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ORIGINAL ARTICLE

The Unified Framework of Media Diversity: A Systematic
Literature Review

Felicia Loecherbacha , Judith Moellerb , Damian Trillingb and Wouter van
Atteveldta

aDepartment of Communication, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, Amsterdam, The Netherlands;
bDepartment of Communication, University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam, The Netherlands

ABSTRACT
How to study media diversity has become a major concern in
today’s media landscape. Many expect that algorithmic filtering and
a shift of audiences from legacy media to new intermediaries
decrease the diversity of news diets, leading to fragmented soci-
eties, polarization and spread of misinformation. Different fields,
from journalism research to law and computer science, are involved
in the study of media diversity. They operate, however, with vastly
different vocabularies, frameworks, and measurements. To over-
come this fragmentation, this study provides an extensive overview
of conceptualizations and operationalizations of media diversity in
different fields using a systematic literature review (1999–2018). This
showed a lack of theorizing and linking of conceptual with empir-
ical work in media diversity research. Based on this, we develop a
framework on how to move forward: Regarding conceptualization,
we call for focusing on different places in the journalistic informa-
tion chain instead of the classical exposure-supply distinction.
Methodologically, automated approaches (e.g., analyzing digital
traces) and qualitative approaches (e.g., capturing perceptions of
diversity) should receive more attention. For analysis, matters of bal-
ance and disparity need to be stressed more, especially discussing
possible limits to diversity. Overall, research into media diversity
thus needs to be addressed in interdisciplinary collaboration.

KEYWORDS
Media diversity; systematic
review; interdisciplinary
work; pluralism

Media diversity has always held a prominent place on the research agenda in commu-
nication research and journalism studies. But especially in the last few years, concerns
about the diversity of media diets have taken the center stage of a lively academic
and societal debate. In contrast to the earlier work that expected the affordances of
online communication to lead to a transformative, decentralized, and diverse
exchange of information online (Bennett 2003), more recently, media diversity has
been discussed in the context of algorithmic curation (“filter bubbles”; Pariser 2011) or
like-minded friend groups (“echo chambers”; Sunstein 2009). Fears of this sparking a
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vicious circle leading ultimately to fragmented societies (Levendusky 2013), polariza-
tion (Stroud 2008), and the spread of false information (Ciampaglia 2018) have been
prevalent in public and academic discourse.

Research on this topic has been held back by the lack of conceptual clarity about
media diversity and by a slow adoption of methods to measure and analyze it. Our
core argument therefore is that we need to integrate insights from research on diver-
sity in journalism, communication science, law, and computer science to overcome
both problems (cf. M€oller et al. 2018). For instance, media diversity is seen as crucial
element or even synonym of media pluralism and therefore falls under the core princi-
ples that are studied by scholars of media policy (Karppinen 2013). Social scientists
(including communication and political science) are interested in closely examining
media content and what shapes it as well as attitudinal consequences of the diversity
of media diets (McQuail 1992). And lastly, in the field of recommender systems design
and computational science the incorporation of diversity measurements for the evalu-
ation of news recommender systems has received increasing attention in the last few
years (Kunaver and Po�zrl 2017). There may be other disciplines in which media diver-
sity can be addressed, but usually diversity research in other disciplines either has a
different focus and does not focus on media (e.g., sociology); therefore, we limited our
scope to the disciplines in which – according to the best of our knowledge – there
are substantive enough subfields that deal with media diversity.

Considering that these fields employ not only differing methods but also often
operate with vastly different theoretical frameworks and vocabulary, diversity research
is becoming increasingly fragmented. To profit from interdisciplinary contributions,
though, studies need to employ comparable definitions and measures of diversity.

Therefore, this study aims to (1) give an overview of conceptualizations and opera-
tionalizations of media diversity in different fields using a systematic literature review.
Especially as diversity can be seen as having different dimensions and levels of analysis,
giving an overview and synthesis of the current state of research is of importance to
show limitations and “blind spots.” This can serve as input to (2) a united framework
that identifies important conceptual and methodological approaches needed to study
media diversity in an online environment that is increasingly characterized by personal-
ization and individual supplies of media content. We show important aspects that
should be put more into focus when doing truly interdisciplinary research into media
diversity that combines theoretical insights with innovative methodological ideas.

A Systematic Overview of Current Theorizing and Research on
Media Diversity

To systematically analyze and organize the literature across several fields, we distin-
guish between the conceptual and the empirical level. On both levels, there is a lack
of consensus on what media diversity is or should be. The largest gap, however, is evi-
dent when it comes to link conceptual and empirical work, with very few studies span-
ning across fields.

Conceptual level. It is commonly accepted that media diversity plays an important
role for democracy (McQuail 1992). Yet, how the concept should be defined, what it
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should include, and how it should be measured is far from clear. This fragmentation
and ambiguity hinders scientific progress, since shared conceptualizations help to
understand conflicting findings and improve the testing of relationships between con-
cepts (Watt and Van den Berg 1995). Diversity can be seen as “mega-concept”
(McLeod and Pan 2005) that is very much entangled with several other concepts and
is inherently normative, which poses a potential communication problem between dif-
ferent strands of literature. However, to sensibly use media diversity in empirical stud-
ies, it must be brought from a high level of abstraction to a more concrete level. One
way of doing so could be to specify diversity of media content as “heterogeneity of
media content in terms of one or more specified characteristics” (Van Cuilenburg,
1999). More specifically, media diversity can be examined regarding the content (e.g.,
what is written in newspaper articles), the structure (e.g., the number and distribution
of different outlets), and – the newest of perspectives on media diversity – regarding
what an individual is exposed to (Napoli 2011). This idea of focusing more on the com-
position of a media diet of individual news consumers ties in with research on media
repertoires (Peters & Schrøder 2018; Hasebrink and Popp 2006).

Media diversity can be seen as inherently normative concept, and the way it is con-
ceptualized and operationalized very much depends on the normative framework
applied (Helberger et al., 2018). Diversity is not an end in itself, but can be used as
means for reaching democratic goals such as an informed citizenry or an inclusive
public discourse. Depending on the specified goal, the benchmark for assessing
whether a “satisfying” amount of diversity is reached and how this can empirically be
tested changes (Raeijmaekers & Maeseele 2015). Thus, the conceptual definition of
diversity and its normative underpinnings significantly affects how it is operationalized
and how findings are interpreted.

Empirical level: three steps in the research process. Once the boundaries of defi-
nitions and normative theories are specified, one can proceed to translate abstract
concepts into empirical operationalizations. Three steps of the research process are
important for the assessment of media diversity (Van Cuilenburg 2000): data gathering,
measurement, and analysis.

The first step is the data gathering process – deciding which media (newspapers,
social media content) are examined on which level of analysis. The second is measure-
ment – selecting dimensions on which the media content should differ such as actors,
viewpoints, topics, or structure (Hoffmann-Riem 1987; Napoli 1999; R€ossler 2007) and
extracting the relevant information from the media content. Specifically when studying
media diversity in the online environment with ever-growing amounts of news,
the choice for an appropriate method is far from trivial. Especially the usage of
(semi-)automated methods is of interest here: Coding actors in a text can be done via
manual annotation or via entity recognition; and similarity between texts can be
assessed by a human or by automatically comparing vocabularies. Investigating the
status of using (semi-)automated methods for diversity assessment can help to show
what gaps still need to be filled to scale up research into media diversity.

Lastly, in the data analysis step it needs to be decided how to use the gathered
and annotated data to assess the degree to which the media content is diverse and
whether the observed variance is sufficient. This last step is impossible to do without
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linking back to normative goals set in the definitory stage; otherwise no meaningful
assessment of diversity can be derived.

A Systematic Review

As we have seen, diversity research seems to suffer from a paradoxical situation: On
the one hand, it is one of the most prolific areas of research, attracting attention not
only from various subfields within communication science and journalism studies, but
also from disciplines reaching from law to computer science. On the other hand, it is
exactly this popularity that, in fact, hinders further progress: The differences on both
the conceptual and the empirical level have become so great that it has become hard
to learn from each other.

In an attempt to bring the wide variety of studies on diversity together, we con-
ducted the – to our knowledge – first systematic review of media diversity to examine
the conceptualization, operationalization, and findings on diversity in media (and espe-
cially news) content. We performed a database search for publication title, abstract,
and keywords in three electronic databases that cover a range of scientific fields (sco-
pus, Web of Science) and one communication specific (Ebsco Communication & Mass
Media Complete), further limiting the results to relevant fields (social sciences, law,
computational sciences). The search string contained news- and media-related words,
including social networks (“news�” or “Facebook” or “Twitter” or “reddit” or “media” or
“journalis�”). It did not include “television” or “radio” as the focus of this research is
put on text-based content. Additionally, the general term “social network” could not
be included since it led to a sharp increase in search results due to being used in
other fields of research and contexts. The second group of terms describe diversity in
its various forms (“divers�” or “plural�” or “serendip�”). Diversity is the term mostly
adopted in communication science, while pluralism is mostly used in legal scholarship
and serendipity is mostly used in computational science as a diversity-related term. It
additionally included concepts that usually require the measurement of diversity as
outcome variable (although not specifically naming it as such) – “filter bubble�” and
“echo chamber�.” Wildcards were employed to account for plurals and variations in
spelling. The search results were limited to articles published in peer-reviewed journals
in the last two decades (1998–2018) to account for the transition from offline to online
environments and the use of (semi-)automated methods. The database search was the
first of several selection steps in the systematic review process (Figure 1).

After that, topic codes of journals were used to further narrow the selection to rele-
vant fields (social/communication science, law, computational science). Additionally,
regular expressions in a Python script were used to filter out incorrect matches due to
databases stemming keywords (“news” became “new”). Finally, the abstracts were
screened manually according to two inclusion criteria: (1) media (content or market)
were the main focus of the analysis and/or the theoretical argument made, and (2) a
connection between diversity-related words and media content or market was given.
This includes empirical as well as theoretical articles. It does not include fictional for-
mats (games, entertainment movies) or staff diversity (i.e., in newsrooms).
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Coding Procedure

The articles were each coded for a number of variables, beginning with whether an
empirical study (collection and analysis of data) was conducted or whether a theoret-
ical discussion was made. In a second step, all diversity-related terms appearing in the
article were coded – if the term was substantially discussed (i.e., appearing more than
once outside of footnotes or references).

The first set of variables aimed at how articles defined and conceptualized diversity:
It was coded whether an explicit definition was given, whether (and which) citations
were used for it, and its full text was recorded. After this, the level of analysis at which
diversity was discussed was coded. The first aspect of the level, whether it was internal
or external, ranged from “One media article” to “The media market overall”. Following
this, the second aspect (supply vs exposure) was coded, classifying articles as supply
oriented, audience-oriented, or both. At the end of this block it was coded which
dimensions of diversity were mentioned (here again only if substantively discussed). It
could be related to actors, viewpoints, topics, or outlets. Additionally, other dimen-
sions could be filled in and for each selected dimension the specific name given to it
in the article was recorded. This allows for investigating whether differences in naming
the same dimensions occur. For theoretical articles the coding procedure ended at
this point, for empirical articles the measurements and results were further coded in a
second and third block.

For every dimension of the diversity-related concept that was measured the general
method used to assess it was recorded (e.g., content analysis, survey). Furthermore, it
was coded whether (semi-)automated methods were used for assessment and for
those several quality-criteria (mentioning metrics like recall and precision) were regis-
tered. In a last step, it was assessed whether citations were given for the methods
used, whether a mathematical formula was given, and the full methodological proced-
ure was recorded.

Intercoder reliability calculations regarding the inclusion of articles in the sample
were made between the first author and a researcher with expertise in the field of
media diversity research based on a random sample of 100 publications from the

Figure 1. Flow diagram of the systematic review process.
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initial search results (a sufficient sample size according to Riffe, Lacy, and Fico (2014,
111), and indicated very good agreement (Cohen’s j ¼.83; Landis and Koch 1977). As
a result of this initial screening, 298 publications were selected for the second step of
the coding process. The full PDFs of the publications were retrieved (for 9 no access
was possible) and duplicates as well as non-English publications were excluded (11 in
total). After coding whether the criteria of the first stage (media and diversity criterion)
were fulfilled when taking the whole text into account, 206 articles were analyzed.
This accounts for 2.29% of the originally retrieved (thematically filtered) publications,
slightly below medium precision in systematic reviews (Sampson, Tetzlaff, and
Urquhart 2011).

Results and Discussion

Definitions and Normative Frameworks

In total, 147 of the coded articles conducted an empirical study, and 59 were of theor-
etical nature. Looking at the distribution of articles per year already indicates a sharp
increase in the interest in diversity especially after 2012 (see Figure 2). The last 5 years
account for almost two thirds of all the articles found to fit the criteria since 1999.
This increase in publications can especially be explained due to the heightened inter-
est in concepts related to exposure diversity that were coined in the last decade (filter
bubbles, echo chambers) – but also for more supply oriented studies a clear increase
can be seen. In total, 174 of the 206 studies mentioned diversity and 48 referred to
pluralism – some of them including both terms. Filter bubbles (13) and echo chambers
(12) were mentioned less, but are also newer terms. Serendipity was only referred to
in three of the articles.

Figure 2. Amount of studies mentioning a diversity-related term.
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Definitions
In total, 116 of 189 studies that mention diversity or pluralism also give a definition of
the concept1– although clear differences between empirical (54.4% of studies give a
definition) and theoretical studies (78.2%) can be identified. Thus, especially in empir-
ical research, it is a common phenomenon to use diversity as term without a clear def-
inition. In those cases, it is used as buzzword term (Raeijmaekers & Maeseele, 2015)
without conceptualizing it.

Several scholars specifically address whether pluralism and diversity should be dis-
tinct or interchangeable concepts. Some argue that diversity is a measure of media
content while pluralism focuses on media structures (Duncan 2015A) or see diversity
as empirical and pluralism as ideological concept (Raeijmaekers & Maeseele 2015A).
However, most studies use the terms interchangeably (see e.g., Ciaglia 2013A; Hibberd
2007A; Hoffman et al. 2015A; Woods 2007A). Looking at the articles which use one
term or the other reveals that the term pluralism is mostly used in articles related to
law and political science (e.g., Allen, Connolly, and Heap 2017A; Czepek and Klinger
2010A; Gibbons 2015A) while diversity is more used in communication and computa-
tional science. The difference can thus rather be seen as distinction between fields
than necessarily a difference in meaning – in the following the two terms are used
interchangeably unless explicitly stated.

Standing on the Shoulders of Giants
Looking at the studies that give a definition of media diversity or pluralism reveals
that often it is much less a question of how people define diversity but rather who
they cite. In most cases, a short overview is given over past conceptualizations of
diversity and its multifacetedness is stressed (Helberger 2015A, Karppinen 2006A).2

However, often the theoretical work ends here – usually no additional contribution is
made to the definitions. Thus, one way to understand how diversity is defined is not
necessarily to classify the definitions made in the sample but by seeing who is cited
and whether the most referenced works do differ in their conceptualizations. Only
after this, conceptualizations substantially adding to those widely used definitions and
what they might add to the discussion are presented.

Of the 116 studies giving a definition, 87 made a reference to existing definitions.
They refer to 184 different sources. Although this shows quite some variance, there are
still central studies standing out due to appearing frequently, as displayed in Figure 3:
Each vertex (node) of the network represents an article and each arrow (edge) leads
from an article to the sources it cited. The size of the nodes represents the number of
citations it received (indegree). Only citations specifically made for the definition of
diversity or pluralism are considered. It therefore does not – like a general citation net-
work – depict all references made, but only those used for conceptualizing the con-
struct. It shows that eight studies have more than five citations (listed in the legend).

Taking a closer look at those central sources shows that they all made overall con-
ceptualizations of diversity with different dimensions and can be placed in the field of
journalism and communication science. This might be due to the fact that in social sci-
ences in general the type of definitions that were coded in this study are most com-
mon – but also show a disconnect between the fields since the definitions made in
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legal and computational scholarship can mostly be found in the disconnected
parts of the network, not finding many citations in communication and journalism
research. They stress the multifacetedness of the concept and rather define cer-
tain elements of it than focus on an overarching definition of diversity or plural-
ism. The three most cited studies are Voakes et al. (1996), Napoli (1999) and
McQuail (1992) – see Table 1 for an overview of the articles citing them, the dif-
ferent dimensions of diversity they addressed, and how those dimensions were
defined in the articles.

Voakes et al. (1996) only concentrate on one media outlet and specifically focus on
the distinction of source (who is mentioned) and content (what perspective is taken)
and do not address anything but the media content. Indeed, some of the articles cit-
ing this are specifically aiming at making a clear distinction between actor and view-
point diversity. Especially Masini and Van Aelst (2017) and Baden and Springer (2017)
expand on this in a very detailed way, further showing why it is important to keep
those two dimensions separately.

Napoli (1999) subsumes what Voakes et al. (1996) described under “Content
diversity” and adds a topic-element to it. However, he additionally mentions the
structural component – terming it source diversity – which includes everything con-
cerned with how the content was made and by whom. Lastly, he adds exposure
diversity as a third component. Exposure diversity is also further discussed and ela-
borated on by other scholars, including Helberger et al., Napoli (2011), and van der
Wurff (2011).

By far the most detailed account of diversity is given by McQuail (1992) who talks
about content and structural dimensions and also mentions exposure diversity,

Figure 3. Citation network.
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naming it “diversity as received”. Additionally, he adds elements pointing towards the
different goals that can be addressed with diversity: It can be seen from a perspective
aiming at society (reflection), actors that want to be heard (access), and the audience
(choice). He further already gives standards of performance (equality or proportional-
ity) that diversity can be evaluated against. Some later theoretical work takes similar
approaches, further elaborating on goals and performance measures (see e.g., Van
Cuilenburg 1999; Karppinen 2013; Helberger et al. 2018).

One additional form of defining diversity can be found in the studies that usually
do not cite any other scholars for their definition or that only cite methodological
studies (mostly those shown in Figure 2 that are not connected to the rest of the net-
work). They use a more procedural approach – defining a concept by the procedure
of the measurement. This can be done by giving a formula or by statements like: “We
compute the political diversity of news articles [… ], which is defined as the (political)
entropy of the news articles associated with the user” (An et al. 2014, 9). These kind of
definitions are rather common in more computationally oriented research.

Thus, what can be seen are different strategies for addressing and defining media
diversity at different levels of theoretical abstraction: Purely empirical approaches who
only use a procedural definition, seeing diversity assessment as measurement problem.
On the next step, some short definitions of concrete content features are given – as
demonstrated by Voakes et al. (1996), who are almost exclusively cited in empirical
studies. On the next level not only the media content is considered, but also the way
the content is produced (e.g., ownership) and the way it is received (exposure) – as
Napoli (1999) demonstrates. Lastly, the different goals (from various perspectives) and
benchmarks of assessment of diversity can be of interest as reflected by the work of
McQuail (1992).

New ideas: Apart from these very broad classifications and strategies, some defini-
tions specifically contribute important new elements: The audience can now also be
seen as co-creator of news, changing the traditional notion of media systems as a sup-
plier of diverse messages, broadening the realm of content that can be classified as
media content (Cortesi and Gasser 2015A). New genres such as citizen journalism or
news blogs especially influence the structural aspects of media production. The ques-
tion of “what is news” and what to include in analyses especially at a higher level of
analysis (i.e., media market) becomes more difficult to answer.

Diversity has also been addressed in terms of content richness – whether elements
beyond texts (videos, photos, audio, hyperlinks) are used in online media (Carpenter
2010A; Yang et al. 2017A). The online news experience becomes increasingly multi-
modal, requiring to research diversity beyond text and also for example classifying the
content of photos accompanying a news text.

Lastly, it is important to also take the “diversity experience” (Hoffman et al. 2015,
1363) or perceived diversity into account – meaning that environmental factors (sup-
ply of content) and behavioral factors (exposure to content) are complemented by
how the individual processes and perceives the received information. Hoffman et al.
(2015) use social cognitive theory (SCT) to stress that motivation, awareness, and abil-
ity of the receiver of information are essential for understanding how diversity is per-
ceived. According to them, the main challenges for diversity in an online environment
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are not necessarily related to the supply or exposure anymore (as there are endless
possibilities for content online) but rather related to what the user is actually willing
and capable of experiencing. Especially in terms of taking the abundance of informa-
tion into account, this more psychological take on media diversity is important
to consider.

To summarize, we only identified limited theoretical work regarding the definition
of diversity or pluralism. When defining diversity, most articles either give a short over-
view of past work without adding further to those conceptualizations or use a proced-
ural approach. Thus, the main strategies for defining diversity were deducted from
central studies, showing different levels of theoretical abstraction that can be
employed. Only the last level (as illustrated by McQuail 1992) also reflects on different
perspectives and measures of performance, while the others are mostly concerned
with empirical measurements.

Lastly, approaches adding new elements to those established definitions were intro-
duced, stressing that online media (1) blur what is classified as media content due to
possibilities of co-creation by users (2) increasingly require research of different media
modes and (3) emphasize the need for taking the cognitive level of perceived diversity
into account. However, only few studies address those new challenges for media
diversity research – the main development of theories took place in the 1990s, since
then new developments have only been sparsely addressed and incorporated in theor-
etical frameworks.

Normative Frameworks
The societal importance of media diversity greatly depends on the function it is
assumed to have for democracy - something that has been discussed in detail in the
legal and policy field. However, it remains a question in how far the connection to other
domains has also been made, bridging the gap between theoretical and empirical
research. Overall, it is very common to at least briefly refer to democracy or normative
ideals. 42% of the empirical and 74% of the theoretical articles mention diversity or
news/media in the context of democracy or normative ideas.3 However, most articles
only limit this to one generic sentence. It is common to state that diversity is important
for democracy to stress the societal relevance of research in introduction or discussion –
however, without further specifications as to the type of democracy that is used. This is
only done by few scholars (e.g., Humprecht and Esser 2018A) who all stress that it
indeed matters which democratic framework is applied for the definition, goals, and
benchmarks of diversity.

Four articles specifically lay out the different normative frameworks that can be
applied in the context of diversity (Bozdag et al. 2014A; Helberger 2015A; M€oller et al.
2018A; Raeijmaekers & Maeseele 2015A). They all mention four models: the liberal-
aggregative and liberal-individual framework as well as deliberative and adversarial/
critical models.

Taking a closer look at whether and which of these normative ideas are mentioned
in the definitions of diversity in the sample shows that the overall consensus is to refer
to a liberal-aggregative conceptualization of diversity: Those articles often mention the
“marketplace of ideas” (e.g., Haim, Graefe, and Brosius 2018A; Jacobi, Kleinen-von K€onigsl€ow,
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and Ruigrok 2016A; Masini and Van Aelst 2017A; Raeijmaekers & Maeseele, 2015A; Shumow
and Vigon 2016A; Vos and Wolfgang 2018A), the importance of a variety of sources and
viewpoints and the function of media to reflect the diversity of society. This preference for
the liberal conceptualization can be explained by the high amount of studies from the U.S.
in the sample, where the liberal, market-oriented perspective is most widely accepted – and
because it is the most popular among highly cited scholars (Napoli, Voakes).

The second model, deliberative democracy, is specifically referenced in some
articles (e.g., Bozdag et al. 2014A; Haim, Arendt, and Scherr 2017A; L€orcher and
Taddicken 2017A; Rohlinger and Proffitt 2017A; Weeks, Ksiazek, and Holbert 2016A),
but in general the idea of the public sphere and inclusive, rational debates finds only
little explicit resonance. The other two perspectives (adversarial and liberal-individual)
are almost not present in our sample: Some specifically stress that minorities should
be more strongly represented (Baum 2013A; Binderkrantz, Bonafont, and Halpin 2017A;
Dwyer and Martin 2017A; Shumow and Vigon 2016A) and examine whether elite actors
are dominating the discourse – however, this can only be seen as rather weak link to
the adversarial viewpoint in the sense that it aims at promoting less heard voices. The
value of critical and conflict-laden discussions is only sparsely mentioned (M€oller, et al.
2018A), showing that the antagonistic democratic view – although theoretically valid –
is not adopted in many studies.

The perspective of individual autonomy was applied in studies that stress that the
individual users’ choice is of higher importance in the online environment (Hoffman
et al. 2015A; Horowitz and Nieminen 2017A). It could further be reasoned that articles
focusing on perceived diversity take this standpoint as they are moving the user in
the center of analysis (Van Den Bulck et al. 2016A; van der Wurff 2011A; Yang et al.
2017A). One study shows that journalists often take this perspective, indicating that
they have to primarily serve the needs of individuals with diversity as a welcome by-
product (Vos and Wolfgang 2018A).

Overall, many studies do not or only superficially mention normative frameworks,
and those that do primarily refer to liberal-aggregative ideas of democracy. However,
the references to that framework mostly remain limited to common metaphors.
Deliberative, individual autonomy and antagonistic frameworks are proposed in classi-
fications of democratic frameworks but do not find many takers in research practice.
This might be related to difficulties in finding concrete benchmarks for assessing diver-
sity in those frameworks.

Benchmarks
Benchmarks are essential for evaluating media diversity: An answer to the normative
question “Do we have a good amount of diversity?” is far from trivial and needs con-
siderations going beyond mathematical aspects. A rather naïve way of thinking of
evaluating diversity is the “the more the better” assumption – which is indeed expli-
citly mentioned in some articles (Carpenter 2010A; Vos and Wolfgang 2018A) and far
more often seems to be implied when conclusions state sentences similar to
“Newspaper X performs better regarding diversity than newspaper Y because they
mention more different parties”. Those articles predominantly appear in communica-
tion or computational science, showing that expertise gathered in the field of policy
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has often not been incorporated in other disciplines. However, Van Cuilenburg (1999)
stresses that “media diversity should always be compared with relevant variations in
society and social reality” (190) – benchmarking means anchoring the diversity in the
media to the diversity of society. The main benchmarks needed for each framework
are shown in Table 2. They range from mirroring society (liberal-aggregative), con-
sumer satisfaction (liberal-individual), access to a rational debate with equal shares
(deliberative) to promoting minority voices and emotional tone (adversarial/critical).

Empirical Operationalization and Assessment

The operationalization of diversity mostly focusses on journalism and communication
science as well as computational science – since in legal scholarship the empirical
assessment plays only a subordinate role and not many empirical articles were found
in this domain.

Data Gathering
The first step of the data gathering process is to decide which media to look at when
assessing diversity. More than half (55%) of the studies still focus on traditional mass
media such as offline newspapers, television, and radio, or a mix of different media in
the market. However, especially during the last decade, newspapers are examined in
different versions (online and offline) and also other forms have been studied: online
only news websites and news aggregators/recommender systems (Gu, Dong, and
Chen 2016A; Haim, Graefe, and Brosius 2018A), consumer-produced content (e.g., social
media; Beam, Hutchens, and Hmielowski 2018A; Bechmann and Nielbo 2018A), and
alternative sources of information (e.g., blogs; Gonz�alez-Bail�on and Paltoglou 2015A;
Park et al. 2013A).

The second step is to select a level of analysis. The classical distinction to be made
is between internal and external diversity (McQuail 1992). While the former describes

Table 2. Normative frameworks and benchmarks.
Normative framework Focus Main goals Benchmark

Liberal aggregative Market Reflection of social
heterogeneity

Mirroring society (adhering to market
shares, polls, voting results)
Reflective diversity and avoidance
of bias

Liberal-individual Consumer Autonomy of
the individual

Consumer satisfaction No restriction
to individuals’ autonomy
to choose

Deliberative Public Sphere Inclusive public debate
Civilized tone Discover
all possible perspectives

Open diversity (equal shares) of
viewpoints and entities Inclusion
of all actors in the debate (access)
Rational arguments in favor
of emotions

Adversarial Alternative voices Promoting minorities
Challenging the existing
system Dissent, conflict,
contestation

Share of minority voices and small
groups in the news Amount of
attention dedicated to non-
governmental sources Emotional
tone in favor of rational argument

Table derived from several studies in the sample (Bozdag and van den Hoven 2015A; Helberger 2015A; M€oller et al.
2018A; Raeijmaekers & Maeseele 2015A).
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the diversity of content within one media outlet, the latter refers to the amount of
sources available in the media system or sectors of the media system and how distinct
they are. In past media diversity research, internal diversity played a rather minor role,
most studies focus on external diversity by comparing or examining multiple outlets in
one sector (i.e., different newspapers, see Appendix Table B2), addressing concerns
that an unbalanced market structure is the biggest threat to a pluralistic media diet.

However, what becomes apparent is that some diversity-related terms are mostly
used in the context of internal diversity: Filter bubbles and echo chambers are almost
exclusively researched on single platforms (e.g., Facebook; Flaxman, Goel, and Rao
2016A) or outlets. This poses several challenges: When the effects of like-minded
friendship groups or algorithmic personalization are always only examined within one
outlet, only statements about that single part of a persons’ media diet can be made.
However, it is highly unlikely that all news intake is provided by one single outlet.
Thus, the question whether someone is in a filter bubble or echo chamber requires
higher levels of aggregation. In contrast, media markets or media in general are often
discussed in theoretical articles from political science and law (talking about pluralism)
or more economy-centered publications about ownership and concentration.

Some of the articles could not be placed in the traditional distinction of internal
diversity and external diversity: They look at the whole online diet of individuals by
inspecting weblog data (Dvir-Gvirsman, Tsfati, & Menchen-Trevino, 2016A) and other
digital traces (Flaxman, Goel, and Rao 2016A) or examine individual news recommen-
dations from websites and aggregators (Trampu�s et al. 2015A; Haim, Arendt, and
Scherr 2017A; Kiritoshi and Ma 2016A). This shows that media consumption becomes
more and more personalized, highlighting the importance of the distinction between
supply and exposure diversity. It has become more of a concern in the last few years
(e.g., Helberger et al. 2018; Kim & Kwak 2017; Hoffman et al. 2015A) and addresses
that it is of importance not only how diverse the supply of diverse content is but also,
whether individuals are actually exposed to this diversity (Napoli 2011). While the for-
mer is supply oriented (what is provided by media outlets), the latter is inherently
audience-oriented (what is consumed by the audience). Supply diversity can simply be
approached through analyzing the media content, but exposure diversity requires add-
itionally a measure of which of the content a person actually was exposed to
or consumed.

This increasing shift towards an audience-centered perspective can also be seen
when looking at whether the exposure or supply perspective is taken. Overall, the sup-
ply perspective is clearly dominating, with 142 of 206 articles taking this media-centered
take on diversity. 40 studies are solely focused on exposure, and 16 combine both.
Three studies used the concept of “perceived diversity,” having participants assess the
diversity instead of measuring it in the content. Supply oriented perspectives dominate
overall, but looking at the distribution over time (see Figure 1) shows a clear trend:
While it was only addressed in two studies before 2011, it has been mentioned 28 times
after. The discussions about algorithmic curation influencing the media environment
and thereby diversity, sparked by Sunstein (2009) and Pariser (2011) can be seen as one
of the influencing factors of making this form of diversity more popular.
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Measurement
We also identified a wide range of approaches to translate specific sub-dimensions of
diversity operationalized into measurable content features across sub-fields and disci-
plines. There are several levels of specificity in the various studies. Generally speaking,
the terms “content diversity” or “information diversity” should not be conceptualized
as dimensions since they do not offer a precise enough definition of what is included
and meant by them (e.g., it has been used to talk about topics (Kordus 2014A), view-
points (Sup Park 2014A) and entities (Lozano 2006A)). Rather, content diversity can be
described as encompassing the elements entities, topics, and viewpoints and as being
opposed to structural diversity – similar to the original conceptualization by Napoli
(1999). An overview of the sub-dimensions in all analyzed studies is shown in the
Appendix Table B1.

Sub-Dimensions of Diversity
Diversity of entities is a term often employed in computational science. It encompasses
people, groups, and organizations. By specifically using a rather technical term it is
avoided that this dimension is confused with the viewpoint-oriented dimension, which
is the case by studies using the term “voice” (Hibberd 2007A; Lee, Sang, and Xu
2015A). It also bypasses another common issue: “Source diversity” is the most-used
label for entities, coming from a journalistic perspective of sources in articles and
often rooting back to Voakes et al. (1996). Sources are, however – in the tradition of
Napoli (1999) – also used to describe different outlets in the marketplace.

A second sub-dimension we identified is topic diversity – this is also the most-used
term in the analyzed papers for this dimension and can be seen as a synonym for
issue. It avoids confusion with perspectives (e.g., since one study called a topic-related
dimension frames; Baum 2013A) or staying to closely within the terminology of one
media type (program (Vergeer, Eisinga, and Franses 2012) or genre (Fern�andez-Quijada
2017) for television).

The third content-related sub-dimension is viewpoint diversity as a rather neutral
term for describing that one topic can be viewed from different angles. It thus avoids
value-laden terms such as frames (Dahinden 2002A; Entman 2006A) or polarization
(Beam, Hutchens, and Hmielowski 2018A) and is not necessarily limited to the political
realm (such as ideology; Benson, Neff, and Hess�erus 2018A).

Lastly, the term structural diversity is used to describe the sub-dimension not
related to the media content but to questions about who supplies the information.
By that it avoids being reduced to either “outlets” and “channels” or questions of
ownership, but rather expresses that it is about structural features of the market pro-
posed to influence diversity.

The most frequently investigated sub-dimension is viewpoint diversity. This is
hardly surprising given the often normative connotation of diversity in relation to
political views, polarization, or fragmentation. It is the only dimension that is consist-
ently evaluated across all levels from single outlets to market level – as opposed to
entities and topics that are only used when analyzing one or multiple outlets.
However, it could be argued that specifically on the market level, entities can give
insights into pattern of access to the news and public discourse at large. Especially
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when taking the deliberative or adversarial perspective, the question of who gets to
speak to what extent is crucial. In the same realm, specific groups are linked to
topics (in terms of issue ownership, Petrocik 1996) – thus the question of who sets
the topic agenda and determines what is discussed in the news, puts some entities
more on the spot than others.

Several articles did not fit into the previously defined dimensions: They add dimen-
sions that could be of special interest regarding the changes from offline to online
content: Medium diversity (i.e., audio, video links) and perceived diversity were already
mentioned in the definitions above. Additionally, linguistic and lexical diversity can be
analyzed with automated methods judging the syntactic and semantic differences
between news outlets. Especially for the assessment of factors such as tone or senti-
ment such approaches are valuable. Articles naming those diversity dimensions were
published within the last 10 years and almost all research online content.

Approaches to Assess Sub-Dimensions of Diversity
Across all studies, most employed manual content analysis to assess sub-dimensions of
diversity. We identified only 26 studies that used (semi-)automated methods to extract
relevant measurement indicators, 89% of those were published after 2013. Since then,
we identified four to five studies each year that relied on automated methods. This indi-
cates that automated methods do not have a prominent space in media diversity
research in the social sciences yet, even though they have the potential to advance the
scale of research by automatically measuring different indicators. 10 of the 26 articles
were published in journals that are specific to computational science and linguistics,
which decreases the visibility of those methods to communication scholars.

An important characteristic of the computational studies is that half of them did
not mention any attempts to validate that the computational methods actually cap-
ture the intended variables, this is particularly striking in those studies using named
entity recognition or unsupervised methods such as LDA topic modeling.

Data Analysis
Turning to the assessment of diversity, the frameworks built by Stirling (2007) as well
as McDonald and Dimmick (2003) are used, coining the terms “variety,” “balance,” and
“disparity” to describe different approaches. The first one, variety, is “the answer to the
question: how many types of thing do we have?” (Stirling 2007, 709) and has been
termed “single-concept diversity” (McDonald and Dimmick 2003) as it relies on only
one indicator (e.g., the number of entities in an article). An overview of the studies
using the different approaches is given in Appendix Table B2.

Measuring diversity in the sense of variety can be seen as the consensus in the field
so far. Especially (manual) content analysis is used for gathering indicators whose fre-
quencies and proportions are subsequently reported. This comes as no surprise since
especially the method of quantitative content analysis is useful for assessing frequen-
cies. The variety approach is also occasionally used for qualitative content analysis, sur-
veys (making additive indices) and other, less frequently appearing methods.

This clear dominance of measures of variety can be seen as rather problematic
(McDonald and Dimmick 2003). When only having the amount elements in different
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categories, their distributions can be entirely different. Only looking at the distributions
without considering the number of elements in the distribution also does not fully cap-
ture the different parts of diversity. Lastly, variety does not in itself promote a specific
benchmark apart from “the more the better.” As discussed above, this lack of an appro-
priate benchmark gives only little information about diversity in a normative sense. It
can, however, be used as a basis for comparison to distributions of external measures.
Thus, to some extent variety can be used for purposes of the liberal-aggregative frame-
work – but should involve interpretation regarding whether the found distribution
reflects in some form the societal heterogeneity. Thus far, this is usually not discussed
in research.

The second category, balance, looks at distributions of categories. It is aimed at a
“dual-concept diversity” (McDonald and Dimmick 2003, 63) since both the number of
distinct categories and the evenness of the distribution of these categories are consid-
ered. In a first step it is also necessary to take into account the variety of distinct cate-
gories, but additionally, some distribution measure needs to be added. This is most
often done by using various measures of entropy – the most popular being Shannon’s
entropy, Simpson’s D, or the equivalent Herfindahl-Hirschman Index. This strategy
takes as benchmark the notion of open diversity – since it is always aimed at flatten-
ing the distribution, making the different elements equal. It can thus best be used in
the normative framework of deliberative democracy. As Van Cuilenburg (1999) men-
tions, in rare occasions this can also coincide with reflective diversity – when only two
categories are given such as male-female and those are expected to be equally repre-
sented in society.

The third way of measuring diversity is by looking at disparity (Stirling 2007). It con-
siders how far from each other two elements are. This is implicitly included when mak-
ing categories for a content analysis codebook since it needs to be judged how
different the categories need to be to be coded as distinct. However, this only can
remain a very rough understanding of disparity of elements since it often does not
express whether for example two viewpoints are close together or far apart. There are
also a few studies in the sample that measure disparity or distance between elements
more explicitly – and most use automated content analysis or (computational) linguis-
tic. Measures such as cosine or Jaccard similarity between documents have been used
to define how similar or dissimilar the analyzed content is. Two publications look at
the repurposing of content by comparing similarities between the articles from news
agencies and newspapers or between outlets from one media company (Sjøvaag
2014A; Welbers et al. 2018A). In that they contribute to show that the same content
can be used in multiple publications due to the common sourcing practices of news
outlets. Thus, the sheer amount of content or the distribution of different outlets does
not give an indication of how distinct the content is.

The added value of disparity is that it can express whether a person is reading con-
tent slightly leaning towards one side of the political spectrum or rather content from
the extreme fringes of the spectrum. Especially regarding viewpoints the question of
redundancy of standpoints is essential (Baden and Springer 2017). In that it lends itself
quite well to the adversarial framework, since it can be used to see how much con-
testation and dissent can be found.
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Some approaches could not be classified as measuring diversity in terms of variety,
balance, or disparity: Especially survey approaches and qualitative approaches were
concerned with measuring perceived diversity; additionally, participants in an experi-
ment are asked to judge content diversity (Urban and Schweiger 2014A). Those studies
all stress that diversity can also be seen as something that cannot necessarily be only
measured by looking at “what is in the content” but that it very much depends on
the perspective and perception in how far media are judged as diverse. In that it fits
perfectly with the understanding of the individual- autonomy perspective that aims at
having user satisfaction as a benchmark of diversity.

In summary, the empirical assessment of diversity shows that in terms of analysis,
most studies rely on a single-concept understanding of diversity (variety). When meas-
uring balance (mostly entropy measurements) especially the notion of open diversity
can more accurately be expressed and more information can be shown. Apart from
these often-used approaches, the notion of disparity should become more prominent,
looking at the distance of different elements. It offers opportunities for a more
detailed description of differences between the content dimensions measured or struc-
tural properties.

Moving Forward: Interdisciplinary Media Diversity Research

This systematic literature review of the past two decades of media diversity research
has clearly demonstrated that the concept of diversity is used quite diversely itself. So
far, there is little to no overlap between concepts and operationalizations used in the
different fields interested in media diversity: the conceptual work and normative con-
siderations from law and policy research are often not incorporated in empirical stud-
ies in the field of media use and effects studies, both in communication science and
computer science, leading to “the more the better” assumptions without reflecting on
the democratic importance of diversity. Likewise, the adoption of computational meth-
ods to facilitate data gathering, measurement, and analysis in communication science
is rather the exception than the rule. What is more, when computational methods are
used, they are often only poorly validated, not taking into account normative bench-
marks and considerations.

The fragmented approaches and conceptualizations in the literature illustrate a clear
need for consolidation: How should we go forward? First, we need to shift our attention
towards a meaningful conceptualization in all sub-fields that takes into account changes
such as more and more individualized and personalized media diets and more blurred
distinctions between journalistic and interpersonal/citizen-produced content. We there-
fore suggest to move away from sub-field specific definitions of diversity and focus on
an integrated framework that centers around two key terms: the locus and the dimen-
sions of diversity. Our core argument is that on both aspects, the move to digital jour-
nalism has created an urgent need for both reconceptualization and new empirical
investigation which will require interdisciplinary collaboration to make progress.

First, the locus of diversity refers to which place in the journalistic information chain
we are looking for diversity. Traditionally, a distinction is made between Supply diver-
sity and Exposure Diversity. In this distinction, supply diversity studies the total diversity
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present in the media system and encompasses the structural properties of media sys-
tems, media ownership, concentration, and market shares. For questions on media
effects, the audience-centered notion of exposure diversity is key (as also stressed by
Napoli (2011) and Helberger et al. (2018)). This means we need to conceptualize and
measure the diversity of the content used by individual users.

In the era of digital journalism, however, this distinction is becoming more blurred.
With news algorithms and other filtering systems offering personalized content, there is
no longer a single homogenous news supply for all users. This has made studying media
markets increasingly challenging – the standard measures of audience reach and market
power used for all offline media are nearly impossible to translate into the converging
online context. Moreover, difficulties in gathering reliable and valid usage data and organ-
izing and cleaning it complicates analyses of media markets. Similarly, with many news
consumers browsing many different news sources in a context of strong competition for
attention, there is an important difference between what news one is exposed to (e.g.,
what actually appears on the screen, personalized exposure) and what news one con-
sumes (what one clicks on and reads and processes, individual media diet).

Here, methods from the field of computational science can help in getting a sys-
tematic overview of the content and providers available and storing them for example
by periodically scraping news websites and building comprehensive online archives
(see e.g., the project INCA, Trilling et al. 2018). Emerging methods from digital tracking
(e.g., Menchen-Trevino 2016) are needed to measure both personalized news exposure
and actual consumption, and eye tracking or scrolling data could be used as a proxy
for processing. To analyze diversity on an aggregate level we need to move beyond
measuring audience shares, but develop measures that can illustrate how diverse
media diets are on aggregate, combined with meaningful indicators of the fragmenta-
tion of the audience landscape.

Second, we need standardized measures of the core sub-dimensions of diversity.
These are diversity in entities, topics, and viewpoints. In addition, linguistic diversity
(complexity, tone, or sentiment; Sjøvaag 2014A; Smyrnaios, Marty, and Rebillard 2010A)
as well as medium diversity (photos, hyperlinks; Carpenter 2010A; Yang et al. 2017A)
can be used to account for an online landscape that is less bound to traditional pat-
terns of journalistic reporting and where multi-modality influences news experiences.
Studies should aim at measuring multiple of those different indicators to better under-
stand how they interact. This requires us to pool resources and collaborate across sub-
fields and possibly with non-academic partners to develop valid instruments. If this is
not possible, the implications of the limited measurement for the explanatory power
of a study need to be acknowledged. Specifically, more emphasis needs to be put on
analyzing larger parts of (online) media diets. As has been shown, research into diver-
sity affected by algorithmic personalization so far remains limited to single outlets or
platforms (Flaxman, Goel, and Rao 2016A).

To measure diversity of media exposure, the ideal situation of research would
require to analyze what one could call the “media market of an individual,” consisting
of all the different media that are consumed – combining offline and online media
into one comprehensive account of media consumption. This requires massive efforts
from both the researcher and participants since many different methodological
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approaches and measurement instruments would need to be combined, often making
this a non-feasible option. Past work on measuring the media repertoires of individuals
gives suggestions on how to approach the challenge of fragmented and multi-modal
news media consumption. They often require the combination of quantitative and
qualitative approaches – such as tracing respondents’ digital footprints and qualitative
interviews aimed at sense making (Peters & Schrøder 2018), while others call for the
analysis of secondary data sources (Hasebrink and Popp 2006).

Gathering digital trace data in combination with an analysis of content is needed to
understand behavioral patterns of news selection since self-report measures do not
adequately capture this (Vraga and Tully 2018). The methodological approaches used so
far show a clear focus on content analysis – this further needs to be supplemented by
(1) automated and linguistic approaches and (2) surveys and qualitative approaches.
Automation and linguistics can especially help with capturing disparity and analyzing
large volumes of content as is required due to the continuous flow of information pro-
duced every second. They do not play a large role in communication research and jour-
nalism studies yet, but can be informed by interdisciplinary research – and here
especially the question of validating the results properly needs to be kept in mind.
Surveys and qualitative approaches can show aspects of diversity that go beyond the
content (van der Wurff 2011A; Zhao 2016A). Matters of who gets to access what content,
what is used, and how it is perceived, play an increasingly important role.

In analysis, we need to go beyond looking at variety and more strongly take mat-
ters of balance and disparity into account. As was shown, the majority of communica-
tion science studies limit their assessment of diversity to reporting frequencies without
taking distributions or distances into account. Especially disparity is so far a very
neglected aspect in communication research – here, approaches from computational
sciences and linguistics using measures of distance and overlap (Sjøvaag 2014A;
Welbers et al. 2018A) can give interesting insights and should be used more (see
Stirling (2007) for mathematical procedures).

Input from especially legal studies and (political) philosophy will be needed for a better
understanding of the desired level of diversity. Only three of the surveyed articles move
beyond an implicit more-is-better position and explicitly problematize that a balance has
to be found where diversity turns into dissonance and what should be considered as part
of public discourse (Humprecht and Esser 2018A; Karppinen 2006A; Raeijmaekers and
Maeseele 2017A). This aims at what the range of included and acceptable opinions should
be – who is included in the open diversity measurement and who is not. This stresses
that maximal diversity is not necessarily optimal diversity. Especially when considering
topics that involve science denialism or radical, anti-democratic ideas, the realm of what is
part of the public discourse needs to be set. This requires weighting and balancing the
different desiderata stemming from different democratic perspectives: Should in a liberal
aggregative framework the whole society be mirrored or only “acceptable” opinions? Is it
part of the autonomy of the individual to choose content that goes against a constitu-
tion? How inclusive should a deliberative public sphere be? And are those minorities that
provoke conflict and dissent with the system always the ones that should be brought for-
ward? Deciding what is part of the public discourse and what not influences normative
goals and measurements and should thus be made more explicit.
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To answer these questions, it is crucial to take individual as well as societal perspectives
into account, creating a hybrid of liberal-individual and deliberative considerations. The cur-
rent reality of how news presented and consumed online puts individual needs into the
focus: The citizen becomes a consumer that has to be satisfied. Diverse media content
thus needs to be attractive to users or they will choose something else. However, only
choosing the liberal-individual framework for studying media diversity ignores the societal
and democratic function of journalism (Karppinen 2013). Especially in the context of
debates about fragmented media landscapes, the goal of “satisfying the user” needs to be
paired with considerations about how to still enable common spaces of public discussion.
One example of linking individual preferences and societal goals is to strengthen public
service media to make them diverse as well as attractive (Helberger 2015A). Finding the
balance between what consumers want and what leads to beneficial outcomes on the
societal level is one of the key challenges of future media diversity research.

Finally, examining patterns of exposure while in itself being a valid goal, should for
communication scientists only be the first step. In the end, the interesting question is
to understand the consequences and effects that the exposure to different forms of
content has. The idea of perceived or experienced diversity (Hoffman et al. 2015A)
should receive more attention here, stressing that only behavioral patterns are not
enough to understand what ends up at the user.

In conclusion, this article has shown that diversity is an increasingly important con-
cept to understand the contemporary news landscape and its individual and demo-
cratic effects. However, it also showed that urgent work is required both at the
conceptual and the empirical level to revitalize this concept and adapt it to the radic-
ally different world of digital journalism in an era of audience fragmentation, social
media, and news algorithms. This will require active collaboration between the fields
surveyed in this article, with computer science, journalism and communication science,
and legal studies and political philosophy each providing valuable input on how to
define, operationalize, and benchmark the different sub-dimensions of diversity in the
chain from news supply and (personalized) exposure to individual news diets.

Notes

1. In the codebook this was operationalized as “Is an explicit definition of diversity given
(indicated by phrases such as “diversity in this study is defined as…” or “diversity in this
study consists of…”)?” If yes, all references made in the definition were coded as well as
the full text of the definition.

2. The studies that are part of the literature review are referred to in the text as citation with
an additional A as superscript to indicate that they can be found in Appendix A.

3. A full text search with a 20-word window around “democracy,” “democratic,” or “normative”
in all articles, not including their reference section.

Disclosure Statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

DIGITAL JOURNALISM 625



Funding

This work was supported by the NWO and the eScience center, Joint eScience and Data Science
grant (DTEC.2017.014).

ORCID

Felicia Loecherbach http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2637-613X
Judith Moeller http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7491-1155
Damian Trilling http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2586-0352
Wouter van Atteveldt http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1237-538X

References

An, J., D. Quercia, M. Cha, K. Gummadi, and J. Crowcroft. 2014. “Sharing Political News: The
Balancing Act of Intimacy and Socialization in Selective Exposure.” EPJ Data Science 3 (1):
1–21.

Bennett, L. 2003. “New Media Power: The Internet and Global Activism.” In Contesting Media
Power, edited by N. Couldry and J. Curran, 17–37. Lanham, MD: Rownman & Littlefield.

Ciampaglia, G. L. 2018. “Fighting Fake News: A Role for Computational Social Science in the
Fight against Digital Misinformation.” Journal of Computational Social Science 1 (1): 147–153.

Hasebrink, U., and J. Popp. 2006. “Media Repertoires as a Result of Selective Media Use. A
Conceptual Approach to the Analysis of Patterns of Exposure.” Communications 31 (3):
369–387.

Helberger, N., K. Karppinen, and L. D’Acunto. 2018. “Exposure Diversity as a Design Principle for
Recommender Systems.” Information Communication and Society 21 (2): 191–207.

Hoffman, C. P., C. Lutz, M. Meckel, and G. Ranzini. 2015. “Diversity by Choice: Applying a Social
Cognitive Perspective to the Role of Public Service Media in the Digital Age.” International
Journal of Communication 9 (1): 1360–1381.

Hoffmann-Riem, W. 1987. “National Identity and Cultural Values: Broadcasting Safeguards.”
Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media 31 (1): 57–72.

Karppinen, K. 2013. Rethinking Media Pluralism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Kim, D. H., and N. Kwak. 2017. “Media Diversity Policies for the Public Empirical Evidence

Examining Exposure Diversity and Democratic Citizenship.” Journal of Broadcasting &
Electronic Media 61 (4): 682–702.

Kunaver, M., and T. Po�zrl. 2017. “Diversity in Recommender Systems–A Survey.” Knowledge-Based
Systems 123: 154–162.

Landis, J. R., and G. G. Koch. 1977. “The Measurement of Observer Agreement for Categorical
Data.” Biometrics 33 (1): 159–174.

Levendusky, M. 2013. How Partisan Media Polarize America. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago
Press.

McDonald, D. G., and J. Dimmick. 2003. “The Conceptualization and Measurement of Diversity.”
Communication Research 30 (1): 60–79.

McLeod, J. M., and Z. Pan. 2005. “Concept Explication and Theory Construction.” In The Evolution
of Key Mass Communication Concepts Honoring Jack M. McLeod, edited by S. Dunwoody, L. B.
Becker, D. M. McLeod and G. M. Kosicki, 13–76. Cresskill, NJ: Hampton.

McQuail, D. 1992. Media Performance: Mass Communication and the Public Interest. London: Sage.
Menchen-Trevino, E. 2016. “Web Historian: Enabling Multi-Method and Independent Research

with Real-World Web Browsing History Data.” Paper presented at the iConference,
Philadelphia, Menchen Trevino, March 20–23. IDEALS.

626 F. LOECHERBACH ET AL.



M€oller, J., D. Trilling, N. Helberger, and B. van Es. 2018. “Do Not Blame It on the Algorithm: An
Empirical Assessment of Multiple Recommender Systems and Their Impact on Content
Diversity.” Information, Communication and Society 21 (7): 959–977.

Napoli, P. M. 1999. “Deconstructing the Diversity Principle.” Journal of Communication 49 (4):
7–34.

Napoli, P. M. 2011. “Diminished, Enduring, and Emergent Diversity Policy Concerns in an
Evolving Media Environment.” International Journal of Communication 5: 1182–1196.

Pariser, E. 2011. The Filter Bubble: What the Internet Is Hiding from You. London: Viking/Penguin
Press.

Peters, C., and K. C. Schrøder. 2018. “Beyond the Here and Now of News Audiences: A Process-
Based Framework for Investigating News Repertoires.” Journal of Communication 68 (6):
1079–1103.

Petrocik, J. R. 1996. “Issue Ownership in Presidential Elections, with a 1980 Case Study.”
American Journal of Political Science 40 (3): 825–850.

Raeijmaekers, D., and P. Maeseele. 2015. “Media Pluralism and Democracy – What’s in a Name.”
Media, Culture and Society 37 (7): 1042–1059.

Riffe, D., S. Lacy, and F. Fico. 2014. Analyzing Media Messages: Using Quantitative Content Analysis
in Research. New York: Routledge.

R€ossler, P. 2007. “Media Content Diversity: Conceptual Issues and Future Directions for
Communication Research.” Annals of the International Communication Association 31 (1):
464–520.

Sampson, M., J. Tetzlaff, and C. Urquhart. 2011. “Precision of Healthcare Systematic Review
Searches in a Cross-Sectional Sample.” Research Synthesis Methods 2 (2): 119–125.

Stirling, A. 2007. “A General Framework for Analyzing Diversity in Science, Technology and
Society.” Journal of the Royal Society Interface 4 (15): 707–719.

Stroud, N. J. 2008. “Media Use and Political Predispositions: Revisiting the Concept of Selective
Exposure.” Political Behavior 30 (3): 341–366.

Sunstein, C. R. 2009. Republic. com 2.0. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Trilling, D., B. Van De Velde, A. C. Kroon, F. L€ocherbach, T. Araujo, J. Strycharz, T. Raats, L. de

Klerk and J. G. Jonkman. 2018. INCA: Infrastructure for content analysis. Paper presented at
the 2018 IEEE 14th International Conference on e-Science, 329–330, Amsterdam, the
Netherlands, October 29–November 1. IEEE.

Van Cuilenburg, J. 1999. “On Competition, Access and Diversity in Media, Old and New: Some
Remarks for Communications Policy in the Information Age.” New Media & Society 1 (2):
183–207.

Van Cuilenburg, J. 2000. “On Measuring Media Content, Quality, and Diversity: Concepts,
Theories and Methods.” In Measuring Media Content, Quality, and Diversity: Approaches and
Issues in Content Research, edited by R. G. Picard, 51–84. Turku: Turku School of Economics
and Finance.

Voakes, P. S., J. Kapfer, D. Kurpius, and D. S. Y. Chern. 1996. “Diversity in the News: A
Conceptual and Methodological Framework.” Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly 73
(3): 582–593.

Vraga, E. K., and M. Tully. 2018. “Who is Exposed to News? It Depends on How You Measure:
Examining Self-Reported versus Behavioral News Exposure Measures.” Social Science Computer
Review. Advance online publication. DOI:10.1177/0894439318812050.

Watt, J. H., and S. A. Van den Berg. 1995. Research Methods for Communication Science. Boston,
MA: Allyn & Bacon.

DIGITAL JOURNALISM 627

https://doi.org/10.1177/0894439318812050


Appendix A Sources Used in Literature Review

1. Allen, H., S. Connolly, and S. P. H. Heap. 2017. “Media Pluralism: What Matters for
Governance and Regulation.” Journal of Media Economics 30 (2): 47–64.

2. An, J., D. Quercia, M. Cha, K. Gummadi, and J. Crowcroft. 2014. “Sharing Political News:
The Balancing Act of Intimacy and Socialization in Selective Exposure.” EPJ Data Science
3 (1): 1–21.

3. Armstrong, C. L. 2006. “Story Genre Influences Whether Women Are Sources.” Newspaper
Research Journal 27 (3): 66–82.

4. Artero, J. P., and A. S�anchez-Tabernero. 2015. “Media and Telecommunications
Concentration in Spain 1984-2012.” European Journal of Communication 30 (3): 319–336.

5. Ashley, S. 2015. “Making the Case for War: A Comparative Analysis of CNN and BBC
Coverage of Colin Powells Presentation to the United Nations Security Council.” Media,
War and Conflict 8 (1): 120–140.

6. Augenstein, I., L. Derczynski, and K. Bontcheva. 2017. “Generalisation in Named Entity
Recognition: A Quantitative Analysis.” Computer Speech and Language 44: 61–83.

7. Baden, C., and N. Springer. 2014. “Com(ple)menting the News on the Financial Crisis: The
Contribution of News Users’ Commentary to the Diversity of Viewpoints in the Public
Debate.” European Journal of Communication 29 (5): 529–548.

8. Baden, C., and N. Springer. 2017. “Conceptualizing Viewpoint Diversity in News
Discourse.” Journalism: Theory, Practice & Criticism 18 (2): 176–194.

9. Bae, H.-S. 2000. “Product Differentiation in National TV Newscasts: A Comparison of the
Cable All-News Networks and the Broadcast Networks.” Journal of Broadcasting &
Electronic Media 44 (1): 62–77.

10. Bagashka, T. 2014. “The Bulgarian Nuclear Referendum of 2013 and the Independence of
the Bulgarian Media.” East European Politics 30 (4): 568–587.

11. Bal�cytiene, A. 2009. “Market-Led Reforms as Incentives for Media Change, Development
and Diversification in the Baltic States: A Small Country Approach.” International
Communication Gazette 71 (1-2): 39–49.

12. Baltzis, A., and C. Barboutis. 2013. ““Doubt is in the Air.” Modeling the Comparison
between Traditional and Web Casting Radio on the Greek Case.” Journal of Radio and
Audio Media 20 (1): 53–67.

13. Balule, B. T. 2013. “Diversity and Pluralism Compromised from the Botswana
Broadcasting Act 1998 to the Communications Regulatory Authority Act 2012.” Statute
Law Review 34 (3): 189–206.

14. Balule, B. T. 2016. “Promoting and Safeguarding Media Pluralism in Botswana: An
Assessment of Legal Risks.” Commonwealth Law Bulletin 42 (1): 84–104.

15. Bas, J. J., A. I. Segovia, C. Llorens, N. Almiron, H. P. Grau, and R. S. Candel. 2011.
“Communication Policies and the Protection of Pluralism in the European Union and the
United States.” Communication and Society 24 (2): 41–75.

16. Baum, M. A. 2013. “The Iraq Coalition of the Willing and (Politically) Able: Party Systems,
the Press, and Public Influence on Foreign Policy.” American Journal of Political Science 57
(2): 442–458.

17. Bavasso, A. 2012. “Media Plurality: Under the Skin of Control – Concept, Context, and
Reform.” Competition Policy International 8 (2): 52–81.

18. Bayer, J. 2018. “Media Freedom and Pluralism Legislation and Enforcement at the
European Level.” ERA Forum 19 (1): 101–113.

19. Beam, M. A., M. J. Hutchens, and J. D. Hmielowski. 2018. “Facebook News and
Depolarization. Reinforcing Spirals in the 2016US Election.” Information Communication
and Society 21 (7): 940–958.

20. Beattie, P., and J. Milojevich. 2017. “A Test of the “News Diversity” Standard: Single
Frames, Multiple Frames, and Values regarding the Ukraine Conflict.” International Journal
of Press/Politics 22 (1): 3–22.

628 F. LOECHERBACH ET AL.



21. Bechmann, A., and K. L. Nielbo. 2018. “Are we Exposed to the Same “News” in the News
Feed? An empirical analysis of filter bubbles as in formation similarity for Danish
Facebook Users.” Digital Journalism 6 (8): 990–1002.

22. Benson, R. 2009. “What Makes News More Multiperspectival? A Field Analysis.” Poetics 37
(5-6): 402–418.

23. Benson, R., T. Neff, and M. Hess�erus. 2018. “Media Ownership and Public Service News:
How Strong Are Institutional Logics.” The International Journal of Press/Politics 23 (3):
275–298.

24. Binderkrantz, A. S. 2012. “Interest Groups in the Media: Bias and Diversity over Time.”
European Journal of Political Research 51 (1): 117–139.

25. Binderkrantz, A. S., L. C. Bonafont, and D. R. Halpin. 2017. “Diversity in the News: A Study
of Interest Groups in the Media in the UK Spain and Denmark.” British Journal of Political
Science 47 (2): 313–328.

26. Bozdag, E., Q. Gao, G.-J. Houben, and M. Warnier. 2014. “Does Offline Political
Segregation Affect the Filter Bubble? An Empirical Analysis of Information Diversity for
Dutch and Turkish Twitter Users.” Computers in Human Behavior 41: 405–415.

27. Bozdag, E., and J. van den Hoven. 2015. “Breaking the Filter Bubble: Democracy and
Design.” Ethics and Information Technology 17 (4): 249–265.

28. Burri, M. 2015. “Contemplating a Public Service Navigator in Search of New and Better
Functioning Public Service Media.” International Journal of Communication 9 (1):
1341–1359.

29. C�adima, F. R. 2017. “Media, Diversity and Globalisation in the Digital Age.” JANUS.NET, e-
Journal of International Relation 8 (2): 88–100.

30. Carlson, M. 2007. “Order versus Access: News Search Engines and the Challenge to
Traditional Journalistic Roles.” Media, Culture and Society 29 (6): 1014–1030.

31. Carpenter, S. 2010. “A Study of Content Diversity in Online Citizen Journalism and Online
Newspaper Articles.” New Media & Society 12 (7): 1064–1084.

32. Chan, K. 1999. “The Media and Environmental Issues in Hong Kong 1983-95.”
International Journal of Public Opinion Research 11 (2): 135–151.

33. Ciaglia, A. 2013. “Pluralism of the System, Pluralism in the System: Assessing the Nature
of Media Diversity in Two European Countries.” International Communication Gazette 75
(4): 410–426.

34. Colleoni, E., A. Rozza, and A. Arvidsson. 2014. “Echo Chamber or Public Sphere:
Predicting Political Orientation and Measuring Political Homophily in Twitter Using Big
Data.” Journal of Communication 64 (2): 317–332.

35. Cornia, A. 2016. “TV-Centrism and Politicisation in Italy: Obstacles to New Media
Development and Pluralism.” Media, Culture and Society 38 (2): 175–195.

36. Correa, T., and D. Harp. 2011. “Women Matter in Newsrooms: How Power and Critical
Mass Relate to the Coverage of the HPV Vaccine.” Journalism & Mass Communication
Quarterly 88 (2): 301–319.

37. Cortesi, S., and U. Gasser. 2015. “Youth Online and News a Phenomenological View on
Diversity.” International Journal of Communication 9 (1): 1425–1448.

38. Costache, A. M., and C. Llorens. 2015. “A Bridge Too Far? Analysis of the European
Commission’s New Developments on Media Policy and Media Freedoms through the
Concept of Soft Regulation.” International Journal of Media & Cultural Politics 11 (2):
165–181.

39. Cramer, B. W. 2012. “Unasked Questions and Unquestioned Answers: The Perils of
Assuming Diversity in Modern Telecommunications Policy.” Communication Law and
Policy 17 (3): 265–298.

40. Culbertson, H. 2007. “Agenda Diversity Indicates Newspaper Quality.” Newspaper Research
Journal 28 (1): 40–54.

41. Czepek, A., and U. Klinger. 2010. “Media Pluralism between Market Mechanisms and
Control: The German Divide.” International Journal of Communication 4: 820–843.

DIGITAL JOURNALISM 629



42. Dahinden, U. 2002. “Biotechnology in Switzerland: Frames in a Heated Debate.” Science
Communication 24 (2): 184–197.

43. Davies, H. C. 2018. “Redefining Filter Bubbles as (Escapable) Socio-Technical Recursion.”
Sociological Research Online 23 (3): 637–654.

44. Day, A. G., and G. Golan. 2005. “Sources and Content Diversity in Op-Ed Pages: Assessing
Editorial Strategies in the New York Times and the Washington Post.” Journalism Studies
6 (1): 61–71.

45. de Swert, K., and M. Hooghe. 2010. “When Do Women Get a Voice? Explaining the
Presence of Female News Sources in Belgian News Broadcasts (2003–5).” European
Journal of Communication 25 (1): 69–84.

46. de Swert, K., and R. Wouters. 2011. “The Coverage of China in Belgian Television News: A
Case Study on the Impact of Foreign Correspondents on News Content.” Chinese Journal
of Communication 4 (3): 331–347.

47. Dubois, E., and G. Blank. 2018. “The Echo Chamber is Overstated: The Moderating Effect
of Political Interest and Diverse Media.” Information Communication and Society 21 (5):
729–745.

48. Duckett, J., and A. I. Langer. 2013. “Populism versus Neoliberalism: Diversity and Ideology
in the Chinese Media’s Narratives of Health Care Reform.” Modern China 39 (6): 653–680.

49. Duncan, J. 2015. “Rethinking Media Diversity Policy on the Community Press in South
Africa.” Communicatio 41 (4): 423–443.

50. Duncan, J., and J. Reid. 2013. “Toward a Measurement Tool for the Monitoring of Media
Diversity and Pluralism in South Africa: A Public-Centred Approach.” Communicatio 39
(4): 483–500.

51. Dvir-Gvirsman, S. 2015. “One-Track Minds? Cognitive Needs, Media Diet, and
Overestimation of Public Support for One’s Views.” Media Psychology 18 (4): 475–498.

52. Dvir-Gvirsman, S., Y. Tsfati, and E. Menchen-Trevino. 2016. “The Extent and Nature of
Ideological Selective Exposure Online: Combining Survey Responses with Actual Web Log
Data from the 2013 Israeli Elections.” New Media & Society 18 (5): 857–877.

53. Dwyer, T., and F. Martin. 2017. “Sharing News Online: Social Media News Analytics and
Their Implications for Media Pluralism Policies.” Digital Journalism 5 (8): 1080–1100.

54. Engesser, S., and A. Franzetti. 2011. “Media Systems and Political Systems Dimensions of
Comparison.” International Communication Gazette 73 (4): 273–301.

55. Entman, R. M. 2006. “Punctuating the Homogeneity of Institutionalized News: Abusing
Prisoners at Abu Ghraib versus Killing Civilians at Fallujah.” Political Communication 23
(2): 215–224.

56. Fenton, N., and G. Titley. 2015. “Mourning and Longing: Media Studies Learning to Let
Go of Liberal Democracy.” European Journal of Communication 30 (5): 554–570.

57. Fern�andez-Quijada, D. 2017. “Distinctiveness of Public Radio in the Age of Digitization.”
Journal of Radio & Audio Media 24 (1): 77–89.

58. Fisch, W. B. 2010. “Plurality of Political Opinion and the Concentration of Media in the
United States.” American Journal of Comparative Law 58 (1): 505–532.

59. Flaxman, S., S. Goel, and J. M. Rao. 2016. “Filter Bubbles, Echo Chambers, and Online
News Consumption.” Public Opinion Quarterly 80 (S1): 298–320.

60. Fletcher, R., and R. K. Nielsen. 2018. “Automated Serendipity the Effect of Using Search
Engines on News Repertoire Balance and Diversity.” Digital Journalism 6 (8): 976–989.

61. Freedman, E., F. Fico, and B. Love. 2007. “Male and Female Sources in Newspaper
Coverage of Male and Female Candidates in us Senate Races in 2004.” Journal of Women,
Politics & Policy 29 (1): 57–76.

62. Trampu�s, M., F. Fuart, D. Pighin, T. �Stajner, J. Ber�ci�c, B. Novak, D. Rusu, L. Stopar, and M.
Grobelnik. 2015. “Diversinews: Surfacing Diversity in Online News.” AI Magazine 36 (4):
87.

63. Garcia Pires, A. 2013. “Media Plurality and the Intensity of Readers’ Political Preferences.”
Journal of Media Economics 26 (1): 41–55.

630 F. LOECHERBACH ET AL.



64. Garcia Pires, A. J. 2017. “Media Pluralism and Competition.” European Journal of Law and
Economics 43 (2): 255–283.

65. Garrett, R. K. 2009. “Echo Chambers Online? Politically Motivated Selective Exposure
among Internet News Users.” Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication 14 (2):
265–285.

66. Garrett, R. K., and P. Resnick. 2011. “Resisting Political Fragmentation on the Internet.”
Daedalus 140 (4): 108–120.

67. Giannone, D. 2014. “The Political and Ideological Dimension of the Measurement of
Freedom of Information.” International Communication Gazette 76 (6): 505–527.

68. Giannopoulos, G., M. Koniaris, I. Weber, A. Jaimes, and T. Sellis. 2015. “Algorithms and
Criteria for Diversification of News Article Comments.” Journal of Intelligent Information
Systems 44 (1): 1–47.

69. Gibbons, T. 2015. “Active Pluralism Dialogue and Engagement as Basic Media Policy
Principles.” International Journal of Communication 9 (1): 1382–1399.

70. G�omez, G. 2018a. “A Latinamerican Response to the IPSP Chapter on Media and
Communication.” Global Media and Communication 14 (2): 211–218.

71. G�omez, R. 2018b. “The Mexican Third Sector of the Media: The Long Run to Democratise
the Mexican Communication System.” TripleC 16 (1): 332–352.

72. Gonz�alez-Bail�on, S., and G. Paltoglou. 2015. “Signals of Public Opinion in Online
Communication: A Comparison of Methods and Data Sources.” The Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science 659 (1): 95–107.

73. Goyette-Côt�e, M.-O., R. Carbasse, and �E. George. 2012. “Converging Journalism: Producing
and Publishing for Multi-Platform Conglomerates in Canada.” Journalism Studies 13 (5-6):
753–762.

74. Gr€omping, M. 2014. “Echo Chambers: Partisan Facebook Groups during the 2014 Thai
Election.” Asia Pacific Media Educator 24 (1): 39–59.

75. Gronemeyer, M. E., and W. Porath. 2014. “The Ethical Demand for Editorial Diversity in a
Context of Concentrated Newspaper Ownership in Chile.” Palabra Clave - Revista de
Comunicaci�on 17 (1): 71–101.

76. Gu, W., S. Dong, and M. Chen. 2016. “Personalized News Recommendation Based on
Article Chain Building.” Neural Computing and Applications 27 (5): 1263–1272.

77. Haim, M., F. Arendt, and S. Scherr. 2017. “Abyss or Shelter? On the Relevance of Web
Search Engines’ Search Results When People Google for Suicide.” Health Communication
32 (2): 253–258.

78. Haim, M., A. Graefe, and H. B. Brosius. 2018. “Burst of the Filter Bubble? Effects of
Personalization on the Diversity of Google News.” Digital Journalism 6 (3): 330–343.

79. Hanretty, C. 2011. “The Concept of Pluralism in the Italian Public Media.” Modern Italy 16
(1): 19–34.

80. Hanusch, F. 2014. “The Geography of Travel Journalism: Mapping the Flow of Travel
Stories about Foreign Countries.” International Communication Gazette 76 (1): 47–66.

81. Heinrich, A., and H. Pleines. 2018. “The Meaning of Limited Pluralism in Media Reporting
under Authoritarian Rule.” Politics and Governance 6 (2): 103–111.

82. Helberger, N. 2015. “Merely Facilitating or Actively Stimulating: Diverse Media Choices
Public Service Media at the Crossroad.” International Journal of Communication 9 (1):
1324–1340.

83. Helberger, N., K. Karppinen, and L. D’Acunto. 2018. “Exposure Diversity as a Design
Principle for Recommender Systems.” Information Communication and Society 21 (2):
191–207.

84. Herrmann, J. D. 2016. “Media, State and Society in Bahia, Brazil.” Brazilian Journalism
Research 12 (2): 92–111.

85. Hibberd, M. 2007. “Conflicts of Interest and Media Pluralism in Italian Broadcasting.” West
European Politics 30 (4): 881–902.

DIGITAL JOURNALISM 631



86. Himelboim, I. 2014. “Political Television Hosts on Twitter: Examining Patterns of
Interconnectivity and Self-Exposure in Twitter Political Talk Networks.” Journal of
Broadcasting & Electronic Media 58 (1): 76–96.

87. Hoffman, C. P., C. Lutz, M. Meckel, and G. Ranzini. 2015. “Diversity by Choice: Applying a
Social Cognitive Perspective to the Role of Public Service Media in the Digital Age.”
International Journal of Communication 9 (1): 1360–1381.

88. Horowitz, M. A., and H. Nieminen. 2017. “Diversity and Rights. Connecting Media Reform
and Public Service Media.” IC RevistaCientifica de Informacion y Comunicacion 14: 99–119.

89. Horwitz, R. B. 2005. “On Media Concentration and the Diversity Question.” The
Information Society 21 (3): 181–204.

90. Huang, H. 2010. “Frame-Rich, Frame-Poor: An Investigation of the Contingent Effects of
Media Frame Diversity and Individual Differences on Audience Frame Diversity.”
International Journal of Public Opinion Research 22 (1): 47–73.

91. Humanes, M. L., M. D. Montero S�anchez, R. M. de Dios, and A. L�opez-Berini. 2013.
“Pluralism and Political Parallelism in Spanish Television News Programmes.”
RevistaLatina de Comunicacion Social 68: 566–581.

92. Humprecht, E., and F. Esser. 2018. “Diversity in Online News: On the Importance of
Ownership Types and Media System Types.” Journalism Studies 19 (12): 1825–1847.

93. Iosifidis, P. 1999. “Diversity versus Concentration in the Deregulated Mass Media
Domain.” Journalism and Mass Communication Quaterly 76 (1): 152–162.

94. Iosifidis, P. 2010. “Pluralism and Concentration of Media Ownership: Measurement
Issues.” Javnost - The Public 17 (3): 5–21.

95. Jacobi, C., K. Kleinen-von K€onigsl€ow, and N. Ruigrok. 2016. “Political News in Online and
Print Newspapers: Are Online Editions Better by Electoral Democratic Standards.” Digital
Journalism 4 (6): 723–742.

96. Jacobson, S., E. Myung, and S. L. Johnson. 2016. “Open Media or Echo Chamber: The Use
of Links in Audience Discussions on the Facebook Pages of Partisan News Organizations.”
Information Communication and Society 19 (7): 875–891.

97. Jonkman, J. G. F., D. Trilling, P. Verhoeven, and R. Vliegenthart. 2018. “More or Less
Diverse: An Assessment of the Effect of Attention to Media Salient Company Types on
Media Agenda Diversity in Dutch Newspaper Coverage between 2007 and 2013.”
Journalism 19 (11): 1608–1627.

98. Just, N. 2009. “Measuring Media Concentration and Diversity: New Approaches and
Instruments in Europe and the US.” Media, Culture and Society 31 (1): 97–117.

99. Kang, J.-H., and K. Lerman. 2017. “Effort Mediates Access to Information in Online Social
Networks.” ACM Transactions on the Web 11 (1): 1–19.

100. Karppinen, K. 2006. “Media Diversity and the Politics of Criteria.” Nordicom Review 27 (2):
53–68.

101. Kenny, R. 2012. “Plurality Regulations – Still a Wise Market Intervention?” Competition
Policy International 8 (2): 82–109.

102. Kiernan, V. 2016. “Source Diversity among Journals Cited in Science Times.” Public
Understanding of Science 25 (2): 198–206.

103. Kim, D. H., and N. Kwak. 2017. “Media Diversity Policies for the Public Empirical Evidence
Examining Exposure Diversity and Democratic Citizenship.” Journal of Broadcasting &
Electronic Media 61 (4): 682–702.

104. Kim, Y., and M. R. Jahng. 2016. “Who Frames Nuclear Testing? Understanding Frames and
News Sources in the US and South Korean News Coverage of North Korean Nuclear
Testing.” The Journal of International Communication 22 (1): 126–142.

105. Kiritoshi, K., and Q. Ma. 2016. “Named Entity Oriented Difference Analysis of News
Articles and Its Application.” IEICE Transactions on Information and Systems E99D (4):
906–917.

106. Knoetze, H. M., and A. Dhoest. 2016. “Negotiating National Unity and Diversity in Public
Broadcasting: A Comparative Study on South Africa and Flanders.” Catalan Journal of
Communication & Cultural Studies 8 (2): 265–281.

632 F. LOECHERBACH ET AL.



107. Kops, M. 2000. “Combating Media Concentration by the German Market Share Model.”
Communications 25 (3): 233–268.

108. Kordus, D. 2014. “What’s on (Digital) TV? Assessing the Digital Television Broadcasting
System, Its Potential and Its Performance in Increasing Media Content Diversity.”
Communication Law and Policy 19 (1): 55–86.

109. Krotoszynski, R. J., and A. R. M. Blaiklock. 2000. “Enhancing the Spectrum: Media Power,
Democracy, and the Marketplace of Ideas.” University of Illinois Law Review 2000 (3):
813–888.

110. K€unzler, M. 2009. “Switzerland: Desire for Diversity without Regulation – A Paradoxical
Case?” International Communication Gazette 71 (1-2): 67–76.

111. Kurpius, D. 2002. “Sources and Civic Journalism: Changing Patterns of Reporting?”
Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly 79 (4): 853–866.

112. Lacy, S., F. G. Fico, T. Baldwin, D. Bergan, S. S. Wildman, and P. Zube. 2012. “Dailies Still
Do Heavy Lifting in Government News despite Cuts.” Newspaper Research Journal 33 (2):
23–39.

113. Lacy, S., S. S. Wildman, F. Fico, D. Bergan, T. Baldwin, and P. Zube. 2013. “How Radio
News Uses Sources to Cover Local Government News and Factors Affecting Source Use.”
Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly 90 (3): 457–477.

114. Lanosga, G., and J. Martin. 2018. “Journalists, Sources, and Policy Outcomes: Insights
from Three-plus Decades of Investigative Reporting Contest Entries.” Journalism 19 (12):
1676–1693.

115. Lee, C. C. 2002. “Established Pluralism: US Elite Media Discourse about China Policy.”
Journalism Studies 3 (3): 343–357.

116. Lee, J. 2007a. “The Effect of the Internet on Homogeneity of the Media Agenda: A Test
of the Fragmentation Thesis.” Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly 84 (4):
745–760.

117. Lee, K. S., Y. Sang, and W. W. Xu. 2015. “The Shaping of the Network Neutrality Debate
Information Subsidizers on Twitter.” International Journal of Communication 9 (1):
1544–1562.

118. Lee, Y.-C. 2007b. “Effects of Market Competition on Taiwan Newspaper Diversity.” Journal
of Media Economics 20 (2): 139–156.

119. Li, L., L. Zheng, F. Yang, and T. Li. 2014. “Modeling and Broadening Temporal User
Interest in Personalized News Recommendation.” Expert Systems with Applications 41 (7):
3168–3177.

120. Li, Y., and E. Thorson. 2015. “Increasing News Content and Diversity Improves Revenue.”
Newspaper Research Journal 36 (4): 382–398.

121. Llorens, C. 2010. “Spains Media Concentration Policy: A Patchwork Crucial to the
Understanding of the Spanish Media System.” International Journal of Communication 4:
844–864.

122. L~ohmus, M., R. K~outs, H. Nieminen, A. K~onno, and A. Aljas. 2013. “Transformation of
Newspapers’ Thematic Structure in the 20th Century.” Javnost - The Public 20 (1): 89–106.

123. L€orcher, I., and M. Taddicken. 2017. “Discussing Climate Change Online Topics and
Perceptions in Online Climate Change Communication in Different Online Public Arenas.”
Journal of Science Communication 16 (02).

124. Lorentzen Gunnarsson, D. 2015. “Twitter Conversation Dynamics of Political
Controversies: The Case of Sweden’s December Agreement.” Information Research 21 (2).

125. Lozano, J.-C. 2006. “Public Policies and Research on Cultural Diversity and Television in
Mexico.” Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media 50 (3): 467–481.

126. Luo, J., X. Pan, and X. Zhu. 2017. “Discovery of Repost Patterns by Topic Analysis in
Enterprise Social Networking.” Aslib Journal of Information Management 69 (2): 158–173.

127. Makri, S., J. Bhuiya, J. Carthy, and J. Owusu-Bonsu. 2015. “Observing Serendipity in Digital
Information Environments.” Proceedings of the Association for Information Science and
Technology 52 (1): 1–10.

DIGITAL JOURNALISM 633



128. Mangani, A., and E. Tarrini. 2018. “Social Pluralism in Public and Private Television
Broadcasting.” Javnost - The Public 25 (3): 282–297.

129. Maekawa, K., M. Yamazaki, T. Ogiso, T. Maruyama, H. Ogura, W. Kashino, H. Koiso, M.
Yamaguchi, M. Tanaka, and Y. Den. 2014. “Balanced Corpus of Contemporary Written
Japanese.” Language Resources and Evaluation 48 (2): 345–371.

130. Masini, A., and P. Van Aelst. 2017. “Actor Diversity and Viewpoint Diversity: Two of a
Kind.” Communications 42 (2): 107–126.

131. Masini, A., P. Van Aelst, T. Zerback, C. Reinemann, P. Mancini, M. Mazzoni, M. Damiani,
and S. Coen. 2018. “Measuring and Explaining the Diversity of Voices and Viewpoints in
the News: A Comparative Study on the Determinants of Content Diversity of Immigration
News.” Journalism Studies 19 (15): 2324–2343.

132. Matthews, J. 2013. “News Narratives of Terrorism Assessing Source Diversity and Source
Use in UK News Coverage of Alleged Islamist Plots.” Media, War and Conflict 6 (3):
295–310.

133. Merry, M. 2016. “Making Friends and Enemies on Social Media: The Case of Gun Policy
Organizations.” Online Information Review 40 (5): 624–642.

134. Moehler, D., and D. M. Allen. 2016. “The Media Diet Imbalance Score: A Measure of
Aggregate Media Diet.” Communication Methods and Measures 10 (1): 4–12.

135. M€oller, J., D. Trilling, N. Helberger, and B. van Es. 2018. “Do Not Blame It on the
Algorithm: An Empirical Assessment of Multiple Recommender Systems and Their Impact
on Content Diversity.” Information Communication and Society 21 (7): 959–977.

136. Napoli, P. M. 2002. “Audience Valuation and Minority Media: An Analysis of the
Determinants of the Value of Radio Audiences.” Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic
Media 46 (2): 169–184.

137. Napoli, P. M. 2011. “Diminished, Enduring, and Emergent Diversity Policy Concerns in an
Evolving Media Environment.” International Journal of Communication 5: 1182–1196.

138. Napoli, P. M., and N. Gillis. 2006. “Reassessing the Potential Contribution of
Communications Research to Communications Policy: The Case of Media Ownership.”
Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media 50 (4): 671–691.

139. Nechushtai, E., and S. C. Lewis. 2019. “What Kind of News Gatekeepers Do we Want
Machines to Be? Filter Bubbles, Fragmentation, and the Normative Dimensions of
Algorithmic Recommendations.” Computers in Human Behavior 90: 298–307.

140. Oh, H. J., T. Hove, H. J. Paek, B. Lee, H. Lee, and S. K. Song. 2012. “Attention Cycles and
the H1N1 Pandemic: A Cross-National Study of US and Korean Newspaper Coverage.”
Asian Journal of Communication 22 (2): 214–232.

141. Park, D. J., W. Wang, and J. Pinto. 2016. “Beyond Disaster and Risk: Post-Fukushima
Nuclear News in U.S. and German Press.” Communication, Culture and Critique 9 (3):
417–437.

142. Park, S.-Y., G. W. Yun, K. Holody, K. S. Yoon, S. Xie, and S. Lee. 2013. “Inside the
Blogosphere: A Taxonomy and Framing Analysis of Abortion Weblogs.” The Social Science
Journal 50 (4): 616–624.

143. Park, Y. J. 2018. “Explicating Net Diversity in Trend Assessment.” Communication Research
45 (5): 783–809.

144. Parthasarathi, V. 2014. “On the Constituted Contexts of Public Communication: Early
Policy Debates on the Press in India.” Media International Australia 152 (1): 77–86.

145. Perlman, A., and H. Amaya. 2013. “Owning a Voice: Broadcasting Policy, Spanish
Language Media, and Latina/o Speech Rights.” Communication, Culture & Critique 6 (1):
142–160.

146. Peter, J., and C. H. de Vreese. 2003. “Agenda-Rich, Agenda-Poor: A Cross-National
Comparative Investigation of Nominal and Thematic Public Agenda Diversity.”
International Journal of Public Opinion Research 15 (1): 44–64.

147. Picard, R. G. 2017. “The Sisyphean Pursuit of Media Pluralism: European Efforts to
Establish Policy and Measurable Evidence.” Communication Law and Policy 22 (3):
255–273.

634 F. LOECHERBACH ET AL.



148. Pineda, A., and N. Almiron. 2013. “Ideology, Politics, and Opinion Journalism: A Content
Analysis of Spanish Online-Only Newspapers.” tripleC: Communication, Capitalism &
Critique. Open Access Journal for a Global Sustainable Information Society 11 (2): 558–574.

149. Plamondon, A. L. 2003. “Proposed Changes in Media Ownership Rules: A Study in
Ventriloquism.” Communications & the Law 25 (2): 47–93.

150. Porto, M. P. 2007. “Frame Diversity and Citizen Competence: Towards a Critical Approach
to News Quality.” Critical Studies in Media Communication 24 (4): 303–321.

151. Powers, M., and R. Benson. 2014. “Is the Internet Homogenizing or Diversifying? The
News External Pluralism in the US, Danish and French Press.” The International Journal of
Press/Politics 19 (2): 246–265.

152. Raeijmaekers, D., and P. Maeseele. 2015. “Media Pluralism and Democracy – What’s in a
Name.” Media, Culture and Society 37 (7): 1042–1059.

153. Raeijmaekers, D., and P. Maeseele. 2017. “In Objectivity we Trust: Pluralism Consensus
and Ideology in Journalism Studies.” Journalism: Theory, Practice & Criticism 18 (6):
647–663.

154. Rasul, A., and J. M. Proffitt. 2013. “Diversity or Homogeny: Concentration of Ownership
and Media Diversity in Pakistan.” Asian Journal of Communication 23 (6): 590–604.

155. Rodgers, R., S. Hallock, M. Gennaria, and F. Wei. 2004. “Two Papers in Joint Operating
Agreement Publish Meaningful Editorial Diversity.” Newspaper Research Journal 25 (4):
104–109.

156. Rodgers, S., E. Thorson, and M. Antecol. 2000. “‘Reality’ in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch.”
Newspaper Research Journal 21 (3): 51–68.

157. Roggeband, C., and R. Vliegenthart. 2007. “Divergent Framing: The Public Debate on
Migration in the Dutch Parliament and Media, 1995-2004.” West European Politics 30 (3):
524–548.

158. Rohlinger, D., and J. M. Proffitt. 2017. “How Much Does Ownership Matter? Deliberative
Discourse in Local Media Coverage of the Terri Schiavo Case.” Journalism: Theory, Practice
& Criticism 18 (10): 1274–1291.

159. Rohlinger, D. A., J. Pederson, and G. Valle. 2015. “Inclusive Discourse? Local Media
Coverage of the Terri Schiavo Case.” Sociological Spectrum: The Official Journal of the Mid-
South Sociological Association 35 (1): 1–25.

160. Ross, S. D., and P. Bantimaroudis. 2006. “Frame Shifts and Catastrophic Events: The
Attacks of September 11 2001.” Mass Communication and Society 9 (1): 85–101.

161. Ryabinska, N. 2011. “The Media Market and Media Ownership in Post-Communist
Ukraine.” Problems of Post-Communism 58 (6): 3–20.

162. Salgado, S., and H.-W. Nienstedt. 2016. “Euro Crisis and Plurality: Does the Political
Orientation of Newspapers Determine the Selection and Spin of Information?” European
Journal of Communication 31 (4): 462–478.

163. Saridou, T., L.-P. Spyridou, and A. Veglis. 2017. “Churnalism on the Rise: Assessing
Convergence Effects on Editorial Practices.” Digital Journalism 5 (8): 1006–1024.

164. Schafraad, P., F. Wester, and P. Scheepers. 2013. “Media Attention to the Far-Right in
Three Dutch Newspapers 1986-2004. Characteristics and Trends.” Observatorio 7 (2): 1–31.

165. Scott, D., M. Chanslor, and J. Dixon. 2010. “FAIR and the PBS News Hour: Assessing
Diversity and Elitism in News Sourcing.” Communication Quarterly 58 (3): 319–340.

166. Sekloca, P. 2015. “Contradictions of Media Production and the Heterogeneity of
Products.” Javnost - The Public 22 (2): 129–144.

167. Seo, S. 2018. “Covering the Hermit Regime: A Comparison of North Korea Coverage at
the Associated Press and NK News.” Journalism 19 (9-10): 1363–1379.

168. Shumow, M., and M. Vigon. 2016. “News Diversity and Minority Audiences: Using Real
Simple Syndication (RSS) to Assess the Democratic Functions of Spanish-Language Media
in the Digital Age.” Journalism Practice 10 (1): 52–70.

169. Sjøvaag, H. 2014. “Homogenisation or Differentiation? The Effects of Consolidation in the
Regional Newspaper Market.” Journalism Studies 15 (5): 511–521.

DIGITAL JOURNALISM 635



170. Smyrnaios, N., E. Marty, and F. Rebillard. 2010. “Does the Long Tail Apply to Online
News? A Quantitative Study of French-Speaking News Websites.” New Media & Society 12
(8): 1244–1261.

171. Sousa, H., and E. Costa E Silva. 2009. “Keeping up Appearances: Regulating Media
Diversity in Portugal.” International Communication Gazette 71 (1-2): 89–100.

172. Spitzer, M. L. 2010. “Television Mergers and Diversity in Small Markets.” Journal of
Competition Law and Economics 6 (3): 705–770.

173. Steinmaurer, T. 2009. “Diversity through Delay? The Austrian Case.” International
Communication Gazette 71 (1-2): 77–87.

174. Sup Park, C. 2014. “Media Cross-Ownership and Threat to Diversity: A Discourse Analysis
of News Coverage on the Permission for Cross-Ownership between Broadcasters and
Newspapers in South Korea.” International Journal of Media & Cultural Politics 10 (1):
43–64.

175. Takens, J., N. Ruigrok, A. M. J. Van Hoof, and O. Scholten. 2010. “Old Ties from a News
Perspective: Diversity in the Dutch Press Coverage of the 2006 General Election
Campaign.” Communications 35 (4): 417–438.

176. Tan, Y., and D. H. Weaver. 2013. “Agenda Diversity and Agenda Setting from 1956 to
2004: What Are the Trends over Time?” Journalism Studies 14 (6): 773–789.

177. Tehranian, M. 2002. “Negotiating Global Media Ethics.” Harvard International Journal of
Press/Politics 7 (2): 58–83.

178. Thorsen, E., and D. Jackson. 2018. “Seven Characteristics Defining Online News Formats:
Towards a Typology of Online News and Live Blogs.” Digital Journalism 6 (7): 847–868.

179. Thurman, N. 2011. “Making the Daily Me: Technology Economics and Habit in the
Mainstream Assimilation of Personalized News.” Journalism: Theory, Practice & Criticism 12
(4): 395–415.

180. Tiffen, R., P. K. Jones, D. Rowe, T. Aalberg, S. Coen, J. Curran, K. Hayashi, et al. 2014.
“Sources in the News: A Comparative Study.” Journalism Studies 15 (4): 374–391.

181. Toraman, C., and F. Can. 2015. “A Front-Page News-Selection Algorithm Based on Topic
Modelling Using Raw Text.” Journal of Information Science 41 (5): 676–685.

182. Trappel, J. 2008. “Online Media within the Public Service Realm: Reasons to Include
Online into the Public Service Mission.” Convergence: The International Journal of Research
into New Media Technologies 14 (3): 313–322.

183. Trilling, D., and K. Schoenbach. 2015. “Challenging Selective Exposure: Do Online News
Users Choose Sites That Match Their Interests and Preferences?” Digital Journalism 3 (2):
140–157.

184. Udris, Eisenegger, and Schneider. 2016. “News Coverage about Direct-Democratic
Campaigns in a Period of Structural Crisis.” Journal of Information Policy 6: 68.

185. Urban, J., and W. Schweiger. 2014. “News Quality from the Recipients’ Perspective:
Investigating Recipients’ Ability to Judge the Normative Quality of News.” Journalism
Studies 15 (6): 821–840.

186. Van Cuilenburg, J. 1999. “On Competition, Access and Diversity in Media, Old and New:
Some Remarks for Communications Policy in the Information Age.” New Media & Society
1 (2): 183–207.

187. Van Den Bulck, H., K. Panis, D. Raeijmaekers, and P. Maeseele. 2016. “The Forgotten Actor
in Media Ownership Debates: Audiences and Their Knowledge of Media Ownership in
Flanders.” Communications 41 (1): 99–110.

188. van der Wurff, R. 2011. “Do Audiences Receive Diverse Ideas from News Media? Exposure
to a Variety of News Media and Personal Characteristics as Determinants of Diversity as
Received.” European Journal of Communication 26 (4): 328–342.

189. van Hoof, A. M., C. Jacobi, N. Ruigrok, and W. van Atteveldt. 2014. “Diverse Politics
Diverse News Coverage? A Longitudinal Study of Diversity in Dutch Political News during
Two Decades of Election Campaigns.” European Journal of Communication 29 (6):
668–686.

636 F. LOECHERBACH ET AL.



190. Van Leuven, S., A. Heinrich, and A. Deprez. 2015. “Foreign Reporting and Sourcing
Practices in the Network sphere: A quantitative content analysis of the Arab Spring in
Belgian News Media.” New Media & Society 17 (4): 573–591.

191. Vergeer, M., R. Eisinga, and P. H. Franses. 2012. “Supply and Demand Effects in Television
Viewing. A Time Series Analysis.” Communications 37 (1): 79–98.

192. Vos, T. P., and J. D. Wolfgang. 2018. “Journalists’ Normative Constructions of Political
Viewpoint Diversity.” Journalism Studies 19 (6): 764–781.

193. Wang, N., Z. Guo, and F. Shen. 2011. “Message Perception and the Beijing Olympics:
Impact of Differential Media Exposure on Perceived Opinion Diversity.” Communication
Research 38 (3): 422–445.

194. Weeks, B. E., T. B. Ksiazek, and R. L. Holbert. 2016. “Partisan Enclaves or Shared Media
Experiences? A Network Approach to Understanding Citizens’ Political News
Environments.” Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media 60 (2): 248–268.

195. Welbers, K., W. van Atteveldt, J. Kleinnijenhuis, and N. Ruigrok. 2018. “A Gatekeeper
among Gatekeepers: News Agency Influence in Print and Online Newspapers in The
Netherlands.” Journalism Studies 19 (3): 315–333.

196. Wojcieszak, M., and H. Rojas. 2011. “Hostile Public Effect: Communication Diversity and
the Projection of Personal Opinions onto Others.” Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic
Media 55 (4): 543–562.

197. Wonneberger, A., K. Schoenbach, and L. van Meurs. 2013. “How Keeping up Diversifies:
Watching Public Affairs TV in The Netherlands 1988-2010.” European Journal of
Communication 28 (6): 646–662.

198. Woods, J. 2007. “Democracy and the Press a Comparative Analysis of Pluralism in the
International Print Media.” The Social Science Journal 44 (2): 213–230.

199. Yang, J., R. Zheng, L. Zhao, and S. Gupta. 2017. “Enhancing Customer Brand Experience
and Loyalty through Enterprise Microblogs: Empirical Evidence from a Communication
Framework Perspective.” Information Technology & People 30 (3): 580–601.

200. Yom-Tov, E., S. Dumais, and Q. Guo. 2014. “Promoting Civil Discourse through Search
Engine Diversity.” Social Science Computer Review 32 (2): 145–154.

201. Yoon, J. 2013. “Who Receives Media Attention in South Korea: Analysing Internal and
External Pluralism in the News Coverage of Policy Debates.” Asian Journal of Political
Science 21 (2): 126–147.

202. Young, N., and E. Dugas. 2012. “Comparing Climate Change Coverage in Canadian
English-and French-Language Print Media: Environmental Values, Media Cultures, and the
Narration of Global Warming.” Canadian Journal of Sociology 37 (1): 25–54.

203. Yuan, E. J. 2008. “Measuring Diversity of Exposure in Guangzhous Television Market.”
Asian Journal of Communication 18 (2): 155–171.

204. Zafar, M. B., P. Bhattacharya, N. Ganguly, K. P. Gummadi, and S. Ghosh. 2015. “Sampling
Content from Online Social Networks: Comparing Random vs Expert Sampling of the
Twitter Stream.” ACM Transactions on the Web 9 (3): 1–33.

205. Zeldes, G. A., F. Fico, and A. Diddi. 2012. “Differences in the Way Broadcast, Cable and
Public TV Reporters Used Women and Non-White Sources to Cover the 2008 Presidential
Race.” Mass Communication and Society 15 (6): 831–851.

206. Zhao, X. 2016. “Effects of Perceived Media Diversity and Media Reliance on Public
Opinion Expression.” International Journal of Public Opinion Research 28 (3): 355–375.

DIGITAL JOURNALISM 637



Ta
bl
e
B1

.
Le
ve
lo

f
an
al
ys
is
an
d
di
m
en
si
on

s
(N

¼
20
6)
.

Le
ve
lo

f
an
al
ys
is

En
tit
y

To
pi
c

Vi
ew

po
in
t

St
ru
ct
ur
al

O
th
er

O
ne

ou
tle
t

So
ur
ce
s:
Ki
er
na
n
(2
01
6)
;

Ro
dg

er
s,
Th
or
so
n,

an
d

An
te
co
l(
20
00
)
Vo

ic
e:

Le
e,
Sa
ng

,a
nd

Xu
(2
01
5)

Ac
to
r:
M
er
ry

(2
01
6)
†

Co
m
pa
ny
:J
on

km
an

et
al
.

(2
01
8)

G
ro
up

s:
Bi
nd

er
kr
an
tz

(2
01
2)

M
in
or
ity
:B

oz
da
g

et
al
.(
20
14
)

To
pi
c:
M
€ ol
le
r
et

al
.(
20
18
);

Za
fa
r
et

al
.(
20
15
);

Be
ch
m
an
n
an
d
N
ie
lb
o

(2
01
8)
†;
Li
an
d
Th
or
so
n

(2
01
5)

Is
su
e:
Ta
n
an
d

W
ea
ve
r
(2
01
3)

In
fo
rm

at
io
n:

Ka
ng

an
d
Le
rm

an
(2
01
7)

Vi
ew

po
in
t:
Ca
rls
on

(2
00
7)

Pe
rs
pe
ct
iv
e:
Ja
co
bs
on

,
M
yu
ng

,a
nd

Jo
hn

so
n

(2
01
6)
;R

os
s
an
d

Ba
nt
im
ar
ou

di
s
(2
00
6)
†

O
pi
ni
on

:L
or
en
tz
en

G
un

na
rs
so
n
(2
01
5)
†

Po
lit
ic
al
:M

er
ry

(2
01
6)
†;

An
et

al
.(
20
14
)†

At
tit
ud

es
:G

r€ o
m
pi
ng

(2
01
4)
†
Pa
rt
is
an
:

Co
lle
on

i,
Ro
zz
a,
an
d

Ar
vi
ds
so
n
(2
01
4)
†
Fr
am

e:
D
ah
in
de
n
(2
00
2)

Po
la
riz
at
io
n:

Be
am

,
H
ut
ch
en
s,
an
d

H
m
ie
lo
w
sk
i(
20
18
)†

St
an
ce
:L
ee
,S
an
g,

an
d

Xu
(2
01
5)

So
ur
ce
:B

oz
da
g
et

al
.(
20
14
)

M
ed
ia
:L
ee

(2
00
2)
�

M
es
sa
ge
:L
uo

,P
an
,a
nd

Zh
u

(2
01
7)

O
ut
pu

t:
Bo

zd
ag

et
al
.(
20
14
)
In
fo
rm

at
io
n

So
ur
ce
s:
H
im
el
bo

im
(2
01
4)

Li
ng

ui
st
ic
:

Pe
rlm

an
an
d
Am

ay
a

(2
01
3)

To
ne
:M

€ ol
le
r

et
al
.(
20
18
)

M
ul
tip

le
ou

tle
ts

(o
ne

se
ct
or
)

So
ur
ce
s:
Bi
nd

er
kr
an
tz
,

Bo
na
fo
nt
,a
nd

H
al
pi
n

(2
01
7)
;Y

an
g
et

al
.

(2
01
7)
;Z

el
de
s,
Fi
co
,a
nd

D
id
di

(2
01
2)
;O

h
et

al
.

(2
01
2)
;d

e
Sw

er
t
an
d

W
ou

te
rs
(2
01
1)
;C

or
re
a

an
d
H
ar
p
(2
01
1)
;S
co
tt
,

Ch
an
sl
or
,a
nd

D
ix
on

(2
01
0)
;D

ay
an
d
G
ol
an

(2
00
5)
;L
ac
y
et

al
.(
20
13
,

20
12
);
M
at
th
ew

s
(2
01
3)
;

Ar
m
st
ro
ng

(2
00
6)
;K

im
an
d
Ja
hn

g
(2
01
6)

Vo
ic
e:

Yo
un

g
an
d
D
ug

as
(2
01
2)

Ac
to
r:
H
um

pr
ec
ht

an
d

Es
se
r
(2
01
8)
;U

dr
is
,

Ei
se
ne
gg

er
,a
nd

To
pi
c:
Ya
ng

et
al
.(
20
17
);

Tr
ill
in
g
an
d
Sc
ho

en
ba
ch

(2
01
5)
;S
hu

m
ow

an
d
Vi
go

n
(2
01
6)
;R

od
ge
rs
et

al
.(
20
04
)

Is
su
e:
U
dr
is
,E
is
en
eg
ge
r,
an
d

Sc
hn

ei
de
r
(2
01
6)

G
en
re
s:

Fe
rn
� an
de
z-
Q
ui
ja
da

(2
01
7)

Co
nt
en
t:
Ko
rd
us

(2
01
4)

Co
ve
ra
ge
:Y

ou
ng

an
d
D
ug

as
(2
01
2)

Pr
og

ra
m

Ve
rg
ee
r,

Ei
si
ng

a,
an
d
Fr
an
se
s
(2
01
2)
;

W
on

ne
be
rg
er
,S
ch
oe
nb

ac
h,

an
d
va
n
M
eu
rs

(2
01
3)

Th
em

es
:C

or
re
a
an
d
H
ar
p

(2
01
1)

Ag
en
da
:P

et
er

an
d

de
Vr
ee
se

(2
00
3)
;

Cu
lb
er
ts
on

(2
00
7)
;F
ra
m
es
:

Ba
um

(2
01
3)

Vi
ew

po
in
t:
H
um

pr
ec
ht

an
d

Es
se
r
(2
01
8)
;T
ril
lin
g
an
d

Sc
ho

en
ba
ch

(2
01
5)
;

L~ o
hm

us
et

al
.(
20
13
);

W
ee
ks
,K

si
az
ek
,a
nd

H
ol
be
rt
(2
01
6)
†

Pe
rs
pe
ct
iv
e:
Ro
hl
in
ge
r

an
d
Pr
of
fit
t
(2
01
7)

O
pi
ni
on

:P
ar
k,
W
an
g,

an
d

Pi
nt
o
(2
01
6)
;A

sh
le
y

(2
01
5)
;D

uc
ke
tt
an
d

La
ng

er
(2
01
3)

Id
ea
:

Ro
hl
in
ge
r,
Pe
de
rs
on

,a
nd

Va
lle

(2
01
5)
;K

or
du

s
(2
01
4)

Co
nn

ot
at
io
n:

W
oo
ds

(2
00
7)
� P

ol
iti
ca
l:

Ki
m

an
d
Kw

ak
(2
01
7)
;

Ro
dg

er
s
et

al
.(
20
04
);

So
ur
ce
:N

ap
ol
i(
20
02
)

Ch
an
ne
l:
Fl
ax
m
an
,G

oe
l,

an
d
Ra
o
(2
01
6)
†;

Su
p

Pa
rk

(2
01
4)
;d

e
Sw

er
t

an
d
W
ou

te
rs
(2
01
1)
;

Yu
an

(2
00
8)

Ch
ur
na
lis
m
:S
ar
id
ou

,
Sp
yr
id
ou

,a
nd

Ve
gl
is

(2
01
7)
� M

ed
ia
ty
pe
s:

Ya
ng

et
al
.(
20
17
)

D
up

lic
at
io
n:

Sh
um

ow
an
d
Vi
go

n
(2
01
6)

Co
un

tr
y:
H
an
us
ch

(2
01
4)

Co
nt
en
t:
N
ap
ol
i(
20
02
)

G
eo
gr
ap
hi
ca
l:
Ro
dg

er
s

et
al
.(
20
04
);
H
um

pr
ec
ht

an
d
Es
se
r
(2
01
8)

(c
on
tin
ue
d)

A
p
p
en

d
ix

B
R
es
u
lt
s
o
f
lit
er
at
u
re

re
vi
ew

638 F. LOECHERBACH ET AL.



Ta
bl
e
B1

.
Co

nt
in
ue
d.

Le
ve
lo

f
an
al
ys
is

En
tit
y

To
pi
c

Vi
ew

po
in
t

St
ru
ct
ur
al

O
th
er

Sc
hn

ei
de
r
(2
01
6)

G
en
de
r:

de
Sw

er
t
an
d
H
oo
gh

e
(2
01
0)
;F
re
ed
m
an
,F
ic
o,

an
d
Lo
ve

(2
00
7)

Pe
rs
pe
ct
iv
es
:

Yo
on

(2
01
3)
�

Fl
et
ch
er

an
d
N
ie
ls
en

(2
01
8)
†
Sl
an
t:
Fl
ax
m
an
,

G
oe
l,
an
d
Ra
o
(2
01
6)
†

Co
nt
en
t:
Su
p
Pa
rk

(2
01
4)
;

D
ay

an
d
G
ol
an

(2
00
5)

Fr
am

e:
Ba
de
n
an
d

Sp
rin

ge
r
(2
01
4)
;H

ua
ng

(2
01
0)
;P

ar
k
et

al
.(
20
13
);

En
tm

an
(2
00
6)
;

Ro
gg

eb
an
d
an
d

Vl
ie
ge
nt
ha
rt
(2
00
7)

St
an
dp

oi
nt
:S
ch
af
ra
ad
,

W
es
te
r,
an
d
Sc
he
ep
er
s

(2
01
3)

Id
eo
lo
gy
:P

in
ed
a

an
d
Al
m
iro

n
(2
01
3)

M
ul
tip

le
ou

tle
ts

(m
or
e
se
ct
or
s)

So
ur
ce
s:
Va
n
Le
uv
en
,

H
ei
nr
ic
h,

an
d
D
ep
re
z

(2
01
5)
;B

ag
as
hk
a
(2
01
4)
;

Ti
ffe

n
et

al
.(
20
14
)
En
tit
y:

Au
ge
ns
te
in
,D

er
cz
yn
sk
i,

an
d
Bo

nt
ch
ev
a
(2
01
7)

Pa
rt
ie
s:
Ja
co
bi
,K

le
in
en
-

vo
n
K€ o
ni
gs
l€ o
w
,a
nd

Ru
ig
ro
k
(2
01
6)
;v
an

H
oo
f

et
al
.(
20
14
)
Po
ly
vo
ca
liy
:

Th
or
se
n
an
d

Ja
ck
so
n
(2
01
8)

To
pi
c:
L€ o
rc
he
r
an
d
Ta
dd

ic
ke
n

(2
01
7)
;G

on
z� a
le
z-
Ba
il� o
n
an
d

Pa
lto

gl
ou

(2
01
5)
;C

ar
pe
nt
er

(2
01
0)
;B

ae
(2
00
0)
;

Sm
yr
na
io
s,
M
ar
ty
,a
nd

Re
bi
lla
rd

(2
01
0)
� I

ss
ue
:v
an

H
oo
f
et

al
.(
20
14
)
Th
em

es
:

Se
o
(2
01
8)

Id
ea
:C

ze
pe
k
an
d
Kl
in
ge
r

(2
01
0)
� O

pi
ni
on

:Z
ha
o

(2
01
6)
;D

ub
oi
s
an
d
Bl
an
k

(2
01
8)
†
Id
eo
lo
gy
:

Be
ns
on

,N
ef
f,
an
d

H
es
s� e
ru
s
(2
01
8)

Is
su
e

Ag
en
da
:L
ee

(2
00
7a
)

In
te
rp
re
ta
tio

n:
L€ o
rc
he
r

an
d
Ta
dd

ic
ke
n
(2
01
7)

So
ur
ce
:N

ec
hu

sh
ta
ia

nd
Le
w
is
(2
01
9)
†
M
ed
ia
:

D
ub

oi
s
an
d
Bl
an
k

(2
01
8)
†
O
ut
le
t:
Cz
ep
ek

an
d
Kl
in
ge
r
(2
01
0)
�

O
w
ne
rs
hi
p:

Be
ns
on

,N
ef
f,

an
d
H
es
s� e
ru
s
(2
01
8)
;

Tr
ap
pe
l(
20
08
);
D
w
ye
r

an
d
M
ar
tin

(2
01
7)

N
o
D
im
en
si
on

:W
el
be
rs

et
al
.(
20
18
);
H
er
rm

an
n

(2
01
6)
� ;

H
ai
m
,G

ra
ef
e,

an
d
Br
os
iu
s
(2
01
8)
†

To
ke
n:

Au
ge
ns
te
in
,

D
er
cz
yn
sk
i,
an
d

Bo
nt
ch
ev
a
(2
01
7)

M
ed
ia

Ty
pe
:C

ar
pe
nt
er

(2
01
0)
;

Tr
ap
pe
l(
20
08
)
Le
xi
ca
l:

Sm
yr
na
io
s,
M
ar
ty
,a
nd

Re
bi
lla
rd

(2
01
0)
�

Cu
ltu

ra
l:
D
w
ye
r
an
d

M
ar
tin

(2
01
7)

Co
nc
ep
t
de
sc
rib

ed
:

� P
lu
ra
lis
m

† E
ch
o
ch
am

be
r
or

Fi
lte
r
bu

bb
le

Le
ve
lo

f
an
al
ys
is
an
d
di
m
en
si
on

s
(N

¼
20
6)

DIGITAL JOURNALISM 639



Ta
bl
e
B2

.
M
et
ho

ds
an
d
m
ea
su
re
s
em

pi
ric
al

st
ud

ie
s
(N

¼
14
8)
.

M
et
ho

d
Va
rie
ty

Ba
la
nc
e

D
is
pa
rit
y

O
th
er

Co
nt
en
t
An

al
ys
is
(m

an
ua
l)

Ba
de
n
an
d
Sp
rin

ge
r
(2
01
4)
;

Be
ns
on

(2
00
9)
;B

en
so
n,

N
ef
f,

an
d
H
es
s� e
ru
s
(2
01
8)
;

Bi
nd

er
kr
an
tz

(2
01
2)
;

La
no

sg
a
an
d
M
ar
tin

(2
01
8)
;

Se
o
(2
01
8)
;R

oh
lin
ge
r
an
d

Pr
of
fit
t
(2
01
7)
;M

as
in
ie

t
al
.

(2
01
8)
;P

ar
k,
W
an
g,

an
d

Pi
nt
o
(2
01
6)
;K

im
an
d
Ja
hn

g
(2
01
6)
;T
ril
lin
g
an
d

Sc
ho

en
ba
ch

(2
01
5)
;V

an
Le
uv
en
,H

ei
nr
ic
h,

an
d

D
ep
re
z
(2
01
5)
;L
ee

(2
00
2)
;

Ro
hl
in
ge
r,
Pe
de
rs
on

,a
nd

Va
lle

(2
01
5)
;B

ag
as
hk
a

(2
01
4)
;D

vi
r-
G
vi
rs
m
an
,T
sf
at
i,

an
d
M
en
ch
en
-T
re
vi
no

(2
01
6)
;K

or
du

s
(2
01
4)
;

Yo
un

g
an
d
D
ug

as
(2
01
2)
;

Ze
ld
es
,F
ic
o,

an
d
D
id
di

(2
01
2)
;O

h
et

al
.(
20
12
);
de

Sw
er
t
an
d
H
oo
gh

e
(2
01
0)
;

de
Sw

er
t
an
d
W
ou

te
rs

(2
01
1)
;C

or
re
a
an
d
H
ar
p

(2
01
1)
;S
co
tt
,C

ha
ns
lo
r,
an
d

D
ix
on

(2
01
0)
;T
ra
pp

el
(2
00
8)
;F
re
ed
m
an
,F
ic
o,

an
d

Lo
ve

(2
00
7)
;L
ee

(2
00
7a
);

D
ay

an
d
G
ol
an

(2
00
5)
;

D
ah
in
de
n
(2
00
2)
;K

ur
pi
us

(2
00
2)
;P

ar
k
et

al
.(
20
13
);

Pi
ne
da

an
d
Al
m
iro

n
(2
01
3)
;

M
at
th
ew

s
(2
01
3)
;D

uc
ke
tt

an
d
La
ng

er
(2
01
3)
;L
ac
y

et
al
.(
20
13
);
Yo
on

(2
01
3)
;

Sc
ha
fr
aa
d,

W
es
te
r,
an
d

Sc
he
ep
er
s
(2
01
3)
;U

dr
is
,

Bi
nd

er
kr
an
tz
,B

on
af
on

t,
an
d
H
al
pi
n
(2
01
7)
� ;

Sa
lg
ad
o
an
d

N
ie
ns
te
dt

(2
01
6)
†;

G
ro
ne
m
ey
er

an
d

Po
ra
th

(2
01
4)
� ;

Ca
rp
en
te
r
(2
01
0)
†;

Le
e
(2
00
7b
)†
;P

ow
er
s

an
d
Be
ns
on

(2
01
4)
‡;

M
as
in
ia
nd

Va
n
Ae

ls
t

(2
01
7)
;H

um
pr
ec
ht

an
d
Es
se
r
(2
01
8)
;

H
an
us
ch

(2
01
4)
;v
an

H
oo
f
et

al
.(
20
14
);

Ta
ke
ns

et
al
.(
20
10
);

H
ua
ng

(2
01
0)
;W

oo
ds

(2
00
7)
;P

et
er

an
d
de

Vr
ee
se

(2
00
3)
;B

ae
(2
00
0)
;C

ul
be
rt
so
n

(2
00
7)
;H

um
an
es

et
al
.(
20
13
);

Ki
er
na
n
(2
01
6)

(c
on
tin
ue
d)

640 F. LOECHERBACH ET AL.



Ta
bl
e
B2

.
Co

nt
in
ue
d.

M
et
ho

d
Va
rie
ty

Ba
la
nc
e

D
is
pa
rit
y

O
th
er

Ei
se
ne
gg

er
,a
nd

an
d

Sc
hn

ei
de
r
(2
01
6)
;R

od
ge
rs

et
al
.(
20
04
,R

od
ge
rs
,

Th
or
so
n,

an
d
An

te
co
l2

00
0)
;

Ar
m
st
ro
ng

(2
00
6)
;L
ac
y

et
al
.(
20
12
);
Th
or
se
n
an
d

Ja
ck
so
n
(2
01
8)
;S
ar
id
ou

,
Sp
yr
id
ou

,a
nd

Ve
gl
is
(2
01
7)
;

Sj
øv
aa
g
(2
01
4)
;

W
on

ne
be
rg
er
,S
ch
oe
nb

ac
h,

an
d
va
n
M
eu
rs

(2
01
3)
;

M
er
ry

(2
01
6)
;L
~ oh

m
us

et
al
.(
20
13
)

Co
nt
en
t
An

al
ys
is
(a
ut
om

at
ed
)

L€ o
rc
he
r
an
d
Ta
dd

ic
ke
n
(2
01
7)
;

Sh
um

ow
an
d
Vi
go

n
(2
01
6)
;

Sm
yr
na
io
s,
M
ar
ty
,a
nd

Re
bi
lla
rd

(2
01
0)
;B

au
m

(2
01
3)
;L
ie

t
al
.(
20
14
);

Ro
gg

eb
an
d
an
d

Vl
ie
ge
nt
ha
rt
(2
00
7)

Jo
nk
m
an

et
al
.(
20
18
)� ;

Ja
co
bi
,K

le
in
en
-v
on

K€ o
ni
gs
l€ o
w
,a
nd

Ru
ig
ro
k
(2
01
6)
;A

n
et

al
.(
20
14
)�

Za
fa
r
et

al
.(
20
15
);

To
ra
m
an

an
d
Ca
n

(2
01
5)
;T
ra
m
pu
� s

et
al
.(
20
15
)

Su
rv
ey

Pa
rk

(2
01
8)
;D

ub
oi
s
an
d
Bl
an
k

(2
01
8)
;K

im
an
d
Kw

ak
(2
01
7)
;B

ea
m
,H

ut
ch
en
s,
an
d

H
m
ie
lo
w
sk
i(
20
18
)

M
oe
hl
er

an
d
Al
le
n

(2
01
6)
;D

vi
r-
G
vi
rs
m
an

(2
01
5)
;F
le
tc
he
r
an
d

N
ie
ls
en

(2
01
8)
;

W
oj
ci
es
za
k
an
d
Ro
ja
s

(2
01
1)
;W

ee
ks
,

Ks
ia
ze
k,
an
d
H
ol
be
rt

(2
01
6)
;W

an
g,

G
uo

,
an
d
Sh
en

(2
01
1)

Si
m
ila
rit
y:
W
el
be
rs
et

al
.

(2
01
8)
;L
ia
nd

Th
or
so
n
(2
01
5)

LD
A:

Be
ch
m
an
n
an
d

N
ie
lb
o
(2
01
8)
;

G
on

z� a
le
z-
Ba
il� o
n
an
d

Pa
lto

gl
ou

(2
01
5)

En
tit
ie
s:
Ki
rit
os
hi

an
d

M
a
(2
01
6)
;

Au
ge
ns
te
in
,

D
er
cz
yn
sk
i,
an
d

Bo
nt
ch
ev
a
(2
01
7)

Li
ng

ui
st
ic
:M

ae
ka
w
a

et
al
.(
20
14
);

Sm
yr
na
io
s,
M
ar
ty
,a
nd

Re
bi
lla
rd

(2
01
0)

Pe
rc
ei
ve
d
D
iv
er
si
ty
:Y

an
g

et
al
.(
20
17
);
Zh

ao
(2
01
6)
;V

an
D
en

Bu
lc
k

et
al
.(
20
16
);
va
n
de
r

W
ur
ff
(2
01
1) (c
on
tin
ue
d)

DIGITAL JOURNALISM 641



Ta
bl
e
B2

.
Co

nt
in
ue
d.

M
et
ho

d
Va
rie
ty

Ba
la
nc
e

D
is
pa
rit
y

O
th
er

Li
ng

ui
st
ic
an
al
ys
is

N
et
w
or
k:
Bo

zd
ag

et
al
.

(2
01
4)
� M

ar
ke
t:

Ar
te
ro

an
d
S� a
nc
he
z-

Ta
be
rn
er
o
(2
01
5)
‡;

Ci
ag
lia

(2
01
3)
‡;
Al
le
n,

Co
nn

ol
ly
,a
nd

H
ea
p

(2
01
7)
‡

Se
co
nd

ar
y
da
ta
:

Ve
rg
ee
r,
Ei
si
ng

a,
an
d

Fr
an
se
s
(2
01
2)
;

En
tm

an
(2
00
6)
‡;
Ta
n

an
d
W
ea
ve
r
(2
01
3)
†

Si
m
ul
at
io
n:

M
€ ol
le
r

et
al
.(
20
18
)� ;

Bo
zd
ag

an
d
va
n
de
n

H
ov
en

(2
01
5)

N
et
w
or
k:
Ka
ng

an
d

Le
rm

an
(2
01
7)
;

Ja
co
bs
on

,M
yu
ng

,a
nd

Jo
hn

so
n
(2
01
6)
;

Co
lle
on

i,
Ro
zz
a,
an
d

Ar
vi
ds
so
n
(2
01
4)

Se
co
nd

ar
y
da
ta
:

M
an
ga
ni

an
d
Ta
rr
in
i

(2
01
8)

Se
ar
ch

re
su
lt
an
al
ys
is
:

Yo
m
-T
ov
,D

um
ai
s,

an
d
G
uo

(2
01
4)

Si
m
ul
at
io
n:

H
ai
m
,

G
ra
ef
e,
an
d

Br
os
iu
s
(2
01
8)

To
pi
c
pr
ob

ab
ili
tie
s:
Lu
o,

Pa
n,

an
d
Zh

u
(2
01
7)

Q
ua
lit
at
iv
e

Q
ua
lit
at
iv
e
CA

:A
sh
le
y
(2
01
5)
;

H
ei
nr
ic
h
an
d
Pl
ei
ne
s
(2
01
8)
;

H
er
rm

an
n
(2
01
6)

In
te
rv
ie
w
:D

av
ie
s
(2
01
8)
;

Vo
s
an
d
W
ol
fg
an
g

(2
01
8)
;C

or
ni
a
(2
01
6)
;

D
un

ca
n
(2
01
5)

Q
ua
lit
at
iv
e
CA

:
Lo
re
nt
ze
n
G
un

na
rs
so
n

(2
01
5)
;G

r€ o
m
pi
ng

(2
01
4)

O
bs
er
va
tio

n:
M
ak
ri

et
al
.(
20
15
)

D
is
co
ur
se

An
al
ys
is
:

Su
p
Pa
rk

(2
01
4)

O
th
er

M
ar
ke
t:
En
ge
ss
er

an
d
Fr
an
ze
tt
i

(2
01
1)

Ex
pe
rim

en
t:
N
ec
hu

sh
ta
ia

nd
Le
w
is
(2
01
9)

Se
co
nd

ar
y
D
at
a:
Fe
rn
� an
de
z-

Q
ui
ja
da

(2
01
7)
;Y

ua
n
(2
00
8)

Si
m
ul
at
io
n:

H
ai
m
,A

re
nd

t,
an
d
Sc
he
rr
(2
01
7)

Tr
ac
e
da
ta
:F
la
xm

an
,

G
oe
l,
an
d
Ra
o
(2
01
6)

Ex
pe
rim

en
t:
U
rb
an

an
d
Sc
hw

ei
ge
r
(2
01
4)

M
at
he
m
at
ic
al

fo
rm

ul
a
us
ed
:

� S
ha
nn

on
’s
en
tr
op

y;
† S
im
ps
on

’s
D
;

‡ H
er
fin

da
hl
-H
irs
ch
m
an

In
de
x
(H
H
I).

642 F. LOECHERBACH ET AL.


	Abstract
	A Systematic Overview of Current Theorizing and Research on Media Diversity
	A Systematic Review
	Coding Procedure
	Results and Discussion
	Definitions and Normative Frameworks
	Definitions
	Standing on the Shoulders of Giants
	Normative Frameworks
	Benchmarks

	Empirical Operationalization and Assessment
	Data Gathering
	Measurement
	Sub-Dimensions of Diversity
	Approaches to Assess Sub-Dimensions of Diversity
	Data Analysis

	Moving Forward: Interdisciplinary Media Diversity Research

	Disclosure Statement
	References


