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Introduction
By 2020, two-thirds of all online activity is expected to take place through mobile
networks on mobile devices.1 Many Americans, including more than half of
Latinos, are already mobile-only internet users.2 The move to mobile is
commonly portrayed as expanding the base of internet users. That’s true, but
mobile is different.3 Mobile also means a different pattern of internet use,
including the likelihood of seeking news online.4 Mobile reduces news seeking
and engagement. Mobile-only access to news is better than none, but news is
more time consuming and costly to access through mobile devices,5 resulting in
reduced exposure. The effect is most severe among those who are otherwise least
exposed to news.6
In this paper I will explain mobile’s limitations as a means of news consumption
and its implications for an informed citizenry. It will be shown that Americans
are increasingly abandoning cable in favor of mobile and that news consumption
through mobile devices is different from consumption through computers with a
high speed connection.7 The shift to mobile will increase the problem of
informing the public, which was already complicated enough as a result of media
fragmentation. The knowledge gap between America’s most and least politically
interested citizens has widened substantially in the past three decades and will
widen further as a result of the move to mobile.

The High-Choice Paradox
News can enrich civic life.8 There was a time—the heyday of the broadcast
networks—when Americans consumed a lot of news, the great bulk of it provided
by print and broadcast outlets wedded to the notion that they were obliged to
inform the public.9 Changes in communication technology changed that media
system. Cable and the internet have produced an abundance of outlets for those
with an interest in news.10 Some Americans now spend more time consuming
news than was possible in earlier times. Even the incremental shift from dial-up
to high-speed internet has contributed to increased news seeking among the
politically interested.11 They have become more politically informed and engaged
as a result.12
However, the high-choice media system has also been disruptive.13 It gives people
the opportunity to find like-minded information outlets. Exposure to partisan
news serves to reinforce bias.14 Selectivity—a preference for supportive
information and a tendency to dismiss disconfirming information—has long
characterized the news audience. But today’s high-choice system heightens that
tendency.15 For those who choose to reside in “echo chambers” that tell them
what they want to believe, the effect is opinion polarization that can include
outright disdain for “the other side.”16
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Today’s high-choice system has also led to news avoidance by those with less
interest in politics.17 With media fragmentation has come expanded
entertainment options, and most Americans prefer entertainment to news. They
still manage some exposure to news. But the amount of time that the average
American spends with news has declined over the past three decades while the
amount of time they devote to media-based entertainment has sharply increased.
A consequence has been a widening knowledge gap between the politically
interested and those for whom politics is of passing interest.18

The Mobile Revolution
The next big disruption—the shift to mobile—is already well underway. Global
tablet sales recently surpassed desk and laptop computer sales. At the same time,
broadband subscriptions are declining, with people increasingly shifting to
wireless.19
Analysts tend to look at mobile through the same two lenses they have applied to
cable and the internet. Through an abundance lens, mobile is seen as yet another
step in the transition to a high-choice media environment.20 Mobile means that
choices made on cable and the internet can now be made on mobile at any place
and time. Through the affordance lens, mobile is seen as expanding the audience
for content, particularly in the developing world. 21 Mobile technology extends
internet connectivity to millions who would otherwise not have it.
What’s missing in much of this analysis is recognition of the constraints that
mobile technology places on how people engage with news content.22 Research
indicates that the mobile is less conducive to news consumption than is a
traditional computing platform.23 It is not a “news friendly” platform.24
Research by Karen Mossberger and her colleagues found that high speed internet
in the home is a leading predictor of whether people engage in online news
seeking, whereas mobile internet access is not closely related to such behavior.25
The smaller screen size of mobile affects user choice and learning.26 Nipan
Maniar and his colleagues showed that subjects learn far less when watching
video on a small screen rather than a large one.27 Small screen size is also
negatively correlated with reading time and ease28 and positively related to time
spent scrolling for information.29
Slower connection speeds on wireless networks present another hurdle for
information seekers. When users have to wait longer than a second or two for
content to download, they tend to defect. Four of five users will click away if a
video stalls while loading. Slow loading content also diminishes a user’s
likelihood of returning to the site.30 Content providers are investing heavily to
shorten load times31 but wireless is slow in comparison with high-speed internet
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and will remain so for the foreseeable future.32 Slow load time tends particularly
to curb use by those who don’t regularly consume news.33
Mobile also restricts news consumption in other ways. In two different
experiments I conducted with Kathleen Searles, Mingxiao Sui, and Newly Paul,
we monitored news attention and engagement with eye tracking software.
Subjects were randomly assigned to computers, tablets, and smartphones and
then shown online news stories.34 We found that, relative to computer users,
mobile users spent less time reading news content and were less likely to notice
and follow links and to do so for longer periods of time.35
Important tendencies in mobile use can be seen in the comScore data presented
in Figures 1 and 2. The first figure shows the average number of minutes that
visitors spend on selected major news sites by mode of access—desktop
computer, mobile web browser, or mobile app. The second figure shows audience
reach by mode of access.
Figure 1: Average Minutes Visitors Spent on News Sites, Access via Desktop,
Mobile Browsers, and Mobile Apps
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Figure 2: News Site Audience Reach for Desktop, Mobile Browsers, and Apps
Estimated Average Number of Website Visitors (in Thousands)
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Source: comScore, Media Metrix Data for March 2016. Audience reach is the estimated average
number of individuals (in thousands) visiting any content of a website per day in the report
month.

As Figure 1 shows, attention to news is quite high among mobile users who use
news apps. In fact, the time spent on sites when accessed by mobile app exceeds
the time spent on sites accessed through desktops or mobile web browsers.
However, as Figure 2 shows, the mobile news app audience is only a fraction of
the desktop or mobile-browser audience. Figure 1 also shows that time spent on
sites via desktops is more than double that of the time spent through mobile
browsers. Another look at Figure 2 points to a reach vs. engagement tradeoff.
Though mobile browser users’ average time on news sites is short – audience
reach is greatest through that mode of access.
The reach versus engagement tradeoff is also apparent in the Pew Research
Center’s analysis of the top 50 digital news sites. The large majority of the top 50
news sites had higher time rates per visit for desktop than for mobile, whereas
the large majority of the top 50 sites had more visitors through mobile than
through desktop.36
In light of what we know about Americans’ preferences in a high-choice media
environment, these findings are predictable. Only those with the highest levels of
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political interest will implant news apps on their mobile devices. We can expect
them to pay substantial attention to mobile-delivered news. Yet, they are
relatively few in number. Most mobile users encounter news content through
web browsers, much of which is the result of click-based incidental exposure.37

Different Connections and Different Audiences
Princeton’s Markus Prior notes that a high-choice media system offers more of
everything, entertainment as well as news. During the broadcast era the news
monopoly at the dinner hour resulted in a high level of news exposure. News was
viewers’ only choice, and many Americans were wedded enough to television to
watch it. With the advent of cable in the 1980s, the choices expanded and the
flight to entertainment began.38
Mobile is a high-choice platform. Audience statistics reveal that news is a
relatively small part of the content accessed through mobile, which is
contributing to Americans’ widening news and information gaps. The politically
interested are consuming more news than before, and know more about politics
than before. The politically uninterested are shying away from news, and know
less.
These tendencies differ across the American population, and mobile will further
widen several already wide demographic divides.39 According to Pew, the
percentage of Latinos with home internet service has dropped while the
percentage of Latinos that are mobile dependent has risen sharply. Mobile
dependency has also risen more sharply among black Americans than white
Americans. At present, roughly one in four Latinos and one in five black
Americans are mobile dependent, compared with one in ten white Americans.
Income is a strong predictor of the form of internet access, with lower-income
Americans having less access to high-speed in-home service40 and greater
dependency on mobile service.41 Age, too, is in play. Young adults in the
broadcast era consumed nearly as much news, and knew nearly as much about
politics, as older adults. Today, young adults consume much less and know much
less, with further declines to come, given their strong preference for mobile.
Unlike home access, mobile access has a variable cost. It’s based on usage level,
which forces the user to make a cost-benefit calculation.42 For those on a small
budget, choices have to be made, and news is almost certain to take a back seat to
more pressing or compelling uses. How many mobile dependent users are willing
to bear the cost of news? Even in the home, where the cost is constant, the slice of
internet traffic dedicated to news is very small relative to that devoted to
entertainment, product consumption, and the like.43 We also know that
individuals of lower income generally have less interest in news.44 When low
interest and cost consciousness are combined, the result is predictable. News is a
commodity that many mobile users are not willing to pay for. Free in the home is
7

one thing. Paying a higher mobile bill each month to consume a significant
amount of news is another, a tradeoff that many Americans acknowledge. Fortynine percent of Latinos in a Pew survey reported that their lack of broadband
access was a barrier to their ability to keep up with the news.45

Implications for News, Democracy, and Governing
Access to the internet via mobile devices has changed the way we engage with
news, and how often and fully we attend to it—a shift that has affected segments
of the American public in different ways. The implications are substantial.
News organizations are seeking to navigate the shift to mobile, recognizing that
adjustments in the timing and content of news will affect their ability to attract
audience. News organizations are not just thinking about when and how to
format and deliver their news, but where screen size, resolution, and connection
speed fit in. Even seemingly small differences such as screen orientation have
been shown to affect users’ behavior.46
The discussion here highlights the need for deeper thinking about specific
audiences and the particular constraints they face in the mobile setting. News
organizations are aware they must know their audience. But for all news
organizations hoping to cultivate and maintain an online audience, the lesson to
date is clear: mobile news content must be crafted with the constraints of the
mobile environment in mind. Research is only now beginning to emerge that
could provide precise guidelines about how to navigate the constraints. Even
something as basic as the difference between the app and the browser experience
is not yet well understood. Preliminary evidence, including that of our
experiments and the comScore data, indicate that important differences exist, but
a larger understanding of such differences is needed if news organizations are
going to flawlessly navigate the world of mobile.
News organizations face a menu of questions. For text based content, for
example, they need to know more about user response to headline and link
placement and style and how the arrangement of words and pictures on small
and large screens affect user response. And with all such questions, there is the
attendant question of whether the response varies depending on whether the
user reaches the site through an app or mobile browser. Attracting and retaining
audience in the mobile era is already an uphill battle. A better understanding of
user behavior is needed if the odds are to be improved.
The move to mobile also raises challenges for democracy. Mobile has been shown
to curb news seeking, attention, and engagement, adding to the concern that
today’s fragmented media environment is eroding the public’s level of
information and engagement. That concern is multiplied by the fact that citizens
who are turning to mobile are already among those who are the politically least
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informed and interested. There is literally nothing in the mobile experience that
is likely to convert the less interested and a lot of reason to think that mobile will
aggravate the information and engagement problem. It may be correct to
conclude, as some already have, that we are entering an era of second-class
digital citizenship led by a mobile-only digital underclass.47
A conceivable result is a widening disconnect between those who are politically
interested and informed and those who are not. Given that this disconnect falls
along income, racial, ethnic, and occupational lines, the effect could be an
acceleration of the divide between America’s haves and have-nots—this at a time
when that divide is already a source of political concern and unrest.
Any such development would have governing implications. Mobile has other
governing implications as well. It could create pressure to reduce government
funding for public access computers and could slow the effort to extend
broadband connections in rural areas and poorer urban neighborhoods and
rural areas.48 It’s already the case that some schools are requiring students to
have tablets rather than laptops, undoubtedly in a well-meaning effort to respond
to student interest while saving money. But schools need to recognize that such a
policy is not simply a question of platform substitution. It will change students’
behavior, including their inclination to access news content.
In short, the shift to mobile has broader consequences than are typically
acknowledged. To be sure, from a public interest perspective, access to the
internet through mobile is better than no access at all. But the massive shift from
computer to mobile that’s underway will create disruptions for news
organizations and present new challenges to democracy and government. Major
technological changes rarely enter society without altering it, and mobile is
unlikely to be one of the rare exceptions.

9

Acknowledgements
Working on this paper was one of several wonderful experiences during my time
at the Shorenstein Center on Media, Politics and Public Policy at Harvard’s
Kennedy School. I am so fortunate to have been part of a wonderful class of
fellows that included Joanna Jolly, Dan Kennedy, and Marilyn Thompson. I
enjoyed learning so much from each of them, through their work on their papers
and during our many informal conversations at Orinoco and other favorite spots.
It is another added bonus that our fellows’ class overlapped with Bob Schieffer’s
time as a Walter Shorenstein Media and Democracy Fellow. It is always an honor
to meet someone long admired, it’s even better when that person is a pure
delight. I could not have asked for a better group of fellows with whom to
overlap.
I’m also grateful to have learned so much just by being “in the room” at the
Shorenstein Center; it’s hard not to learn from people like Tom Patterson, Matt
Baum, Marion Just, Robert Picard, Michael Ignatieff, Nancy Palmer, Katie Miles
and Richard Parker just by being around a table with them. Tom and Matt have
been especially helpful, sharing their time or advice even beyond reading drafts
and giving comments during our fellows’ luncheons. I also benefited enormously
from the series of wonderful speakers who came through the Center during my
time here. I’ve never had so many occasions to learn about news and politics in
such a concentrated period of time. It has been nothing short of a blast.
I am also extremely grateful to Katie Miles, Nancy Palmer, and Tim Bailey for all
their help, planning and guidance, all of whom have been enormously patient
and generous with their time. I know my “fellow” fellows feel similarly – this is a
well-run operation and our experiences have been so much smoother for their
efforts. This is especially true of Katie, who seems to have the patience of Job and
a clear knack for anticipating how to help. I also owe thanks to the rest of faculty
and staff at Shorenstein for providing such a warm and welcoming environment.
Thanks especially to Lisa, Brandon, Kristina, Denise and Nilagia for your smiles
and friendliness throughout the term. I want offer special thanks my research
assistant, Sisi Tang, who is the perfect blend of responsiveness, efficiency, and
calm. The project really benefitted from Sisi’s assistance and I look forward to
seeing where she lands after her time at the Kennedy School.
Last spring I was honored and thrilled to receive a fellowship offer from the
Shorenstein Center. My semester here exceeded those high expectations. I’ll
always be thankful for everything I’ve gained, professionally and personally,
while at the Shorenstein Center.
I’d also like to thank my collaborators on three related projects: Kathleen Searles,
Stuart Soroka, Mingxiao Sui, and Newly Paul.

10

Endnotes
1

"Cisco Visual Networking Index: Global Mobile Data Traffic Forecast Update,
2015–2020 White Paper." Cisco. Accessed May 23, 2016.
http://www.cisco.com/c/en/us/solutions/collateral/service-provider/visualnetworking-index-vni/mobile-white-paper-c11-520862.html.
2

Horrigan, John B., and Maeve Duggan. "Home Broadband 2015." Pew Research
Center Internet Science Tech RSS. 2015. Accessed May 23, 2016.
http://www.pewinternet.org/2015/12/21/home-broadband-2015/; Blumberg, S. J., &
Luke, J. V. “Wireless Substitution: Early Release of Estimates from the National
Health Interview Survey.” July-December 2013. Accessed January 2015
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/wireless201407.pdf.
3

Mossberger, Karen, Caroline J. Tolbert, and William Franko. Digital Cities: The
Internet and the Geography of Opportunity. New York: Oxford University Press,
2013. Horrigan, John B., and Maeve Duggan, “Home Broadband 2015.”
4

Mossberger et al., “Digital Cities,” 2013. Napoli, Philip M., and Jonathan A. Obar.
"The Emerging Mobile Internet Underclass: A Critique of Mobile Internet Access."
The Information Society 30, no. 5 (2014): 323-34.
doi:10.1080/01972243.2014.944726.
5

Kamvar, M., and S. Baluja. "A Large Scale Study of Wireless Search Behavior:
Google Mobile Search." Proceedings of SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems, ACM 2006. Brown, Katie, Scott W. Campbell, and Rich Ling.
"Mobile Phones Bridging the Digital Divide for Teens in the US?" Future Internet 3,
no. 4 (2011): 144-58. doi:10.3390/fi3020144.
6

Napoli & Obar, 2014; Mossberger et al., “Digital Cities,” 2013.

7

Brown, Campbell, & Ling, 2011; Mossberger et al. 2013; Napoli and Obar 2014;
Donner, J., & Walton, M. (2013). Donner, Jonathan, and Marion Walton. "Your
Phone Has Internet - Why Are You at a Library PC? Re-imagining Public Access in
the Mobile Internet Era." Human-Computer Interaction – INTERACT 2013 Lecture
Notes in Computer Science, 2013, 347-64. doi:10.1007/978-3-642-40483-2_25.
8

Shah, D. V. "Information and Expression in a Digital Age: Modeling Internet
Effects on Civic Participation." Communication Research 32, no. 5 (2005): 531-65.
doi:10.1177/0093650205279209. Campbell, Scott W., and Nojin Kwak. "Mobile
Communication and Civic Life: Linking Patterns of Use to Civic and Political
Engagement." Journal of Communication 60, no. 3 (2010): 536-55.
doi:10.1111/j.1460-2466.2010.01496.x. Rojas, Hernando, and Eulalia Puig-I-Abril.
"Mobilizers Mobilized: Information, Expression, Mobilization and Participation in

11

the Digital Age." Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication 14, no. 4 (2009):
902-27. doi:10.1111/j.1083-6101.2009.01475.x.
9

Mcleod, J. M., K. Daily, Z. Guo, W. P. Eveland, J. Bayer, S. Yang, and H. Wang.
"Community Integration, Local Media Use, and Democratic Processes."
Communication Research 23, no. 2 (1996): 179-209.
doi:10.1177/009365096023002002. Shah, D. V., McLeod, J. M., & Yoon, S. H. (2001).
Communication, Context, and Community An Exploration of Print, Broadcast, and
Internet Influences. Communication Research, 28(4), 464-506.
10

Davis, Richard. The Web of Politics: The Internet's Impact on the American
Political System. New York: Oxford University Press, 1999. Galston, William A.
"Does the Internet Strengthen Community?" National Civic Review Nat Civic Rev
89, no. 3 (2000): 193-202. doi:10.1002/ncr.89302. Dahlgren, Peter. "The Internet
and the Democratization of Civic Culture." Political Communication 17, no. 4
(2000): 335-40. doi:10.1080/10584600050178933.
11

Kwak et al., 2004; Mossberger et al., 2013.

12

Norris, Pippa. Digital Divide: Civic Engagement, Information Poverty, and the
Internet Worldwide. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001. Bimber,
Bruce. "The Internet and Citizen Communication With Government: Does the
Medium Matter?" Political Communication 16, no. 4 (1999): 409-28.
doi:10.1080/105846099198569. Scammell, Margaret. "The Internet and Civic
Engagement: The Age of the Citizen-Consumer." Political Communication 17, no. 4
(2000): 351-55. doi:10.1080/10584600050178951. Shah, Kwak, & Holbert, 2001;
Kwak et al., 2004; Shah et al., 2005.
13

Lelkes, Yphtach, Gaurav Sood, and Shanto Iyengar. "The Hostile Audience: The
Effect of Access to Broadband Internet on Partisan Affect." American Journal of
Political Science, 2015. doi:10.1111/ajps.12237.
14

Levendusky, Matthew S. "Why Do Partisan Media Polarize Viewers?" American
Journal of Political Science 57, no. 3 (2013): 611-23. doi:10.1111/ajps.12008.
15

Stroud, Natalie Jomini. Niche News: The Politics of News Choice. New York:
Oxford University Press, 2011.
16

Jamieson, Kathleen Hall., and Joseph N. Cappella. Echo Chamber: Rush
Limbaugh and the Conservative Media Establishment. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2008.
17

Arceneaux, Kevin, and Martin Johnson. 2013. Changing Minds or Changing
Channels? Partisan News in an Age of Choice. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago
12

Press, 2013. Prior, Markus. Post‐Broadcast Democracy: How Media Choice
Increases Inequality in Political Involvement and Polarizes Elections. New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2007.
18

Prior, 2007.

19

Horrigan, John B., and Maeve Duggan. “Home Broadband 2015.” Accessed April
2016, http://www.pewinternet.org/2015/12/21/home-broadband-2015/.
20

See, for example, Nielsen, 2016. “Daily Dose: Smartphones have become a
staple of the US media diet.” Accessed April 2016,
http://www.nielsen.com/us/en/insights/news/2016/daily-dose-smartphones-havebecome-a-staple-of-the-us-media-diet.html.
21

Brown, Campbell, & Ling, 2011; Donner & Walton, 2013; Gitau, Shikoh, Gary
Marsden, and Jonathan Donner. "After Access." Proceedings of the 28th
International Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems - CHI '10, 2010.
doi:10.1145/1753326.1753720.
22

Napoli & Obar, 2014.

23

Castells, Manuel. Mobile Communication and Society: A Global Perspective.
Cambridge, MA: MIT, 2006. Chigona, W., D. Beukes, J. Valley and M. Tanner. “Can
Mobile Internet Help Alleviate Social Exclusion in Developing Countries?”
Electronic Journal on Information Systems in Developing Countries, 2009, 36(7): 116. Chircu, Alina M., and Vijay Mahajan. "PERSPECTIVE: Revisiting the Digital
Divide: An Analysis of Mobile Technology Depth and Service Breadth in the BRIC
Countries." Journal of Product Innovation Management 26, no. 4 (2009): 455-66.
doi:10.1111/j.1540-5885.2009.00671.x. Fong, Michelle. "Technology Leapfrogging
for Developing Countries." Electronic Journal of Information Systems in Developing
Countries, 2009, 36(6): 1-12. Schejter, Amit M., and Noam Tirosh. "Social Media
New and Old in the Al-’Arakeeb Conflict: A Case Study." The Information Society
28, no. 5 (2012): 304-15. doi:10.1080/01972243.2012.708711; Napoli & Obar, 2014;
Pew, 2015; "Rich People Have Access to High-speed Internet; Many Poor People
Still Don't." Center for Public Integrity. 2016. Accessed May 23, 2016.
https://www.publicintegrity.org/2016/05/12/19659/rich-people-have-access-highspeed-internet-many-poor-people-still-dont?platform=hootsuite.
24

Chetty, Marshini, Richard Banks, A.j. Brush, Jonathan Donner, and Rebecca
Grinter. "You're Capped." Proceedings of the 2012 ACM Annual Conference on
Human Factors in Computing Systems - CHI '12, 2012.
doi:10.1145/2207676.2208714.

13

25

Mossberger et al., 2013.

26

Nielsen, 2015.

27

Maniar, Nipan, Emily Bennett, Steve Hand, and George Allan. "The Effect of
Mobile Phone Screen Size on Video Based Learning." JSW Journal of Software 3,
no. 4 (2008). doi:10.4304/jsw.3.4.51-61.
28

Ghamdi, Ebtisam Al, Faisal Yunus, Omar Da’Ar, Ashraf El-Metwally, Mohamed
Khalifa, Bakheet Aldossari, and Mowafa Househ. "The Effect of Screen Size on
Mobile Phone User Comprehension of Health Information and Application
Structure: An Experimental Approach." J Med Syst Journal of Medical Systems 40,
no. 1 (2015). doi:10.1007/s10916-015-0381-5. Molyneux, Logan Ken. Civic
Engagement in a Mobile Landscape: Testing the Roles of Duration and Frequency in
Learning from News. PhD diss.
29

Chae, Minhee, and Jinwoo Kim. "Do Size and Structure Matter to Mobile Users?
An Empirical Study of the Effects of Screen Size, Information Structure, and Task
Complexity on User Activities with Standard Web Phones." Behaviour &
Information Technology 23, no. 3 (2004): 165-81.
doi:10.1080/01449290410001669923.
30

Hindman, Matthew. Stickier News: What Newspapers Don’t Know about Web
Traffic Has Hurt Them Badly – But There Is a Better Way. Discussion Paper Series
#D-93. Cambridge: Shorenstein Center, April, 2015.
31

"Saved You a Tap: Gmail’s Inbox Now Lets You Email Links to Stories to Read
Later, Streamlines Newsletters." Nieman Lab. Accessed May 23, 2016.
http://www.niemanlab.org/2016/04/saved-you-a-tap-gmails-inbox-now-lets-youemail-links-to-stories-to-read-later-streamlines-newsletters/.
32

Napoli & Obar, 2014.

33

Chetty et al., 2012; Donner & Walton, 2013.

34

Dunaway, Johanna, Kathleen Searles, Mingxiao Sui, and Newly Paul. “Does
(Screen) Size Matter? News Engagement across Computers, Tablets, and
Smartphones.” Working Paper, 2016.
35

How People Read on the Web: The Eyetracking Evidence. Report. Nielsen, 2015.
Tobii Studio. 2016. UserManual.
36

Project for Excellence in Journalism. State of the News Media Report 2016. Pew
Research Center. Pew Research, 16 June 2016. Web. 23 May 2016.
14

37

See Dunaway et al., 2016 for corroborative evidence based on more extensive
analyses using the comScore data.
38

Prior, 2007.

39

Pew, 2015.

40

Center for Public Integrity, 2016.

41

Mossberger et al., “Digital Cities,” 2013.

42

Brown, Campbell, and Ling, 2011.

43

Hindman, Matthew Scott. The Myth of Digital Democracy. Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2009. Hindman, “Stickier News,” 2014.
44

Center for Public Integrity, 2016.

45

Pew, Home Broadband, 2015.

46

Author interview with David Botti, Senior Video Journalist, BBC News.

47

Napoli & Obar, 2014; Mossberger et al., “Digital Cities,” 2013.

48

Center for Public Integrity, 2016.

15

