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The Evolving Role of Journalists
as Gatekeepers in the Age of (Generative)
Artificial Intelligence

Hannes Cools

Introduction

Over the last decades, journalism has always influenced technology, and technology has always
altered journalism (Pavlik, 2000). Since 2022, technologies in the form of (generative) artifi-
cial intelligence (AI),' not least large language models (LLMs), have increasingly permeated
the news ecosystem, impacting the entire journalistic value chain from information gathering
to content production and distribution (Diakopoulos et al., 2024; see Chapters 1 and 2). This
growing integration of algorithms has heightened the focus on research examining human—
machine communication (for an overview, see, for example, Guzman & Lewis, 2020), consid-
ering not only the work processes of news professionals but also the implications for journalism’s
traditional roles, not in the least the function of gatekeeping (see Chapter 10).

Historically, journalists and editors functioned as the primary gatekeepers, determining which
news was worthy of publication or broadcast. Shoemaker and Vos (2009) described who decides
which messages passed through the gates. The classic gatekeeping theory elucidates how vari-
ous elements are transformed into news and how that news is framed, narrated, emphasized,
placed, and promoted (Vos, 2015). In executing these roles, journalists selectively gathered,
sorted, wrote, edited, positioned, scheduled, repeated, and otherwise curated information into
news (Vos & Thomas, 2019). However, the advent of new media and digital technologies,
particularly algorithms, has further disrupted this traditional model of gatekeeping, not least
using recommender systems. These innovations have empowered other actors to participate in
collective gatekeeping decisions (Russell, 2019). With the emergence and institutionalization
of the internet, digital media have enabled audiences to produce citizen-generated content,

! Al is defined in this chapter “as a machine-based system that, for explicit or implicit objectives, infers, from the
input it receives, how to generate outputs such as predictions, content, recommendations, or decisions that can
influence physical or virtual environments” (OECD, 2023). Generative Al and its tools are in this chapter
regarded as a subset of Al I, therefore define it “as a type of artificial intelligence technology that can produce
various types of content, including text, imagery, audio and synthetic data” (Diakopoulos et al., 2024).

The Handbook of Artificial Intelligence and Journalism, First Edition. Edited by Aynur Sarisakaloglu and Martin Loftelholz.
© 2026 John Wiley & Sons, Inc. All rights reserved, including rights for text and data mining and training of
artificial intelligence technologies or similar technologies. Published 2026 by John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
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share, and distribute news, acting as “peripheral” gatekeepers. Concurrently, algorithms and
platforms developed by Silicon Valley entrepreneurs further control news circulation through
gatekeeping that is increasingly influenced by algorithms (Russell, 2019; Singer, 2014 ).

As algorithms increasingly assume the role of selecting and disseminating news and informa-
tion, journalists have expressed concerns that extensive algorithmic curation might undermine
editorial control and erode the shared news ecosystem (Cools et al., 2021). At the same time,
the traditional understanding of the gatekeeping role is increasingly perceived as declining and
diminishing (Vos & Thomas, 2019). Although scholars predominantly agree on the eroding
role of gatekeeping, they also argue that it remains vital to the journalistic institution and to
evaluate how this role has evolved over time (Mgller et al., 2025; Cools, 2022).

In the wake of generative Al, journalist’s role as gatekeepers is again challenged. With the
emergence of this new technology, I believe it is vital to understand further how roles change.
To date, there is no widely accepted conceptual framework within social sciences to under-
stand and evaluate the journalist’s gatekeeping role in the age of Al and how it is influenced
by different exogenous and endogenous (f)actors. In doing so, this chapter will therefore
propose a conceptual framework building on the institutional theory and the Hierarchy of
Influences Model (HoIM) to map the diverse (f)actors influencing journalists’ gatekeeping
roles, ranging from individual journalists to broader social systems (Scott, 2008; Shoemaker &
Reese, 1996). The proposed framework in this chapter encompasses four levels, namely, (1)
the news worker’s level, (2) the media routines level, (3) the media organization level, and (4)
the media institution level. For the sake of clarity, the fifth level of the original HolM is
excluded in this chapter, namely, the societal level. By narrowing the focus to the individual,
routines, organizational, and institutional level, the chapter aims to provide a detailed and
nuanced understanding of these particular facets without the broader, and potentially over-
whelming, context of societal influences. This approach allows for a more precise exploration
of the dynamics at play within the immediate media environment, ensuring clarity and depth
in the analysis, with the aim of contributing to a more granular understanding of journalists’
role as gatekeepers. In addition, the main exogenous and endogenous (f)actors that influence
this role in the age of Al are listed.

Given the growing concerns about the potential negative impact of Al on media contexts
and society, there is a pressing need for a new conceptual framework for analyzing algorithms
in the social sciences. Such a framework could equip news workers and scholars with the tools
to critically examine and report on these issues, fulfilling their gatekeeping role in safeguarding
the public against misinformation and bias. By providing a common language and set of con-
cepts, this conceptual framework would facilitate a more systematic and nuanced understand-
ing of the effects of algorithms on society, enhancing the capacity of journalists to act as
informed gatekeepers in the digital age. In this chapter, I will explore the concepts of institu-
tional theory and the process of institutionalization, which are critical to understanding the
mechanisms behind gatekeeping in an algorithmic society. Additionally, I will construct a com-
prehensive framework for researching gatekeeping in the age of Al, considering both exoge-
nous and endogenous factors influencing the journalist’s gatekeeping function.

Defining Institutional Theory and the Process of Institutionalization

The institutional theory is a multifaceted framework that spans a diverse range of conceptu-
alizations (Napoli, 2014). These include economically driven agency theory, which empha-
sizes the role of individual actors and their economic motives, and the more socially driven
rational choice theory, grounded in political science and focuses on how individuals make
decisions within institutional constraints (Moe, 1990; Schudson, 2002). Additionally, insti-
tutional theory incorporates sociologically oriented approaches such as social constructivism,
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which examines how social realities are constructed through interactions and shared mean-
ings (Berger & Luckmann, 1966).

Scott (1995) had significantly contributed to the maturation of the institutional theory by
defining institutions as comprising “regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive elements
that, together with associated activities and resources, provide stability and meaning to social
life” (Scott, 1995, p. 33). Further elaborating on this framework, Scott (2008) identified three
pillars of institutions: the regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive pillars. The regulative
pillar is characterized by sanctioning and rule-based mechanisms that structure behavior, such
as penalizing or fining members of the organization. The normative pillar pertains to how
social roles, tasks, and work routines contribute to institutional objectives, such as profit-
making and strategizing ways to achieve these goals. The cultural-cognitive pillar centers
around shared beliefs regarding the institution’s nature and emphasizes the individual mecha-
nisms that result in shared knowledge about appropriate behaviors within the institution.
These pillars can be misaligned and subject to alterations by both exogenous (f)actors (e.g.,
political situations and regulatory changes) and endogenous (f)actors (e.g., internal accept-
ance or discontent). Gatekeeping is a crucial concept that is tied to the institutional theory and
its three pillars as defined by Scott (1995, 2008). Gatekeeping involves the control over the
selection and presentation of information, which can significantly influence the normative and
cultural-cognitive pillars of institutions. Within journalism, gatekeeping determines which
information becomes news and how it is framed, directly affecting the social roles, tasks, and
work routines of journalists (Beckett & Yaseen, 2023; Cools, 2022). This aligns with Scott’s
(1995, 2008) notion of the normative pillar, where gatekeeping shapes the professional norms
and practices that support institutional objectives. It also intersects with the cultural-cognitive
pillar, as gatekeepers play a key role in shaping the shared beliefs and knowledge within the
journalistic institution.

Central to the institutional theory and its three pillars is the process of institutionalization,
which refers to the social mechanisms through which institutions become entrenched
through interaction. Similarly, March and Olsen (1994) have emphasized this process,
describing it as “a set of shared meanings and practices that come to be taken for granted
(...) actors act and organize themselves in accordance with rules and practices which are
socially constructed, publicly known, anticipated, and accepted” (p. 4). Berger and
Luckmann (1966) defined institutionalization as the process by which “social behavior,
obligations, or actualities come to take on a rule-like status in social thought and action”
(p- 54). Gatekeeping fits within this framework as it institutionalizes certain journalistic
practices and norms, influencing what becomes standardized within the profession. As
Napoli (2014) noted, this process results in either the solidification or the deinstitutionaliza-
tion of specific roles, tasks, and work routines within journalism. Thus, gatekeeping can be
seen as a mechanism that controls the flow of information and perpetuates the institutional-
ized norms and practices within journalism. In the next section, the extent to which journal-
ism is considered an institution will be discussed.

Journalism as an Institution

Over the last decades, scholars have debated whether journalism is an institution. According to
scholars like Deuze (2005) and Nerone (2013), there appears to be no clear consensus on what
is institutionalized within journalism. Deuze (2005) noted that journalism encompasses an
“-ism,” implying that roles, tasks, and routines are embedded in the journalistic institution.
McQuail (1987) observed that news outlets are “deeply rooted in social and cultural institu-
tions” (p. 219), while DiMaggio and Powell (1983) asserted that news organizations “compete
not just for resources and customers, but for political power and institutional legitimacy, for
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social as well as economic fitness” (p. 149). Thus, news outlets not only respond to economic,
social, political, and cultural (f)actors but also derive legitimacy by fulfilling their watchdog role
in democracies (Napoli, 2014; Vos, 2019). Lowrey and Woo (2010) highlighted that news
outlets validate their roles and routines by adhering to long-established competencies and col-
laborating with other organizations to maintain institutional norms. They align themselves with
other institutions, such as the political or judicial apparatus, to hold them accountable
(Lowrey, 2018; Ryfe, 2006; Sparrow, 1999). This adherence to routines (Shoemaker &
Vos, 2009) and the mimicry of models from other news organizations (Lowrey, 2011, 2018)
help sustain internal consistency in journalistic practices. To concretize the concept of “institu-
tional” in journalism, this chapter builds on Deuze’s (2005) work, “What is Journalism?”
Deuze identified five ideal-typical roles in journalism: autonomy (journalists must be free and
independent), immediacy (a sense of speed), objectivity (impartiality and neutrality), public
service (holding power accountable), and ethics (adhering to ethical standards) (see also Kovach
& Rosenstiel, 2001). These roles represent the key pillars of the journalistic institution, which
can be influenced by internal and external (f)actors. National and international journalistic
codes and charters (International Federation of Journalists, 2022) help define these roles, tasks,
and routines. Considering the institutionalization of journalism raises an ontological question:
Would it matter if journalism were not an institution? Indeed, it would matter, as the absence
of the journalistic institution would imply a lack of consistent roles, tasks, and routines, leading
to ambiguity in journalism’s function. Without institutionalization, journalism could lack
objectivity, autonomy, and ethical standards, diminishing its ability to hold power accountable
and serve as a watchdog in modern democracies. Napoli (2014 ) concluded that there is a con-
sensus among scholars and industry professionals that journalism is indeed institutionalized.
There is more dissensus, however, to what extent journalism is being more, rather than less
institutionalized with the exogenous and endogenous (f)actors in mind. A key characteristic of
institutions is their tendency to scrutinize change and eliminate uncertainty, as these changes
can disrupt established roles, tasks, and work routines (Jepperson, 2002; Napoli, 2014; Tolbert
& Zucker, 1996). The next section will discuss gatekeeping as one of the core roles amid the
journalistic institution. Additionally, it is underlined that this gatekeeping role is becoming
increasingly dynamic as the information ecosystems have become more hybrid.

Gatekeeping in an Algorithmic Society

The gatekeeping concept was coined in the mid-20th century to imply how journalists
claim agency and responsibility for determining what constitutes news by including or
excluding information before it reaches the audience (Bro, 2019; Vos & Finneman, 2017).
Originally introduced by the sociologist Kurt Lewin, the concept was first used in journal-
ism studies by David Manning White in his 1950s article “The ‘Gate Keeper’: A case chap-
ter in the selection of news” in Journalism Quarterly (Bro, 2019). Since the introduction
of the term, journalists and editors have been regarded as the primary gatekeepers that
decide what news is valuable to be published or broadcast “as they decide which messages
to allow past the gates” (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009, p. 21). In this chapter, the gatekeeping
theory refers to “how (...) different elements get turned into news and how that news is
framed, emphasized, placed, and promoted” (Shoemaker & Vos, 2009, p. 4). In doing so,
journalists used to “selectively gather, sort, write, edit, position, schedule, repeat, and oth-
erwise massage information to become news” (Vos, 2019, p. 90). However, the recent
surge in new media and digital technologies, particularly the advent of recommender sys-
tems and personalized news media, has disrupted this traditional model, enabling other
actors to participate in gatekeeping decisions (Russell, 2019). Although scholars like Maller
(2022) contend that “algorithmic curation will undermine editorial control and erode

5801 SUOWILLIOD BAIIER.1D) 3|fea dde 8y} A PAUIAOB 812 311 YO ‘35N JO Sa|NJ 10} AFiq 1T UIIUO AB|IA UO (SUO HPU0D-PUE-SLLBIWIOD" A | W ARG [BUIUO//St1Y) SLOIPUOD PUe SWi | 8U) 89S *[9202/20/8T] U Afiq1Tauliuo A3|1M 88UIONIaIGSIRISIOAIN BAN Ad /10p/Wwio0" A | ARe1q1BUIUO//StY WwoJy popeojumod



The Evolving Role of Journdlists as Gatekeepers in the Age of (Generative) Artificial Intelligence 171

the shared news sphere” (p. 812), I argue that gatekeeping remains a crucial role for
journalists.

This ever-evolving gatekeeping role, amidst what Uricchio (2011) has called the “algorith-
mic turn,” also has the potential to influence the process of institutionalization directly or
indirectly, as algorithms could evoke institutional change (Cools, 2022). Research by Shoemaker
and Reese (2014), among others, has proposed the HoIM that identified several layers of influ-
ences in understanding the journalistic gatekeeping role, including (1) the individual level,
(2) the routine level, (3) the organizational level, (4) the social institutional level, and (5) social
system level (Shoemaker & Reese, 2014; Shoemaker & Vos, 2009).

In addition to the layers of influence in the HoIM, scholars have identified many (f)actors
that shape news production and distribution in the digital age, diminishing the gatekeeping
power of journalists to determine what passes through the gates (Cools, 2022). Anderson
(2018) pointed out that technologies influence this process of institutionalization both from
an exogenous (outside of the journalistic institution) and an endogenous standpoint (inside
the journalistic institution). Wallace (2018) identified “journalists, individual amateurs, stra-
tegic professionals and algorithms” as diverse “gatekeeper archetypes that differ in access,
selection criteria and the framing of information, and the publication choices” (p. 288). For
example, smart algorithms can be acquired externally (exogenous) or developed internally by
software engineers within the news organization (endogenous). Additionally, emerging busi-
ness models in the news industry increasingly depend on online revenue, necessitating more
advanced technology (Dorr, 2015). An algorithm designed as a data visualization tool can
further institutionalize data journalism by enhancing the tasks, roles, and work routines asso-
ciated with it, leading to more accurate visualizations as journalists’ toolkits become more
refined. In the next section, I will build on the existing works of Anderson (2018), Shoemaker
and Reese (2014), and Wallace (2018) to compose a conceptual framework to explore jour-
nalists’ role as gatekeepers in the age of Al.

Building a Framework to Research Gatekeeping in the Age
of Artificial Intelligence

For the conceptual framework, I build upon earlier theoretical work of institutional theory and
the process of institutionalization and embed the HoIM in the institutional theory to map
various (f)actors — from individual journalists to social systems — and how they influence jour-
nalists’ gatekeeping role. By integrating HoIM into the institutional theory, we can gain a
deeper insight into the systemic and normative pressures that affect media practices. Embedding
the HoIM in the institutional theory is valuable because it allows for a more comprehensive
analysis of how macro level institutional forces, such as regulatory bodies, market conditions,
and professional standards, intersect with micro level influences, such as individual and routine
practices within media organizations. This synthesis can elucidate the dynamic interplay
between institutional constraints and journalistic autonomy, thereby offering a richer under-
standing of the media’s role in society and the potential for organizational change and adapta-
tion in response to evolving institutional environments (Cools et al., 2023). Building on the
rationale of linking the HoIM to the institutional theory, I propose a conceptual framework
that incorporates the various levels of analysis, and the specific exogenous and endogenous
(f)actors that potentially influence journalists’ gatekeeping role (see Figure 11.1).

The first level, referred to as the news workers level, is situated at the micro level of analysis
and examines the personal and professional characteristics of individual actors within the news
ecosystem (Shoemaker & Reese, 1996). This level is crucial because it allows us to understand
how these characteristics influence the news that journalists, as gatekeepers, produce and
disseminate. By studying the news workers’ level, we can better comprehend the (f)actors that
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4. Media
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Figure 11.1 Conceptual framework with levels of analysis to evaluate journalist’s role as gatekeepers
in the age of algorithms (author’s visualization)

shape journalists’ decisions and behaviors, ultimately influencing the news landscape. For
instance, this level explores how journalists produce media content and, within the context of
this chapter, how they interact with novel tools driven by Al. This micro level analysis high-
lights the gatekeeping role of journalists, emphasizing how their personal and professional
traits impact the selection and presentation of news.

The media routines level, the second level of analysis, transcends the individual and examines
the roles, tasks, and work routines of news workers (Reese, 2022). This level focuses on the
methods journalists use to gather, produce, verify, and disseminate information. It is essential
because it illuminates the inner workings of media contexts and how news workers contribute to
the production of news content. A key aspect of this level is the gatekeeping function, where
journalists select what is newsworthy, thereby fundamentally shaping the news that is selected.
Additionally, the relationship with the audience is also situated at this level of analysis, highlight-
ing how journalists’ routines and practices influence their interaction with the public
(Reese, 2019). This routine-based approach underscores the crucial role journalists play as
gatekeepers, determining the flow and framing of information that reaches the audience.

The level above, the media organizations level, incorporates individuals and their routines
and how they correspond with the larger organization. This level emphasizes the organiza-
tional context, considering the structures, policies, and economic imperatives that shape media
organizations (Reese, 2019, 2022). It examines how these elements influence the overall
organization, including its decision-making processes and strategic goals. At this level, the
gatekeeping role of journalists is closely linked to organizational dynamics, as the structures
and policies of media organizations directly impact which stories are selected and how they are
presented. Understanding this level is crucial for comprehending how organizational priorities
and constraints influence journalistic practices and ultimately shape the news that reaches the
public.

The final level, the media institution level, reflects the macro level influences attributable to
media organizations forming a larger institution. This level examines how the media functions
as a social, political, and economic institution. It encompasses how the media is regulated and
its roles in society, such as informing the public, shaping public opinion, and holding those in
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power accountable (Shoemaker & Reese, 1996). At this level, the gatekeeping role of journal-
ists is intertwined with broader institutional influences, determining not only what news is
reported but also how it aligns with societal norms and regulatory frameworks. The media
institution level holistically integrates the news workers level, the media routines level, and the
media organizations level, illustrating how each contributes to the overarching gatekeeping
function of the media within society.

Encompassing these four levels, they loosely cluster what could be understood in this
chapter as the journalistic institution and how this institution has a structured relationship
with political and economic institutions. Each level exists on its own, yet when taken together,
they resonate with one another and are more than the sum of one another. To better under-
stand why journalism is an institution and to gauge the argument on why institutional theory
and the HoIM are valuable to explore journalists’ gatekeeping role in the age of algorithms,
the next section will provide a more in-depth discussion of the exogenous and endogenous
(factors.

The Exogenous and Endogenous (F)Actors of Journalist’s
Gatekeeping Function

After formulating the four levels of analysis to evaluate journalists’ gatekeeping role, I now
turn to the exogenous and endogenous (f)actors that either directly or indirectly shape this
function (see Tables 11.1 and 11.2).

The first exogenous (f)actor describes how aundiences potentially influence the journalist’s
gatekeeping role in the age of algorithms (see Chapter 19). For example, due to increased
datafication, journalists are more aware of audiences’ behaviors and what they read, listen to,
and watch. As this data is increasingly available, stories likely to attract more readers, viewers,
or clicks could also be prioritized. Sources are the second exogenous (f)actor. The accessibility
and reliability of sources, including official statements, eyewitness accounts, and expert

Table 11.1 Exogenous (f)actors influencing the journalist’s gatekeeping role

Endogenous (f)actor Description Muain level of analysis
Audiences Individual consumers or groups of News workers (1);
consumers who engage with content Media routines (2)
Sources Individual sources or small organizations News workers (1);
providing content or information Media routines (2)
Advertisers and Business or entities that fund media Media routines (2);
funders through advertising to reach audiences Media organization (3)
Competitors News outlets or entities in the same Media routines (2);
industry or market competing for Media organization (3)
audiences and revenue
Technology Technology providers that provide Media organization (3);
providers platforms, infrastructure, and tools for Media institution (4)
the news reporting process
Governments and National or international governmental Media organization (3);
regulators bodies that regulate, oversee, and Media institution (4)
influence the media and technology
industries
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Table 11.2 Endogenous (f)actors influencing the journalist’s gatekeeping role

Endogenous (f)actor Description Muain level of analysis

Editors Individuals who review, modify, and News workers (1);
approve content before publication Media routines (2)

Technologists In-house tech experts who manage and Media routines (2);
develop the technical infrastructure and Media organization (3)
tools used by the media organization

Marketeers In-house marketing professionals Media routines (2);
responsible for promoting the media Media organization (3)
organization’s content and brand

Other internal Various internal departments (such as Media routines (2);

teams HR, finance, and legal) that support the Media organization (3)
media organization’s operations

Media owners Entities that own and control the media Media organization (3);
organization, influencing its overall Media institution (4)

strategy and direction

opinions, impact the stories journalists choose to cover. These sources also indirectly influence
what is selected or deemed newsworthy and what is not. The main levels of analysis of these
(f)actors, both audiences and sources, are that of the news workers and the media routines.

Advertisers, funders, and competitors can affect the journalists’ gatekeeping role. For instance,
advertising revenue, budget constraints, and the financial health of the media organization
could influence the resources available for newsgathering and the types of stories that are pri-
oritized. Journalists may tailor their content to fit the criteria these algorithms favor, such as
virality, engagement metrics, and search engine optimization. Similarly, the presence of com-
peting media outlets and the need to stand out in a crowded market can influence which sto-
ries are selected and how they are presented. These (f)actors could be studied primarily from
the media routines and media organizations levels.

The fifth exogenous (f)actor describes how technology providers could alter the journalist’s
gatekeeping role. Innovations in technology and its providers, from recommendations on
social media platforms, over data analytics tools to the emergence of generative Al tools,
change how news is gathered, distributed, and consumed. These advancements influence gate-
keeping decisions and affect where information moves and goes. The last exogenous (f)actors
are governments and regulators. Government policies, regulations, and political pressures can
both positively or negatively shape what is reported. Journalists might face a level of censorship
or pressure to align with certain political viewpoints. Both the technology providers and the
governments and regulators could be studied from the media organization and media institu-
tion level.

The first endogenous (f)actors are editors in the media organization who primarily deter-
mine the standards and priorities for news coverage. Editors may adjust their standards and
priorities to align with the preferences of these algorithms, focusing on content that is likely to
achieve higher visibility, engagement, and click-through rates. In other words, selections and
standards shape the gatekeeping role of journalists, and help establish what is newsworthy or
not. The main levels of analysis of these (f)actors are the news workers and the media
routines.

Technologists are the second endogenous (f)actors and provide the digital infrastructure and
tools necessary for newsgathering, news production, verification, and distribution. Their work
with, for example, content management systems and recommender systems could either support
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or constrain journalists in their gatekeeping role. In the same vein, marketeers are another actor
within the media organization that analyze audience behaviors and develop strategies to pro-
mote content, thereby influencing which stories are prioritized. Similarly, their insights into
audience engagement help shape editorial decisions to align with market demands. These
(f)actors could be studied primarily from the media routines and media organizations level.

Other internal teams, such as finance, human resources, and legal, should not be over-
looked, as they support the overall functioning of the media organization. Their management
of resources, staffing, and compliance indirectly affects the scope and the selection of news
coverage. Medin owners set the strategic direction and priorities for the media organization,
impacting editorial independence and content focus. Their business objectives and personal
beliefs can shape the types of news stories that are emphasized, and they can also influence
what technologies are being procured. Both the internal teams and the media owners could be
studied from the media organization and media institution level.

Conclusion and Outlook

This chapter has enhanced our understanding of how algorithms impact journalists’ role as
gatekeepers. Building on the institutional theory and the HoIM, I have made a case for why it
is valuable to evaluate the different levels of journalists’ role as gatekeepers — namely situated
on the news workers, the media routines, the media organizations, and the media institution
levels. The framework is pivotal to understanding how journalistic roles are changing, and how
these dynamic roles affect journalism as a process, a product, and as an institution. In this light,
this chapter underscores that algorithms have become ubiquitous. They should not be consid-
ered as peripheral players but should be evaluated in future studies as valued and valid actors in
the news reporting process.

It is crucial to emphasize that the “algorithmic turn” (Uricchio, 2011) in newsrooms has
only just begun. Therefore, it remains to be seen how Al and algorithms will further impact
how information flows in the news ecosystem. The “creative destruction” of innovation has
shown that journalism can be augmented and disrupted by algorithms as they help gather,
produce, verify, and distribute news (Paulussen, 2016; Thurman et al., 2019). The algorithms
implemented in 2022 are mostly “helping hands,” as they are still overseen mainly by humans,
but they are becoming increasingly complex due to technological affordances and the exist-
ence of enormous amounts of (personal) data. In some cases, these algorithms can also be
utilized as a service in newsrooms to gain a more granular insight into how audiences consume
text, video, and audio.

In addition, I have argued that the journalist’s gatekeeping role in the age of algorithms is
shaped by both exogenous and endogenous (f)actors across different levels of analysis.
Exogenous (f)actors include audience preferences, which drive content prioritization due to
increased datafication, and source availability, which affects newsworthiness. Advertisers and
competitors influence resource allocation and story selection, while technology providers and
government regulations shape news distribution and content through innovations and politi-
cal pressures. On the other hand, endogenous (f)actors include editors who set standards and
priorities, technologists who provide essential digital tools, and marketeers who analyze audi-
ence behavior to guide content promotion. Other internal teams like finance, HR, and legal
departments indirectly affect news coverage through resource and compliance management.
Media owners, with their strategic directives and objectives, significantly impact editorial inde-
pendence and content focus. These internal (f)actors primarily operate at the levels of media
routines, media organizations, and media institutions.

This chapter has limitations. First, the delineation of the four levels is somehow arbitrary,
but I believe it will contribute a conceptual lens to empirical research in the future. As a
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continuation of the proposed conceptual framework, future research should focus on the
clements of algorithms that can be made transparent and explainable to members of media
contexts, focusing on the input, throughput, and output of these systems (Cools &
Koliska, 2024; Diakopoulos & Koliska, 2017; Dorr, 2015). Second, the proposed framework
is based on Western epistemologies. Future research could focus on what (f)actors and aspects
should be considered to create an inclusive framework for examining algorithms in the news
reporting process (see Chapter 5). This could involve considering different cultural attitudes
towards technology, varying levels of access to digital infrastructure, and the diverse ways in
which news is consumed across the globe. Third, frameworks can be proposed to hold algo-
rithms and Al accountable, and audits can be performed, so that biased and rogue algorithms
are kept to the minimum (see Chapter 18). Such research should be interdisciplinary in nature
and should also depart from a long-term analysis of these systems rather than a short-term
perspective of how algorithms impact the news reporting process. Additionally, future research
should also consider which stakeholders within the institution develop and implement these
algorithms and how external companies like Google, Facebook, and OpenAl function in the
deployment of these systems. Taking these recommendations for future research into account,
the ongoing process of institutionalization of algorithms and the proposed conceptual frame-
work in this chapter provide (communication) scholars with a new vital lens to evaluate our
ever-evolving algorithmic societies.
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