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Introduction

Digital methods and digital ethnography are part of the computational turn in 
the humanities and social sciences (Hesse-Biber, 2011). Yet, these two innova-
tive approaches to empirical research often operate in relative isolation. On the 
one hand, understood as the techniques used for studying societal change with 
online data, digital methods rely on digital objects such as hyperlinks, hashtags, 
time stamps, and engagement metrics (Rogers, 2013) to answer questions about 
“the relationship between digital technologies and the social world.” Thus, dig-
ital methods recognize the methodological implications of working with web 
data, their availability, and their varying qualities. On the other hand, social 
science researchers can use digital ethnography to transcend the physical bound-
aries of fieldwork, uncover sociocultural assumptions in interfaces, and reveal 
the symbolic meanings that their affordances create (Murthy, 2008; Ritter, 
2022). Although some attempts have been made to bridge the gap between these 
two methodologies (Caliandro, 2018), a comprehensive examination of how the 
integration and applications of these two methodologies could be used for aug-
mented empiricism in social sciences remains largely uncharted.

In this chapter, we employ a self-reflective approach, revisiting two of our 
previous research projects to explore how a mixed-methods digital framework 
could have been applied to address some of the challenges we faced during our 
previous projects. The first project involved a digital methods exploration that 
mapped digital violence against news workers, focusing on repetitive attacks in 
tweets tagging BBC political editor Laura Kuenssberg (DMI, 2022). The sec-
ond project involved a digital ethnography of journalists’ perspectives on digi-
tally mediated violence and the role of social media platforms and news 
organizations in addressing the uptick in harassment against the press (Dodds, 
Geboers et al., 2023a). Given both projects’ focus on online violence, we were 
keen to uphold a sensitivity to digital environments and the agency of plat-
forms’ architectural designs (Davis, 2020). The underlying premise was that 
violent behavior is at least in part a product of social media environments that 
are significantly shaped by the communicative design of both digital objects as 
well as affordances. This puts to the fore a sensitivity to the agential properties 
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of digital platform architectures, not merely in conducting or channeling har-
assment but also in shaping the kinds of  harassment that play out against the 
press and news workers. While contextualization in the ethnographic process 
was indeed attained through outlining power asymmetries and professional 
dependencies on social media platforms, in the end, neither project effectively 
integrated digital ethnography with digital methods.

Nevertheless, these projects primed us to see the potentialities that would lie 
in a digital methods-informed ethnographic approach and vice versa. For 
example, an ethnographic account of findings from the digital methods project 
would allow for a more holistic understanding of the interplay between users 
and technologies, integrating online and offline interactions, considering how 
digital and physical experiences intersect. In the context of journalism and 
social media intersections, this is an especially important task (Lewis & 
Westlund, 2015).

Attacks on and distrust of news media can be situated within wider growing 
negative dispositions against democratic institutions (Ladd & Podkul, 2018). 
Beliefs about legacy news media as being part and parcel of a so-called elitist 
conspiracy are no longer niche. Such larger shifts in public opinion dynamics 
can only effectively be addressed if  we understand the “big tech-circumscribed 
spaces of representation” drawn up by platform affordances. While not deter-
ministic, social media architectures sustain logics of content circulation that 
pivot audiences toward certain kinds of engagement (Dodds et al., 2023b). 
This circumscribing and affording but also constraining behavior directly 
relates to ethnographic insights from the field, as they make up the digital envi-
ronment and the lived realities of people, including their perspectives, prac-
tices, and experiences. It is pivotal to acknowledge that ethnographic insights 
from the field (see also Chapters 1, 3, and 9 of this book) emerge from everyday 
uses of social media that inherently leave particular environmental aspects of 
such platforms out of view. Apart from the impossibility of a God’s eye view 
in general, the way in which content circulates and connects to other content 
and other publics on the web is also hidden from view. In other words, the net-
worked (and commodifiable) structures that arise from sharing news on social 
media need to be rendered visible to get a “sense of environment” that feeds 
back into the lived experiences we excavate with ethnography. As such, in this 
chapter, we aim to chart the analytical affordances and gaps of an ethnographic 
and digital methods project to exemplify future integration opportunities.

Digital Methods: History and Applicability

Digital methods center platform-embedded methods of ordering, ranking, as 
well as connecting content and agents to study their impact on social and polit-
ical life (Rogers, 2013); the underlying premise is that these platform methods 
of channeling people and content directly shape, steer, modulate, and co-con-
stitute the sociality that unfolds on these platforms. When we look at content 
analysis from this perspective, digital methods can be seen to be “mirroring 
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platform-embedded methods of ranking and ordering content” (Rogers, 2013). 
Digital methods quite literally “follow the medium” to infer from “a content or 
artifact’s path of circulation, amplification, or demotion” how platform archi-
tectures co-determine spaces of representation (Bucher, 2016). Following the 
ways in which platforms structure, order, rank, amplify, or demote content 
through data analysis of hyperlinks, search rankings, share and emojified but-
tons, and so on, digital methods can be regarded as “a research practice cru-
cially situated in the technological environment it explores and exploits” (de 
Omena, 2021, p. 24). Digital methods conceptualize social platforms as 
socio-technical assemblages of user practices and platform affordances, which 
is an approach undergirded by “the long-standing finding that technological 
architecture and its affordances in the physical and digital world can influence 
people in their behavior, and vice versa” (Van Raemdonck et al., 2025, p. 2).

Digital methods can be seen as an umbrella for a plethora of approaches 
that include ethnographic elements. Typically mixed and “qualitative-quantita-
tive” in nature, digital methods protocols take on a data-driven approach in 
collecting and sampling data. Crucially, these approaches instrumentalize plat-
form-generated data contingent on digital objects such as hashtags, emojis, 
networked sounds, and others, as well as practices that are afforded through 
these objects (sharing, liking, commenting, and remixing). This connection to 
objects and practices allows for detecting or laying bare content formations 
that can point to various community-driven dynamics, such as troll mobs har-
assing a journalist. In practice, employing digital methods implies using or 
“custom-using” tools for the purposeful collection of platform-generated data 
such as post metadata (comment counts, play metrics, and so on) and user 
commentary. For example, the co-occurrences of hashtags or any patterns in 
the usage of emoji can point to memetic constellations that can then be studied 
as an artifact of creative platform-vernacular practices. On TikTok, linkages 
between trending sounds and particular hashtags can lay bare networked forms 
of contestation and political tactics. Content and community formations 
detected through linkages between objects and practices open up space for a 
largely qualitative cross-reading of content and practices in relation to the plat-
forms’ affordances, as we will outline in one of our discussed research projects. 
Pivotal to understanding digital methods and how some aspects can be “set 
apart” from other methods is the argument that digital objects, web data, and 
practices ground research findings (Rogers, 2013).

In their work on so-called extra hard data, Özkula et al. (2024) revisit a 
point of critique that was largely foreseen in the early days of digital methods, 
namely, that of the steering forces of platforms: Web services (search engines, 
wikis, and social platforms) are data filterers, data cleaners, and data ordering 
devices. When embedded infrastructures of information are used for research, 
biases and distortions are obviously introduced (Marres & Weltevrede, 2013; 
Rogers, 2013). Devices like search engine query return lists, news feeds, and 
trend lists are all designed to introduce bias into online environments because 
they privilege some sources over others via selection and ranking algorithms. 
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As algorithms are turned to favor popular, fresh, and institutionally accredited 
sources (Introna & Nissenbaum, 2000), many platforms steer researchers 
toward using frequency measures or measuring what is popular or trending 
(Marres & Weltevrede, 2013). These measures are not necessarily the most 
interesting sociologically (Moats, 2019). This is why researchers also need to 
think about the dynamics of shifting content.

Relatedly, there is the critique of what might be seen as merely “reading the 
low-hanging fruit” materializing as, for example, hashtag networks. These cer-
tainly hold value in mapping networked communication, but they create blind 
spots for content formations and communities that are simply using hashtags 
less. In employing hashtags as objects to repurpose for research, one also needs 
sensitivity because hashtag practices are not always semantically relevant. On 
platforms such as TikTok, many issue spaces showcase hashtags as artificial 
visibility-enhancing tools and not so much as semantic alignments or an actual 
affiliation with a particular topic or subject (Zappavigna, 2015). This also goes 
to show the importance of situating platform data within their wider sociocul-
tural context. Inspired by such “weak points,” Özkula et al. (2024) argue for 
the importance of making data “extra hard.” They mention triangulation 
across projects as well as further integration of quantitative and qualitative 
insights. In relation to our argument of integrating cyberspace ethnography 
and digital methods approaches, their suggestion to complement platform data 
with on-the-ground engagement is most pertinent. This point relates to the 
need to both interpret and contextualize ethnographic insights in relation to the 
digital environments within which journalistic practices and perspectives are 
embedded. As there is no “one social media logic” (Hendrickx & Opgenhaffen, 
2024), studying journalism practice as well as content demands a platform-spe-
cific approach attuned to the digital environment and its socio-technical con-
text, which we present in this chapter as an endeavor to advance mixed digital 
methods. Following Özkula et al. (2024), we challenge practices of viewing 
data in isolation from its digital environment and socio-technical context.

Digital Ethnography: The Complexities of Online–Offline Interactions

Ethnography is often misunderstood as a method. Instead, ethnography is a 
methodology that includes different types of methods, from participant obser-
vation to interviews, all aimed at producing “thick descriptions” of people’s 
lived experiences and reality (Geertz, 2008). Ethnographic work strives for a 
deep immersion in the daily practices of individuals to understand how they 
know, learn about, and make sense of the world (Atkinson, 2016). Therefore, 
ethnography is not a technique for data collection but a theoretical orientation 
that emphasizes context, meaning, and the embeddedness of social practices.

However, in recent years, the world has become increasingly digitized. 
Digital technologies, including social media, blogs, and algorithmic infra-
structures, have become deeply intertwined with everyday life. Digital spaces 
have become important sites or fields where people produce, negotiate, and 
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consume information (Paoli & D’Auria, 2021). Users have increasingly begun 
to construct and shape their digital personas, engage with online communities, 
and consume news in ways that shape their perception of reality. Unsurprisingly, 
researchers have also moved to these online spaces to study these practices, 
incorporating themes and methods to look at what is happening within these 
digital environments. As Kaur-Gill and Dutta argue, digital ethnography 
“encompasses ethnography of virtual spaces (virtual ethnography), cyberspace 
ethnography, ethnography of new media, online ethnography, and social 
media/new media ethnography” (2017, p. 1). This rather broad scope aims to 
capture all the ways in which digital environments mediate social relationships 
and meaning-making.

Most importantly, digital ethnography seems to overcome most of the limi-
tations often associated with digital methods. As Venturini et al. (2018) argue,

Digital methods are not suitable for all research scenarios. For this 
approach to make sense, the investigated phenomenon must be to some 
extent performed or, at least, reflected in such platforms, and this is 
clearly not the case for all collective events.

(p. 4198)

That is, digital methods may fail to capture the face-to-face interactions, offline 
interpersonal communications, and other crucial social dynamics that, albeit 
influenced and conditioned by ongoing platform interactions, are impossible 
to capture online. Indeed, unlike traditional ethnography, which is mainly 
based on physical co-presence and long-term engagement (Laube, 2021), digi-
tal ethnography asks the researcher to navigate platform-specific affordances 
and algorithmically curated content flows, observing their impact online and 
offline.

As new technologies advance, so do new forms of ethnographic inquiry. For 
example, de Seta et al. (2024) have been at the forefront of a new approach 
called “synthetic ethnography.” Responding directly to the emergence of gen-
erative artificial intelligence, this approach examines how generative models 
produce cultural artifacts and representations, expanding digital ethnography 
beyond human subjects to include AI-generated texts, images, and interac-
tions. The case of synthetic ethnography highlights the adaptability with which 
digital ethnography has become familiar in recent decades, occupying new 
spaces and platforms of inquiry, reinforcing the idea that ethnography is a 
methodology rather than a method. At the same time, synthetic ethnography 
also sheds light on the adaptability of this methodology for answering new 
research questions and the coupling of itself  with other research methodolo-
gies, such as digital methods.

Naturally, despite its characteristic thickness and methodological richness, 
digital ethnography is not without limitations. There are two limitations that, 
in particular, concern our argument to advance a mixed digital methods 
approach. First, Internet platforms condition ethnographic research in ways 
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that are not always visible or controllable by the researcher. Algorithms, often 
opaque, coupled with platform policies and commercial interests, mediate 
what users/researchers see or who they can interact with. These conditions cre-
ate methodological blind spots that make it difficult for the researcher to cap-
ture a holistic online life account. Second, the lack of physical co-presence 
means that researchers may struggle with capturing the nuances of some of the 
online interactions and accessing closed or semi-private spaces (see also 
Chapter 3 of this book). In the next section, we ground this conversation in our 
previous work and show how a digital mixed-methods approach could benefit 
our research in the future.

Case Study: Platform Violence Against Journalists

Against the backdrop of exacerbated verbal and physical harassment against 
journalists and a growing critique and distrust of legacy news media, the 
authors of this chapter engaged in a systemic digital methods mapping of 
online violence against the press (DMI, 2022). With increasing reported num-
bers of digital violence against journalists (Miller, 2021; Waisbord, 2020), this 
project set out to study online hostility through a “platform affordances 
approach,” in which we departed from the premise that architectures of plat-
forms shape and constrain violence toward journalists in specific ways.

We collected data from the Twitter (now X) accounts of a selection of jour-
nalists (N=26) that boast significant national reach across three countries 
(Chile, the United Kingdom, and the Netherlands). The time span of data col-
lection was December 12–24, 2021, covering a lockdown announcement in the 
Netherlands, a runup to a constitutional referendum in Chile, and a political 
scandal in the United Kingdom. We selected journalists based on being part of 
either a national newspaper or a news channel. Note that the choice of Chilean 
journalists is tied to the offline ethnographic project, which we will discuss later 
in this chapter. The choice for Dutch- and English-based journalists relates to 
the context of the empirical project that was embedded in a data sprint con-
ducted in the Netherlands that brought together international participants.

To assess gendered dynamics in both harassment intensity as well as in the 
shape harassment takes, we made sure to select both male (13) and female (13) 
journalists. We collected data of the (@ tagged) replies to journalists, effec-
tively exposing journalists’ accounts in the context of a tweet’s message. We 
filtered out those tweets that contain words listed in a Hate Base analysis based 
on colloquially determined hate and swear words (Peeters & Hagen, 2022) for 
the English language data, and, based on word frequencies in the corpus of 
tweet captions; we compiled a “hate lexicon” for filtering out aggressive tweets 
in data for the Dutch and Chilean journalists. Having arrived at subsets of 
data capturing violence against the selected journalists, we proceeded with dis-
tilling prominent hashtags and their use frequencies over time to get a sense of 
the topics that intertwined or occurred with tweets attacking journalists (see 
Figure 2.1).
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Figure 2.1 � Hashtags over time (December 12–December 24, 2021) for Chilean journalist Daniel Matamala. Tweets holding aggressive word-
ings against him co-occur with hashtags that pertain to the critique of the press in general (#prensabasure means garbage press). 
Attacks on him take on the shape of normative allegations on what a journalist should and should not be or do (“Matamala lies”).
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The shape of harassment and attacks was inductively categorized into being 
either more personal or more professional-normative. These findings played 
out on the axes of geographical differences and gender. In the Netherlands and 
the United Kingdom, attacks were more often related to a journalist’s personal 
appearance or physical traits (e.g., hawk nose, fat p*g). In contrast, in Chile, 
attacks are largely aligned with norm-based accusations that pertain to ideas 
of what a journalist should do and be. While overall slightly less normative in 
nature, the data from the Netherlands and UK-based journalists displayed that 
personal (non-professional related) attacks on journalists were relatively more 
apparent in tweets directed at female journalists than those engaging with male 
journalists. Circling back to our aim of further integrating such typical digital 
methods explorations and ethnography, we can see clear opportunities emerg-
ing: Getting a sense of the kinds of hashtags that appeared in violent tweets, as 
well as their intensities, offers valuable input that allows researchers to situate 
ethnographic findings and connect these user perspectives to the digital envi-
ronments where violence occurs. Such findings could potentially inform obser-
vations and interviews with journalists, adding a sense of platform-environmental 
factors that play into the channeling of violent behavior.

Visualizing the Tapestry of Networked Connections

Networks provide a means of visualizing data that lies beyond the scope of 
everyday perception. This means that mapping out the intangible routes of 
connection that platforms afford creates an understanding of the environment 
within which journalists engage with news, news commentary, and audiences 
on social media. It provides a spatial sense of the networked ecologies of infor-
mation that journalists have to navigate on a daily basis.

In the replies to UK-based journalist Laura Kuenssberg, we found a domi-
nant presence of hashtags related to an illegal lockdown party with government 
officials. Through manual filtering of tweets that used these illegal party hash-
tags, we found an interesting repetitive pattern of users asking Kuenssberg 
whether she was at the party (N = 1510 on a total of 118K tweets). We then 
charted how this seemingly benign question was connected to more toxic mes-
sages by mapping out the broader environment in which these questions were 
embedded. Using the network analysis method brings to the fore how plat-
form-specific tagging practices enable infrastructures that enact “subtle” under-
mining of journalistic authority through piggybacking on more benign 
expressions of critique directed at the press. Because X (Twitter) does not allow 
effective “untagging” of oneself from other people’s tweets, material addressa-
bility facilitates and amplifies harassment. While one can exert some control 
over tagging by segmenting the public (allowing only the accounts that you fol-
low to do so), such options are too rudimentary for journalists who must fulfill 
a public role. Taking into account a deeper understanding of how journalistic 
agency to defend oneself against online harassment is hampered by the use 
design of a platform like X adds depth to contextualizing ethnographic findings.
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Case Study: Journalists’ Perception of Attacks Against the Press

For our second project regarding digital violence against the press, we decided 
to try to understand the challenges journalists face regarding violent speech 
moderation. We paid particular attention to the emotional and professional 
toll of moderating online harassment and journalists’ opinions about who 
should be responsible for doing so. Drawing from data collected during seven 
months of ethnographic fieldwork inside two Chilean newsrooms, including 
full-time participant observation (five days a week), we immersed ourselves in 
the virtual spaces where journalists operate, and we followed them once the 
screens of their computers were turned off.

Our study revealed that journalists feel increasingly subjected to online 
harassment, which has become an inescapable aspect of  their professional 
lives. The uptick in harassment online has not only affected their mental 
health but also is influencing the way they approach news reporting and their 
relationship with their audiences. To our surprise, after months of  interview-
ing different people inside the newsroom, we discovered that the burden of 
moderating hostile interactions often falls on the journalists themselves. 
Social media platforms and the management team inside these two news 
organizations did little, at least according to the perception of  the reporters, 
to protect them against organized online violence. Thus, journalists using 
social media platforms to share their work often reported feeling isolated and 
inadequately supported by their news organizations. For example, the lack of 
clear policies and resources for moderation was perceived by reporters as an 
element that exacerbated their emotional toll, often leading to some degree of 
self-censorship. As one of  the digital editors interviewed during our field-
work put it:

Maybe on Facebook, you can do something because you can delete the 
comments as an admin, but Twitter is impossible. We can’t delete the 
tweets of other people. For example, we reported accounts on Facebook 
for spam or that we have already seen inciting too much hatred. We some-
times block people on Facebook, but it has to be very specific … But on 
Facebook, we try to leave comments. We try to leave them because … 
Sometimes if  you delete one, five more appear. That happens a lot.

(In Dodds, Geboers et al., 2023a, p. 10)

But while the perceptions of  journalists across these news organizations are 
“thick,” and our results are based on their online and offline conversations 
with editors, colleagues, and the audience, we notice one main limitation with 
this study, namely, that the aggressor seems to be absent or diffuse. The mob 
is present as an overwhelming force, yet challenging to pinpoint. Without 
incorporating digital methods in this project, we could not systematically 
trace the harassment networks, identify patterns in how attacks were planned 
and carried out, or determine the specific logic that governed their escalation. 
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The absence of  this layer of  analysis means that while we documented jour-
nalists’ experiences of  hostility, the actors involved, the role of  amplifica-
tion, and the potential coordination behind these attacks remained unclear, 
and we could only approach them through the lived realities of  journalists. 
While their perception holds value in itself, and it was the goal of  that par-
ticular project, our approach made it harder to disentangle how algorithmic 
affordances shape or reward violence against journalists. The visibility of 
the harassment from the journalists’ perspective was undeniable, but the 
underlying digital infrastructures enabling and sustaining such abuse 
remained opaque.

While understanding journalists’ perspectives on this issue is relevant in 
itself, it is not enough for us to propose any policy that could help solve this 
issue. However, employing a mixed-methods approach could have allowed us 
to examine temporal patterns in online harassment. Analyzing data over time 
could have led to identifying trends and assessing the impact of different inter-
ventions created by the management teams and their effect on the frequency 
and severity of the harassment incidents.

Advancing Mixed Digital Methods for Augmented Empiricism

Studies of journalism on social media have been concerned with the various 
dimensions of news production and consumption. These can be distinguished 
as studies that concern the site of news production, the site of audiences, and 
a strand of studies that cover the site of content, where, for example, news and 
its associated content formations are assessed in relation to the socio-technical 
features of platforms (Hendrickx & Opgenhaffen, 2024). The latter asks how 
content transforms under the circumscribing affordances of social media plat-
forms (Anter, 2024; Hase et al., 2023) or how they depart from the interplay 
between news content characteristics and socio-technical features of platforms 
(Lamot et al., 2024). This last strand of research often involves methods that 
overlap with digital methods.

Within the broader realm of journalism studies, such methods (adjacent to 
what has been described as digital methods in this chapter) follow quantitative 
and computational social science approaches, which are guided by methods from 
computer science. Such studies engage with (relatively) large datasets that are 
then analyzed using mathematical models and statistical analysis (Özkula et al., 
2024). Not unlike many digital methods projects, these computational methods 
risk detachment between findings and their situatedness, creating a disconnect 
from sociocultural contexts. Digital methods, approaches, and computational 
methods as stand-alone projects thus pertain to similar methodological limita-
tions. Computationally guided studies and digital methods-based projects offer 
an understanding of how specific attention-attuned formats and their stances 
reverberate when using particular social media features. Still, they cannot (fully) 
account for transformations in meaning.
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Leaning into the premise of platform-generated data grants important 
insights, but at the same time, it tends to reveal more about preferred platform 
imaginaries and responses (Marres & Weltevrede, 2013). When digital methods 
are employed, we are more or less dependent on platform-generated data that 
is 1) increasingly hard to mine and 2) such data is built on top of the preferred 
modes of user engagement. This narrows our scope to providing “snapshots of 
practices that are circumscribed by the platform” (Venturini et al., 2018), mov-
ing many things from view. This bias, taken together with a lack of the socio-
cultural situatedness of users, underpins the need to engage with research 
subjects on the ground (Özkula et al., 2024).

Digital ethnography provides a rich, thick description that accounts for the 
“intentional, communicative, interpretative meaning” of users’ behavior 
(Luhrmann, 2001). It addresses the situated, contextual meanings that some 
platform-based studies often neglect. As such, digital ethnography works as a 
critical counterweight to some of the limitations we have assigned to digital 
methods in this chapter. As the research embeds itself  within the online envi-
ronments they aim to study, digital ethnography is a tool belt that allows for a 
more interpretive approach to the fluidity of digital interactions, the tacit 
assumptions underpinning user behavior, and the evolving ways meaning is 
negotiated within digital publics (Muskat et al., 2018).

However, as we have shown in this chapter, while digital methods might 
struggle with their dependencies on the affordances and data imaginaries 
embedded in platforms, digital ethnography also has its own methodological 
constraints. As it has been widely documented in anthropological studies, the 
ethnographer’s presence might reshape the very practices they seek to docu-
ment, even when the researcher itself  is unobtrusive (Monahan & Fisher, 2010; 
Stoddart, 1986). This is particularly true for digital ethnography, as digital 
interactions seldom happen in a vacuum. Instead, they occur in an algorithmi-
cally mediated space where visibility is conditional and strategic.

Therefore, in this chapter, we do not argue for digital ethnographic methods 
over digital methods but develop a methodological pluralism that actively 
negotiates their respective blind spots, leading to augmented empiricism. The 
promise of mixed digital methods lies not in their ability to fully replace ethno-
graphic work or platform-driven analyses but in their capacity to complement 
them. For example, it allows us to see not just how digital platforms structure 
engagement with their users but also how the users resist, reinterpret, and 
repurpose them in everyday practice. Qualitative cross and close readings 
between content and their wider socio-technical as well as cultural environ-
ments go a long way in “hardening” research and data. On-the-ground engage-
ments can prove to be an essential part of attaining a complete picture of the 
conditions that shape user engagement dynamics, answering questions such as: 
When are users incentivized to engage in negative commenting behavior online, 
and how do people negotiate and perceive online harassment within various 
sociocultural contexts? For this, we need to connect ethnography firmly to 
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findings from digital methods. In turn, the enhanced media literacy or “plat-
form logic literacies” that arise from digital methods research (as well as from 
computational endeavors) hold unprecedented value for constructing ethno-
graphic research design.

Suppose experiences and perspectives found in ethnographic work can be 
(in)directly connected to platform logics. In that case, such findings become sit-
uated within the larger ecosystem of platform dependencies and mechanisms of 
representation and visibility. Within this context, we want to follow the point we 
made earlier that there is no “one social media logic” (Hendrickx & Opgenhaffen, 
2024). This means there is a need to attune methods to the methods of the plat-
form, which is precisely the premise on which digital methods are built. 
Addressing the variety of platform-specific logics and the tensions they create 
with professional news and journalism requires a qualitative back-and-forth 
between platform environmental characteristics and community perceptions.

This chapter outlined two research projects that probed the dynamics of 
digital violence and hostilities against journalists (DMI, 2022; Dodds et al., 
2023b). One departed from a digital methods approach, and the other pertained 
to an ethnography of journalists’ experiences and perspectives on the role of 
news organizations and platforms in mitigating online violence. Based on 
assessing the analytical affordances of both, we argue that the findings from the 
digital methods and “mapping” of harassment of journalists would be tremen-
dously helpful in constructing ethnographic research designs that would probe 
user incentives and perspectives on engagement in comment sections and 
beyond. Situating findings from ethnographies in a platform-literate framework 
also allows for drawing up stronger connections between journalists’ experi-
ences and the agentic role of platform features therein. Understanding how 
platform features exert, in very platform-specific ways, a stifling influence on 
journalistic practices and autonomy has never been more urgent (Dodds et al., 
2023a). Affordances such as those arising from the public using the @ tag to 
“forcefully” connect journalists to accusations of untrustworthiness, and more 
prominent conspiracy theories have proved detrimental to the position of jour-
nalists over the last two decades. The democratizing potential of networked 
infrastructures has proved to work against democratic values due to the com-
mercial underpinnings of current social platforms’ design, the effects of which 
are becoming increasingly apparent. Ultimately, we argue that findings from 
ethnographic work become more actionable through the added media literacy 
that goes with the “augmented empiricism” from mixed digital methods.

References

Anter, L. (2024). How News Organizations Coordinate, Select, and Edit Content for 
Social Media Platforms: A Systematic Literature Review. Journalism Studies, 25(9), 
1095–1115. https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2023.2235428

Atkinson, M. (2016). Ethnography. In Routledge Handbook of Qualitative Research in 
Sport and Exercise. Routledge.

https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2023.2235428


Advancing Mixed Digital Methods  37

Bucher, T. (2016). Neither Black Nor Box: Ways of Knowing Algorithms. In S. 
Kubitschko & A. Kaun (Eds.), Innovative Methods in Media and Communication 
Research (pp. 81–98). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
978-3-319-40700-5_5

Caliandro, A. (2018). Digital Methods for Ethnography: Analytical Concepts for 
Ethnographers Exploring Social Media Environments. Journal of Contemporary 
Ethnography, 47(5), 551–578. https://doi.org/10.1177/0891241617702960

Davis, J. L. (2020). How Artifacts Afford: The Power and Politics of Everyday Things. 
The MIT Press.

de Seta, G., Pohjonen, M., & Knuutila, A. (2024). Synthetic Ethnography: Field Devices 
for the Qualitative Study of Generative Models. Big Data & Society, 11(4), 2053 
9517241303126. https://doi.org/10.1177/20539517241303126

DMI. (2022). Mappingthemobs < Dmi < Foswiki. Digital Methods Initiative. ​https://​
www.​digitalmethods.​net/​Dmi/​mappingthemobs

Dodds, T., de Vreese, C., Helberger, N., Resendez, V., & Seipp, T. J. (2023a). Popularity-
Driven Metrics: Audience Analytics and Shifting Opinion Power to Digital Platforms. 
Journalism Studies, 24(3), 403–421. https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2023.2167104

Dodds, T., Geboers, M., & Boukes, M. (2023b). “It Became No Man’s Land”: The 
Burden of Moderating Online Harassment in Newswork. Journalism Practice, 1–18. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2024.2387664

Geertz, C. (2008). “Thick Description: Toward an Interpretive Theory of Culture”. In 
The Cultural Geography Reader. Routledge.

Hase, V., Boczek, K., & Scharkow, M. (2023). Adapting to Affordances and Audiences? 
A Cross-Platform, Multi-Modal Analysis of the Platformization of News on 
Facebook, Instagram, TikTok, and Twitter. Digital Journalism, 11(8), 1499–1520. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2022.2128389

Hendrickx, J., & Opgenhaffen, M. (2024). Introduction: Understanding Social Media 
Journalism. Journalism Studies, 25(9), 919–930. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616
70X.2024.2368861

Hesse-Biber, S. N. (Ed.). (2011). The Handbook of Emergent Technologies in Social 
Research. Oxford University Press.

Introna, L., & Nissenbaum, H. (2000). Defining the Web: The Politics of Search 
Engines. Computer, 33(1), 54–62. https://doi.org/10.1109/2.816269

Kaur-Gill, S., & Dutta, M. J. (2017). Digital Ethnography. In The International 
Encyclopedia of Communication Research Methods (pp. 1–10). John Wiley & Sons, 
Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118901731.iecrm0271

Ladd, J. M., & Podkul, A. R. (2018). Distrust of the News Media as a Symptom and a 
Further Cause of Partisan Polarization. In T. N. Ridout (Ed.), New Directions in 
Media and Politics, (2nd ed.). Routledge.

Lamot, K., Cools, H., & Gevers, I. (2024). Exploring the Relationship between Stylistic 
Features and Reactions on Facebook: A Comparative Analysis of Newspaper 
Headlines and Status Messages. Journalism Studies, 25(9), 990–1009. https://doi.org/
10.1080/1461670X.2024.2359497

Laube, S. (2021). Material Practices of Ethnographic Presence. Journal of Contemporary 
Ethnography, 50(1), 57–76. https://doi.org/10.1177/0891241620968268

Lewis, S. C., & Westlund, O. (2015). Actors, Actants, Audiences, and Activities in Cross-
Media News Work. Digital Journalism, 3(1), 19–37. https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811. 
2014.927986

Luhrmann, T. M. (2001). Thick Description: Methodology. In N. J. Smelser & P. B. 
Baltes (Eds.), International Encyclopedia of the Social & Behavioral Sciences (pp. 
15665–15668). Pergamon. https://doi.org/10.1016/B0-08-043076-7/00769-5

Marres, N., & Weltevrede, E. (2013). Scraping the Social? Journal of Cultural Economy, 
6(3), 313–335. https://doi.org/10.1080/17530350.2013.772070

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-40700-5_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-40700-5_5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891241617702960
https://doi.org/10.1177/20539517241303126
https://www.digitalmethods.net/Dmi/mappingthemobs
https://www.digitalmethods.net/Dmi/mappingthemobs
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2023.2167104
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2024.2387664
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2022.2128389
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2024.2368861
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2024.2368861
https://doi.org/10.1109/2.816269
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118901731.iecrm0271
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2024.2359497
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2024.2359497
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891241620968268
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2014.927986
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2014.927986
https://doi.org/10.1016/B0-08-043076-7/00769-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/17530350.2013.772070


38  Research Methods for Social Media Journalism

Miller, K. C. (2021). Harassment’s Toll on Democracy: The Effects of Harassment 
Towards US Journalists. Journalism Practice, 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786. 
2021.2008809

Moats, D. (2019). Following the Fukushima Disaster on (and against) Wikipedia: A 
Methodological Note about STS Research and Online Platforms. Science, Technology, 
& Human Values, 44(6), 938–964. https://doi.org/10.1177/0162243918815234

Monahan, T., & Fisher, J. A. (2010). Benefits of ‘Observer Effects’: Lessons from the 
Field. Qualitative Research, 10(3), 357–376. https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794110362874

Murthy, D. (2008). Digital Ethnography: An Examination of the Use of New 
Technologies for Social Research. Sociology, 42(5), 837–855. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0038038508094565

Muskat, B., Muskat, M., & Zehrer, A. (2018). Qualitative Interpretive Mobile 
Ethnography. Anatolia, 29(1), 98–107. https://doi.org/10.1080/13032917.2017.1396482

de Omena, J. J. C. (2021). Digital Methods and Technicity-of-the-Mediums. From 
Regimes of Functioning to Digital Research [Doctoral Thesis, Universidade Nova de 
Lisboa]. ​https://​run.​unl.​pt/​handle/​10362/​127961

Özkula, S. M., Omena, J. J., & Gajjala, R. (2024). Researching Visual Protest and 
Politics with “Extra-Hard” Data. Journal of Digital Social Research, 6(2), Article 2. 
https://doi.org/10.33621/jdsr.v6i2.214

Paoli, A. D., & D’Auria, V. (2021). Digital Ethnography: A Systematic Literature 
Review. Italian Sociological Review, 11(4S), Article 4S. https://doi.org/10.13136/isr.
v11i4S.434

Peeters, S., & Hagen, S. (2022). The 4CAT Capture and Analysis Toolkit: A Modular 
Tool for Transparent and Traceable Social Media Research. Computational Commu-
nication Research, 4(2), 571–589. https://doi.org/10.5117/CCR2022.2.007.HAGE

Ritter, C. S. (2022). Rethinking Digital Ethnography: A Qualitative Approach to 
Understanding Interfaces. Qualitative Research, 22(6), 916–932. https://doi.org/10. 
1177/14687941211000540

Rogers, R. (2013). Digital Methods. The MIT Press. https://doi.org/10.7551/mit 
press/8718.001.0001

Stoddart, K. (1986). The Presentation of Everyday Life: Some Textual Strategies for 
“Adequate Ethnography”. Urban Life, 15(1), 103–121. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
0098303986015001004

Van Raemdonck, N., Picone, I., & Pierson, J. (2025). Affordances-in-Practice: How 
Social Norm Dynamics in Climate Change Publics Are Shaped on Instagram and 
Twitter. Social Media + Society, 11(1), 20563051251319066. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
20563051251319066

Venturini, T., Bounegru, L., Gray, J., & Rogers, R. (2018). A Reality Check(list) for 
Digital Methods. New Media & Society, 20(11), 4195–4217. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
1461444818769236

Waisbord, S. (2020). Mob Censorship: Online Harassment of US Journalists in Times 
of Digital Hate and Populism. Digital Journalism, 8(8), 1030–1046. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/21670811.2020.1818111

Zappavigna, M. (2015). Searchable Talk: The Linguistic Functions of Hashtags. Social 
Semiotics, 25(3), 274–291. https://doi.org/10.1080/10350330.2014.996948

https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2021.2008809
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2021.2008809
https://doi.org/10.1177/0162243918815234
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468794110362874
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038508094565
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038508094565
https://doi.org/10.1080/13032917.2017.1396482
https://run.unl.pt/handle/10362/127961
https://doi.org/10.33621/jdsr.v6i2.214
https://doi.org/10.13136/isr.v11i4S.434
https://doi.org/10.13136/isr.v11i4S.434
https://doi.org/10.5117/CCR2022.2.007.HAGE
https://doi.org/10.1177/14687941211000540
https://doi.org/10.1177/14687941211000540
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/8718.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/8718.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0098303986015001004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0098303986015001004
https://doi.org/10.1177/20563051251319066
https://doi.org/10.1177/20563051251319066
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444818769236
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444818769236
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2020.1818111
https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2020.1818111
https://doi.org/10.1080/10350330.2014.996948

