Larson, 2015) is unclear on this question, but the findings of the present study indicated
that Silicon Valley companies and individuals associated with Silicon Valley interact
with journalism and citizens based on institutional-level values such as beliefs that
technological or engineering solutions are possible for societal problems, that
entrepreneurial innovators are more successful at disruptive change than established
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industry incumbents, that technological resources should be controlled by Silicon Valley,
and that the internet should be an open platform on which information should be free or
freely accessible. Interviewers and interviewees did not seem to perceive Silicon Valley
as a synonym for the technology industries. For example, IBM was described as a
dinosaur of business paralyzed by the innovator’s dilemma, and thus once seemingly
headed for extinction. Even America Online, though viewed as an entrepreneurial
competitor to Prodigy and CompuServe, “was not really considered a Silicon Valley
company because its center of gravity was in the East” (Moritz, in Huey et al., 2013,
2015). This perspective is consistent with a definition of Silicon Valley as a regional
industrial agglomeration (Audretsch, 1998; Dobusch & Schüßler, 2013; Porter, 1998;
Scott, 2004), but left unsaid was the idea that Silicon Valley is defined by West Coast
entrepreneurial values such as those identified by Turner and Larson (2015).
The views of Silicon Valley executives, managers, and technologists indicated
that Silicon Valley to a large extent now governs the realm of exchanging information
over digital communication networks. This was evident in comments by Schmidt and
other interviewees indicating that engineers believe they should be in charge of
technological realms or that journalists should accept the judgments of engineers by using
Silicon Valley platforms for the purposes for which they are best suited rather than try to
adapt platforms for the needs of journalism. Schmidt insisted that news media must move
beyond “denial” and “lawsuits” to “acceptance” and adaptation—as have disrupted
industries before them. Twitter executives suggested that journalists would be more
successful at using Twitter if they viewed it as a tool for connecting with citizens rather
than broadcasting information to them. Furthermore, Silicon Valley seems to govern this
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societal sector beyond its “center of gravity” in Northern California. Twitter executives
view their platform as a “global town square.” Facebook believes it can connect users
through their friends to prominent people around the world. Similarly, Wall Street has
institutional-level influence over global finance (Panizza & Miorelli, 2015; Purnell &
Freeman, 2012; Roulet, 2015) beyond the headquarters of brokerage firms and stock
exchanges in Lower Manhattan. News content is a form of information, and news media
now must use Silicon Valley platforms to distribute news content to a growing number of
citizens. For these reasons, news media that interact in this societal sector must do so
under institutional rules based largely on the values or considerations of Silicon Valley.
Citizens and organizations outside journalism that wish to exchange information over a
Silicon Valley platform also are bound by these institutional constraints. To some extent,
these considerations are evident based on how Silicon Valley executives and developers
talk about these platforms. They believe they are providing a public service by providing
an open forum where citizens can connect with each other and exchange information
(Bhartat, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015; Costolo, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015; Cox, in Huey et
al., 2013, 2015; Sippey, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015). However, they also believe they
must use algorithms (Bell, 2014; Napoli, 2014; Sadowski & Selinger, 2014) to sift
through this information to bring forward content that is most relevant to their users, thus
acting as gatekeepers much like human editors would. These algorithms are proprietary
(Thorson & Wells, 2015), so it is not always clear what considerations Silicon Valley
uses to determine what information to display. However, algorithms are institutional
(Napoli, 2014) as rules that govern a societal sector of access to information.
Taken together, these findings demonstrate that Silicon Valley possesses, with
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one partial exception, the three characteristics of institutions identified by Cook (2005). It
enables and constrains the ability of individuals and organizations to exchange
information on technological platforms. It presides over a societal sector, controlling the
terms under which individuals and organizations can use those platforms. Although
Silicon Valley is based in Northern California, its values extend beyond that geographical
space much in the same manner that Wall Street’s institutional concerns influence
investors beyond New York City. However, Silicon Valley values have not endured over
time to the extent that the values of journalism and other institutions have. Nonetheless,
this does not rule out the possibility that Silicon Valley is an emerging institution. Cook
(2005) considered characteristics of institutions in the context of journalism’s interaction
with political institutions since the founding of the United States in the 18th century.
Silicon Valley’s emerging status as an institution could not have been possible without
the technological advances of the 20th and 21st centuries. In that sense, Silicon Valley
gives scholars concerned with new institutionalism the opportunity to explore the
characteristics of an institution as it emerges. Whether those values will extend over time
could be a central question in this line of research. In the meantime, it might also be
useful for scholars who study Silicon Valley and its influence on society to consider the
extent to which Silicon Valley already acts as an institution, particularly in its interactions
with established institutions.
Whether Silicon Valley is an institution has implications for journalists, news
organizations, mass communication scholars, and other social scientists. On a practical
level, the conclusion that Silicon Valley engages with journalists and others based on its
own institutional norms can help journalists and others understand how best to interact
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with Silicon Valley. This assertion also has implications for new institutionalism, as it
applies to journalism and to organizations and institutions in general. Journalists and
news organizations had more control over the exchange of information over legacy media
platforms than they now have over Silicon Valley platforms. In that sense, journalism is
losing authority over its own societal sector. For example, Cook (2005) described
journalism as a political institution—in part because politicians use journalism to
communicate with citizens and each other, but under newsworthiness considerations that
journalists control. However, politicians and citizens now can communicate with each
other through Silicon Valley platforms. Government officials, political candidates, and
activists now can bypass legacy news media to engage directly with citizens on Twitter
and other social media platforms (Hermida, 2013; Meraz & Papacharissi, 2013; Thorson
& Wells, 2015). When politicians or citizens circumvent news media in favor of Silicon
Valley platforms, they no longer must communicate under the rules established by
journalism. Instead, they can adhere to their own considerations, as long as they hold to
the algorithmic rules set by platform developers.
Finally, regardless of whether Silicon Valley is an institution, there is no question
that it is a regional industrial agglomeration (Audretsch, 1998; Delgado et al., 2014).
However, the findings of the present study and scholarly literature (e.g., Audretsch, 1998;
Delgado et al., 2014; Scott, 2004; Vos, 2013) raise a question relevant to the study of
both agglomerations and institutions. Specifically, how are agglomerations and
institutions related to each other? To answer this question, it might be useful to consider
how journalism itself, or at least the commercialized news media predominant in the
United States, formed as an institution. “Agglomerative relationships” refer to “the
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creation of institutions that are in symbiotic relationships with other institutions” (Vos,
2013, pp. 40-41). In that sense, “agglomeration” can refer both to an economic and
geographic phenomenon in which firms in similar industries are adjacent physically to
each other and a network of supporting institutions (Audretsch, 1998; Delgado et al.,
2014; Scott, 2004) or to a cultural or social phenomenon in which organizations within an
institution have isomorphic interactions with related institutions regardless of geographic
location (Vos, 2013). For example, in the United States, journalism as an institution has
an agglomerative relationship with the public relations and advertising industries (Vos,
2013), and thus news media firms interact according to established practices with public
relations and advertising agencies. If that agglomerative relationship had not existed,
journalism as an institution in the United States might have emerged in a public-oriented
rather than market-oriented model (Vos, 2013). Silicon Valley is an agglomeration in
both an economic-geographic sense and a sociocultural sense. As a regional cluster of
technology firms, it is an agglomeration as defined by economists or geographers.
However, Silicon Valley developed with the support of institutions and industries both
inside and outside any geographic boundaries of this regional cluster. Among those
institutions and industries were the military (Hozic, 1999; Turner & Larson, 2015),
Hollywood (Ayres & Williams, 2004; Hozic, 1999; Telotte, 2008), and research
universities including Stanford and MIT (Dobusch & Schüßler, 2013; Turner & Larson,
2015). At the same time, as Audretsch (1998) suggested, agglomerations might be able to
uproot existing institutions or industries only if they are sufficiently apart from each
other. For example, Silicon Valley might not have been able to compete with and
eventually disrupt mainframe computer makers such as IBM if West Coast entrepreneurs
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had been tied institutionally with technology manufacturers in the Northeast (Audretsch,
1998). Given the right combination of contingencies, an agglomeration might gain
legitimacy in an emerging societal sector, potentially becoming an institution that
governs that societal sector. In Silicon Valley, a positive feedback loop allowed existing
regional institutions—“established firms, universities, and corporate research
laboratories” (Dobusch & Schüßler, 2013, p. 629)—to nurture the development of new
entrepreneurial firms, which if successful became institutional-level actors that in turn
nurtured even newer entrepreneurial firms. Thus, over decades, Silicon Valley actors
developed legitimacy at the scale of a regional industrial agglomeration. With the growth
of actors such as Apple, Google, Facebook, and Twitter and their control of digital
communication platforms that individuals and organizations use to exchange information
globally, it could be argued that Silicon Valley extended institutional legitimacy beyond
regional boundaries to the governance of a new societal sector. Furthermore, because
news is a form of information that is exchanged over digital communication networks,
journalism now has an agglomerative, institutional-level relationship with Silicon Valley.
Reciprocity, risk, and the past, present, and future of news. The risks and
potential benefits framework based on the concept of reciprocity (Lewis, 2015; Molm,
2010) was a useful means of identifying specific aspects of the relationship between
journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens. In particular, the framework has implications for
journalism practitioners and media scholars in that it identifies specific challenges related
to distribution of news on digital communication networks. However, it also identifies
potential opportunities for all parties in this relationship and demonstrates why Silicon
Valley platforms control most of the interactions between journalism and citizens in the

208

United States and other countries. Among the most prominent risks for journalism are the
risk-averse nature of news organizations, which is related to the innovator’s dilemma and
journalism’s concern with legitimacy. As such, these findings are consistent with
Christensen’s theory of sustaining and disruptive innovation (Christensen, 2000;
Christensen & Raynor, 2003) and research demonstrating journalism’s institutional
reluctance to innovate (e.g., Lowrey, 2011, 2012). The findings suggesting potential
benefits for citizens are consistent with research extending gatekeeping theory
(Shoemaker & Vos, 2009) to digital journalism, particularly the insight that citizens now
come across multiple “curated flows” (Thorson & Wells, 2015) of news and other content
that reflects the judgment of individuals and organizations.
Although the development of themes for the present study was guided by
sociological and discursive institutionalism, the findings suggest it could be worthwhile
to examine the digital disruption of journalism from the view of historical institutionalism
and path dependence (Dobusch & Schüßler, 2013; Hall & Taylor, 1996; Vos, 2013).
From this perspective, it could be argued that decisions by news and technology
executives related to the distribution of news on early digital platforms such as America
Online and Yahoo shaped journalism’s current relationship with newer platforms such as
Google, Facebook, and Twitter. For example, Case sought to distribute news on America
Online based in part on the brand credibility of media firms. In this sense, the legitimacy
of journalism conferred a level of legitimacy on America Online. When America Online
sold access to its network at hourly rates, it could share revenue directly with media firms
based on the amount of time customers spent with news organizations’ content. Later, as
a monthly subscription service with advertising-supported content, America Online had a
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dual-product model similar to that of commercial news media. This business model
provided revenue to license news content. Case expressed a belief that AOL’s business
model would have persisted if only the federal government had delivered a favorable
regulatory decision providing access to cable-television networks, which would have
allowed America Online to sell monthly broadband subscriptions. As AOL moved to the
open web, it could only share advertising and not subscription revenue with news
providers. The open web itself was made possible by technological advances and a
decision by the federal government to allow the commercialization of the internet. Yahoo
exemplified a first wave of dot-com platforms that exploited this entrepreneurial
opportunity. Interviewees Graves and Kern and interviewer Nisenholtz indicated that
Yahoo’s efforts to provide news for its users set precedents for online journalism, but
also were constrained by the concerns of journalism. Yahoo provided commodity news
from such legacy news media sources as Reuters, establishing a large audience for free
online journalism. However, Yahoo enhanced its presentation of commodity news and
information with interactive, personalized technological tools that legacy media could not
match. Arguably, Yahoo’s ability to offer news for free online set expectations for
journalism’s later interaction with Google, Facebook, and Twitter. News still wants to be
free on these platforms, but Google, Facebook, and Twitter have differed from Yahoo in
two important ways. First, these new Silicon Valley gatekeepers sought only to be
distributors of news, while Yahoo has been caught in the tension of being both a
technology-based platform and a media content producer. Furthermore, the findings
indicate that Google, Facebook, and Twitter have more institutional control in their
interactions with journalism than did Yahoo or America Online. This shift in institutional
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power certainly justifies scholarly examination of journalism’s relationship with Google,
Facebook, and Twitter. However, historical research based on other documentary sources
exploring how the news industry interacted with America Online and Yahoo might shed
additional light on the digital disruption of journalism.
Forces influencing interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and
citizens. The findings based on the hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese,
2014; Shoemaker & Vos, 2009) provide countervailing evidence about the importance of
the institutional level in interactions between news media and Silicon Valley platforms.
Interviewees such as Motro and Kurnit described these interactions in terms emphasizing
individual-level negotiations between executives or entrepreneurs. In their view,
individual visionaries or company founders such as Ted Turner or Steve Case were
responsible for disruptive change in media or technology. The discourse acknowledged
that societal-level forces such as government regulatory conditions have some influence
on the direction of media and technology. Despite this emphasis on forces at the
individual, organizational, and societal levels, the findings are not necessarily
inconsistent with new institutionalism, especially discursive institutionalism, which holds
that institutions can be taken for granted or “given” as social constructs (Schmidt, 2008).
As such, institutions would not necessarily be prominent in discourse about individuals
and organizations because the institutional considerations that govern individual or
organizational behavior or choices could simply be unspoken assumptions. However, it
also is possible that individuals, organizations, and societal-level factors were at least as
important as institutional-level influences in the digital disruption of news. That
conclusion still would be consistent with discursive institutionalism (Schmidt, 2008) in
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that the ideas expressed by journalists, news managers, technologists, and entrepreneurs
shaped the paths of journalism and Silicon Valley.
Summary
In the discourse between journalists and technologists in the Riptide oral history,
it was evident that Silicon Valley has transformed the relationship between journalism
and citizens. Silicon Valley platforms now hold an important gatekeeping role between
journalists and media content consumers, a responsibility acknowledged in the Riptide
interviews by Silicon Valley executives, developers, and investors. As such, Silicon
Valley now is prominent in governing the societal sector of exchanging information on
digital communication networks. The discourse reflected institutional concerns consistent
with literature about journalism and Silicon Valley (e.g., Lowrey, 2011; Turner &
Larson, 2015). These findings suggest that Silicon Valley interacts as an emerging
institution with journalism. This has important implications beyond any original sin
committed by journalism. To be sure, the institutional-level relationship between
journalism and Silicon Valley involves substantial risk for journalists and news media.
However, it also would be highly risky for journalism to refuse to interact with citizens
through platforms owned by companies such as Apple, Google, Facebook, and Twitter.
Potential benefits for citizens exist in their use of these Silicon Valley platforms,
particularly the ability to engage more directly in the sharing of information and news on
social media. News media must recognize that Silicon Valley now controls terms under
which journalism interacts with citizens. Whether this is good or bad, acknowledging this
institutional force is an essential precondition for charting a viable path for the future of
news.
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VII. A WORLDWIDE WEB: INFLUENCES AND INSTITUTIONS

“I’ve made enough money. At this point, I’m just focused on making sure I do the
most possible good with what I have” (Zuckerberg, in Goel, 2015).
On June 30, 2015, Facebook Chief Executive Mark Zuckerberg took questions on
the social media platform he founded (Goel, 2015). Physicist Stephen Hawking asked
Zuckerberg about scientific advances. Bodybuilder, movie star, and former California
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger asked him about his workout routine. Huffington Post
founder Arianna Huffington and journalism professor Jeff Jarvis asked Zuckerberg about
Facebook’s role in digital publishing and in supporting quality journalism (Goel, 2015).
Zuckerberg offered an optimistic response about Facebook’s technological ability to
connect users with news sources:
One of the biggest issues today is just that reading news is slow. If you’re using
our mobile app and you tap on a photo, it typically loads immediately. But if you
tap on a news link, since that content isn’t stored on Facebook and you have to
download it from elsewhere, it can take 10+ seconds to load. People don’t want to
wait that long, so a lot of people abandon news before it has loaded or just don’t
even bother tapping on things in the first place, even if they wanted to read them.
That’s easy to solve, and we’re working on it with Instant Articles. When news is
as fast as everything else on Facebook, people will naturally read a lot more news.
That will be good for helping people be more informed about the world, and it
will be good for the news ecosystem because it will deliver more traffic.
(Zuckerberg, 2015)
Zuckerberg’s Facebook question-and-answer session was the topic of one of
dozens of articles published by The New York Times over a one-year period that included
references to “journalism” and one of five other search terms: “Apple,” “Google,”
“Facebook,” “Twitter,” or “Silicon Valley.” The Times coverage included articles that
reported how these four companies have become intermediaries between journalists and
citizens—or how they have changed or interacted with other aspects of society. This
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qualitative textual analysis explored how The Times and sources quoted in the newspaper
discursively constructed interactions and actions involving journalism, Silicon Valley,
and citizens. The Times was an appropriate source of text for this analysis because of its
global coverage and its status as a prestigious newspaper that is influential among
journalists (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014; Weaver, Beam, Brownlee, Voakes, & Wilhoit,
2007). The study was guided by gatekeeping theory, new institutionalism, and the
concept of reciprocity.
The first set of research questions concerned which potential risks and benefits for
journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens would be evident in the articles. An additional
research question concerned what else the text might indicate about exchanges between
journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens. Based on findings from the textual analyses of
Nieman Lab coverage and the Riptide oral history, analysis of The Times articles focused
on potential influences at the individual, communication routines, organizational,
institutional, and societal levels (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014), as well as potential
institutional characteristics of Silicon Valley. Discussion of risks and potential benefits
for journalism, Silicon Valley, or citizens was less prominent than in the other two
studies. Instead, much of the text involved discursive construction of actions or
interactions at different levels of the hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese,
2014). For that reason, those findings are reported first.
Findings
Of the 56 articles analyzed, only a few directly concerned journalism, Silicon
Valley platforms, and the digital disruption of news production and distribution (e.g.,
Carr, 2014b; Manjoo, 2014; Somaiya, 2015e, 2015h). Some articles reported on
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developments at news organizations purchased or founded by former Silicon Valley or
technology industry executives Jeffrey Bezos of Amazon.com (Carr, 2014a), Chris
Hughes of Facebook (Somaiya, 2014c, 2014d, 2015a, 2015c), and Pierre Omidyar of
eBay (Somaiya & Cohen, 2014). However, all of the articles at least included passages
that referred to the norms or practices of journalism or Silicon Valley or the role of
journalism or Silicon Valley within society. In an initial search, 59 articles were found
that contained the term “journalism” along with “Apple,” “Google,” “Facebook,”
“Twitter,” or “Silicon Valley.” However, one article was eliminated because it mostly
duplicated the text of an article in a different edition of The Times. Two articles were
eliminated because even though they contained qualifying search terms, they did not shed
light on any of the research questions. The analysis of the remaining 56 articles (see
Table 7.1) indicated that The Times and its sources used discourse that referred to actions
and interactions involving journalism, Silicon Valley, or citizens as occurring principally
at the individual and organizational levels of the hierarchical influences model
(Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). However, articles and news sources discursively
constructed journalism, Silicon Valley, and the rights of citizens as strongly influenced
by societal-level forces such as different political or economic systems or evolving
societal norms. To some extent, The Times and news sources discursively constructed
actions or interactions involving journalism, Silicon Valley, or citizens in terms of risks
and potential benefits for these parties. When this occurred, descriptions of risks for
journalism were most prominent. To a limited extent, the articles referred to potential
institutional characteristics of Silicon Valley. The following paragraphs explain these
findings in more detail.
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Table 7.1. New York Times Articles Analyzed
Article

Notable themes

Retrieved from

Arango, T. (2015, April 6).
Turkey blocks YouTube and,
briefly, Twitter over hostage
photo.

Societal level,
risks for
journalism, risks
for citizens, risks
for Silicon Valley

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
4/07/world/europe/turkeyblocks-twitter-youtube-andsites-that-published-hostagephoto.html

Barnard, A. (2015, January 19).
Miss Israel’s selfie puts another
miss in a bind.

Societal level,
social media,
Facebook

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
1/20/world/middleeast/missisraels-selfie-puts-another-missin-a-bind.html

Bilefsky, D. (2015, June 11).
Women respond to Nobel
laureate’s ‘Trouble with girls.’

Individual level,
Twitter

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
6/12/world/europe/tim-huntnobel-laureate-resigns-sexistwomen-female-scientists.html

Boehler, P. (2015, March 20).
Hackers attack GreatFire.org, a
workaround for websites
censored in China.

Risks for citizens,
societal level, risks
for journalism,
risks for Silicon
Valley

http://sinosphere.blogs.nytimes.
com/2015/03/20/hackers-attackgreatfire-org-a-workaround-forwebsites-censored-in-china/

Calmes, J. (2015, July 21). With Individual level,
Planned Parenthood videos,
citizen
activist ignites abortion issue.
participation

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
7/22/us/with-plannedparenthood-videos-activistignites-abortion-issue.html

Carr, D. (2014a, October 5).
Benefits for
The Washington Post regains its journalism,
place at the table.
watchdog role

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
0/06/business/media/thewashington-post-regains-itsplace-at-the-table.html

Carr, D. (2014b, October 26).
Facebook offers life raft, but
publishers are wary.

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
0/27/business/media/facebookoffers-life-raft-but-publishersare-wary.html

SV platforms as
news platforms,
Facebook, risks for
journalism

Castle, S. (2015, January 20). A Societal level,
cover-up, of sorts, at a tabloid in individual level
Britain.
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http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
1/21/world/europe/the-sun-page3-women.html

Table 7.1. New York Times Articles Analyzed
Article

Notable themes

Retrieved from

Donaido, R. (2015, March 4).
World Press Photo revokes
prize.

Credibility,
accuracy,
individual level

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
3/05/arts/design/world-pressphoto-revokes-prize.html

Ember, S. (2015, July 21). Some SV platforms as
New York Times articles to
news platforms,
appear free on Starbucks app.
organizational
level, Facebook

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
7/22/business/media/some-newyork-times-articles-to-appearfree-on-starbucks-app.html

Fahim, K., & Thomas, M.
(2015, July 24). Egyptians turn
to Facebook to highlight
decrepit public facilities.

Societal level,
Facebook, citizen
participation,
watchdog role

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
7/25/world/middleeast/egyptfacebook-pages-highlightdecrepit-public-facilities.html

Goel, V. (2015, June 30).
Zuckerberg takes questions in
Facebook session marred by
tech troubles.

Facebook,
individual level,
disruption, tech
solutions

http://bits.blogs.nytimes.com/20
15/06/30/zuckerberg-takesquestions-in-facebook-sessionmarred-by-tech-troubles/

Gough, N., & Ramzy, A. (2014, Societal level,
October 1). Mainland Chinese
social media,
tourists get a glimpse of
Apple, Facebook
rebellion.

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
0/02/world/asia/for-mainlandtourists-in-hong-kong-standoffis-both-inconvenience-andinspiration.html

Grandoni, D. (2015, July 26).
Ads for podcasts test the line
between story and sponsor.

Podcasts, ad
revenue, native
advertising,
credibility

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
7/27/business/media/ads-forpodcasts-test-the-line-betweenstory-and-sponsor.html

Haughney, C. (2014, December
9). Longtime chief of
Bloomberg News to be
succeeded by The Economist’s
editor.

Individual level,
organizational
level, Twitter,
risks for
journalism

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
2/10/business/media/topbloomberg-news-editormatthew-winkler-is-replacedby-head-of-the-economist.html

Isaac, M. (2015, April 27).
CNN’s Peter Hamby is moving
to Snapchat.

Organizational
level, SV
platforms as news
platforms

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
4/28/business/media/cnns-peterhamby-is-moving-tosnapchat.html
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Kaufman, L. (2014a, November Twitter, curated
5). Known as ‘Alex From
flows
Target,’ teenage clerk rises to
star on Twitter and talk shows.

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
1/06/business/media/teenageclerk-rises-from-target-to-staron-twitter-and-talk-shows-.html

Kaufman, L. (2014b, November Individual level,
19). Reaction to Uber tactics
independence,
highlights tech journalists’ fine watchdog role
line between critic and booster.

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
1/20/business/media/uber-emilmichael-sarah-lacy.html

Mackey, R. (2015, September
29). Now following the N.S.A.
on Twitter, @Snowden.

Twitter, citizen
participation, SV
platforms as
connection tools

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
9/30/world/europe/nowfollowing-the-nsa-on-twittersnowden.html

Mahler, J. (2014, December 20). Google,
YouTube’s chief, hitting a new organizational
‘play’ button.
level, disruption,
risk-taking

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
2/21/business/youtubes-chiefhitting-a-new-play-button.html

Mahler, J., & Sandomir, R.
(2014, October 14). Bill
Simmons’s return sets intrigue
in motion at ESPN.

Individual level,
Twitter

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
0/15/sports/bill-simmonssreturn-sets-intrigue-in-motionat-espn.html

Manjoo, F. (2014, November 5).
Fall of the banner ad: The
monster that swallowed the
web.

Ad revenue, risks
for journalism,
path dependency,
Facebook, native
advertising

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
1/06/technology/personaltech/ba
nner-ads-the-monsters-thatswallowed-the-web.html

Otis, J. (2014, December 2).
Journalist threatened in Gambia
wants to rescue his daughter.

Individual level,
societal level,
watchdog role

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
2/03/nyregion/journalistthreatened-in-gambia-wants-torescue-his-daughter.html

Peters, J. W. (2015, April 8).
Individual level,
Rand Paul gets the TV spotlight Twitter, traditional
and turns it on interviewers in
gatekeeping
testy encounters.
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http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
4/09/us/politics/handed-thespotlight-rand-paul-gets-testyon-tv.html
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Peters, J. W., & Victor, D.
(2015, August 10). Megyn
Kelly says she won’t be cowed
by Donald Trump.

Independence,
Twitter

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
8/11/us/megyn-kelly-says-shewont-be-cowed-by-donaldtrump.html

Sandomir, R. (2015, April 30).
N.F.L. and networks ensure
scoops don’t ruin suspense. The
New York Times.

Independence,
organizational
level, Twitter, SV
platforms as news
platforms

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
5/01/sports/football/good-nfldraft-show-or-good-journalismleague-makes-its-choiceclear.html

Santos, F., & Hauser, C. (2015,
September 3). Arizona news
anchor is drawn into debate on
her accent and the use of
Spanish.

Societal level,
Facebook

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
9/04/us/latina-arizona-newsanchor-vanessa-ruiz-spanishpronunciation.html

Scott, M., & Clark, N. (2015,
August 28). European
publishers play lobbying role
against Google.

Societal level,
Google,
competition, risks
for journalism

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
8/29/technology/europeanpublishers-play-lobbying-roleagainst-google.html

Shear, M. D., & Fernandez, M.
(2015, August 26). Viewers of
Virginia TV station wake up to
watch a nightmare.

Facebook, Twitter

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
8/27/us/viewers-of-virginia-tvstation-wake-up-to-watch-anightmare.html

Sisario, B. (2015, February 12).
Mic news director is fired after
plagiarism accusations.

Risks for
journalism,
credibility, news
aggregation

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
2/13/business/media/newsdirector-at-mic-is-fired-afterplagiarism-accusations.html

Somaiya, R. (2014a, October
21). Bloomberg hires Joseph
Weisenthal, Business Insider’s
executive editor.

Individual level,
Twitter

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
0/22/business/media/bloomberghires-joseph-weisenthalbusiness-insiders-executiveeditor.html
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Somaiya, R. (2014b, October
26). How Facebook is changing
the way its users consume
journalism.

Algorithmic
gatekeeping,
Facebook, SV
platforms as news
platforms

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
0/27/business/media/howfacebook-is-changing-the-wayits-users-consumejournalism.html

Somaiya, R. (2014c, December
4). Shake-up at The New
Republic: Franklin Foer and
Leon Wieseltier are out.

Individual level,
disruption,
Facebook

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
2/05/business/shake-up-at-thenew-republic-franklin-foer-andleon-wieseltier-are-out.html

Somaiya, R. (2014d, December
5). Staff at The New Republic
follows editor out the door.

Risk-taking,
independence,
Facebook, tech
solutions

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
2/06/business/media/newrepublic-staff-members-resignover-management-changes.html

Somaiya, R. (2014e, December
7). Rolling Stone tries to
regroup after campus rape
article is disputed.

Individual level,
credibility, risks
for journalism,
accuracy

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
2/08/business/media/rollingstone-tries-to-regroup-aftercampus-rape-article-isdisputed.html

Somaiya, R. (2015a, January
11). Three from The New
Republic join The Huffington
Post.

Independence,
investigative
reporting, risks for
journalism

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
1/12/business/media/three-fromnew-republic-join-thehuffington-post.html

Somaiya, R. (2015b, January
28). Andrew Sullivan retires
from blogging.

Blogging,
subscription
revenue,
entrepreneurship

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
1/29/business/web-pioneerplans-to-retire-from-hisblog.html

Somaiya, R. (2015c, February
1). After turmoil, The New
Republic re-emerges on
newsstands.

Individual level,
independence,
technological
solutions

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
2/02/business/media/afterturmoil-the-new-republic-reemerges-on-newsstands.html

Somaiya, R. (2015d, April 10).
BuzzFeed restores 2 posts its
editor deleted.

Individual level,
ad revenue,
credibility,
independence

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
4/11/business/media/buzzfeedrestores-2-posts-its-editor-haddeleted.html
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Somaiya, R. (2015e, May 13).
Facebook, SV
Publishers send diverse group of platforms as news
news articles in Facebook debut. platforms, risks for
journalism, tech
solutions

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
5/14/business/media/publisherssend-diverse-group-of-newsarticles-in-facebook-debut.html

Somaiya, R. (2015f, June 21).
Brian Williams scandal shows
power of social media.

Credibility,
accuracy, risks for
journalism, citizen
participation

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
6/22/business/media/brianwilliams-scandal-shows-powerof-social-media.html

Somaiya, R. (2015g, August 6).
New York Times Co. reports
$16 million profit.

Organizational
level, ad revenue,
benefits for
journalism

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
8/07/business/media/new-yorktimes-co-q2-earnings.html

Somaiya, R. (2015h, August
16). Where clicks reign,
audience is king.

Curated flows,
risks for citizens,
SV platforms as
news platforms

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
8/17/business/where-clicksreign-audience-is-king.html

Somaiya, R. (2015i, September
20). A firing at the Los Angeles
Times focuses discontent.

Consolidation,
risks for
journalism,
independence

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
9/21/business/media/firing-atlos-angeles-times-focusesdiscontent.html

Somaiya, R., & Castle, S. (2015, Individual level,
March 20). Guardian names
watchdog role
Katharine Viner as editor.

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
3/21/business/media/guardiannames-katharine-viner-as-neweditor.html

Somaiya, R., & Clark, N. (2015,
September 29). Axel Springer to
acquire controlling stake in
Business Insider.

Risk-taking,
individual level, ad
revenue, wealth
creation,
entrepreneurship

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
9/30/business/media/axelspringer-to-acquire-controllingstake-in-business-insider.html

Somaiya, R., & Cohen, N.
(2014, October 31). At First
Look Media, personalities prove
tough to manage.

Individual level,
independence,
entrepreneurship,
watchdog role

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
1/01/business/media/at-firstlook-media-personalities-provetough-to-manage.html

221

Table 7.1. New York Times Articles Analyzed
Article

Notable themes

Retrieved from

Somaiya, R., & Sisario, B.
(2015, January 11). Pop music
critic leaves The New Yorker to
annotate lyrics for a start-up.

Individual level,
entrepreneurship,
credibility,
Twitter, wealth
creation

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
1/12/business/media/pop-musiccritic-leaves-the-new-yorker-toannotate-lyrics-for-a-startup.html

Somaiya, R., Soble, J., & Jolly,
D. (2015, July 23). Nikkei to
buy Financial Times from
Pearson for $1.3 billion.

Organizational
level,
consolidation,
globalization

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
7/24/business/dealbook/pearsonfinancial-times-sale.html

Steel, E. (2015a, January 23).
Vice uses virtual reality to
immerse viewers in news.

Virtual reality,
innovation

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
1/23/business/media/vice-usesvirtual-reality-to-immerseviewers-in-news.html

Steel, E. (2015b, March 6).
NBC brings back Andrew Lack
to lead its news division.

Individual level,
credibility, risks
for journalism

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
3/07/business/media/nbcappoints-andrew-lack-as-newhead-of-its-news-division.html

Steel, E. (2015c, August 12).
NBCUniversal invests $200
million in Vox Media.

Legacy media
invests in digital
media,
independence

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
8/13/business/media/nbcunivers
al-invests-200-million-in-voxmedia.html

Steel, E., & Somaiya, R. (2015a,
February 10). Brian Williams
suspended from NBC for 6
months without pay.

Credibility,
accuracy, risks for
journalism,
individual level

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
2/11/business/media/brianwilliams-suspended-by-nbcnews-for-six-months.html

Steel, E., & Somaiya, R.
(2015b, February 23). Bill
O’Reilly and Fox News
redouble defense of his
Falklands reporting.

Individual level,
credibility,
accuracy

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
2/24/business/media/bill-oreillyand-fox-news-redouble-defenseof-his-falklands-reporting.html

Wingfield, N. (2014, October
15). Feminist critics of video
games facing threats in
‘GamerGate’ campaign.

Societal level,
risks for citizens,
social media,
Twitter

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/1
0/16/technology/gamergatewomen-video-game-threatsanita-sarkeesian.html
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Wong, E. (2015, February 13).
CCTV, China’s propaganda
tool, finds itself at center of
antigraft drive.

Societal level

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/0
2/14/world/asia/cctv-chinacentral-televisioncorruption.html

Societal-level and other influences on journalism and Silicon Valley. In the
textual analyses of the Nieman Lab coverage and the Riptide oral history interviews, it
was apparent that forces at different levels of the hierarchical influences model
(Shoemaker & Reese, 2014) were relevant not only to the production of media content
but also to interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens. For example, at
the societal level, regulatory environments in the United States and Europe have
influenced how digital communication firms such as America Online or Google have
competed with both established media and other disruptive innovators (Case, in Huey et
al., 2013, 2015; Doctor, 2015e, 2015g, 2015h; Stupp, 2014). Such influences at different
levels were even more strongly apparent in The New York Times articles, partly reflecting
the newspaper’s coverage of topics such as journalism and Silicon Valley not only in the
United States, but in the European Union and in countries such as China, Egypt, and
Turkey (e.g., Arango, 2015; Boehler, 2015; Fahim & Thomas, 2015; Gough & Ramzy,
2014; Scott & Clark, 2015; Wong, 2015). However, the articles did not necessarily
concern interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens. In some of the
articles, discourse referred to influences at different levels on both journalism and Silicon
Valley, but not mainly to interaction between them (e.g., Donaido, 2015; Mackey, 2015;
Otis, 2014; Santos & Hauser, 2015; Shear & Fernandez, 2015). Ultimately, discourse in
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The New York Times articles supported the observation that the hierarchical influences
model is not only a framework for studying influences on media content, it also can be
useful as a means to study other social concerns at different levels analysis, including the
emergence of a “networked public sphere” (Reese & Shoemaker, 2016). As such, this
analysis revealed various influences on both journalism and Silicon Valley relevant to
their positions in a world transformed by digital, networked communication. Specifically,
the news articles or the sources in the articles discursively constructed interactions or
actions involving journalism, Silicon Valley, or citizens as occurring primarily at the
individual or organizational levels. However, several of the articles noted societal-level
influences on Silicon Valley, journalism, citizens, or interactions between them.
Discourse placing actions or interactions at the institutional or communication routines
levels was not as prominent.
Individual level. Multiple articles described actions or interactions involving
journalism or Silicon Valley as the result of individual initiatives or perceptions. For
example, turmoil at The New Republic was described as resulting from tension between
editors at the magazine and its Silicon Valley managers including owner Chris Hughes,
who co-founded Facebook, and a new CEO who had been a manager at Yahoo (Somaiya,
2014c, 2014d, 2015c). That tension is reflected in the language choices that a Silicon
Valley executive used to explain the work of journalists, specifically assigning an
economic or financial rather than public purpose to The New Republic and its journalism:
Guy Vidra, the magazine’s chief executive, who had been cast as one of the
villains of the recent turmoil, acknowledged in an interview that he speaks a
different language from some of the former staff members, and that his word
choices alienated some. To him, journalism remains “content.” The vehicles for
delivering journalism are “products.” The New Republic’s history is a
“competitive advantage” to be “leveraged.” (Somaiya, 2015c)
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Similarly, turmoil at First Look Media, an online journalism startup, was depicted as
resulting from discord between financial backer Pierre Omidyar, “the billionaire founder
of eBay,” and high-profile journalists including “adversarial reporters like Glenn
Greenwald and Laura Poitras” and “Matt Taibbi, who used a piercing wit and deep
reporting to skewer most of Wall Street during his time at Rolling Stone magazine”
(Somaiya & Cohen, 2014), discourse that defines Omidyar based largely on his Silicon
Valley wealth and Greenwald, Poitras, and Taibbi on their journalistic autonomy and
courage to hold the powerful accountable:
Mr. Taibbi abruptly left First Look this week without ever writing a story. On
Thursday, an unusual article appeared on The Intercept, a First Look-owned site
started by Mr. Greenwald and others. It described a power struggle inside First
Look between Silicon Valley executives “and the fiercely independent journalists
who view corporate cultures and management-speak with disdain.” (Somaiya &
Cohen, 2014)
As another example, an article about The Washington Post after its sale by the Graham
family to Amazon.com founder Jeffrey Bezos credited “his willingness to finance hiring
new employees—over 100 so far this year” for establishing “an atmosphere of
confidence and financial stability” (Carr, 2014a) at the newspaper. The article also
described editor Marty Baron as “a well-traveled and well-thought-of veteran,” thus
possessing journalistic legitimacy, who joined the Post in 2013 and “pushed the
newspaper back into the conversation” (Carr, 2014a). An article about the sale of the
Business Insider to German publisher Axel Springer focused intensely on the website’s
founder: “Henry Blodget was seen as a pariah after the dot-com boom. The digital media
boom has been much kinder” (Somaiya & Clark, 2015). Blodget, a former analyst for
Merrill Lynch, had been fined $4 million and banned from the securities industry after he

225

was found to have promoted 1990s internet stocks in public while criticizing them in
private (Somaiya & Clark, 2015). The sale of his company did not bring him
“redemption,” Blodget maintained (in Somaiya & Clark, 2015), but his day-to-day work
in journalism “with others willing to give him a chance” (Somaiya & Clark) might have.
Regardless, the religious metaphor arguably assigns a moral value to Blodget’s work as a
journalist, echoing the language referring to “original sin” and “the holy church of
journalism” in the Riptide interviews (Huey et al., 2013, 2015).
Among other examples of influences at the individual level on journalism, Silicon
Valley, or the relationship between them, an article about a CNN reporter’s departure to
Snapchat described Snapchat co-founder and Chief Executive Evan Spiegel “as being
fascinated with the media industry and as holding the curated editorial approach of some
of the world’s top publications in high regard” (Isaac, 2015). In an article about a new
editor in chief at Bloomberg News, Michael Bloomberg was described as having
“reassumed control” of Bloomberg after finishing his third term as mayor of New York,
and the previous longtime editor, Matthew Winkler, was described as “a singular and
dominant presence in the newsroom” who had “built Bloomberg into one of the world’s
largest news organizations” (Haughney, 2014). An article about “discontent” at the Los
Angeles Times focused on the role of a publisher fired by the Tribune Co. and his
personal relationships with Los Angeles officials. Former Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa
signed a letter in support of the former publisher, Austin Beutner. The article quoted the
former mayor as attributing the newspaper’s journalistic revival to Beutner: “Only over
the last year, since Austin became publisher, did it start to feel like a hometown
newspaper again” (Villaraigosa, in Somaiya, 2015i). The article pinned hopes by “those
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protesting the treatment of The Times” by its parent company on “a potential savior in Eli
Broad, the billionaire Los Angeles philanthropist who has long wanted to buy the paper”
(Somaiya, 2015i). A profile of Susan Wojcicki described her work as YouTube’s chief
executive, her experience as a Google manager, and her role in Google’s founding:
“Silicon Valley legend has it that Google was started in Ms. Wojcicki’s garage in Menlo
Park in 1997. … The company’s founders, Larry Page and Sergey Brin, also rented three
of her four bedrooms for their start-up” (Mahler, 2014). Wojcicki was credited with
recruiting other female executives to Google, including Sheryl Sandberg, who now is
chief operating officer of Facebook, and for establishing a family-friendly culture at
Google (Mahler, 2014).
Other articles concerned ethical and other challenges for individual journalists or
news media figures. For example, one article described Bill O’Reilly of Fox News as
having “stepped up his defense against reports that he embellished stories about his war
reporting earlier in his career” (Steel & Somaiya, 2015b). The article quoted O’Reilly as
insisting, “I said I covered the Falklands war, which I did” (in Steel & Somaiya, 2015b),
but acknowledging that he and his then-colleagues at CBS News covered demonstrations
in Argentina rather than combat between Argentina and Great Britain on the Falkland
Islands. An article about the six-month suspension of NBC anchor Brian Williams (Steel
& Somaiya, 2015a) described similar challenges to the credibility of an individual highprofile news media figure. However, in Williams’ case, the anchor’s “credibility
plummeted after he acknowledged exaggerating his role in a helicopter episode in Iraq”
(Steel & Somaiya, 2015a). The article connected Williams’ reputation to that of NBC as
a network: “The episode has called into question not only the credibility of Mr. Williams
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but also the ethics and culture at NBC News” (Steel & Somaiya, 2015a). It also described
the suspension as a development that “further diminishes the vaunted standing of the
nightly network news anchor” (Steel & Somaiya, 2015a). Another article about NBC
(Steel, 2015b) described the return of Andrew Lack as president of NBC News after
Williams was suspended. The article presented “a daunting to-do list” for Lack “at a
news division buffeted by turmoil” (Steel, 2015b). In addition to “the fate of Mr.
Williams,” “challenges facing Lack include reversing the big ratings declines at MSNBC,
figuring out a solution for ‘Meet the Press’ and pushing the ‘Today’ show back to the top
of the ratings charts” (Steel, 2015b). The article quoted journalism professor Mark
Feldstein describing Lack as “a seasoned veteran to stabilize the ship” (in Steel, 2015b).
Organizational level. Although the roles of individuals were prominent in The
Times coverage, many articles described actions or interactions as occurring at the firm or
organizational level. In its language choices, the newspaper often referred to companies
as independent agents. For example, an article about Facebook described the company
“for publishers” as “a bit like that big dog galloping toward you in the park. More often
than not, it’s hard to tell whether he wants to play with you or eat you” (Carr, 2014b). In
other words, for publishers, it is not clear whether Facebook is friend or predator. The
article described Instant Articles as Facebook’s solution to the problem of slowly loading
pages on news websites: “Facebook hopes it has a fix for all that. The company has been
on something of a listening tour with publishers, discussing better ways to collaborate”
(Carr, 2014b). Another article about the social media company described Twitter and
Google News as also able to “exert a large influence” on how Americans find news, but
referred to a larger role for Facebook: “Facebook is at the forefront of a fundamental
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change in how people consume journalism” (Somaiya, 2014b). An article about Snapchat
also attributed actions to a social media firm at the organizational level:
Snapchat has shown aspirations to expand beyond messaging, dabbling at being a
media platform. In January, Snapchat introduced its ‘Discover’ section, an area
inside the app that showcases original content from about a dozen established
publishers including ESPN, National Geographic and CNN. (Isaac, 2015)
An article about an agreement between The New York Times Co. and Starbucks included
a quote from the publisher’s CEO, Mark Thompson, referring to “a long and fruitful
association with Starbucks” (in Ember, 2015). The article described an arrangement to
allow Starbucks customers to read Times articles for free on the coffee chain’s mobile
app. “We’re delighted that this agreement will further extend our digital relationship,”
Thompson said (in Ember, 2015). An article about the sale of The Financial Times to the
Nikkei group referred to media firms as entities intent on international expansion:
Based in Berlin, Axel Springer has been investing in and starting partnerships
with global properties, including Politico. … The Guardian, the British newspaper
and website, has long pursued a strategy built around robust global growth. …
The Huffington Post, an American news website, which was recently valued by
some of its own executives at $1 billion, has also been aggressively expanding
around the world—as has BuzzFeed, another American digital media company.
(Somaiya, Soble, & Jolly, 2015)
An article about a decision by the British tabloid The Sun to no longer publish
photographs of topless women referred to the newspaper as an entity: “The Sun, Britain’s
raucous and best-selling newspaper, appears to have given in to changing social
standards” (Castle, 2015). The article described the decision as an apparent “change of
thinking at the newspaper. The Sun has reveled in the criticism the images have
provoked” (Castle, 2015).
Some articles referred to organizational standards, policies, or practices. For
example, an article about a decision by Buzzfeed to delete and then restore two articles
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referred to “Buzzfeed’s editorial standards, published on the site” (Somaiya, 2015d). An
article about accusations that Bill O’Reilly exaggerated the danger he was in while
reporting in Argentina during the Falklands war contrasted Fox News and its backing of
O’Reilly with the response by NBC News to the Brian Williams scandal (Steel &
Somaiya, 2015b). The article quoted New York University journalism professor Jay
Rosen explaining why Fox would support O’Reilly: “Fox News channel is news for
people who don’t trust the rest of the news media. They actually want the controversy
because it fits this strategy” (Rosen, in Steel & Somaiya, 2015b). Another article referred
to the NFL’s direction to its “network partners,” ESPN, CBS, NBC, and Fox, to require
their reporters to refrain from sharing news about NFL Draft picks on Twitter. “The
league considers the draft an entertainment event that galvanizes its fans during the offseason with information that it wants to control” (Sandomir, 2015), the article stated.
Reporters who work for news organizations that do not have contractual arrangements
with the NFL, such as Adrian Wojnarowski of Yahoo Sports, did not feel obliged to
withhold such news: “I don’t care about anybody’s television show. My job is to report
and break news when I have the news” (Wojnarowski, in Sandomir, 2015). However,
Fox Sports reporter Jay Glazer justified the practice based on organizational allegiance:
“I work for Fox. I don’t work for Twitter” (Glazer, in Sandomir, 2015).
Finally, one article noted the ties between individual journalists, even those who
are well-known, and the media firms for which they work. An article considered whether
Bill Simmons, “one of America’s most popular sports personalities” (Mahler &
Sandomir, 2014), could strike out on his own after he was suspended by ESPN for
challenging NFL Commissioner Roger Goodell’s truthfulness. The Times quoted
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executives and entrepreneurs who suggested Simmons could take his following with him
to another media organization, but would find it “infinitely more difficult to start
something of his own” (Mahler & Sandomir, 2014).
Societal level. Multiple articles referred to societal-level influences on journalism,
Silicon Valley, or the rights of citizens. For example, several articles referred to
restrictions by governments in China, Egypt, Turkey, and Gambia on the rights of the
press, Silicon Valley companies, or citizens that substantially weaken the institutional
power of journalism or Silicon Valley in those countries. One article described routine
internet censorship in China, with access blocked to news media such as The New York
Times, The Wall Street Journal, and Reuters, as well as online services such as Google,
Facebook, and Twitter (Boehler, 2015). Another article described a consequence of this
limited access to information for citizens on the Chinese mainland, who were surprised
and inconvenienced by pro-democracy demonstrations during visits to Hong Kong
(Gough & Ramzy, 2014). “The Chinese authorities have been trying hard to contain the
spread of pro-democracy sentiment, and have moved swiftly against scores of people
after they shared articles and photographs about the demonstrations online,” The Times
reported (Gough & Ramzy, 2014). An article about a new editor at Bloomberg News
referred to “the tension … between the ambitions of the news operation … and the goals
of a business side that viewed China as a potentially lucrative market for its data
terminals” (Haughney, 2014). The state-owned China Central Television was described
in one article as “the Communist Party’s most powerful propaganda tool” that was
deployed by President Xi Jinping in “his sweeping campaign against government
corruption, political enemies and Western influences in China” (Wong, 2015). Journalists
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at the network had been accustomed to “the practice of trading positive coverage for
cash” (Wong, 2015):
The corruption that permeated the network had been an open secret for years. At
its simplest level, reporters and producers take modest bribes in exchange for
positive coverage. Journalists typically receive up to $160, known as “red
envelopes” or “taxi fare,” as a token of thanks from sources. Network employees
say much larger fees are sometimes negotiated, according to the type of coverage.
(Wong, 2015)
As the government’s anti-corruption campaign expanded, “the wrath of the party has
turned on the network itself” (Wong, 2015), with detentions of news anchors and other
senior employees. In Egypt, employees of hospitals, universities, courts, and other public
facilities used Facebook to draw attention to poor conditions after the prime minister
“said he was shocked by the disorder and decay he encountered” (Fahim & Thomas,
2015) on visits to hospitals in Cairo. Citizens used social media to send this message to
public officials because “the Egyptian news media is occupied largely with transmitting
the government’s message to the public, not vice versa” (Fahim & Thomas, 2015). In
Turkey, the government blocked access to Twitter and YouTube after an image circulated
on social media of “a beret-wearing militant, face obscured by a red scarf, holding a gun
to the head of a well-known prosecutor” (Arango, 2015) taken as a hostage and later
killed in a failed rescue attempt by the military. Although Turkish news media also
published the photo, “reporters representing Turkish newspapers that had published the
photograph were barred from covering the prosecutor’s funeral in Istanbul” (Arango,
2015). Finally, one article described an attempt by a journalist from Gambia who sought
asylum in the United States to bring his wife and 2-year-old daughter to the country.
According to the article, Gambia has “a weak independent press” (Ottis, 2014) and the
journalist had been threatened and beaten by police while working for news organizations
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that had been critical of Gambia’s president.
Societal-level influences of political and economic systems were apparent in other
ways. One article referred extensively to the regulatory environment in the European
Union and its influence on interactions between Google and publishers (Scott & Clark,
2015). Differences in antitrust, copyright, tax, and privacy laws give publishers more
power with officials in the European Union and in national-level governments.
“Newspapers help set the agenda, so politicians have to listen to them,” noted Julia Reda
(in Scott & Clark, 2015), who represents Germany in the European Parliament, referring
to the view that at least under the traditional gatekeeping model (Shoemaker & Vos,
2009), news media had the authority to determine what issues would be set as the
public’s agenda (McCombs, 2005, 2014). Publishers have pressed European authorities
to restrict “Google and other West Coast companies” (Scott & Clark, 2015) not so much
to defend existing media franchises, but to compete in digital markets such as online
commerce and social media where Silicon Valley firms are dominant. “This is not about
protecting the legacy business. It is about ensuring there is a level playing field and
making sure that international companies respect European laws,” Axel Springer
executive Christoph Keese contended (in Scott & Clark, 2015). The article also referred
to another societal-level difference between the United States and the European Union,
where publishers are constrained by various languages in national-level markets. “They
can’t expand endlessly internationally because of the language issue,” Lucy Küng, of the
Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism at the University of Oxford, explained (in
Scott & Clark, 2015). As for other economic influences, one article referred to “an
increasing move toward globalization in media” (Somaiya et al., 2015), exemplified by
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the purchase of The Financial Times, a British-based newspaper, by the Nikkei group of
Japan.
Finally, the article about the British tabloid The Sun referred to changing societal
norms as the probable reason why the newspaper stopped publishing photographs of
topless women on Page 3. “This is a long overdue decision and marks a small but
significant step toward improving media portrayal of women and girls,” Nicky Morgan, a
Conservative Party politician and British minister of women and equalities, stated (in
Castle, 2015).
Institutional level. The articles contained only a handful of references to
journalism, Silicon Valley, or other entities as potential institutional forces. For example,
the article about Google and European publishers referred to efforts to seek regulatory
restrictions against the company as “moves” that “go well beyond steps taken by
American media outlets to contain Silicon Valley’s power” (Scott & Clark, 2015),
suggesting publishers’ concerns are larger than the threat of any one company. In a report
about Facebook’s Instant Articles, Atlantic Media owner David Bradley referred to “the
best minds” in “the Valley” as concerned with this question: “Is the coming contest
between platforms and publishing companies an existential threat to journalism? At least
in the Valley, largely the answer I heard was yes” (Bradley, in Carr, 2014b). While
addressing the source of this observation about a potential threat to journalism, discourse
referring to Silicon Valley’s best minds might also assign institutional legitimacy to the
technocratic belief that engineers know best (Sadowski & Selinger, 2014). An article
about the Los Angeles Times referred to an effort by members of the Southern California
political establishment including labor unions, businesses, and city and county
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government officials to convince Tribune Co. to sell the newspaper to a local owner
(Somaiya, 2015i), suggesting an institutional-level consensus regarding concern for
journalism in the region. An article about the influence of social media on the Brian
Williams scandal referred to “public trust in institutions of all kinds” as “at or near
historic lows, a phenomenon that is well-matched with the rise of social media”
(Somaiya, 2015f). Finally, two sources in an article about the World Press Photo
competition and the ethics of manipulating photographs (Donaido, 2015) referred to rules
specific to photojournalism rather than other types of photography. Greg Marinovich, a
Pulitzer Prize winning photojournalist who has been a judge for the contest, referred to
the assertion “that you cannot stage events in photojournalism” (in Donaido, 2015). Lars
Boering, the managing director of the competition, referred to “changes in
photojournalism” (in Donaido, 2015) that necessitated debate over ethical boundaries.
Routines level. Two articles referred indirectly to communication routines. A
report about Rolling Stone and an article it published about allegations of rape at the
University of Virginia suggested the magazine could have avoided publishing a false
story if its journalists had adhered to the magazine’s own established reporting, editing,
and fact-checking routines (Somaiya, 2014e). Another article noted that journalists at a
Virginia television station managed their work responsibilities even while grieving for
colleagues who were killed in an on-air shooting, suggesting that journalists’ routines can
be a strong force in news production even in such distressing circumstances. The article
quoted Jeff Marks, general manager of the station: “One moment they are crying, one
moment they are hugging and one moment they are doing their jobs as journalists” (in
Shear & Fernandez, 2015). As such, this quote ascribes the role of journalism as so
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important to society that journalists’ work must be done. From this perspective, because
of their strongly established routines, journalists can do their jobs despite their grief. Left
unaddressed was whether society would expect the same from many other occupations.
Taken together, the discourse apparent in The Times about influences on
journalism and Silicon Valley—and their relationships with each other and citizens—
indicates that any model that attempts to explain interactions between journalism, Silicon
Valley, and citizens must take into account how that relationship is influenced by forces
at different levels. Furthermore, any such model must consider how each of the parties in
this relationship also are influenced by these forces.
Risks and potential benefits for journalism and citizens. Interactions or actions
involving or between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens were discursively
constructed to some extent in terms of risks or potential benefits for journalism, Silicon
Valley, and citizens. In a manner potentially consistent with journalism’s objectivity
norm (Gans, 1980; Schudson, 2001), several articles briefly discussed a potential benefit
for one or more of these parties, but paired that discussion with a reference to a possible
risk. When articles discursively constructed actions or interactions involving journalism,
Silicon Valley, and citizens in terms of risks and potential benefits, risks for journalism
were most prominent, followed by risks for citizens and potential benefits for journalism.
Risks for journalism. The articles or sources in the articles discursively
constructed several risks for journalism. Most prominent among these risks was the use
of Silicon Valley platforms, particularly Facebook and Google, as news platforms. In
particular, the article about Google’s relationship with publishers in Europe depicted the
growing power of Google and other Silicon Valley companies as an economic risk for
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legacy media companies that could threaten control of their businesses or their ability to
compete in digital markets (Scott & Clark, 2015). The article quoted an open letter by
Axel Springer CEO Mathias Döpfner: “We are afraid of Google. Our business
relationship is that of the Goliath of Google to the David of Axel Springer” (in Scott &
Clark, 2015). A report about Facebook’s Instant Articles expressed a similar concern
about the social media platform:
That kind of wholesale transfer of content sends a cold, dark chill down the
collective spine of publishers, both traditional and digital insurgents alike. If
Facebook’s mobile app hosted publishers’ pages, the relationship with customers,
most of the data about what they did and the reading experience would all belong
to the platform. Media companies would essentially be serfs in a kingdom that
Facebook owns. (Carr, 2014b)
In the description of Google as a “Goliath,” a Silicon Valley company is assigned the role
of an industry giant with which other companies cannot compete. In the description of
news media as potential “serfs” in Facebook’s “kingdom,” the concern is not simply a
matter of economic competition or the loss of journalistic autonomy. If media were to
become a feudal system, the survival of journalism, news organizations, or journalists
would depend on fealty to the monarch, in this case Facebook. Another article
demonstrated that this is no idle concern by offering an earlier example of Facebook
exercising power to determine what types of content are displayed to its users. The article
noted that if Facebook’s engineers “decide that users do not enjoy certain things, such as
teaser headlines that lure readers to click through to get all the information, it can mean
ruin” (Somaiya, 2014b). Such a tweak to Facebook’s algorithm substantially reduced
traffic for “several so-called viral sites … including Upworthy, Distractify and Elite
Daily” (Somaiya, 2014b). In this case, the algorithm change arguably served in support
of higher-quality journalism, but Facebook also was setting the rules that determined that
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one type of journalism should be favored over another. By contrast, Facebook describes
its own role as an algorithmic gatekeeper in much different terms. For example, from
Facebook’s perspective (Zuckerberg, 2015), Instant Articles is simply a benign
technological solution to the existing problem of slow news websites. Everyone will
benefit, Zuckerberg explained, when Facebook users read more news.
Other articles discursively constructed journalists’ ethical lapses as a credibility
risk for journalism. In some instances, citizens or other journalists used social media to
challenge the accuracy of a journalist’s reports or the credibility of a journalist. For
example, soldiers had been unsuccessful for more than a decade in drawing attention to
their objections to Brian Williams’ accounts of his reporting. Now, they could use social
media “to start a new breed of television scandal—one that began with their Facebook
comments, was amplified by Twitter and reached a crescendo as amateur sleuths took to
YouTube to fact-check Mr. Williams’s reporting” (Somaiya, 2015f). The article quoted
journalism professor Mitchell Stephens as describing social media as a factor in “an
overall move towards a greater truth standard. It is just harder to get away with
dissembling now” (in Somaiya, 2015f).
The means by which news media earn advertising revenue online also was
depicted as a financial risk for journalism in that it puts short-term gains ahead of news
organizations’ longer-term relationships with their audiences. One article (Manjoo, 2014)
criticized banner ads, particularly those delivered by third-party ad networks:
If you switch from an app like Facebook or Instagram to the overcrowded,
overstuffed, slow-loading web, you are bound to see a carnival of pop-ups and
interstitials—interim ad pages served up before or after your desired content—and
scammy come-ons daring you to click. Is it any wonder, really, that this place is
dying? (Manjoo, 2014)
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In describing advertising technology metaphorically as a “carnival,” a place filled with
“scammy come-ons,” The Times was essentially declaring the web as a chaotic and
unsafe space for news consumers. Another article described the declining value of
internet advertising as responsible for publishers’ decisions to place multiple ads on news
pages, slowing content loading times for audience members (Somaiya, 2015h). With
many readers turning to social media sites “as a faster portal for information …
journalists must now competencies with entertainment, quizzes, gossip and baby
pictures” (Somaiya, 2015h).
Risks for citizens. Some articles or sources for articles discursively constructed
the role of Twitter, Facebook, and other social media sites as risks for citizens. For
example, one article noted a safety risk for social media users in the abuse including
threats of violence on Twitter by #GamerGate supporters against feminist critics of video
games (Wingfield, 2014). #GamerGate proponents describe their movement as concerned
with “ethical problems among game journalists and political correctness in their
coverage” (Wingfield, 2014). However, some #GamerGate supporters have used Twitter
“to discredit or intimidate outspoken critics of the male-dominated gaming industry and
its culture,” calling them “social justice warriors” (Wingfield, 2014).
Another article noted a risk to civic discourse related to the role of Facebook as a
venue for political information (Somaiya, 2014b) based on the assertion that social media
exposes users only to political views of like-minded people in their network of friends.
Facebook maintains that “the more time users spend at its site, the more likely there will
be a robust exchange of diverse viewpoints and ideas shared online” (Somaiya, 2014b).
However, Facebook critics “fear that users will create their own echo chambers, and filter
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out coverage they do not agree with” (Somaiya, 2014b).
Potential benefits for journalism. The role of Silicon Valley platforms such as
Facebook as news platforms also was discursively constructed as a potential economic
benefit for journalism in terms of access to audiences and advertising revenue. For
example, an article described Facebook executive Chris Cox’s assertion that his
company’s interests are aligned with those of news media:
We are at the very beginning of a conversation and it’s very important that we get
this right. Because we play an increasingly important role in how people discover
the news that they read every day, we feel a responsibility to work with publishers
to come up with as good an experience as we can for consumers. And we want
and need that to be a good experience for publishers as well. (Cox, in Carr,
2014b)
The article praised Facebook for “cleaning some junk from its feed, featuring news that
leads to stronger levels of engagement, which is a win for the platform, the publisher and
the readers” (Carr, 2014b). Another article quoted Joshua Benton of Nieman Lab
describing Facebook’s Instant Articles as likely to benefit publishers in terms of shared
advertising revenue: “It’s very much in Facebook’s interest to make sure they do” (in
Somaiya, 2015e). A third article shared the belief of Facebook executives that the
company’s relationship with publishers is “mutually beneficial: when publishers promote
their content on Facebook, its users have more engaging material to read, and the
publishers get increased traffic driven to their sites” (Somaiya, 2014b). From this
perspective, traffic can lead to more advertising revenue and perhaps subscription
revenue for publishers (Somaiya, 2014b).
Other risks and potential benefits. Less prominently, the use of Silicon Valley
platforms such as Facebook as sources of news was discursively constructed as a
potential benefit for citizens in terms of providing them access to what Thorson and
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Wells (2015) described as curated flows of information. In one article, Facebook engineer
Greg Marra described the company’s News Feed algorithm as a practical alternative to
hiring a human editor for everyone: “It’s not realistic to do that at scale for every person
on the planet, and so I think we’ll always have these hybrid systems like News Feed that
are helping you find the things that you care about” (in Somaiya, 2014b). Another article
quoted David Bradley, owner of Atlantic Media, expressing a similar sentiment about
Facebook as a potential benefit for citizens: “Increasingly, people would rather have their
news curated by friends rather than editors. Facebook technology may create a better
reader experience than publishers can match—pages that load better and better page
design” (in Carr, 2014b).
Discourse describing risks or potential benefits for Silicon Valley was less
apparent. Some articles referred to restrictions blocking sites such as Google, Facebook,
and Twitter in countries such as China and Turkey as a political and economic risk for
Silicon Valley companies preventing their future growth. Other articles described as
potential benefits for Silicon Valley the rapid growth and increasing economic power of
companies such as Apple, Google, and Facebook in Europe and elsewhere. One of these
articles described the process that leads to greater control by these companies of the
exchange of information over digital communication networks:
Once companies reach a certain scale online, they have a tendency to decide that
while they love the Internet, they would like a better version. And, oh, by the way,
they should run it. (All considered, Apple has already pulled off that trick,
creating a private enclave of apps that it controls.) (Carr, 2014b)
Potential institutional characteristics of Silicon Valley. Although it was not a
major theme or concern of most of the articles, some of The Times coverage included
language that could shed light on whether an institutional-level relationship might exist
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between journalism and Silicon Valley. Some of the text supported the idea that Silicon
Valley has a prominent role in governing an emerging societal sector of exchanging
information over digital communication networks. An article about turmoil at The New
Republic under the ownership of Facebook co-founder Chris Hughes included this
passage that suggested the web imposes constraints that influence how journalists can
communicate online: “the magazine … became a symbol for a much bigger fear in
journalism—that the web, with its speed, its appetites and even its money, would help
bring an end to a certain kind of thoughtful, collegial writing” (Somaiya, 2015c). A report
about Facebook’s Instant Articles described a concern that journalists could lose control
over the terms of sharing information with their readers. Kinsey Wilson, a New York
Times executive, was quoted as saying the newspaper wanted “to step into this carefully”
(Somaiya, 2015e). The article explained that “his caution reflects the concern of
publishers that they are operating in uncharted territory and gambling that the huge
audience Facebook can deliver is worth the trade-off of yielding custody of their
journalism” (Somaiya, 2015e).
Some articles included passages about politicians, journalists, and other
prominent individuals using Twitter or other social media platforms to communicate with
citizens and other elites, a role previously reserved for news media under terms
established for journalists (Cook, 2005). One article noted that Edward Snowden, who
leaked government secrets to journalists Glenn Greenwald and Laura Poitras, joined
Twitter from exile in Russia to maintain a role in public discourse about government
surveillance of citizens (Mackey, 2015). Bloomberg BusinessWeek editor Josh Tyrangiel
used Twitter to welcome a new editor in chief to Bloomberg News: “Welcome John
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Micklethwait to the @BloombergNews family” (in Haughney, 2014). Sen. Rand Paul
took to Twitter to express displeasure about how journalists interviewed him after he
announced he would be a candidate for president: “Thankfully, our national media
doesn’t get to pick and choose our Republican Party’s presidential nominees” (in Peters,
2015). Another presidential candidate, businessman Donald Trump, used Twitter to
comment on his relationship with Fox News and anchor Megyn Kelly after a debate on
the network between the Republican candidates (Peters & Victor, 2015). The article
noted:
Mr. Trump and many of his supporters have unleashed a social media assault
against Ms. Kelly and Fox News since she asked him pointed questions about his
descriptions of women as pigs, dogs and slobs. In the days since the debate, he
has taken to Twitter and appeared on numerous news programs to mock her and
question her professionalism—a tactic he often uses against people who find
themselves on his bad side. (Peters & Victor, 2015)
A report about Facebook’s Instant Articles (Carr, 2014b) supported the idea that
Silicon Valley has a technocratic culture with a belief that engineers are best qualified to
find technological solutions to problems (Sadowski & Selinger, 2014). Specifically,
Facebook executives believed news media were failing their readers technologically in
presentation of news on mobile devices, thus establishing a need for Facebook to solve
this problem:
I was in San Francisco a few weeks ago and bumped into an executive who works
in mobile at Facebook. He wasn’t speaking for attribution, but he derided the
approach that traditional publishers take to mobile devices, saying it made for an
unpleasant user experience, hurt user engagement and crippled their efforts to
make money in a smartphone world. (Carr, 2014b)
An article about Facebook founder Mark Zuckerberg indirectly referred to wealth
creation and legitimacy. The article noted that “Mr. Zuckerberg’s Facebook stock is
worth more than $36 billion” (Goel, 2015). However, it also quoted the Facebook
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founder expressing a sense of obligation to use his wealth for doing good:
I’m most interested in questions about people. What will enable us to live
forever? How do we cure all diseases? How does the brain work? How does
learning work and how we can empower humans to learn a million times more?
(Zuckerberg, in Goel, 2015)
Taken together, these passages provide some evidence of an institutional-level
relationship between journalism and Silicon Valley, or at least a weakening of
journalism’s institutional power in that news media no longer monopolize control over
how prominent individuals communicate with citizens and other elites. Legacy news
media now share that power with social media.
Discussion
Journalism and Silicon Valley might very well exercise institutional-level power
as they interact with each other and with other segments of society. However, forces at
the societal level such as different political or economic systems—or how those forces
are perceived—might influence how or whether power can be exercised by journalism,
Silicon Valley, or other potential institutions. This study examined how The New York
Times and its news sources discursively constructed interactions between journalism,
Silicon Valley, and citizens from the perspective of gatekeeping theory (Shoemaker &
Vos, 2009) and the hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014); new
institutionalism (Cook, 2005; Hall & Taylor, 1996; Lowrey, 2011, 2012; March & Olsen,
1983; Schmidt, 2008); and the concept of reciprocity (Lewis, 2015; Molm, 2010). The
findings indicated that The Times and its news sources discursively constructed
interactions or actions involving journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens as occurring
primarily between individuals or organizations or at the individual or organizational
levels. However, some of the articles referred at least indirectly to institutional
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characteristics or concerns of journalism or Silicon Valley or specifically to “journalism”
and “Silicon Valley” rather than organizations or individuals within journalism or Silicon
Valley. Descriptions of strong societal-level differences such as those that might exist
between China, the European Union, and the United States also were evident. As for
reciprocity (Lewis, 2015; Molm, 2010), some of the discourse used by The Times or its
news sources demonstrated the applicability of a risks and benefits framework to
interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens—but not to the same extent
as in the Nieman Lab coverage or in the Riptide oral history interviews analyzed in the
previous chapters.
Influences on journalism and Silicon Valley as institutions. As with the textual
analyses of the Nieman Lab coverage and Riptide oral history interviews, The New York
Times articles and news sources primarily described interactions between or actions
involving journalism and Silicon Valley as occurring among individuals or organizations.
For example, Silicon Valley firms were described in terms of actions or perspectives of
executives such as Facebook founder Mark Zuckerberg, Snapchat founder Evan Spiegel,
or Google founders Larry Page and Sergey Brin (Goel, 2015; Isaac, 2015; Mahler, 2014).
For three news organizations purchased or founded by West Coast executives and
entrepreneurs, journalistic concerns were depicted as reflecting the relative success of
relationships between technology industry veterans such as Pierre Omidyar, Chris
Hughes, or Jeffrey Bezos and individual journalists such as Matt Taibbi, Glenn
Greenwald, or Marty Baron (Carr, 2014a; Somaiya, 2014c, 2014d, 2015a, 2015c;
Somaiya & Cohen, 2014). Ethical failings of individual news media figures such as Brian
Williams or Bill O’Reilly were described as challenging the credibility of news
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organizations such as NBC or Fox News (Steel, 2015b; Steel & Somaiya, 2015a, 2015b).
However, articles also emphasized partnerships or business arrangements between
organizations or firms such as Facebook, Twitter, Google, Snapchat, the NFL, ESPN,
Starbucks, and The Times itself (Carr, 2014b; Ember, 2015; Sandomir, 2015; Somaiya,
2014b).
However, as with the other textual analyses, the behavior of individuals and
organizations also tended to reflect the institutional values of journalism or Silicon
Valley. For example, from the perspective of journalism (Carr, 2014b), Facebook’s
Instant Articles was described as a potential threat not only to the journalistic value of
autonomy (Gans, 1980) but also to the very survival of independent journalism. From a
Silicon Valley perspective (e.g., Zuckerberg, 2015), Instant Articles was depicted as
simply a technological solution that demonstrated the value of turning to engineers to
solve societal problems such as quick online access to news. As another example,
wealthy Silicon Valley entrepreneurs such as Omidyar or Hughes might sincerely believe
that business practices which brought them financial success in one realm could help
them save journalism (Somaiya, 2014c, 2014d, 2015a, 2015c; Somaiya & Cohen, 2014),
thus demonstrating the West Coast entrepreneurial value that wealth is not incompatible
with idealism (Turner, 2009). However, journalists also might sincerely believe that such
practices violate their autonomy, which they consider a necessary condition to the
production of worthwhile journalism (Gans, 1980).
In these respects, the findings are consistent with new institutional theories (Cook,
2005; Hall & Taylor, 1996; Lowrey, 2011; Schmidt, 2008) and the hierarchical
influences model (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014) in that institutional concerns were apparent
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in descriptions of individual and organizational actions and the ideas that individuals or
organizations expressed or promoted, while institutions themselves were depicted as
influenced by forces at other levels. The articles included references to journalism’s
institutional nature, to potential institutional characteristics of Silicon Valley, and to
political and economic forces that might limit the institutional power of journalism or
Silicon Valley. Even though The Times articles and sources tended to discursively
construct interactions or actions involving journalism and Silicon Valley as occurring at
the individual and organizational levels, the articles also included descriptions consistent
with previous mass communication scholarship concluding that journalism is an
institution (e.g., Cook, 2005), particularly in discussion of shared ethical standards or
institutional values within journalism. Furthermore, the articles also included passages
that indicated that Silicon Valley might possess institutional characteristics or interact
with society as an emerging institution. However, societal-level influences apparent in
the articles indicated that the institutional power of journalism or Silicon Valley can vary
tremendously depending on political or economic differences. In a relatively closed
political system, Silicon Valley platform firms might not be able to operate at all—raising
the question of whether other internet firms in countries with such restrictions could have
a role similar to that which Facebook, Twitter, Google, and Apple have as information
intermediaries in the United States and other countries.
Journalism is an institution based partly on shared values and practices among
journalists and news organizations (Gans, 1980; Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). Extensive
discussion in Times articles of journalistic ethics was consistent with this view of
journalism as an institution. The cases presented included: NBC News anchor Brian
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Williams’ suspension after it was revealed on social media that he exaggerated the danger
he was in when he was reporting in Iraq (Steel, 2015b; Steel & Somaiya, 2015a;
Somaiya, 2015f); accusations that Fox News host Bill O’Reilly claimed that he reported
from the Falklands war when he was merely covering demonstrations in Argentina rather
than combat between that country and Great Britain (Steel & Somaiya, 2015b); a false
report in Rolling Stone about rape allegations at the University of Virginia (Somaiya,
2014e); and the revocation of a World Press Photo award to a photojournalist who was
accused of staging images entered into the competition (Donaido, 2015). In each of these
cases, journalists were accused of violating standards that are intended to hold across
organizations or throughout journalism, even if individual journalists or news
organizations might fail to adhere to these standards. Some of The Times articles referred
to the journalistic value of independence or autonomy (Gans, 1980; Shoemaker & Reese,
2014; Singer, 2008; Weaver et al., 2007). In particular, journalists at The New Republic
and First Look Media resisted what they perceived as corporate-style cultures imposed by
financial backers with experience as Silicon Valley entrepreneurs (Somaiya, 2014c,
2014d, 2015c; Somaiya & Cohen, 2014). However, ownership by a technology
entrepreneur was not necessarily incompatible with journalistic autonomy. Journalists at
The Washington Post accepted the ownership of Amazon.com co-founder Jeffrey Bezos
(Carr, 2014a). Although Bezos has pushed The Post to innovate, he also brought financial
stability to the newspaper (Carr, 2014a). During Bezos’ ownership, the newsroom has
been led by a respected editor with experience at other well-regarded newspapers (Carr,
2014a), which arguably has conveyed legitimacy within the institution of journalism.
Each of these cases involved journalism as it is practiced in the United States or
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European countries. By contrast, other articles revealed that ethical standards or practices
for journalists are not understood in the same manner in much of the world as they are in
the United States or other Western democracies. For example, several articles provided
descriptions of press restrictions or corruption indicating that journalism is perceived as a
relatively weak institution in countries such as China, Egypt, and Turkey (e.g., Arango,
2015; Boehler, 2015; Fahim & Thomas, 2015; Gough & Ramzy, 2014; Haughney, 2014;
Wong, 2015). State-owned media in China, at least as described by The New York Times,
are a “propaganda tool” (Wong, 2015) extending government authority rather than an
autonomous watchdog capable of holding politicians accountable to citizens, and
journalists themselves might be corrupt beneficiaries of news sources rather than
independent defenders of the public interest.
The Times articles also included descriptions consistent with literature suggesting
that Silicon Valley possesses institutional characteristics such as those identified by Cook
(2005) and that it exercises institutional-level power over the exchange of information
over digital communication networks, at least in the United States and other Western
democracies. Furthermore, the discourse in several of the articles revealed a tension or
competition between the values and power of journalism as an institution and that of
Silicon Valley as an emerging institution (e.g., Carr, 2014b; Somaiya, 2014b, 2014c,
2014d, 2015c, 2015e; Somaiya & Cohen, 2014). First, Silicon Valley platforms were
described as both enabling and constraining communication between news media,
political elites, and citizens (e.g., Fahim & Thomas, 2015; Somaiya, 2014b, 2015e,
2015f). Notably, journalists and other public figures used Twitter to communicate with
each other and with citizens (e.g., Haughney, 2014; Mackey, 2015; Peters, 2015; Peters
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& Victor, 2015). However, the articles expressed concern that platforms such as
Facebook, Twitter, Google, and Apple are now governing the terms under which
information could be exchanged over digital communication networks (e.g., Carr, 2014b;
Scott & Clark, 2015; Somaiya, 2014b). The articles included passages that exemplified
potential Silicon Valley values identified in previous literature. The most common
example of a potential institutional value in the articles (e.g., Carr, 2014b; Goel, 2015;
Somaiya, 2014b) was language indicating that Silicon Valley shares a technocratic
culture with the belief that engineers can develop technological solutions to societal
problems, but that these solutions are best accomplished by Silicon Valley (Perrin, 2002;
Sadowski & Selinger, 2014). One article referred to Facebook CEO Mark Zuckerberg’s
assertion that he is wealthy enough and is concerned with how to do the most good with
that wealth (Goel, 2015). Such a statement is consistent with a shared ideology that
values entrepreneurship, disruption, and wealth creation, but does not consider those
values incompatible with a West Coast counterculture idealism (Perrin, 2002; Turner,
2009; Turner & Larson, 2015). The view in Silicon Valley that it is permissible to pursue
vast wealth, as long as that wealth is used for the sake of doing good also arguably
establishes institutional legitimacy. Although Silicon Valley was described to some
extent as a geographically bounded phenomenon based on the West Coast of the United
States (Scott & Clark, 2015), the concerns of Silicon Valley were depicted as influencing
publishers on the East Coast, in Europe, and elsewhere (Scott & Clark, 2015; Somaiya,
2015e).
Silicon Valley might be an emerging institutional-level actor in the United States
and much of the world. However, the articles included discourse indicating that as with
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journalism, Silicon Valley’s ability to exercise institutional power is influenced by
economic, political, or other societal-level forces. In some countries, repressive
governments might limit the power of Silicon Valley along with that of journalism. For
example, China restricts access by its citizens not only to The New York Times and The
Wall Street Journal, but also to Google and Facebook (Boehler, 2015). Although Google,
Twitter, and Facebook do not operate in the country, China has its own internet and
social media firms. For example, the popular Weibo social network is capable of
influencing the news agenda of legacy media (Wu, Atkin, Mou, Lin, & Lau, 2013) or
serving as a source of “alternative news and information” (Chen & Reese, 2015, p. 4) for
China’s intellectual elites. However, the Chinese government maintains control over
internet access; all companies doing business on the internet, including Weibo, must
accede to government censorship (Chen & Reese, 2015). Thus, it almost certainly can be
argued that the government or political system in China presides over this societal sector
rather than any independent agglomeration of internet firms. Nonetheless, as Chen and
Reese (2015) suggested, the internet has emerged as a democratizing force influencing
political systems and citizen engagement elsewhere in the world; for that reason, it would
be worthwhile for scholars to continue to monitor interactions between news media,
internet firms, and citizens in China. Elsewhere, government policies might influence the
relative strength of journalism or Silicon Valley as institutional actors. For example,
regulatory differences in Europe (Scott & Clark, 2015) give journalism more power
relative to Silicon Valley than might exist in the United States. Even though these
regulatory differences do not prevent Google from operating in Europe, they demonstrate
that societal-level characteristics can influence interactions between journalism, Silicon
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Valley, and citizens at the individual, organizational, or institutional levels.
Algorithmic gatekeeping and curated flows. The articles rarely addressed
specific aspects of news gatekeeping. However, a few passages in articles were relevant
to algorithmic gatekeeping (Napoli, 2014) and the concept of curated flows (Thorson &
Wells, 2015). One Times report (Somaiya, 2014b) indicated that Facebook and its
engineers exercise algorithmic gatekeeping authority, determining what media content is
shown to its users. This can result in reduced or increased traffic to publishers’
websites—or to more traffic for Facebook in the case of news content hosted as Instant
Articles. Another article (Carr, 2014b) included discussion referring at least indirectly to
curated flows (Thorson & Wells, 2015) with the observation that individuals increasingly
prefer their friends rather than editors to be curators or gatekeepers of media content. At
least from the perspective of Facebook, algorithmic gatekeeping is necessary because it
would be impractical to assign a human editor to sift through the recommendations of
each user’s friends (Somaiya, 2014b).
Risks and benefits framework. The findings provided some support for the
value of a risks and potential benefits framework involving interactions between
journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens—but not to the extent that this framework based
on the concept of reciprocity (Lewis, 2015; Molm, 2010) was supported by the findings
of the analyses of the Nieman Lab coverage and the Riptide oral history interviews. The
Times and its sources described some risks and potential benefits for journalism in its
relationship with Silicon Valley and citizens. These risks were most evident in the
warning that journalists and news organizations could become “serfs” in an information
“kingdom” governed by Silicon Valley firms such as Facebook (Carr, 2014b). By
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contrast, Facebook used discourse presenting its role as a distributor of news as a
potential benefit for both journalism and citizens, with CEO Mark Zuckerberg and
product director Chris Cox arguing that Facebook’s interests were aligned with those of
publishers: to increase the amount of time Facebook users are reading news (Carr, 2014b;
Goel, 2015).
However, The Times coverage also described risks that arguably are failings
within the institution of journalism rather than constraints set by outside forces. The
Times noted that publishers have failed readers technologically—in other words,
journalism has failed citizens—by relying on third-party advertising technology (Manjoo,
2014) for financial support. This strategy has put obstacles between citizens and
journalism in the form of distracting advertising and slowly loading pages, and has put
journalism at risk of driving readers away from websites controlled by legacy news
media firms. Journalism also is at risk of losing the support of citizens when individual
journalists or news organizations violate the established ethical standards of journalism.
The Times described ethical scandals involving Brian Williams, Bill O’Reilly, and
Rolling Stone magazine as crises for journalism (Steel, 2015b; Steel & Somaiya, 2015a,
2015b; Somaiya, 2014e, 2015f). As with a reliance on advertising technology that might
have little benefit for readers, the ethical failures of journalists or news organizations are
not a risk for journalism imposed from outside journalism.
Summary
Silicon Valley seems to be emerging as an institution with increasing authority
over how citizens, journalists, and political elites communicate with each other over
digital communication networks. At least, discourse in The New York Times about how
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Silicon Valley companies such as Facebook, Google, Apple, and Twitter enable and
constrain information exchanges supports this assertion. However, The Times articles also
included descriptions that indicate the authority of journalism or Silicon Valley as
institutions is contingent on forces at other levels of the hierarchical influences model
(Shoemaker & Reese, 2014), especially societal-level differences such as variations in
political and economic systems in the United States, the European Union, and China.
Mass communication scholars have recognized the need for an international or
global perspective in the study of news gatekeeping and journalism as an institution (e.g.,
Hanitzsch, 2007, 2011; Reese, 2016; Vos & Heinderyckx, 2015). Depending on
differences in political and economic systems, Silicon Valley and platform owners such
as Google, Facebook, Apple, and Twitter might have varying degrees of institutional
power, if they are even allowed to operate in a country at all. The potential gatekeeping
role of Silicon Valley platforms or other internet firms as intermediaries between news
media and citizens is a characteristic that journalism studies scholars should consider
when they conduct research across international boundaries because it might help explain
differences between countries in how journalists interact with citizens. For that reason, it
is important to consider political, economic, and other forces at the five levels of the
hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014) in understanding interactions
between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens.
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VIII. CONCLUSION: SILICON VALLEY AND THE NEW GATEKEEPERS

“The networked public sphere is constituted with new configurations of media
work, institutional arrangements, and global connections, which give rise to new
emerging deliberative spaces” (Reese & Shoemaker, 2016, p. 29).
In May 2016, Facebook CEO Mark Zuckerberg met with conservative media
figures including Glenn Beck, Dana Perino, and Brent Bozell (Isaac, 2016; Isaac &
Corasaniti, 2016) at the Silicon Valley social media firm’s campus in Menlo Park,
California. The meeting followed an anonymously sourced online news report (Nunez,
2016b) that Facebook was suppressing trending news from conservative sources.
Facebook denied that this was so (Hern, 2016), but the accusation raised concern among
Republicans that the social media platform had become so powerful it could potentially
sway elections. Indeed, Republicans perceived a liberal bias (Isaac & Corasaniti, 2016) in
the San Francisco Bay Area, where Facebook and numerous other Silicon Valley
companies have headquarters. This posed a dilemma for the conservative figures invited
to the meeting, because while they wanted what they perceived as fair treatment from
Facebook, they typically were opposed to government regulation to achieve such goals
(Isaac & Corasaniti, 2016).
The flap not only revealed concern about Facebook’s power as a political actor.
News reports about the trending topics feature also indicated that Facebook’s algorithms
were having difficulty distinguishing popular topics from actual news (Isaac, 2016;
Nunez, 2016a; Thielman, 2016). To solve this problem, Facebook brought in human
curators, some with journalism education or training, as contractors to help the algorithms
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decide what was news and what was “junk” (Isaac, 2016; Nunez, 2016a; Thielman,
2016). For Facebook, its algorithms would get better over time at determining what was
news and would not need as much human assistance. According to Gizmodo, “almost all
of” of the contractors “came to believe that they were there not to work, but to serve as
training modules for Facebook’s algorithm” (Nunez, 2016a). In the meantime, the
curators selected, combined, and in some cases set aside trending topics, and human copy
editors wrote short headlines and summaries (Isaac, 2016). The contractors were required
to sign nondisclosure agreements. Nonetheless, one former contractor who was willing to
be named suggested that it would be difficult for any one curator to suppress news based
on political ideology because there was so much oversight of the contractors’ work
(Isaac, 2016). At the same time, the criteria for determining what was news included
whether a select group of 10 mainstream news organizations considered the topic news
(Isaac, 2016; Thielman, 2016). However, Facebook could draw news items from a list of
1,000 trusted sources, which included conservative sites such as The Drudge Report and
Breitbart (Thielman, 2016). These revelations demonstrated the importance for Facebook
of serving as a news source. One news article suggested that Facebook executives were
concerned that Twitter had become a better source of breaking news (Thielman, 2016).
Taken together, these news reports also demonstrated the relevance of an exploration of
interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens given the new gatekeeping
role of Facebook and other digital, interactive platforms.
This dissertation explored such interactions from the perspective of gatekeeping
theory and the hierarchical influences model, new institutionalism, and the concepts of
interactivity and reciprocity. A quantitative content analysis and three qualitative textual
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analyses indicated that journalism (or actors within journalism) and Silicon Valley (or
actors within Silicon Valley) interact based on institutional-level considerations, and that
Silicon Valley (or actors within Silicon Valley) has become an intermediary between
journalism (or actors within journalism) and citizens. However, journalism and Silicon
Valley actors tend to discursively construct these interactions as occurring at the
individual and organizational levels. At the same time, coverage about news media and
technology firms suggests that in some countries, potentially strong societal-level
influences weaken the institutional power of journalism and Silicon Valley.
The results and findings of this dissertation suggest that journalism brings its own
institutional concerns to interactions with Silicon Valley and citizens. For example, news
media use social media platforms such as Twitter primarily for a purpose related to
traditional gatekeeping, a practice that might not be aligned with the secondary
gatekeeping or sharing practices of active social media users (e.g., Hermida, Fletcher,
Korell, & Logan, 2012; Picone, De Wolf, & Robijt, 2016), at least as indicated in the
results of the quantitative content analysis by their retweets and likes of posts distributed
by news media. Silicon Valley actors, for their part, demonstrate concern for journalism
and the outcome of journalism of providing citizens with the information they need to
participate in democracy (e.g., Berners-Lee, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015; Schmidt, in Huey
et al., 2013, 2015; Winer, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015). However, Silicon Valley’s values
do not necessarily hold that journalism or its values are the only means of achieving the
outcome of journalism. Silicon Valley actors express the belief that technological
solutions can solve societal problems (Berners-Lee, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015; Schmidt,
in Huey et al., 2013, 2015), including any crisis that might exist for journalism. However,
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it is not clear that they believe such a crisis exists. From their perspective, it is possible
that in some respects there is too much journalism, and the problem to be solved is how
best to filter news so that users can find relevant sources of information about issues and
current events (Bharat, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015). Furthermore, news does not
necessarily need to be unbiased; instead, it can come from sources with strong ideological
views, as long as users have access to multiple perspectives about public issues (Bharat,
in Huey et al., 2013, 2015). Any revenue problem for journalism is simply a math
problem that could be solved if only news media owners would allow the best minds to
be put to work to solve this problem (Armstrong, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015; Schmidt, in
Huey et al., 2013, 2015). Finally, Silicon Valley actors express the view that the internet
has given all of us access to and the ability to publish information, the equivalent of our
own printing press (Case, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015; Gingras, in Huey et al., 2013,
2015). In this view, with technology enabling citizens, we do not necessarily need
journalists to be watchdogs, because citizens will have the tools they need to hold the
powerful accountable (Schmidt, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015).
Taken together, these results and findings have practical and theoretical
implications for journalists and journalism scholars. At the same time, this research has
its limitations and raises questions that could be topics for future research. This chapter
explains in detail these implications, limitations, and potential paths for a line of research
about interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens.
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Table 8.1. Key Findings and Theoretical Implications of Dissertation Studies
News Media,
Twitter, and
Secondary
Gatekeeping

Reporting the
Future of News

Journalism,
A Worldwide
Silicon Valley,
Web: Influences
and Institutional and Institutions
Values

Method

Quantitative
content analysis
of Twitter posts
(n = 1,200) from
26 news
organizations.

Qualitative
textual analysis
of Nieman Lab
articles (n = 54)
with tags Apple,
Facebook,
Google, or
Twitter.

Qualitative
textual analysis
of Riptide digital
disruption of
news oral history
videos and
interview
transcripts (n =
20).

Qualitative
textual analysis
of NYT articles
(n = 56) with
search terms:
“journalism”;
and “Apple,”
“Facebook,”
“Google,”
“Twitter,” or
“Silicon Valley.”

Gatekeeping
theory
(Shoemaker
& Vos, 2009;
Singer, 2014;
Thorson &
Wells, 2015)

News media
mainly use
Twitter for
traditional
gatekeeping
purpose of
disseminating
hyperlinks to
articles. This use
of Twitter is
slightly
misaligned with
followers’
secondary
gatekeeping
preferences (i.e.,
retweets, likes).

Silicon Valley
platforms
discursively
constructed as
algorithmic
gatekeepers
controlling
access by
citizens to news
and by
journalism to
citizens. News
media try to
adhere to
traditional
gatekeeping on
social media,
where citizens
come across
curated flows of
information.

Silicon Valley
platforms
viewed as
holding an
important
gatekeeping role
between
journalism,
citizens.
Algorithms
discursively
constructed by
Silicon Valley
actors as a
necessary means
for identifying
content that is
relevant to users.

Limited
discussion of
Facebook’s
algorithmic
gatekeeping role
as determining
what media
content is shown
to users. Indirect
reference to
curated flows in
discussion of
preferences for
information
filtered by
friends instead of
editors.
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Table 8.1. Key Findings and Theoretical Implications of Dissertation Studies
News Media,
Twitter, and
Secondary
Gatekeeping

Reporting the
Future of News

Journalism,
A Worldwide
Silicon Valley,
Web: Influences
and Institutional and Institutions
Values

Hierarchical
influences
model
(Shoemaker
& Reese,
2014)

Organizational
concerns
apparently
associated with
biggest
differences in
how news media
use Twitter (e.g.,
tweets
referencing Fox
News hosts,
guests, or
presidential
debate
participants;
Buzzfeed
videos).

Nieman Lab
articles and
sources
discursively
constructed
interactions as
occurring at the
organizational
level, i.e.,
between news
organizations
and Silicon
Valley
companies rather
than between
journalism and
Silicon Valley.

Interactions
between
journalism,
Silicon Valley
discursively
constructed as
occurring
between
individuals or
organizations,
with some
institutional and
societal
influences (e.g.,
regulation in
Europe vs. U.S.).

Forces at societal
level (e.g.,
regulation in
Europe; media
restrictions in
China, Egypt,
Turkey)
influence power
of journalism,
Silicon Valley,
other potential
institutions.
Interactions
viewed as
occurring at
organizational,
individual levels.

New
institutional
theories
(Cook, 2005;
Hall &
Taylor, 1996;
Lowrey,
2011; March
& Olsen,
1983; Meyer
& Rowan,
1977;
Schmidt,
2008)

Not directly
addressed, but
results showing
similarities
across news
media are
consistent with
journalism’s
resistance to
change and
reliance on
established
practices.

Journalism’s
status as a riskaverse institution
influences its
interactions with
Silicon Valley,
which appears to
have institutional
characteristics.
Journalism and
Silicon Valley
appear to define
legitimacy based
on different
institutionallevel values or
practices.

Silicon Valley
discursively
constructed as a
potential
emerging
institution that
interacts with
journalism, other
institutions;
enables,
constrains new
societal sector of
exchanging
information over
digital
communication
networks.

Indirect or
occasional
references to
institutional
characteristics,
concerns, or
power of
journalism or
Silicon Valley.
A few direct
references to
“journalism” or
“Silicon Valley.”
Some discussion
of journalism’s
ethics in failings
of individual
journalists.
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Table 8.1. Key Findings and Theoretical Implications of Dissertation Studies
News Media,
Twitter, and
Secondary
Gatekeeping

Reporting the
Future of News

Journalism,
A Worldwide
Silicon Valley,
Web: Influences
and Institutional and Institutions
Values

Technical
and social
interactivity
(Baym, 2010)

News media
have adopted
technically
interactive
characteristics of
Twitter (e.g.,
hyperlinks,
photos), but use
socially
interactive
characteristics
(e.g., RTs,
@mentions,
#hashtags) for
traditional
gatekeeping
purposes.

Indirect
references to
technical
interactivity
(e.g., discussion
of platforms
such as the
iPhone, Apple
Watch). Indirect
references to
social
interactivity
(e.g., social
media used to
connect with
audiences or
distribute news
content, not links
to news).

Indirect
references to
social
interactivity by
Facebook,
Twitter
executives who
view platforms
as means of
connecting
people. Indirect
references to
technical
interactivity in
discussion of
development of
technology that
enhances news
consumption.

Indirect
references to
social
interactivity in
discussion of
journalists and
public figures
using social
media to
communicate
with each other
and citizens.
Indirect
references to
technical
interactivity
(e.g., web
content loading
times).

Direct and
indirect
reciprocity
(Lewis, 2015;
Lewis et al.,
2014; Molm,
2010)

News media
seem
uninterested in
using Twitter for
direct reciprocal
interactions with
citizens. A few
news
organizations
produce sharable
content that
might result in
indirect
reciprocal
relationships
with followers or
citizens.

Journalists
perceive much
risk, particularly
loss of revenue
and loss of
control over
their relationship
with audiences,
in indirect
reciprocal
relationships
with citizens
through Silicon
Valley
platforms.

Interactions
between
journalism,
Silicon Valley
discursively
constructed in
terms of risks for
journalism (e.g.,
legacy media
constrained by
innovator’s
dilemma) and
potential benefits
for citizens (e.g.,
exposure to
curated flows of
information).

Some references
to risks for
journalism,
particularly loss
of control over
distribution of
news content
(e.g., fear
described by
Carr, 2014b that
media could
become “serfs in
a kingdom that
Facebook
owns”).
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Theoretical and Practical Implications
Discussion sections in the previous chapters addressed how the quantitative
content analysis and the qualitative textual analyses contributed as standalone studies to
gatekeeping theory and the hierarchical influences model, new institutional theories, and
the concepts of interactivity and reciprocity (for a summary, see Table 8.1). This section
considers the implications of this dissertation as a whole in the context of how the results
or findings of the four studies relate to each other and the theoretical framework. It also
considers the methodological implications, particularly the value of investigating
interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens from these different
perspectives, before suggesting a possible direction for journalism in adapting to Silicon
Valley’s role as an intermediary between news media and citizens.
Gatekeeping theory. This dissertation contributes to gatekeeping theory
(Shoemaker & Vos, 2009; Vos, 2015) by building on and extending concepts such as
secondary gatekeeping (Singer, 2014), algorithmic gatekeeping (Napoli, 2014), and
curated flows (Thorson & Wells, 2015). The quantitative content analysis indicated that
news organizations with large online audiences in the United States tended to use Twitter
for the traditional gatekeeping purpose of directing audience members to articles on news
organizations’ websites. The analysis indicated that a slight negative association existed
between this widespread practice across news media and Twitter followers’ secondary
gatekeeping preferences as measured by retweets and likes. The qualitative textual
analysis of Nieman Lab coverage indicated that journalistic actors perceive Silicon
Valley platforms as holding algorithmic gatekeeping roles that make them intermediaries
between journalism and citizens. The articles referred to news media, particularly The
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New York Times (Roston, 2014), as trying to maintain traditional gatekeeping roles on
social media platforms such as Twitter, a finding that was consistent with the results of
the quantitative content analysis. However, the Nieman Lab coverage also referred to
experiments by other news media such as The Guardian and a community college
newspaper in Southern California to use social media to connect more directly with
audiences (Hamilton, 2015; Reimold, 2015). The findings related to The Guardian were
inconsistent with the quantitative content analysis, which found that all of the
newspaper’s tweets in the sample included hyperlinks to The Guardian’s website, thus
serving more of a traditional gatekeeping rather than socially interactive purpose. The
analysis of the Riptide oral history interviews (Huey et al., 2013, 2015) indicated that
journalism and Silicon Valley actors perceive an increasingly dominant role for Silicon
Valley platforms as intermediaries between journalism and citizens. Silicon Valley actors
described algorithms and other technological solutions as efficient means of enabling
instead of constraining interactions between journalism and citizens. The analysis of The
New York Times coverage identified limited, indirect discussion of this algorithmic
gatekeeping role for Facebook and other platforms, as well as the role of curated flows
for social media users (e.g., Carr, 2014b; Fahim & Thomas, 2015; Kaufman, 2014a;
Somaiya, 2014b, 2015e). Taken together, the results and findings indicated that legacy
media are trying to maintain traditional gatekeeping control and extend that authority to
interactions with citizens on social media platforms such as Twitter. However, journalism
now shares gatekeeping power with Silicon Valley, which controls algorithmic
gatekeeping, and with citizens, who can engage in secondary gatekeeping (Napoli, 2014;
Singer, 2014) or come across news as curated flows of information (Thorson & Wells,
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2015). These conclusions support the observation that research such as this dissertation
that explores digital platforms for creating, disseminating, and sharing news can extend
the gatekeeping theory framework (Vos, 2015).
The traditional gatekeeping model (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009) held for many
decades. Legacy news media—prestigious newspapers, newsmagazines, and network
news divisions at the national level, and newspapers and television stations at the local
level—determined what most citizens knew about public issues and events. Online news
media disrupted that model so substantially that gatekeeping theory critics posited that an
abundance of news media or digital information sources had brought such a “multiplicity
of gates” (Vos, 2015) that effectively there were no gates. With so many information
sources, all news would somehow get through to the public; if there were no gates, there
could be no gatekeepers. However, this criticism of gatekeeping theory did not address
how individual members of the public—in other words, citizens—could possibly adapt to
unlimited information choices. From citizens’ perspective, the news must be filtered by
someone, if only because individuals have limited time or resources to attend to the
information choices available to them (Vos, 2015) or mental capacity to process
information (Lang, 2000). Citizens need gatekeepers, but that is not to say they
necessarily want journalists to be gatekeepers or to be the only gatekeepers. Mass
communication scholars have recognized that individuals’ views about public issues are
shaped both by media and by interpersonal networks (Katz & Lazarsfeld, 1955; Shaw,
McCombs, Weaver, & Hamm, 1999; Thorson & Wells, 2015). Thus, it would follow that
individuals might prefer or put trust in news that has been vetted by journalists, but that
also has been endorsed from within their interpersonal networks. Again, as Facebook
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engineers have observed (Somaiya, 2014b), it would be impractical to hire an editor for
each individual to sort through the media content recommendations of their friends,
relatives, colleagues, and acquaintances. Instead, in a manner consistent with a widely
cited scholarly definition of entrepreneurship (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000), Silicon
Valley actors exploited the opportunity to develop algorithms and platforms as actants to
much more efficiently, if not necessarily as effectively, manage the flow of information
from news sources to news media to audiences. This audience could include active
members, who consume news directly from news websites or by following journalists or
news organizations on social media, and more passive audience members, who come
across news forwarded to them in curated flows (Thorson & Wells, 2015). In this new
gatekeeping model, journalists are still gatekeepers. As primary gatekeepers (Singer,
2014), they are not necessarily most important, but they might have roles at the beginning
of the gatekeeping process. They are joined by the new gatekeepers: active audience
members who as secondary gatekeepers share news and other media content (Singer,
2014); citizens or public figures who as networked gatekeepers (Meraz & Papacharissi,
2013) bypass news media to directly share information about issues or events; and
Silicon Valley platforms that as algorithmic gatekeepers (Napoli, 2014; Thorson &
Wells, 2015) make secondary and networked gatekeeping technologically feasible by
filtering relevant, personalized information for citizens as unique members of a mass
audience. This new gatekeeping model is outside the full control of journalism just as the
traditional gatekeeping model was outside the full control of citizens. The choice for
journalism is whether the new gatekeeping model is linear or circular. Will journalists
allow information that has flowed through the new networked channel to return to them
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through the audience channel, or will they maintain a permanently closed gate blocking
the flow of information to themselves from the audience channel?
Hierarchical influences model. The hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker
& Reese, 2014) was a useful framework for understanding interactions between
journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens. This dissertation supported the observation that
the hierarchical influences model not only offers insight about how forces at different
levels affect the production of media content, but it can also suggest levels of analysis to
consider in exploring “emerging spaces in the network public sphere” (Reese &
Shoemaker, 2016, p. 1). Specifically, the intent of this dissertation was to explore how
journalism and Silicon Valley might interact as institutional-level actors with each other
and with citizens. From the perspective of the hierarchical influences model, it was clear
that even if journalism and Silicon Valley interact as institutional-level powers, that
relationship is highly influenced by the actions and ideas of individuals and
organizations—and by political, economic, and other societal-level forces. This
conclusion is consistent with the observation that the hierarchical influences model is not
“just a flat set of concentric circles” (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014, p. 14), but instead is
multidimensional with forces at each level potentially influencing forces at other levels.
As for specific results or findings, influences on interactions between journalism,
Silicon Valley, and citizens were apparent at all five levels of the hierarchical influences
model (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014). The quantitative content analysis found relatively
strong statistically significant differences between news organizations in their use of
Twitter. For example, organizational concerns were apparent in how Fox News tweets
referenced the political views of hosts or guests on programs or Republican and
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Democratic candidates in presidential primary debates shown on the cable channel. The
findings of the qualitative textual analysis of Nieman Lab articles indicated that
interactions were discursively constructed primarily as occurring at the organizational
level between news media and Silicon Valley firms rather than between journalism and
Silicon Valley as entities at the institutional level. In the Riptide oral history, journalism
and Silicon Valley actors tended to discursively construct such interactions as occurring
at the organizational level or between visionary individuals, especially well-known
technology or media executives or entrepreneurs such as Steve Case or Ted Turner (e.g.,
Leonsis, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015; Motro, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015). However,
societal-level influences also were apparent, particularly the regulatory environment for
media or technology firms in the United States or the European Union (e.g., Case, in
Huey et al., 2013, 2015). By contrast, articles in The New York Times emphasized much
stronger societal-level differences including restrictions on media and citizens in China,
Egypt, Turkey and other countries (Boehler, 2015; Fahim & Thomas, 2015; Gough &
Ramzy, 2014; Otis, 2014; Scott & Clark, 2015), while also discursively constructing
interactions between journalism or media and Silicon Valley as occurring at the
individual and organizational levels (Carr, 2014a; Goel, 2015; Isaac, 2015; Mahler,
2014). Taken together, the results and findings seem contrary to the premise that the
institutional level is an important level of analysis in considering the relationship between
journalism and Silicon Valley. The discussion of this dissertation’s contribution to new
institutional theories will address why that is not necessarily so.
New institutional theories. In part because of journalism’s status as an institution
concerned with legitimacy, news organizations tend to be risk-averse, relying on
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established practices proven by other news organizations, and pursuing only incremental
innovations (Lowrey, 2011). The results and findings of this dissertation were consistent
with research by Lowrey (2011, 2012) and other scholars who have studied journalism
from the perspective of new institutional theories. In particular, the quantitative content
analysis indicated that news organizations with large online audiences in the United
States have adopted Twitter, but primarily use it for the established purpose across news
media of disseminating hyperlinks to articles on news organizations’ websites. The
findings of the qualitative textual analysis of Nieman Lab articles suggested that
journalism’s status as a risk-averse institution has influenced its interactions with Silicon
Valley. For example, the articles suggested that publishers were risk-averse in their use of
social media or mobile platforms to connect with audiences or deliver personalized
information (Doctor, 2015f; Riley, 2015; Roston, 2015) In the Riptide oral history, both
interviewers representing journalism and interviewees associated with Silicon Valley or
the technology industries described journalism as hobbled by the innovator’s dilemma
(Christensen & Raynor, 2003), in which large, established firms are only capable of
pursuing innovation that sustains their existing business models and are eventually
displaced by disruptive innovators. The New York Times coverage was not as concerned
with the disruption of journalism, except in a few articles that specifically addressed
media firms’ interaction with Facebook and other Silicon Valley companies (e.g., Carr,
2014b; Goel, 2015; Isaac, 2015; Sandomir, 2015; Scott & Clark, 2015; Somaiya, 2014b,
2015e). However, Times articles included numerous references to the ethical standards of
journalism (Donaido, 2015; Sisario, 2015; Somaiya, 2014e, 2015d, 2015f; Steel &
Somaiya, 2015b), which are intended to hold across news media even though individual
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journalists and news organizations might fail to meet those standards.
A relatively unaddressed question that partly justified this exploration of
interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens is whether Silicon Valley
possesses the characteristics of an institution. Cook (2005) explained that institutions can
develop by accident, evolution, or intention. They enable and constrain choices for
individuals and organizations. Their values “extend over space and endure over time”
(Cook, 2005, p. 68). They govern a political or societal sector. Considered from this
framework, the Nieman Lab textual analysis indicated that journalism and Silicon Valley
interact at an institutional level, and Silicon Valley has institutional characteristics.
However, the Nieman Lab coverage tended not to directly address the potential
institutional values of Silicon Valley. By contrast, in the Riptide oral history (Huey et al.,
2013, 2015), both news executives and technology industry figures seemed to share a
very similar discursively constructed definition of Silicon Valley. In their view, Silicon
Valley was a synonym neither for the technology industries nor for an entrepreneurial
mindset. Established technology companies such as IBM and entrepreneurial digital
communication platform developers such as America Online were not defined as part of
Silicon Valley because they were not within a West Coast orbit. It was clear that news
executives and technology executives shared an understanding that at least in the United
States, Silicon Valley now largely regulated the exchange of information over digital
communication platforms, with information including news and the advertising that
financially supports journalism. The findings did not clearly demonstrate that Silicon
Valley possesses values that have endured over time. However, they raised the possibility
that Silicon Valley might be an emerging institution that influences journalism and other
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institutions beyond its geographic base. The New York Times coverage provided mixed
evidence that Silicon Valley might be an emerging institution. Articles expressed concern
that journalism as a realm might soon be ruled by Facebook or other Silicon Valley
platforms (e.g., Carr, 2014b; Somaiya, 2014b). However, other articles indicated that
journalism and Silicon Valley have weak or no institutional-level power in many
countries depending on political or economic restrictions (e.g., Boehler, 2015; Scott &
Clark, 2015).
The conclusion that Silicon Valley might be an emerging institution has
implications for new institutionalism and for scholars within journalism studies and
throughout the social sciences. As Bell (2016) observed, journalism is not the only
societal sector that has been disrupted by Silicon Valley. In her view, Silicon Valley “has
swallowed political campaigns, banking systems, personal histories, the leisure industry,
retail, even government and security” (Bell, 2016). If this is true, that Silicon Valley can
exert institutional-level power across numerous societal sectors, Silicon Valley should be
a central concern of new institutional theories. This concern is an opportunity for scholars
to observe the emergence of one institution and the weakening of others as this process
occurs. It also is a challenge for scholars to explain how such an institution can emerge
and how it can rapidly gain such influence across multiple societal sectors. By contrast, if
this view overstates Silicon Valley’s power, it could be the concern of new
institutionalism to explain how individuals or organizations might perceive Silicon
Valley as an institutional-level threat.
From the perspective of discursive institutionalism (Schmidt, 2008), ideas and
actions of individuals and organizations shape institutions, which in turn set the range of
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acceptable ideas and actions of individuals and organizations. In the three qualitative
textual analyses, considering discourse about interactions between journalism, Silicon
Valley, and citizens from the perspective of the hierarchical influences model revealed
that journalism and Silicon Valley actors tended to discursively construct this relationship
in terms of actions or interactions by individuals such as media or technology executives
and entrepreneurs or by organizations such as news organizations or Silicon Valley
companies. However, this discourse also reflected institutional-level concerns of
journalism or Silicon Valley. For example, previous research has identified autonomy as
a journalistic value (Gans, 1980), particularly independence of journalists from business
managers within media firms. Similarly, scholars have identified a technocratic ideology
within Silicon Valley (Sadowski & Sellinger, 2014) that holds that technological
solutions can be found for problems, and that engineers should be in charge of finding
those technological solutions. In the Riptide oral history, both interviewers and
interviewees observed that journalists would have been reluctant to put engineers in
positions of power within media firms, even if that would have allowed news
organizations to compete with their Silicon Valley counterparts as disruptive innovators.
To be sure, any institutional perspective on journalism must consider influences on
institutions by forces at the individual, organizational, and societal levels. This is
consistent with both the hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014) and
with discursive institutionalism (Schmidt, 2008), which recognizes that individual and
organizational forces, in the form of ideas and actions, influence institutions.
Interactivity. Technical and social interactivity are two forms of interactivity
related to digital media, with technical interactivity referring to human-to-machine
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interaction and social interactivity referring to human-to-human interaction (Baym,
2010). The quantitative content analysis in this dissertation showed that news media
make use of technically and socially interactive characteristics of Twitter, but mainly for
the purpose related to traditional gatekeeping of directing readers to news organizations’
websites. Interactivity was a central concept in the quantitative content analysis, but the
qualitative textual analyses addressed interactivity only indirectly. For example,
discussion in Nieman Lab coverage (e.g., Benton, 2015e) referred to the capability of
products such as the iPhone to deliver news content, a form of technical interactivity. The
Riptide oral history interviews included discussion of understanding by Yahoo and other
Silicon Valley firms of technically interactive characteristics of the web that could
enhance news consumption. New York Times articles included explanations of challenges
related to interactivity such as how long it might take to download web content on a
mobile device (Carr, 2014b; Manjoo, 2014). As noted in the discussion in this chapter of
this dissertation’s contributions to gatekeeping theory, the Nieman Lab articles included
the examples of The Guardian and a college news staff using social media to interact
directly with audiences (Hamilton, 2015; Reimold, 2015). As human-to-human
interaction, these would be forms of social interactivity. The Riptide interviews included
explanations by Facebook and Twitter executives that these platforms are intended to be
means of connecting people. Finally, The New York Times articles (e.g., Peters, 2015;
Peters & Victor, 2015) included several examples of public figures using Twitter to
interact with each other and citizens.
Reciprocity and the proposed risks and potential benefits model. The
literature about changes in news gatekeeping (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009; Vos, 2015), new
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institutional theories (Cook, 2005; Hall & Taylor, 1996; Lowrey, 2011, 2012; March &
Olsen, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Schmidt, 2008) as they apply to journalism and
Silicon Valley, and the concept of reciprocity (Lewis, 2015; Lewis et al., 2014; Molm,
2010) suggested a proposed risks and benefits model of exchanges between journalism,
Silicon Valley, and citizens (see Figure 2.1). In this model, journalism once had a direct
reciprocal relationship with citizens through legacy media platforms. Journalism or
legacy media firms sent news content and advertising to citizens, and citizens repaid
journalism with subscription revenue or attention that could be converted into advertising
revenue. However, with Silicon Valley platforms as intermediaries, journalism now has
an indirect reciprocal relationship with citizens. Journalists contribute news content to
Silicon Valley platforms, which also accept content from citizens. Platforms then send
this content and advertising to citizens, who pay back the platforms with attention that
can be converted to advertising revenue. This revenue first returns to Silicon Valley
platform owners, which might share revenue with or direct online traffic to news media.
Ultimately for journalism, the terms of these exchanges are unclear.
This dissertation also adds to the growing literature about how journalists could
use social media to seek direct reciprocal relationships with audience members or citizens
(e.g., Borger et al., 2016; Jahng & Littau, 2016; Holton et al., 2015; Holton, Coddington,
& Lewis, 2016; Lewis, 2015; Lewis et al., 2014) in two ways. First, the findings serve as
a reminder that even when journalists use socially interactive characteristics of social
media, Silicon Valley firms such as Facebook and Twitter retain intermediary roles by
determining how and what content is shown on these platforms (Bell, 2014, 2016;
Benton, 2015b; Bharat, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015; Carr, 2014b; Doctor, 2015a, 2015h;
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Lichterman, 2015h; Napoli, 2014; O’Donovan, 2015; Sadowski & Sellinger, 2014;
Somaiya, 2014b; Thorson & Wells, 2015; Zuckerberg, 2015); thus, it might be accurate
to describe such exchanges as mediated direct or indirect reciprocal interactions between
journalists and citizens. Second, despite the potential value of such mediated direct or
indirect reciprocal exchanges, the results and findings of this dissertation demonstrate
that news organizations tend instead to be more interested in exchanges in which
journalists or news media retain traditional gatekeeping authority. The results of the
quantitative content analysis suggested that news organizations take a cautious approach
to one Silicon Valley platform, using Twitter primarily to attempt to maintain a direct
reciprocal relationship with audiences by disseminating hyperlinks in a manner intended
to bring audience members to news websites. The results indicated that this practice does
not help and might slightly hurt the ability of news media to grow their audiences on
Twitter. Specifically, succinct sharable tweets without hyperlinks to news organizations’
own websites were somewhat more likely to be retweeted or liked on Twitter than tweets
with such hyperlinks. News media would be entering indirect reciprocal relationships
with this practice. Ideally, by giving more, news organizations would get more, in terms
of a larger audience for journalism. Whether this practice would lead to economic
benefits for journalism is a subject for further research. However, the textual analysis of
the Nieman Lab articles provided two examples of news organizations that found social
media could be used to better serve audiences—The Guardian in its use of Twitter and
Facebook for reporting and sharing its reporting about excessive use of force by police
(Hamilton, 2015) and the Southern California college journalists who used social media
as their only means of connecting with their audience (Reimold, 2015).
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The Nieman Lab and Riptide textual analyses identified numerous examples of
specific risks and potential benefits discursively constructed by journalism or Silicon
Valley actors. Most prominent among these risks were financial concerns for journalism
related to the use of Silicon Valley platforms as news platforms such as loss of
advertising or subscription revenue or loss of control over news organizations’
relationships with their audiences. Specific risks or potential benefits for journalism,
Silicon Valley, or citizens were less apparent in the analysis of The New York Times
articles. However, it was clear from the Times analysis and to a lesser extent from the
Nieman Lab articles and Riptide interviews that any model of interactions between
journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens is contingent on forces at different levels of the
hierarchical influences model. For example, societal-level influences such as restrictions
on press or internet freedom in China and other countries (Boehler, 2015; Fahim &
Thomas, 2015; Gough & Ramzy, 2014; Wong, 2015) or the regulatory environment in
the European Union (Doctor, 2015c; Scott & Clark, 2015; Stupp, 2014) can change the
nature of interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens—and thus the
calculation of risk and potential benefits for any parties in this relationship.
Connections between components of theoretical framework. Gatekeeping
theory (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009; Vos, 2015) and the hierarchical influences model
(Shoemaker & Reese, 2014), new institutional theories (Cook, 2005; Hall & Taylor,
1996, Lowrey, 2011, 2012; March & Olsen, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Schmidt,
2008), and the concepts of technical and social interactivity (Baym, 2010) and direct and
indirect reciprocity (Lewis, 2015; Lewis et al., 2014; Molm, 2010) each contribute in
their own way to understanding interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and
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citizens—as this dissertation and the discussion of its theoretical implications in this
chapter have demonstrated. As components of a theoretical framework, they also
complement each other in a manner that could help media scholars and other social
scientists understand the emergence of a networked public sphere (Reese & Shoemaker,
2016).
First, media sociologists (e.g., Shoemaker & Vos, 2009) have recognized the
value of considering the forces that influence media production and news gatekeeping
decisions from the perspective of the hierarchical influences model (Shoemaker & Reese,
2014). This model, which recognizes forces at the societal, institutional, organizational,
communication routines, and individual levels, also is applicable to broader concerns
such as the social environment in which media content is created, including “new
realignments of media and other forces” (Reese & Shoemaker, 2016, p. 1). Shoemaker
and Reese (2014) emphasized that each level in the model is not discrete; instead, forces
at any level can influence forces at the other levels. New institutional theories fit into this
framework by offering a means to consider how institutions interact with forces at other
levels of the hierarchical influences model. As such, new institutional theories also
potentially bridge a gap between media sociologists or other mass communication
researchers, who might be more familiar with the hierarchical influences model, and
scholars in other social science disciplines, where new institutionalism might be more
established. In particular, sociological institutionalism offers explanations about how
institutions set the range of acceptable behavior for organizations and individuals (Hall &
Taylor, 1996; Lowrey, 2011, 2012; Meyer & Rowan, 1977); discursive institutionalism
sheds light on how the ideas and actions of organizations and individuals shape
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institutions, which in turn influence the ideas and actions of organizations and individuals
(Schmidt, 2008); and historical institutionalism helps to explain how forces within
society influence the emergence and development of institutional structures (Hall &
Taylor, 1996; Vos, 2013). Taken together, new institutional theories can point to the
mechanisms by which institutions influence and are influenced by society, organizations,
and individuals.
Interactivity and reciprocity are both concepts that can indicate characteristics of
news gatekeeping decisions such as who can open or close a gate or whether a gate
allows information to flow in one or both directions. This dissertation considered two
forms of interactivity: technical and social (Baym, 2010). Applied to news gatekeeping,
technical interactivity refers to a one-way flow of information, specifically decisions by
journalists to create a means by which news content can be consumed on digital
platforms or by audience members to consume such content. By contrast, social
interactivity refers more directly to human-to-human interaction or a two-way flow of
information between journalists and citizens. This dissertation did not consider a third
form of interactivity, textual interactivity (Baym, 2010), but it is also relevant to this
framework in that it could be related to the cultural or other societal forces that influence
how individuals interpret media content and the extent to which content creators might
have intended such interpretations. Mediated reciprocity, whether direct or indirect, also
potentially has gatekeeping implications. Direct mediated reciprocal exchanges (Lewis et
al., 2014) arguably must be socially interactive, and thus are an example of two-way
flows of information through gatekeeping channels. By contrast, indirect mediated
reciprocal exchanges might occupy a middle ground between technical and social
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interactivity in that the primary gatekeeping flow of information is one-way from news
media to citizens, but the content is compelling enough to prompt secondary gatekeeping
by citizens. Secondary gatekeeping arguably is socially interactive in that it might
increase social capital for social media users among their followers, while exposing
content to a wider audience than initially intended by a news organization (Singer, 2014).
Finally, a central concept of new institutionalism is legitimacy (Hall & Taylor,
1996; Lowrey, 2011, 2012, 2015; Meyer & Rowan, 1977), which is connected to
reciprocity in that both legitimacy and reciprocity are related to the level of risk that
exists in interactions between two parties. Institutional legitimacy is a means for an
organization or individual to reduce risk, particularly in situations with information
asymmetries, which without legitimacy would advantage one party over another (Bruton
et al., 2010; Cohen & Dean, 2005). Reciprocity is another means of reducing risk. In a
direct reciprocal interaction, the terms of the relationship might be negotiated in advance
(Molm, 2010). In an indirect reciprocal interaction, such a negotiation is not feasible
(Molm, 2010). For that reason, it could be argued that institutional actors that have
established legitimacy are more trustworthy partners or parties in reciprocal exchanges.
These concepts are related to news gatekeeping to the extent that legitimacy and
reciprocity are related to journalists’ credibility (Holton et al., 2016; Jahng & Littau,
2016)—and in turn to the extent to which citizens value credibility when deciding
whether to consume news content.
Triangulation and methodological implications. Qualitative research scholars
have stated the importance of triangulation or exploring a research topic from multiple
perspectives (Creswell, 2007, 2013). This dissertation demonstrated the value in that
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approach. Examining interactions between journalism, Silicon Valley, and citizens as
they were discursively constructed in the Nieman Lab articles, the Riptide oral history,
and in news coverage in The New York Times challenged possible preconceptions and
showed aspects of this relationship that would not have been apparent from just one of
these documentary sources. Specifically, Nieman Lab articles reported about the future of
journalism primarily in terms of the influence of Silicon Valley companies and digital
technologies on news organizations and journalists. By contrast, the Riptide oral history
interviews indicated that individual leaders within the news and technology industries
tended to view the digital disruption of journalism in terms of events that occurred
between individuals or organizations. The discourse between high-ranking executives in
the news industry and their counterparts in the technology industries revealed as much
about the institutional-level concerns of Silicon Valley as those of journalism. As for the
analysis of The New York Times articles, it served as a reminder that journalism’s
relationship with Silicon Valley is not the only source of risks for news media.
Institutional concerns such as journalism’s ethical standards and societal-level forces
such as restrictions on press freedom also were apparent to a much greater extent than
they were in the Nieman Lab articles or Riptide interviews. Finally, the quantitative
content analysis also served as a source of triangulation, mainly confirming findings from
the qualitative studies suggesting that news media might be cautious in their use of
Twitter.
A direction for journalism as a public institution. Journalism is an institution
that interacts with other public institutions (Cook, 2005; Lowrey, 2011, 2012). However,
journalism’s institutional power arguably has weakened as Silicon Valley platforms have
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gained dominance (Bell, 2014, 2016) over the networked public sphere (Reese &
Shoemaker, 2016). The results and findings of this dissertation are consistent with this
argument. For example, the quantitative content analysis found relatively strong
differences between news organizations in how they use Twitter. These variations in
practice potentially are evidence of the weakening of journalism as an institution.
However, even though news organizations’ practices on Twitter differed, they tended to
serve a similar purpose across news organizations of promoting content. In other words,
news media have tried to retain institutional-level gatekeeping authority as they use
Twitter to disseminate news content. By contrast, the news organizations that were most
successful in gaining retweets or likes for their posts tended to use Twitter “in a way that
is natural to Twitter” (Sippey, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015). Specifically, they used socially
interactive functions such as @mentions or hashtags or they distributed video and other
unique, timely content. From this perspective, it could be argued that journalism is not
necessarily losing institutional power solely because of Silicon Valley or Silicon Valley
actors. It also is possible that journalism is losing institutional power because of its
insistence on maintaining practices that might have worked well in the past on legacy
media platforms.
As another example of journalism’s weakening institutional power, the findings
from the textual analyses indicated that public figures and other citizens now use Twitter
or other social media platforms to communicate with each other, bypassing legacy media,
which once controlled this societal sector (Cook, 2005). For example, Republican
presidential candidates expressed their disdain for the media or individual journalists with
posts on Twitter (Peters, 2015; Peters & Victor, 2015). While these results and findings
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could be used to claim that Silicon Valley platforms have weakened journalism’s power
as an institution, it also could be argued that the risk-averse nature of news organizations
might be to blame. Journalists could gain social or cultural capital, thus potentially
reclaiming institutional power, through effective use of social media platforms. This was
evident from examples in the findings of this dissertation, previous research, and a
current issue in the news—specifically, the Nieman Lab article about the Southern
California community college journalists who used Twitter and Medium instead of
legacy platforms to expand the reach of their work (Reimold, 2015), the use of Twitter by
NPR journalist Andy Carvin to identify non-elite sources during the Arab Spring
(Hermida et al., 2014), and a Washington Post reporter’s use of Twitter to contact
veterans’ organizations to determine whether presidential candidate Donald Trump had
raised and donated $6 million, including $1 million of his own money, as promised
(Cillizza & Fahrenthold, 2016).
While these examples point to the potential of Twitter or other social media
platforms as tools for practicing journalism, they are exceptions to usual practices—at
least based on the results and findings of this dissertation and other research that
journalists and news organizations use social media principally for traditional
gatekeeping or promotional purposes (Armstrong & Gao, 2010; Artwick, 2013; Russell,
2015; Russell et al., 2015). It is possible that journalists’ conceptions of their roles within
society might be related to their reluctance to adopt social media to engage in direct
exchanges with citizens (Holton et al., 2016). Responses to an open-ended survey
indicated that journalists with a traditional public service role conception preferred
established means of interacting with news sources and the public such as face-to-face,

281

email, or telephone exchanges, while journalists who viewed themselves in a populist
mobilizer or entertainer role were more willing to use social media for such exchanges
(Holton et al., 2016). Altogether, it would be difficult to argue that journalism’s
institutional power has not weakened as Silicon Valley platforms have become more
prominent, but the findings of this dissertation and other research (e.g., Hermida et al.,
2014; Holton et al., 2016; Jahng & Littau, 2016) indicate that could be as much the result
of actions or inaction within journalism as disruption by Silicon Valley.
The institutional power of journalism is not only a concern for journalists. As a
society, we have the news media system we want to have. That is not to say that as
individuals we each have the news media we want. Instead, the position of journalism in
society is determined by complex interactions between individuals, organizations,
institutions, and political, economic, and other societal-level forces (Benson & Neveu,
2005; Bourdieu, 2005; Cook, 2005; Shoemaker & Reese, 2014), some more powerful
than others. From that perspective, we must consider as a society what kind of journalism
we want and to what extent we are satisfied that Silicon Valley actors such as Apple,
Google, Facebook, and Twitter are becoming intermediaries between all of us and
journalism. As for journalism, as an institution or as a collection of organizations and
individuals, it has some influence over this decision; however, it cannot determine by
itself how or whether society will value journalism. Bell (2014, 2016) and others are right
to express concern that Facebook and other Silicon Valley platforms have “swallowed
journalism,” and journalism must do what it can to maintain its role as an autonomous
watchdog that monitors powerful interests on behalf of citizens. To some extent, the
solution for journalism would be to pursue a public model that relies on philanthropic or
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other non-commercial support, at least for investigative or other accountability
journalism that the dual-product or market model might not be able to support. It is
possible that Silicon Valley platforms could actually make such a model more viable, as
the Southern California community college journalists demonstrated (Reimold, 2015), by
eliminating or reducing production costs associated with legacy media platforms.
Journalism’s role and nature as an important institution in American society have
been shaped by journalism’s interaction with forces within society. Some of these forces
are political, such as postal subsidies and a public relations infrastructure within the
federal government and other political institutions that reduces the cost of gathering news
(Cook, 2005). Some of these forces are economic, such as regulatory decisions that have
favored commercial broadcasters or agglomerative relationships with the advertising and
public relations industries (Vos, 2013; Vos & Ashley, 2014), which have reinforced the
role of a market-oriented rather than public-oriented press in the United States. Some of
these forces are cultural, such as a preference by elite newspapers such as The New York
Times or The Wall Street Journal for hiring graduates of elite Ivy League universities,
who use their occupational advantages to advance in their careers, as demonstrated by
their prominence among winners of industry awards such as the Pulitzer Prize (Volz &
Lee, 2013). This dissertation adopts the perspective of sociological institutionalism,
which explains how institutions set cultural rules for individuals and organizations (Hall
& Taylor, 1996), and discursive institutionalism, which explains how the ideas and
actions of individuals and organizations shape institutions, which in turn set the range of
acceptable ideas and actions for individuals and organizations (Schmidt, 2008). Another
of the new institutional theories, historical institutionalism, explains how historical
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mechanisms or path dependencies influence the emergence and development of an
institution such of journalism (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Vos, 2013). From the perspective of
historical institutionalism, at critical junctures in history, society might shift from one
path to another; however, for the most part, once institutional structures are in place, they
become taken for granted to the extent that it becomes inconceivable to remove them
(Hall & Taylor, 1996; Vos, 2013). Silicon Valley arguably has been shaped as a regional
industrial agglomeration and potential emerging institution in much the same way that
journalism developed institutional power within American society. Specifically, Silicon
Valley developed with support from political forces, including military and local
government subsidies; economic forces such as Hollywood and the venture capital
industry; and cultural forces such as higher education in Northern California and
elsewhere (Audretsch, 1998; Ayres & Williams, 2004; Dobusch & Schüßler, 2013;
Hozic, 1999; Perrin, 2002; Telotte, 2008; Turner, 2008; Turner & Larson, 2015). From
this perspective, Silicon Valley arguably is becoming a taken-for-granted institutional
force, at least in American society. Thus, it would be difficult to undo such an
institutional structure absent disruption so substantial it would shift society from one path
to another.
For that reason, it is clear that without substantial economic and political changes,
Silicon Valley will maintain institutional-level power over the exchange of information
over digital communication networks in our society. As such, although journalism might
wish to restore its direct relationship with citizens, it would be unwise for journalism to
ignore Silicon Valley’s role as an information intermediary, just as it would be
impossible to ignore other institutional-level actors within society. Journalism and
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supporters of journalism can insist that Silicon Valley adhere to its own expressed value
of providing open platforms for free expression (Battelle, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015;
Berners-Lee, in Huey et al, 2013; 2015; Case, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015; Gingras, in
Huey et al., 2013, 2015; Schmidt, in Huey et al., 2013, 2015; Turner & Larson, 2015).
Ideally, Silicon Valley would provide more transparency about how its algorithms
determine what content is shown to users. Journalism, in its watchdog role and as an
economic actor, also can insist that no single company gain a monopoly over the
exchange of information. Specifically, news organizations must monitor and alert the
public to unhealthy consolidation in the information industry, which might be as
important to the future of journalism and its democratic role as any government
restriction on press freedom. News media firms must also avoid exclusive agreements,
even if they provide short-term financial benefits, that could bring monopoly power for
any one platform owner.
Limitations, Future Research, and Conclusion
It is possible that a dissertation raises as many questions as it might answer.
Fortunately, researchers always need new research questions. This section addresses
limitations of these studies, including how the perspective I brought to this research
might have influenced the findings; what future paths for research this dissertation
suggests; and concluding thoughts about how it is important for journalism to understand
Silicon Valley so as to adapt to it.
Limitations of dissertation studies. As with other research, the studies in this
dissertation had their limitations. For example, it was necessary in the quantitative
content analysis to limit the number of news organizations to 26 for feasibility of human
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coding. With more news organizations, more cases would have been necessary to make
sure enough tweets were in the sample for chi-square analyses. This cutoff might have
eliminated news organizations that have important roles within journalism. For example,
The Wall Street Journal is considered influential among journalists (Weaver et al., 2007),
but it was not on the list of the 50 largest online news entities in the United States
(Mitchell, 2015). Vice and Vox were identified in Nieman Lab or New York Times
coverage (Doctor, 2015d; Steel, 2015a, 2015c) as innovative, growing digital news media
firms, but Vice appeared at No. 31 and Vox was No. 35 on Pew’s list.
For the qualitative textual analyses of articles from Nieman Lab and The New
York Times, the decision to focus on coverage of Apple, Facebook, Google, and Twitter
was justified based on the four companies’ prominence as platforms for news (Bell,
2014) and within the technology industries (Pew Research Center, 2010). However, this
choice potentially limited consideration of emerging platforms for news. The qualitative
analyses revealed roles in news consumption for Yahoo, Snapchat, and other platforms.
However, the coverage did not refer substantially to Reddit, which has been identified as
“one of the more news-oriented social spaces on the Web” (Barthel, Stocking, Holcomb,
& Mitchell, 2016) with a relatively small but growing audience of 7% of U.S. adults. In
particular, it is a growing source of traffic for news media (Barthel et al., 2016).
Other textual sources also could have shed light on the research questions. For
example, The Wall Street Journal, the San Jose Mercury News, and multiple technologyoriented news websites cover Silicon Valley companies such as Apple, Facebook,
Google, and Twitter. In particular, it could be worthwhile to explore how various sources
discursively construct “Silicon Valley” in contexts other than its relationship with
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journalism, which could produce further findings that could help test the premise that
Silicon Valley is a potential emerging institution.
Researcher’s perspective. These dissertation studies were conducted by a
doctoral candidate at the world’s oldest journalism school. My graduate studies followed
a two-decade career as an editor and writer for metro daily newspapers in San José,
Seattle, and Los Angeles. Because of this perspective from within the institution of
journalism, it was necessary to be careful not to view interactions between journalism,
Silicon Valley, and citizens based on the possible institutional preconceptions of a
journalist. In my newspaper career, I specialized in coverage of Silicon Valley and
technology and media companies in the Pacific Northwest and Southern California. From
that perspective, I must admit that I have been influenced by some of the West Coast
values described in this dissertation, particularly the idea that technology can improve our
lives. I believe that my doctoral training and advisors have taught me how to be critical
about my own preconceptions. The triangulation strategy described in this chapter also
challenged the model I had developed. In particular, I was surprised by the strength of
societal-level influences on both journalism and Silicon Valley, which suggested a much
more important role for political and economic forces than I had initially considered in
the description of risks and potential benefits in the relationship between journalism,
Silicon Valley, and citizens. These findings emphasized the need not to consider
journalism solely from the perspective of the American news media system.
Research program and suggestions for further studies. My previous published
research as a lead or solo author has concerned how individual journalists use Twitter
(Russell, 2015; Russell et al., 2015). The results of these studies demonstrated that
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individual journalists use Twitter principally for the purpose related to traditional
gatekeeping of promoting their own work or the news organizations that employ them.
Similarly, the quantitative content analysis in this dissertation demonstrated that news
organizations with large online audiences in the United States also primarily use Twitter
for purposes related to traditional gatekeeping. My research, both on my own and
collaborating with others (e.g., Ferrucci et al., 2015), also has concerned the institutional
values and concerns of journalism and how they have influenced how journalists and
news organizations use digital technologies, particularly social media, to interact with
citizens. With this dissertation, I have broadened that scope to consider the institutionallevel values and concerns of Silicon Valley and how Silicon Valley actors and actants
interact with journalists, news organizations, and citizens. If Silicon Valley is indeed an
emerging institution, this should be a productive source of research for many years. The
questions raised by this dissertation suggest three potential paths for further research.
First, it would be worthwhile to conduct interviews with technology executives,
entrepreneurs, or developers on the West Coast who interact with journalism in some
way. Such a project would build on the analysis of the Riptide oral history interviews by
following how Silicon Valley has since progressed as a potential emerging institution.
Second, as journalism continues to adapt to new technologies and to Silicon Valley’s
growing power within society, it should be worthwhile to explore entrepreneurship and
innovation within journalism. Third, research about interactions between journalism,
Silicon Valley, and citizens should be conducted from the perspective of citizens. In
particular, it would be useful to know more about how they consume new forms of media
content and why (or whether) they prefer to consume news on Silicon Valley platforms.
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All three paths offer the potential to further contribute to gatekeeping theory, new
institutionalism, and the concepts of interactivity and reciprocity. Finally, my research
program has emphasized journalism and Twitter, but I intend to expand that focus to
include more exploration of Facebook and emerging platforms such as Reddit, which
could offer additional insight on the relationship between journalism, Silicon Valley, and
citizens. It also would be worthwhile to conduct comparative studies involving the use of
social media platforms by journalists and citizens in other countries.
Conclusion. This dissertation has explored interactions between journalism,
Silicon Valley, and citizens from the perspectives of gatekeeping theory and the
hierarchical influences model; new institutional theories; and the concepts of interactivity
and reciprocity. A quantitative content analysis and three qualitative textual analyses
provided evidence that Silicon Valley has emerged as an institutional-level intermediary
between journalism and citizens. Despite this change from a direct to an indirect
reciprocal relationship between news organizations and their audiences, news media have
tried to maintain traditional gatekeeping authority even as they use interactive platforms
such as Twitter to disseminate news. Regardless, Silicon Valley platforms have an
institutional role as algorithmic gatekeepers (Napoli, 2014) between news media and
audiences. Citizens and public figures alike can bypass legacy media through networked
gatekeeping (Meraz & Papacharissi, 2013), and active social media users can engage in
secondary gatekeeping (Singer, 2014) to forward news to their own followers, who
consume multiple curated flows (Thorson & Wells, 2015) of information. As Bell (2014,
2016), Pavlik (2013), Picard (2014), Vos (2015), and other scholars and practitioners
have observed, these are profound changes for journalism and gatekeeping that have
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given Silicon Valley a level of authority over what Reese and Shoemaker (2016)
described as the networked public sphere. From the perspective of historical
institutionalism (Hall & Taylor, 1996; Vos, 2013), this new role for Silicon Valley also is
likely irrevocable absent far more profound societal-level changes in the United States
and other countries with similar political and economic systems. Journalism must reorient
itself, and not necessarily on its own terms. Instead, journalists and journalism scholars
must understand Silicon Valley, its values, and the interactive platforms its technologists
have developed if journalism is to adapt successfully to the transformation of news
gatekeeping they have brought.
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APPENDIX

Content Analysis Coding Instructions
Instructions to coders: Examine each tweet in context on Twitter by clicking on the date
and time information for the tweet in the spreadsheet.
“Internal” hyperlink: Record “1” if the tweet includes a hyperlink to the website of the
news organization indicated by the Twitter account, “0” if it does not. Examples: An
@nytimes tweet has a link to nytimes.com (or to nytimes.com via a shortened nyti.ms
link.) A tweet by a New York Times reporter or any Twitter user retweeted via @nytimes
that has a link to nytimes.com also would be recorded as including an internal hyperlink.
(However, do not include links that appear in embedded tweets.)
Link to tweet or embedded tweet: Record “1” if the tweet contains a link to another tweet
or displays an embedded tweet, “0” if it does not. (Screen capture images of social media
posts should not be considered embedded tweets.)
“External” hyperlink: Record “1” if the tweet includes a hyperlink to a website not
associated with the news organization or Twitter, “0” if it does not. Examples: A @yahoo
tweet or a tweet by a USA Today reporter retweeted by @usatoday includes a link to
nytimes.com. (Include links that appear in retweets, but not links that appear in embedded
tweets. A link to a news organization’s own content that appears on an external website
still should be considered an external hyperlink.)
Retweet (RT): Record “1” if the tweet is or includes an unmodified retweet from another
Twitter account, “0” if it does not. (For the purpose of this study, an embedded tweet is
not a retweet.)
Number of @mentions: Record the number of @mentions in the tweet. An @mention is
defined as a reference to a Twitter account preceded with the @symbol. (Follow this
guideline for retweets: By definition, retweeted text would include an @mention of the
account that posted the tweet. Count one @mention for that account, plus the number of
@mentions included in the original tweet. However, do not include @mentions that
appear in embedded tweets.)
Number of #hashtags: Record the number of hashtags in the tweet. A hashtag is defined
as a keyword preceded by the “#” symbol (e.g., #Ferguson, #Egypt, #GOPDebate).
(Include hashtags that appear in a retweet, but not hashtags that appear in an embedded
tweet.)
Photograph or still image: Record “1” if the tweet includes an attached still photograph
or image, “0” if it does not. Still images include charts, information graphics, screen
captures of social media posts, text or quote blocks attached as graphic elements, or
similar visual elements. Still images can be full-size or thumbnail-size.
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Video or moving image: Record “1” if the tweet includes a video clip regardless of
length, “0” if it does not. A Vine, animated GIF, or Periscope would be considered a
video clip as long as it could be viewed without clicking outside the tweet to another
website. (If the video or moving image doesn’t play automatically, it might be necessary
to click on it to determine whether it is a moving image. For example, a thumbnail or
full-size image with a play button that then displays within Twitter as a moving image
should be coded as a moving image. For the purposes of this study, audio that plays over
a still image should not be coded as a video or moving image.)
Presence of emoji: Record “1” if the text of the tweet contains a graphic representation or
pictogram (e.g., a smiley face or a thumbs-up symbol) rather than simple text. (An emoji
is one of the 140 characters of text in a tweet and not an attachment.) Record “0” if it
does not. (Include emoji that appear in a retweet, but not emoji that appear in an
embedded tweet.)
Number of retweets: Record the number of times as indicated under the tweet that the
Twitter post has been retweeted.
Number of favorites/likes: Record the number of times as indicated under the tweet that
the Twitter post has been favorited/liked/hearted.
Coding note regarding retweets and embedded tweets: Retweets appear in a user’s main
Twitter feed or on a Twitter profile page in the same manner as original tweets, with only
a small note above that reads “[Name of Twitter account] Retweeted.” For that reason,
content in retweets such as links, @mentions, #hashtags, and emoji should be recorded as
these types of content would for original tweets. However, results will be reported with
retweets and excluding retweets to take into account the differences between original
tweets and retweets. An embedded tweet, by contrast, is essentially a link within Twitter
to other content within Twitter. The content of an embedded tweet might display
differently (for example, with its own embedded tweet rather than a link to another tweet,
or with a full-size rather than thumbnail image) if it were to stand alone. For consistency,
embedded tweets should be treated as independent elements rather than part of the
content of the text of a tweet. For that reason, the coding instructions indicate not to count
hyperlinks, @mentions, #hashtags, and emoji that occur within embedded tweets.
Deleted tweets or missing tweet links in Google Spreadsheets: Google creates a link to a
tweet if its search engine can find that tweet. If there is no link in the spreadsheet, the first
step is to search manually using the text of the tweet in Google and/or Twitter search. It is
possible that a news organization has deleted a tweet since the data were collected. If the
tweet cannot be found, code it based on the information available in the spreadsheet. For
example, it should be possible to categorize the text of tweets for RTs, @mentions,
#hashtags, emoji, etc. It also should be possible to determine the destination of an
https://t.co link, which might be a multimedia element, embedded tweet, or website link.
If a category cannot be determined from the text in the spreadsheet, please leave the cell
blank rather than recording “0.”
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