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Abstract  

 

This thesis examines the degree of age-related interest in video content by basing the 

assumption that time spent (milliseconds) surmises general interest in video content for the 

Norwegian Public Broadcaster’s (NRK) News department on Facebook in 2018. As such, we 

have compared two age groups, under 35 and over 35 in our goal towards pinpointing core 

differences and reasoning for certain findings. Generally, we have evidence to support that 

there is a degree of age-related interest in pertinence to the NRK News department’s 

Facebook page, where younger age groups seem to consume content to a higher degree for 

the overall most watched content but quickly tapers off in contrast to the older age group. 

There is also evidence to support that specific categories of news content differs between the 

two, where key factors such as emotionality and sensationalism contribute to overall view 

time for the younger age groups. 

 

Sammendrag 

 

Denne oppgaven undersøker graden av aldersrelatert interesse for videoinnhold ved å basere 

antagelsen om at tidsbruk (millisekunder) viser generell interesse for videoinnhold på 

Facebook fra NRKs nyhetsavdeling i 2018. Som sådan har vi sammenlignet to aldersgrupper, 

under 35 og over 35 for å identifisere forskjeller og begrunnelse for visse funn. Generelt har 

vi vist at det er aldersrelatert interesse i forhold til NRKs nyhetsavdelingens Facebook-side, 

hvor yngre aldersgrupper bruker mest tid på de mest populœre video publikasjonene, til 

forskjell fra de over 35 som har en jevnere tidsbruk. Det er også støtte for å si at spesifikke 

kategorier av nyhetsinnhold skilles mellom aldersgruppene, hvor nøkkelfaktorer som 

emosjonalitet og sensasjonalisme bidrar til økt seertid blant de yngre. 
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1. Introduction 
In the span of just as little as ten years, the world has seen a drastic change for the millenia in 

terms of news consumption. We’ve grown past an era where print newspapers would update 

us daily with our cup of coffee to checking our mobile phones. We’ve seen a transformation 

of media habits spanning across generations, where our choice of media is consistently and 

constantly informing us of events. From tuning well-used knobs for radio channels to swiping 

flat-screens, we’ve become literally subject to information in every split-second of our lives. 

With this transformation, good or bad, news production and consumption has reached an 

epitome of importance. 

 

Thus, it is news production and consumption that is the main interest and theme of this paper. 

In a world where news sources are constantly competing with information streaming online, 

having a subsequent understanding of content and audience becomes paramount. That is to 

say, what are people interested in when it comes to news content and to what degree? 

 

1.1 Purpose and Motivation 

The purpose and motivation for this masters thesis stems from an initial curiosity pertaining 

to overall audience behaviour and consumption of content. Across generations, we develop 

certain habits and preferences that make up our identity as persons who make use of media in 

everyday life.  People have continuously been changing their methods of accessing 

information and news sources as well entering an era of audience understanding of the likes 

we have never seen before (Newman et. al 2017, Harcup & O’Neill 2016). With this change, 

we can see that younger Norwegians, for example, are using social media as a news source to 

a greater degree than through the use of traditional media (Moe and Sakariassen 2018). In 

conjunction to this change, according to a Titus Plattner, a John S. Knight Journalism Fellow 

at Stanford: news organizations must evolve as well with the increased pressure from 

changing their models from “one-size-fits-all” to cater to a higher personalized approach due 

to higher levels of selectivity brought on by highly competitive markets and 
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information-overloaded audiences 

(https://medium.com/jsk-class-of-2018/personalization-3a4cf928a875). 

 

A such, the purpose of this research seeks to contribute to the area of audience studies in the 

form of analyzing news content published by the non-commercial Norwegian public 

broadcaster, the NRK, in the form of video publications on Facebook in the year 2018. By 

doing this, the research will seek to highlight an example of what content audiences gravitate 

towards in the information age as a form for identifying personalisation. Ultimately, this 

master’s thesis will strive to add on to previous news and audience studies as it builds upon 

existing theory whilst contributing newer findings and perspectives.  

1.2 The Research Questions and Explanation 

Due to these increasing changes from both an audience and news organization perspective, 

the purpose is to shed light on preference for news content for both the younger and older age 

groups in relation to the NRK, Norway’s public broadcaster. Thus, answering the main 

research question becomes imperative: To what degree is there age related interest in 

pertinence towards NRK News video content published on Facebook in 2018? 

 

First, this research is operationalized in the assumption that by analyzing video content and 

subsequently time spent, overall preference and interest is measured through time spent 

(milliseconds) on specific content. Second, to find whether there is ‘age related’ interest, we 

will divide the Norwegian population of which follows the NRK News Facebook page into 

two seperate groups: under 35 and over 35. This will enable us to compare time spent as a 

signifier of interest equally between the two age groups. The hypothesis in relation to age 

related interest will base its reasoning on the two age groups being representable enough to 

indicate interest between younger and older age related preference for news content. 

Furthermore, this has been done by extracting data from Facebook Insights, an audience 

insight tool. To simplify the research process but retain the essence of what we wish to study, 

three respective lists have been created from this data: a top, middle and bottom list. Each list 

is comprised of 50 videos of which are important because of three different implications. The 

top list contains the data from the videos with overall most view time. The middle list 
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contains data of which gives us an indication of content that we otherwise wouldn’t have seen 

in the top or bottom list, due to the extensiveness of the videos published in 2018 (659 videos 

in total). The bottom list is made up of the 50 videos with overall least view time.  

 

To build upon and answer this main research question, we have established four core 

supplementary questions: 

 

1) What are the primary differences in view time (milliseconds) in terms of time itself, 

categorized videos, variance and frequency for the NRK news video content on 

Facebook in terms of age (U.35 and O.35)? 

2) Is there anything we can say about why there were differences between the population 

(U.35 and O.35), if any? 

3) Are top videos just viral, or is there a certain degree of virality and what ultimately 

impacts what becomes a part of the top list? 

4) What is relevant and problematic about this research in terms of the NRK News 

department on Facebook? 

 

It’s important to mention that all data has been watched beforehand and understood in order 

to categorize specific content into select categories. Generally, all content has been 

qualitatively analyzed before it was quantified (categories, variance, frequency, etc). To 

elaborate further, it is important to mention what I mean in terms of using “variance” and 

“frequency”. Variance is meant to signify the ranking difference between U.35 and O.35. 

This will be further explained in the method section, but generally each specific video has a 

rank (cell number) in excel where, for example, the video with overall most views is ranked 

as #1 in excel for U.35 and downwards to rank #659 (the age groups have their own ranked 

lists). Frequency is meant to signify how frequently a categorized videos (Politics, for 

example) appears. In other words, frequency does not correlate to time spent, but correlates to 

the number of times it appears in the lists (top, middle, bottom) or all together (top middle 

and bottom aggregated).  

 

 The first two research questions will serve as the core of the research for this paper, as it is in 

most relation to our overall research question and goal of adding onto news and audience 
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studies. The last two will serve as additional information that will supplement the overall 

statements and findings that were made.  

1.3 Why the NRK, Facebook and Video Publications? 

The NRK and subsequent video publications was chosen as a subject of study mainly for 

three core reasons. First, the NRK is an unique case for study because it is non-commercial 

and has certain sets of rules and obligations of which they must follow. Most notably, the 

NRK has the obligation of mirroring the public and be accessible to all (NRK Plakaten, 

2018). Because the NRK is free from commercial influence, the NRK, as opposed to being 

beholden specifically towards sponsors and their requirements, must have content for all 

groups of the Norwegian population (universality). Because this study seeks to research age 

related interest based on the entirety of the population and their differences (excluding those 

younger than the age of 13) it was the best choice.  

 

In conjunction with this, the NRK alongside other public service media are increasingly 

adopting personalised methods in order to improve universality (Van den Bulck and Moe 

2018). By upholding a balance between the two models, a need to have content that is both 

personalised but appealing to all is relevant. In this case, I believe that researching age-related 

preference will contribute to our understanding of what this personalisation may look like.  

 

With this comes further relevant implications. Due to these obligations and an understanding 

that the NRK specifically is lacking in reaching out to the younger age groups (Laurie 

MacGregor, social media chief and advisor, interviewed in Helgesen 2018) this research 

arguably becomes practical as well. It is most notably on Facebook where the NRK has 

chosen to reach out to younger audiences and where Facebook is utilized as a tool for the 

public broadcaster (2018). With the implication that social media is where younger age 

groups are increasingly getting news sources from (Moe & Sakariassen 2018), the NRK and 

Facebook thusly partake in a problematic but relevant relationship. It is in this case where the 

first core reason materializes. Because the NRK is non-commercial and uses Facebook as a 

tool for both reaching all audience segments with special consideration to the younger, we 

can expect that their future relationship will only stand to be more relevant. This is most 
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notably due to Facebook’s recent emphasis on promoting non-commercial content as well as 

promoting news in general that will be fully explained in later chapters (Hardiman 2018). 

Because of this, we can expect in the not to far distant future that Facebook will become an 

increasingly difficult platform to be on for commercial broadcasters, whereas the NRK is 

arguably not affected in the same way. This is why the NRK and Facebook were chosen to be 

a subject of study in conjunction with each other, as there is reason to state that their 

relationship will only become more relevant. As such, an understanding for what audiences 

prefer in terms of news content on the NRK News page on Facebook becomes increasingly 

relevant as well.  

 

Lastly, video content was chosen as a variable of study for these reasons: (1) insofar, video 

publications and their respective data, at least from what we have found, seem to be the only 

viable option of which indicates demography and time spent as an indicator for preference 

and (2) video content, based on various studies, proves to be the most effective in terms of 

overall reach, engagement and spreadability as well as being generally more preferred by 

younger audiences than older (Smith 2018, Winchel 2015, Moe & Sakariassen 2018). 

Essentially, this means that we would not be able to research age related preference for 

content to the same degree if we were to study news articles as video content with the 

technological tools available are the most viable as they are.  

1.4 Outline 

This master’s thesis is mainly comprised of four core sections, excluding the introduction. In 

the next chapter we will introduce and discuss all theory and background that is relevant not 

only in forming a basis of understanding that is crucial to have before we discuss our eventual 

findings, but also including relevant theory that will be referenced to as supplementation to 

our own research. Mainly, we will discuss the essentials of public broadcasting as a core 

concept, social media, the two intertwined as well as include studies in relation to news and 

audience studies. In chapter three, we will discuss relevant concepts and examples in relation 

to overall methodology. It is here where we will explain our choice of methods, how the 

research process has unfolded as well as discuss overall strengths and weaknesses. In chapter 

four, we will discuss our core findings by answering the supplementary research questions 
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posed above whilst relating it to our theory section. Lastly, we will conclude the masters 

thesis in chapter five, where we will wrap up and conclusively attempt to answer our core 

research question.  
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2. Theoretical Perspectives and Background 
In order to have a better understanding of the research and the findings that are presented in 

later chapters, it is imperative to understand the background and theoretical reasoning that 

serves as its foundation. As such, in this chapter we will introduce the core concepts that will 

function as a guide, in this respect. First, we will introduce public broadcasting and news, 

with special emphasis on the NRK. Second, we will introduce the concept of social media 

and the parts of which are related to it. Third, we will discuss public service broadcasting in 

relation to social media. Lastly, we will discuss the news and audience studies that tie into 

our research. 

2.1 Public Broadcasting 

In 1910, as made possible by American inventor Lee de Forest, one song sung by Enrica 

Curaso had been publicly broadcast for the first time in history, opening the gates for the 

future of public broadcasting. Since then, public broadcasting with the onset of newer 

technology has spread to develop across the globe, both including newer spheres of 

communication through media and generally adopting guidelines and values to represent its 

public. 

 

The thesis of this paper structures itself upon the NRK, Norway’s own public broadcasting 

service company. Public broadcasting is a concept that will be further defined not only for the 

purpose of clarification, but also in order to understand public broadcasting and their 

respective social media strategies and their ramifications of which will be presented in later 

chapters.  

 

2.1.1 What is public service broadcasting? 

Generally, most public broadcasting is either seen as organizations free from state 

intervention, serving the public good and interest with motivation stemming from a “pride in 

a job well done or a sense of civic duty rather than a search for profits” (Marquand 2004, 

p.1-2). On the other hand, public broadcasting can be state owned or driven by state 
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government agency, often implying a stronger relationship to the state’s ideals than the 

public's own self-interest. In this case, as referenced in Syvertsen and Moe’s work 

Researching Public Service Broadcasting (2009), public service broadcasting is generally 

defined as a “variety of institutions, regulatory arrangements, social obligations and types of 

programming” with differing levels of state intervention (p. 399). Here, as referenced from 

Mendel (2000), there exists three different levels of public broadcasting: strong public 

service broadcasting systems with broad levels of intervention, some public service 

intervention with lower levels of public funding and lastly, marginal public service 

broadcasters with low level funding and minimalist intervention (Syvertsen & Moe 2009). To 

outline, the first describes the more traditional public broadcasting systems that have a strong 

position, are generally decently funded and have broad levels of state intervention. This 

system can mostly be categorized to exist within countries like the UK, Scandinavia, the 

Netherlands and other northern European countries. The second system is usually defined by 

government intervention whose purpose is to stimulate levels of domestic production; where 

countries like Australia, France, Canada and South Africa have considerable regulation with 

the intention to bring social issues to light and promote national culture. In the third system, 

found in countries such as Portugal, Spain, Greece, Italy and the United States (amongst 

others), public service broadcasting is seen more as a supplementary entity to commercial 

broadcasters instead of a crux, where there is less public funding, lower degree of public 

intervention and generally less support for public service broadcasting.  

 

In this context and more specifically, we will focus on the northern European type of public 

broadcasting, and categorize public service broadcasting as a set of certain arrangements that 

is most notably impacted by the set of obligations set out for them by society, with special 

consideration to Murdock’s viewpoint. In it, he explains that public broadcasting is not 

merely a stand-alone organisation, but a critical intersection in civil and public initiative that, 

when intertwined, creates a platform for shared cultural experiences, or digital commons 

where a sense of community combats the corruptive influence of commercial interest and 

imposed essentialism (Murdock 2005). 

 

All of these ramifications of public service broadcasting also includes qualities of the NRK, 

which is not only beneficial to our underlying understanding of public broadcasting, but will 
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further add to our understanding of public broadcasting’s role online whilst including the 

importance of understanding social media strategy and how this might change depending on 

public broadcasting policy and respective challenges.  

2.1.2 The NRK - The Placard of Ethics 
The function of studying the NRK as opposed to any other institution is to also study 

publications and subsequent interest that is not commercially steered. Albeit not a 

commercial institution, the NRK is bound by regulations and ethics that deem what content is 

published, of which also has a big role in how the NRK operates and faces certain difficulties. 

Thus, by understanding the NRK’s placard of ethics, we will be able to fully discuss what 

ramifications this study reveals as well as consequences in later chapters.  

 

Due to sheer amount of information in the placard of ethics, only some of the points will be 

taken that are the most beneficial to the overall discussion. First and foremost, the NRK 

needs to support and strengthen democracy (NRK Plakaten, 2018). This entails fulfilling 

social, democratic and cultural standards, support the public sphere as well as remaining an 

independent figure that is unbound by groups who could influence the organization’s content 

through various means. Otherwise, the NRK must be accessible to everyone, which entails 

also spreading out as much as possible on all media platforms as well as strengthening 

Norwegian culture, language and identity. Lastly, the NRK cannot be commercial as well as 

strive for high quality content, diversity and innovation. It is this last point that is particularly 

important, in that: 

 

“The NRK shall provide news, actualities and culture for both small and broad groups. This 

offer will reflect the diversity of which is found in the population. Other than this, the NRK’s 

content offer will appeal to all age groups.” NRK Plakaten, point 4.e, 2018 

 

The placard of ethics will be essential in our eventual discussion of the research question 

pertaining to the NRK’s social media strategy and relevance of the study.  
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2.1.3 What’s Newsworthy about News? 

Just as we have chosen to specifically study the video content produced by the NRK, we have 

also chosen to study it under a news perspective. Although we will be discussing news values 

in greater detail in later chapters, understanding news selection and the importance of 

studying news in itself is an imperative part of this process. As such, we will briefly discuss 

the importance of news first. 

 

News, its production and relationship to public broadcasting is perhaps one of the most 

important and thoroughly discussed and talked about topics within journalistic and media 

studies (O’Neill and Harcup 2009). It is public broadcasting’s crux, independent of whatever 

existing political background. Without news, we would have no systematic or organized 

structure of being informed about our surroundings, both locally and globally. For public 

broadcasting, having no news would be the same as having no fundamental reason for 

existence; no strive for supporting and expanding the public sphere. 

 

In the latest section, we discussed and defined public broadcasting and what it entails. In it, 

we defined public broadcasting and its role in relation to a European standard and 

understanding, where public broadcasting creates an arena for shared cultural experiences or 

sense of community. Public broadcasting has an obligation to its public, and as understood by 

the World Radio and Television Council, public broadcaster’s raison d'etre is providing 

citizens a reason to become active, participatory members of society who are allowed equal 

access to knowledge (2001). It is also public broadcasters duty to “enable people to better 

understand themselves by better understanding the world of others” (2001, p. 1) With this 

understanding, news and its implications for the public become arguably essential to achieve 

the above.  

 

As referenced in Moe and Syvertsen, Paddy Scannell also provides an important point in 

regards to public broadcasters contribution to democracy. He claims that public service 

broadcasting is potentially the “only means by which common knowledge in a shared public 

life as a social good for all could be maintained (2009, p. 405). This is important for our 

understanding of public broadcasters and their relationship to news, of which also influences 
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and impacts their relationship to the public. As such, in accordance with the NRK’s own 

placard of ethics, it is their civic duty to have content that reaches and appeals to everyone, 

but how is this content selected? What becomes newsworthy? 

 

O’Neill and Harcup (2011) conducted a study inspired by Johan Galtung and Mari Ruge’s 

(1965) “The Structure of Foreign News”, of which comprised the original twelve news 

values. They were curious about the reasoning behind what is selected from a journalistic 

perspective in the newsroom and what journalists decided to report. To summarize, what is 

selected is heavily dependent on news values and feedback from the audience, as well as 

other factors such as economic, organizational and cultural factors that have a lasting impact 

on the selection of news (O’Neill & Harcup 2011). Ultimately, they found that certain news 

values did serve as criteria of which decided what stories would be presented or not. 

However, with the onset of newer technology and social media, certain news values changed 

accordingly (O’Neill & Harcup 2016). The specifics of these findings will be mentioned in 

the section “News Values” as it will serve as a useful source for analysis in our study.  

 

As of now, what is important to take away temporarily is the symbiotic factor of what gets 

produced in the newsroom: content that is shaped through various external factors but 

ultimately receives positive feedback, thus deciding what news values are most valued within 

the public. This will serve as the fundamental backbone of our research - although we have 

not specifically studied news values, we can examine in closer detail what news values 

correspond to trends in news for the Norwegian population in relation to the NRK. 

Ultimately, it will serve as a part for our last research question pertaining to the study’s 

relevance and respective challenges in relation to the NRK and news department.  
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2.2 Social Media 
Because Facebook is the main platform of our study, it is necessary to understand what social 

media is, what it entails as well as different ramifications that surround social media and its 

usage. As such, this section will introduce social media and its different definitions, what 

Facebook is and how it came to be as well as introduce concepts pertaining to video 

publications as a format, algorithms and their impact, what viral media means and lastly 

algorithmic and social phenomena that are in relation to social media use. 

2.2.1 Defining Social Media 

Social media is a term we often use and hear in daily life, and yet while we seem to have a 

clear vision for what social media can be, it becomes a challenge in itself to properly define 

what it is. We understand that Facebook, Snapchat, Youtube and Instagram are social media, 

but what about other websites that allow communication, production and interactivity? Is 

your preferred online platform for news not a social media platform, and if not, why? What 

about your favorite blog; or your email? Social media, in this aspect, can mean a lot of 

different things, but to provide a more clear definition we will draw from different 

perspectives in order to understand where the boundaries lie in its many definitions. 

 

To start, as discussed by Andreas M. Kaplan and Michael Haenlein in their effort to define 

social media (2010), social media is best understood under multiple categories and a brief 

history lesson. Arguably, the time of social media first began when Bruce and Susan Abelson 

created the “Open Diary”, which was a social networking site that combined diary writers 

into a community online in 1998. Here, with the interest of the public and capabilities of 

furthering internet-access, terms such as “blog” came into being; spurring and inspiring other 

social networking sites such as Myspace in 2003 and Facebook in 2004 (2010). With it, a 

clearer understanding and use of the term “social media” started to take hold, but what does it 

really mean? As briefly mentioned, Kaplan and Haenlein argue that social media is best 

understood through different categories, but they also mention the importance of separating 

the definition from the concepts that are highly interchangeable with it: user generated 

content and Web 2.0. (2010). In this case, Web 2.0 has to do with technology’s increased 
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focus user-usability, interactivity, user-generated content and personalization (Bruns & 

Bahnisch 2009), where, in 2004, software developers built upon the internett to create a 

platform where individuals could create and participate in the creation of content found 

online. User generated content, in turn, can be defined as the total ways in which people 

utilize social media, or rather refers to content that is made by the public, as opposed to paid 

professionals (Daugherty, Eastin & Bright 2008). With these two definitions, as multiple 

scholars would agree, it serves as the foundation and building blocks of what social media 

means today: a cluster of web-based applications that bases itself on the technological and 

ideological basis of Web 2.0 while maintaining the creative capabilities and exchangeability 

of user generated content (Bruns & Bahnisch 2009, Kaplan & Haenlein 2010).  

 

However, as social media is a highly broad term it would be beneficial to include separate 

definitions in order to have a broader picture. For example, Hansen et al. (2011) use the more 

extensive definition in defining social media as a set of online applications that enhance 

interaction on a social level which, in this case, includes emails, social networking sites, 

blogs and online video games, amongst others. In other words, the term broadens to include 

the social tools that would otherwise supplement social media as defined by the previous 

definition. In closer relation to the first definition, Obar and Wildman (2015) include four 

commonalities for the existing definitions of social media. First, social media is categorized 

under online web 2.0 applications. Second, user generated content is highly prevalent in 

social media. Third, users create their own personalized profiles on social media platforms. 

Fourth and last, social media creates a connection and interaction between users which, in 

turn, develops the social network. This distinction makes the definition of social media more 

specific than any other definition in that it more closely relates to the specifics in enhancing 

social relations and connection, albeit still serving as a broad definition of the term.  

2.2.2 Facebook 

Facebook is a relatively recent phenomenal social network site with over 1.5 billion daily 

active users worldwide as of the second quarter in 2018 with an increase of eleven percent 

year on year (“Facebook Reports Second Quarter Results 2018”, 2018). Facebook, as one of 

the main focus of this paper, requires both an understanding of its history, functionalities and 
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subsequent success in order to present our findings at a later chapter, and as such, will be 

discussed in full here.  

 

As written and explained by Niels Brugger (2015), in 2004 Mark Zuckerberg had created an 

online directory at Harvard University with the intent to socially connect enrolled students in 

creating an online profile, where the following criteria was to be over the age of 18 and an 

e-mail address belonging to Harvard University. Shortly following, “thefacebook.com”, as it 

was referred to then, started adding other universities into their roster which quickly grew to 

include other education systems both inside and outside the United States. Here, students 

were also urged to provide feedback as to what ways the online site could improve upon and 

since continued to grow in size to 6 million users the following year. Facebook, as it was then 

renamed in 2005 and onwards, opened up for people outside of the education system, became 

available for users over the age of 13 and became available in numerous languages, 

increasing the amount of users from 6 million in 2005 to 100 million in 2008. Because of this 

massive and quickening growth, Facebook had since become professionalized, where the 

introduction to the Facebook blog (where new additions and changes to the site are 

explained) was introduced. Since then, Facebook continued to accelerate in its growth and 

size as we recognize it today at 1.5 billion users as of the second quarter in 2018.  

 

How did this happen, and why has Facebook become such an increasingly important online 

presence as of today? Arguably, the suggested answer lies in regards to Facebook’s growing 

popularity allowing Facebook to achieve a “critical mass”, a term borrowed from physics 

described as the point in which popularity and success becomes sustained within itself 

(Markus 1987). As another point for its overall popularity, Brugger references Facebook to it 

being an “empty structure” (2015). In terms of “critical mass’ in relation to Facebook, the 

point is reached when a high enough amount of people start using the service that it becomes 

tantamount for other users to start using it as well, allowing for self-sustainable growth and 

success (Markus 1987). If all of your family members and friends are using it, one is 

naturally drawn to start using it as well, furthering the chain reaction as more people become 

a part of the social network that Facebook has to offer. In terms of “empty structure”, as 

mentioned by Brugger, Facebook and its functionalities do not bring something entirely new 

to the table, but because of Facebook’s ability to combine a multitude of functionalities and 
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remain a changeable and flexible service online, it allows extreme growth and potential, 

becoming something unique within itself (2015).  

 

In this sense, Facebook’s functionalities have largely borrowed their properties from other 

services. Starting with Facebook’s textual elements and interactive capabilities, such as 

having a personal profile and sharing content with your own personal network have already 

been introduced by other services online long before Facebook. Some of which Brugger 

mentions, which include Match.com (1995), Kiss.com (1994) as well as Linkedin (2003) and 

Myspace (2003) already had these functions before Facebook did (2015). As for the second 

phase of 2006 to 2008 where Facebook had introduced mobile use, instant messaging, video 

sharing, connectivity to other sites on the web, as well profiles and pages belonging to 

persons outside of the private sphere were not new either. Instant messaging was already a 

concept introduced in 1996, web feeds that automatically sent an array of updated 

information was used in RSS in 1999, micro blogging had been previously used by Twitter in 

2006 and video sharing was largely dominated by YouTube in 2005 (2015). What Facebook 

did that arguably gave way to its success, as mentioned, was and is because of its capabilities 

as an “empty structure”: a platform heavily dependent on interactivity and semiotics where 

both synchronous and asynchronous relationships between users, advertisers, and Facebook 

as a company and public figures flourish (Brugger 2015). It is the combination of allowing a 

site that is open to feedback and new ways of connecting and sharing in a structured way that 

allows users to use tools that are already familiar to them; making it an empty structure by 

means of allowing the user to use such tools to fill in the space with the content of their 

choice. Alongside Facebook reaching a “critical mass” in media and with its functionality and 

subsequent “empty structure”, Facebook became successful in that it allowed co-existence 

between users by providing a platform that could be structurally manipulated in such a way 

that catered to everyone’s interest.  

2.2.3 Video Publications: An Engaging Source 

Video publications, by definition, is any content that is produced and published in video 

format online.Video content data as of January 2018 suggests that there is a highly significant 

increase in Facebook interactions (Smith 2018). Thus, other interactions such as link posts 

drive link traffic back home, but video content drives engagement, both of which are essential 
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for any social media post - one connects the user back to the main page while the other drives 

reach and community. In terms of reaching an audience, video posts are a part of the right 

ingredient when it comes to the Facebook audience as, reportedly, videos are some of the 

most frequently viewed content on Facebook (Winchel 2015). Because video posts are more 

likely to create engagement in the form of sharing, likes, mentions, reactions and so on, video 

content has a higher chance of showing up in other people’s Facebook feeds (most notably 

due to Facebook’s algorithm), thus spreading to a greater degree. Every year, brands and 

individuals increase the amount of video content on their news feed up to a factor of 3.6 

(Winchel 2015). Thus, video content is not only important in the sense that it is becoming 

more common, but it also becomes an important factor in spreading content to a greater 

degree.  

 

In an Australian study done on Facebook and public health communication (Kite et al. 2016), 

they found similar results. Video posts were, to the highest degree, content that was spread 

engaged with the most amount of users, more so than any other post. The results were found 

to be the same, regardless of sub-category of post and whether they were emotional, 

humorous, contained celebrity appearances or mentions, and so on. In terms of marketing, 

video posts were found to be the most effective in spreading awareness for a brand, due to 

their high capability in reach and subsequent engagement (2016). As mentioned in the article 

as well, is the matter of resources and long-term goal. The goal of most businesses and 

branding on Facebook is not necessarily the same for everyone, but the underlying message 

entails that video posts, as a factual presence, indicate more favour in terms of pre-existing 

algorithms and how best to utilize such knowledge so that, whether to promote a brand, 

business, knowledge and so on one must create content that spreads to the most amount of 

people, as resources such as time and money spent on creating any type of post must be best 

utilized in the most effective way (2016).  

 

Essentially, to relate back to the core of this paper, video posts and engagement might not be 

the core of the NRK’s social media strategy, but just as for any organization, brand or 

business, content needs to be seen in order to be consumed and recognized. Thus, it can be 

argued that video posts play a detrimental role in the support and spreading of awareness and 
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relation to content, supplementing and playing an important role in the core of social media 

strategy.  

2.2.4 Algorithms and their Importance 

An algorithm is a term used to describe computer software and instructions that guides a 

computer to perform a specific set of tasks and orders (Knuth 1998). The suggested friends 

list on Facebook, for example, uses a specific set of algorithms that direct the suggestions 

based on a certain set of criteria. One might wonder how Facebook knows you’ve met a 

certain person before at a party, despite not having any mutual friends or ever had any contact 

on the social network site. Facebook, basing its information and calculating the suggested 

friend list, might have used your location to base the assumption that you know each other 

and thus suggest to become ‘friends’. Facebook, since its launch in 2004 has undergone many 

changes in its algorithms, creating a platform that tries to base its content that would most 

appeal to a specific individual. However, why is it important to know about the existence of 

algorithms? 

 

Both from a marketing perspective and personal perspective, understanding algorithms on 

Facebook is the same as understanding how Facebook essentially operates and controls 

information. It is understanding how to best market your content to people in a way that is 

both meaningful and effective as well as understanding, from a user level, why you are seeing 

certain posts and how best to come across content that is most relevant to you. In the 

following chapter, we will both discuss relevant changes to Facebook’s algorithms and 

subsequent beliefs and what this means for companies who work with Facebook.  

 

To start, it is important to mention the guidelines that Facebook has set out for itself as a 

company that structures its algorithms based on the company’s beliefs. Facebook, in this 

case, has stated that their beliefs centers itself around friends and family foremost, followed 

by relevant and important ideas, authentic communication, individual customization and 

lastly, frequent feedback and improvements (Mosseri, 2016). Thus, throughout the years via 

feedback and requests, Facebook has changed the way it operates alongside its growth 

through algorithmic changes at a base level and a ranking system (note: this does not tie into 

our own concept of ranking in the research) in the news feed on Facebook, described below.  
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In a quote, Adam Mosseri, former head of Facebook’s news feed describes: 

 

“When we launched News Feed in 2006, it was hard to imagine the challenge we now face: 

far too much information for any one person to consume. In the decade since, more than a 

billion people have joined Facebook, and today they share a flood of stories every day. That’s 

why stories in News Feed are ranked — so that people can see what they care about first, and 

don’t miss important stuff from their friends. If the ranking is off, people don’t engage, and 

leave dissatisfied. So one of our most important jobs is getting this ranking right.”  

- Mosseri 2016. 

 

This ranking, as Mosseri mentions, is a part of the core that influences and impacts how 

algorithms operate within Facebook’s newsfeed, as well as providing feedback on how 

relevant an algorithm put in place might be (Mosseri, 2017). To describe, it is a set of 

algorithms within itself that calculates how interested users are in certain content and is made 

up of three parts: inventory, signals and predictions (Mosseri 2017).  

 

Inventory is the first stage in context of what users see first in their news feed. Inventory 

checks the ‘history’ of the user and their friends history and what the user has not seen yet 

and from the pages the user has subscribed to, thus calculating what posts/content can be 

published in the users own newsfeed. This stage operates as a ‘categorization stage’, where 

information and considerations about the user’s preference takes place. Signals, the second 

stage, decides what should be published in the users newsfeed. This is done by categorizing 

information about a post, where considerations about who has posted, how old the post is, 

what device the user is using, how fast the user’s internet connection is as well as factors such 

as shares, reactions and comments decide what, based off of the information provided from 

the inventory stage, should be posted. In the last stage, predictions calculates how well the 

signals stage’s decision will perform, based on calculations predicting how likely it is the 

user will interact with the post, either negatively (hiding, reporting), or positively (sharing, 

commenting, etc.) The post that the prediction stage ultimately chooses is based on a 

relevancy score, or the score that the predictions stage calculates what post shows up first, 

based off of the information given from the prior stages. Thus, a post that shows up most 
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frequently and first is content that is based off of a users patterns of behaviour, personal 

interest, history and sub-contextual information surrounding the users presence on Facebook. 

 

This ranking system and subsequent algorithm serve as the core as to what shows up in an 

individual’s newsfeed. However, this ranking system is also influenced by feedback that the 

algorithm gathers from users as well as changes that Facebook deems necessary, in order to 

uphold “getting (the) ranking right”. Thus, changes to the algorithm are being consistently 

made in order to make Facebook a relevant place for both individual users and companies. 

Some of these changes will be mentioned below, in order to get a clearer understanding of 

how newer algorithms are implemented. 

 

 In 2013, as an example, Facebook was updated in a way that wished to promote 

‘high-quality content’, meaning that algorithms were put in place to favour content that was 

regarded as trustworthy and complete sources, expelling content that was frequently reported 

or ‘hidden’ from individual’s news feeds. This promoted authentic content that was 

frequently liked and shared, thus more frequently showing up as relevant content for 

individual users. Later in 2013, Facebook has made other relevant changes to their machine 

learning system, adapting to factors that would demote content such as “like-baiting”, where 

content was solely produced in order to take advantage of the algorithm and become more 

popular, as well as promoting video content that had been sourced directly through Facebook, 

as opposed to other sources such as YouTube. As another example onwards, Facebook 

focused their algorithms in favoring video posts, as videos had proven to be a favoured aspect 

of their online demographic to a large degree, allowing video posts to take priority over other 

content. In regards to this, Facebook also took into consideration smaller actions, such as 

setting audio on, watching in full screen and generally interacting with the video, promoting 

video content to a higher degree on the news feed page. Most recently and notably, in 2018, 

Facebook had decided to go back to their “roots” in terms of promoting ‘meaningful 

interactions’, catering to content that was posted by friends and family, taking higher priority 

than content published commercially, or paid for posts. In 2018, as well, news and their 

perceived levels of trustworthiness was taken into consideration, boosting local news pages 

and content that Facebook feels would be noteworthy to the individuals it caters to. 

 

25 



 In general, we can see a trend of implementing algorithms in response to feedback and 

consideration to Facebook users, that in turn, changes slightly how Facebook performs and 

responds. However, what does this mean for companies who wish to utilize marketing or 

social media strategies and individual users who are impacted by such algorithms in everyday 

life? This is what we will be discussing below. 

 

Undoubtedly, there exists many businesses and companies who, for differing reasons, choose 

to utilize Facebook as a tool in order to attain better marketing, reach or connection with their 

audience (Laurie MacGregor as interviewed in Helgesen 2018). Thus, choosing to be a 

present actor on Facebook also means having an understanding for how Facebook algorithms 

work in order to perform optimally.  

 

Helgesen (2018), wrote about how algorithms impacted local news companies and their 

strategies within Facebook. In it, she states that Facebook strategies within news corporations 

and subsequent added algorithms did not, or at least to a little degree, have an impact on how 

local news companies operate and perform online. However, does this mean that algorithms 

are not important? To refer to an earlier example from the Australian study done on public 

health (Kite et al. 2016), video publications were undoubtedly the most important influencer 

of highest reach and engagement within Facebook, as well as information pertaining to 

subsequent ranking of different posts with link posts (perhaps obviously) leading to the 

highest amount of link clicks and text and photo only posts performing the worst in all 

categories mentioned. It is probably true to an extent that with an oncoming change in 

algorithm companies do not, to a large degree, change their core strategy. Neither do 

algorithms dramatically impact the ultimate results of any post (except for the onset of 

“meaningful interactions” and their impact on commercialized posting). However, there is 

basis for argumentation that algorithms and added algorithms are quite important in that 

social media strategy for Facebook is centered around having an understanding of how 

algorithms work, or more essentially how Facebook works. Companies would not be seeing 

the same results if they had not adapted to the pre-existing algorithms found on Facebook, as 

each company has an understanding of what performs well and what doesn’t. There is a 

reason companies do not post only text posts or share photographs, nor do they write lengthy 

paragraphs or non-engaging headlines. Arguably, strategy within social media and working 
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with Facebook entails an understanding of how one’s post will succeed online, and this does 

not come without knowledge of algorithms, how they work, and how people respond 

psychologically. Ultimately, it is true that the addition of algorithms, despite the unease that 

these algorithms might act as a ‘game-changer’, do not have a large impact on social media 

strategies and companies choosing to work with Facebook, but this does not deny their 

importance. Pre-existing algorithms and the addition or change of certain algorithms is 

important to keep in mind in order to fully utilize Facebook’s potential as a social media 

platform - understanding how Facebook works and how an audience might respond entails an 

understanding of how well your post will perform. 

 

Algorithms and our understanding of algorithms will become essential later in this paper as 

we will be looking at video posts from a strategic and analytical perspective. 

2.2.5 Is it Viral? 

Undoubtedly, anyone who has been online has been privy to either “viral” as a term or 

experienced “viral content” first hand. We might come to understand the term viral in an 

online sense the same way that we would understand it biologically: it is something that 

spreads and duplicated rapidly (Phelps et al. 2004 as cited in Bogira 2016). However, viral is 

a subjective term that is a vital part of this research. How do we come to understand “viral” 

objectively and what truly makes content viral? 

 

Godin further defines viral media as a process that spreads to a certain population, highly 

influencing the population as it spreads (Godin 2009 as cited in Bogira 2016). As an example, 

most recently there was a case of Katie Bouman and her team’s success in capturing an image 

of a black hole. It’s almost an understatement to say that this content was everywhere online: 

Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, countless news sources as well as forums such as Reddit. It 

was undoubtedly viral content. However, under Godin’s definition, it seems that viral content 

is a passive process that does not give due credit to the processes that happen during the 

‘incubation’ period of viral content. For this research, whatever happens prior to viral content 

and why is the most important in terms of understanding what becomes viral as it signifies 

also what people prefer.  
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Jenkins (2013) provides a clearer definition in this sense by the use of ‘spreadable media’ - 

what and why audiences choose to select and reject certain content online is understood 

through certain cognitive procedures. This is further defined in Bogira’s work “To Share or 

Not to Share: a Psychological Evaluation of Viral Media” (2016), where he reveals specific 

psychological behaviours that contribute to the process of virality of media. In it, he claims 

that there are four main theoretical processes to be understood: emotional contagion, emotion 

and content, cognitive transmission and online communities (Bogira 2016, p. 4-8). 

 

 The first term, emotional contagion, is related to the process of which emotions impact the 

state of others, in terms of actions or emotions themselves (Schoewolf 1990 as cited in Bogira 

2016, p.4) To use a general example, content becomes viral if the community experiences 

similar emotions to the one sharing the content in like-minded groups. Videos that bare 

significant emotional impact, such as stories having to do with bullying and mental health 

issues, arguably become more shared because of the similarity in emotion that people 

experience. Emotion and content, building on the same foundation as emotional contagion 

indicates that positive emotions have further say in this (Bogira 2016). As an example, Bogira 

(2016) refers to Phelps et al (2004) and their work on generation Y and how they share 

videos. In it, they found that content which had positive emotional contexts was vital in terms 

of shareability after assessing whether or not it was relevant. Thus, this implies an interplay 

between content and its relevance to emotions, signifying that affect, emotional context and 

community has a part in whether something becomes viral.  

 

The next term, cognitive transmission, is still relevant to the processes mentioned above but 

takes a less emotional route and rather relies on four key stages in cognitive interpretations 

that determine whether something becomes viral (Heylighen 1998 as cited in Bogira 2016, p. 

6-7). These are: “assimilation, retention, expression and transmission” (p. 7). Assimilation is 

the stage where content becomes recognized and understood. Retention is the remembrance 

of the assimilated content. Expression goes hand-in-hand with retention, of which to what 

degree the content is expressed in culture and memory. The last stage, transmission, has to to 

do with how it is circulated in a community through social media. Essentially, all stages of 

such cognitive interpretations represent content that becomes viral without any emotional 

impact. It has to do with the overall transition of content through the mind, how people 
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understand it, judge its relevance through expression and subsequently how relevant it 

becomes for certain audience groups.  

 

The last term, online communities, roughly underscores the importance of social theory and 

subsequent social hierarchies and norms (Bogira 2016). Largely, it also relies on the 

understanding of “social identity and self-categorization” (Tajifel & Turner 

1979-1987, Mezambani et al 2015 as cited in Bogira 2016, p. 7). The idea is that identity and 

norms become an integrated process with what becomes shared online in order to be a part of 

the community. Certain norms and ideologies become a part of an integrated process in what 

is shared online, where hierarchies in social groups become influential.  

2.2.6 The Great (Invisible) Wall 

We understand now what generally defines viral content and how this generally spurs into 

being. It is a process largely defined on the human psyche and our ways of connecting with 

our online community. As such, we could generally assume that content that we, as 

audiences, consume on social media is indifferent to the platforms and systems that we use. 

Psychology largely seems to drive the spread of content. We share what we like, but don’t 

share what we don’t like. However, how do algorithms tie into this and what happens with 

content that is not ‘spreadable’? 

 

 In this way, terms such as “filter bubble”, “echo chamber” and “spiral of silence” all become 

integral to virality and how content is moved around and interacted with. This, undoubtedly, 

has an impact on news content as well. 

 

The “filter bubble” is a recent phenomenon that is best understood through the secret cost of 

Facebook’s (and any other social media, for that matter) services (Pariser, 2011). Through the 

use of ‘cookies’, your computer stores tiny bits of data that reveal certain online habits: where 

you’ve been, what you’ve been looking at and so on. This information, in turn, creates a 

highly personalized social arena catered to you, the individual; where you see content through 

the lens of what Facebook, for example, wants you to see. This is the filter bubble. 

Essentially, through algorithms and other factors, you are seeing content that you have 

subconsciously created for yourself, where factors such as what your closest friends have 
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been doing and words written in search engines impact your online social community (Pariser 

2011). A main example used in this case also has to do with the presidential elections in 

2016, where the outcome shocked the California coastline. How did Trump win the elections 

when so many seemed to be opposed to his election? This is due in part to the filter bubble 

that was created: Californian’s facebook feeds was controlled to the extent where their high 

school friends who, for example, voted Trump did not appear in their feed.  

 

This is also highly related to the “echo chamber” of which ties into our section in online 

communities and how this controls content that becomes popularized for certain groups with 

special emphasis in the political sphere (Jamieson & Cappella 2010). In this sense, an echo 

chamber is the way in which certain beliefs and stances are strengthened within a closed 

system. People actively, or even unconsciously seek out information that reinforces their own 

beliefs. As such, the filter bubble juxtaposed with echo chambers simulates a highly 

personalized reality where people share content with like-minded individuals.  

 

Lastly, the “spiral of silence” is another behavioral phenomenon that might indicate how 

content is shared, or not. Pew Research Center conducted a study in relation to the Edward 

Snowden case in 2013 and how this information was shared on social media. Essentially, 

what they found was that people would not share content that they deemed was contradictory 

to the beliefs within their own social groups, thusly partaking in a “spiral of silence” 

(Hampton, Rainie et al. 2014). Instead, they would be more likely to share content and 

discuss it with their peers on social media if they thought they agreed with them.  

 

Ultimately, this further defines how people choose to share content or not; as well as giving 

us indication as to what content and why people choose to share. The examples used above 

are meant to indicate the extent of controlled online environments. In essence, it is a 

combination of psychological factors and certain online social phenomena that contribute to 

this case with relation to algorithms. This discussion will be imperative to bring with us 

further in answering one of our questions pertaining to virality in our research section.  
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2.3 Public Broadcasting and Social Media 

Public Broadcasters are heavily impacted by the different media systems that define them, 

forming the policy and belief that guides their respective policy that generally works to 

strengthen community, democracy and culture. With the emergence of the world wide web 

and subsequent digital commons, however, public broadcasting had new issues and 

expectations to address. This section will address public broadcasting’s emerging role online 

and more specifically how the NRK utilized the internet and developed subsequent strategies, 

what this means and how social media strategies play an important role in public 

broadcasting’s digital presence. This is important because we must have a basis of 

understanding of why public broadcasting chooses to be an active actor online, how it 

changes in light of developing technology and situations, and because it provides the 

background and basis of understanding why public broadcasting will continue to be important 

online.  

2.3.1 Public Broadcasting Online 

In the 1990s, the NRK took its first step in the direction of becoming an important online 

presence. For the first time in December in 1994, the NRK had launched an online site where 

audiences could come into contact with the producers and come up with feedback in relation 

to the popular TV program “Rando”. Shortly following in February 1995, the radio program 

“Radionettet” aired, simultaneously being placed on the internet as well. With an increased 

need and potential for communication, the NRK had been testing the waters of the web and 

had found that the internet was a resourceful tool in extending the public broadcaster’s duty 

to inform the public (Moe 2012).  

 

Subsequently following in 1995, it was suggested that the internet should play a more 

important role for the NRK’s obligation to the public, working to support and spread 

Norwegian identity and culture online while testing the democratic potential within 

interactive media. Thus, in 1995 the NRK established “NRK Interaktiv”, a group where 

general information about the NRKs presence online was laid out while helping the NRK 

branch out. Since then, the NRK had undergone an experimental phase, eventually leading to 

the late 90s where such experimentation had led to a more stable organization of content, 
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such as sport and news, paving the path to the NRK’s official web page as we recognize it 

today (Moe 2012).  

 

During this transition, in 2009 the “NRK Plakaten” (Placard of Ethics) had been incorporated 

within the NRK’s statute. As a request from the culture and church affairs 

(kirkedepartementet), they wished to organize and clearly list the requirements set out for the 

NRK and their obligation to the public (Medietilsynet 2017). Thus, the NRK’s presence and 

purpose online was also taken into consideration, providing the framework and importance of 

being an online presence. The NRK was not only obligated to strengthen and build upon 

democracy, be widely available, strengthen Norwegian culture, language and identity and 

refrain from commercialization, but also stimulate knowledge, understanding and usage of 

other media platforms of users between all ages (NRK Plakaten, 2018).  

 

Thus, with the internet incorporated within the NRKs obligation to the public, being an actor 

online became paramount to the NRKs future existence. As technology furthered and as the 

internet became a more valuable resource to the everyday person, the NRK had to be online 

in order to fulfill their obligation to the public. However, being an active media organization 

online is not a passive process. Being an online presence still entails a competitive market 

with competitors, who are also seeking to gain the audience’s attention whilst also bounding 

media companies to certain expectations and goals. Online strategies become a part of the 

daily planning process, just as other media platforms require certain strategies, being online 

was no exception. However, the internet is a special case. The NRK has their own domain 

where they produce content consistently and, as we will see in later chapters, audiences are to 

a larger degree reading news online than on any other platform (Kantar 2017).  

 

However, simply being online and producing content does not guarantee an audience, nor is 

the content widely visible to everyone that is on the internet when they are not visiting the 

domain itself. Thus, the solution is to not only be active through a main domain, but spread 

visibility and content through other platforms on the internet. This is where Facebook and 

other social network sites become an important tool for any media actor, as we will explain 

more thoroughly now.  
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2.3.2 Social Media Strategies 

In this section, I will elaborate on social media strategies, mostly in relation to the NRKs 

social media strategy and use of Facebook. By doing this, we will shed light on what social 

media strategies are for, how they are implemented and what implications this has for both 

the research and importance of the findings that will be discussed later. 

 

In the algorithms section of this paper, we found that certain posts perform differently based 

on Facebook’s algorithm that prioritizes certain posts over others. In general, people have 

similar needs when it comes to using specific social media. These aspects mentioned above 

contribute to our understanding of social media and the people who use it. Utilizing this 

information becomes essential for best use of one’s resources and subsequent creation of 

content, thus forming an optimal social media strategy.  

 

A strategy, in this sense, can be explained as a path towards a certain goal. To strategize is to 

plan accordingly, sometimes long-term in order to get expected results (or sometimes 

unexpected results, as well). Løwendahl & Wenstøp, in this case, provide an explanation of 

strategy that is quite beneficial to our understanding: a strategy is putting together the 

business plan, the company’s vision, goals and values as well as complying with norms, 

guidelines and rules (2015). The business plan is the groundwork of the company, while the 

vision directs it towards the right direction. The goals provide something attainable that the 

company wishes to work for while values keep the strategy grounded in terms of reminding 

the company why they have certain strategies to begin with. Thus, the norms, guidelines and 

rules ground the strategy further. Ultimately, this can be directly translatable to how a social 

media strategy works as well. 

 

Thus far we have a basic understanding of what strategies are and why they are implemented, 

but how, for example, does the NRK achieve this and to what degree? For the remainder of 

this chapter, I would like to discuss the NRK’s social media strategy on Facebook, what this 

means, and how this will tie in to our research.  

 

33 



First of all, it is important to mention that there is no singular definition that defines the 

totality of the NRK’s presence on Facebook, but there are some points that are universal that 

will be mentioned here. Facebook is a tool used to supplement the NRK’s home website 

(Laurie MacGregor as interviewed in Helgesen 2018). This means that instead of producing 

content specifically for Facebook, the NRK creates content on Facebook with the intention of 

bringing users back to their main domain. This is mainly done by having guidelines that 

require links to be included in every post published on their site. Secondly, Facebook is seen 

as a valuable resource that can be used to reach audience segments that are normally harder to 

reach, adhering to their obligation as a public service broadcaster. Generally, Facebook has a 

large pool of younger users amongst its vast user population. Thus, having a strategy that 

takes this into consideration becomes an important part of creating content that appeals more 

to younger generations. This is directly related to a part of the NRK’s strategy, where the 

ultimate goal is to reach four out of five in terms of audience segments, where (amongst 

others) the younger generation compromised of those aged 12-29 is somewhat lacking in 

terms of reach (2018). As such, a part of the strategy forms itself in the goal of having content 

that appeals to younger users as well as the whole population. 

 

Understanding the NRK’s social media strategy and what it entails is important for our 

research because it is, in part, in relation to personalisation of content and subsequently a part 

of what we aim to highlight in our research. As such, this strategy also becomes integral to 

our understanding of relevance, as well as problematics, for this research in relation to the 

NRK. 

2.3.3 Universality versus Personalisation 

This chapter mainly ties into our mention of “one-size-fits-all” versus a newer trend and call 

for personalization of content as mentioned in our introduction. Most notably, because our 

research has relevance in terms of understanding preference for content, we need to 

understand the NRKs position when it comes to public service media and their relationship to 

universality (one-size-fits-all) in relation to personalisation (content catered towards the 

interest of audiences). Earlier, we discussed that the NRK has an obligation to provide 

content for all (NRK Plakaten, 2018), this also ties into their social media strategy of having 

to reach younger audiences. As such, we seemingly have a dilemma where the NRK must be 
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universal but also adapt strategies catered towards personalisation in order to appeal to a 

highly diverse audience. Thus, is there a split between universality and personalisation for the 

NRK? According to Van den Bulck and Moe (2018) there isn’t, at least in practice. In fact, 

the NRK has an “optimistic” approach of which combines universalism and personalisation, 

where personalisation supplements overall universality (2018).  

 

Pertaining to this, in 2014 the NRK acquired a new Head of Media Development where 

personalisation was set in favor of having its own project. Essentially, the NRK did not have 

a fearful view of personalisation and its effect on overall public service legitimacy as others 

did, but instead saw it as a “prerequisite for the web to work in the way we have come to 

expect” (Reisœter, interview in Van den Bulck and Moe 2018). In other words, with the onset 

of newer technology and content that caters more to the individual, the NRK followed suit by 

utilizing personalisation as positive form for audience connection. The NRK, in this case, 

considers personalisation as a “new form of scheduling” and “public service broadcasting 

2.0”, where technology and algorithms are able to create content that would otherwise not be 

delivered (Van den Bulck and Moe 2018). In other words, traditional forms for public service 

media have had to adapt from one-size-fits all in the form of television and radio content 

(where personalisation was often contradictory) to adapting to a model where symbiosis 

between the two is wholly possible, and even beneficial, with the emergence of web 2.0. 

 

This section will serve as an important basis to draw from as we discuss our research question 

pertaining to overall relevancy and problematics of our own research.  

 

2.3.4 Challenges for the NRK on Facebook  

Understanding the general problems that might manifest as a result from conflicting 

obligations and guidelines that naturally take place when utilizing a largely commercial actor 

(such as Facebook) as a public broadcaster affects the general importance and relevance of 

the research presented in this thesis. As such, some short points will be mentioned below and 

we will also discuss how this affects the research presented later as well as defend its 

relevance, despite the challenges. 
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First of all, Facebook is not a stable actor and as such, is not one of the most important 

channels. It is a third-party actor of which no one has control over, except for Facebook 

themselves (Helgesen 2018). This is why there is quite a bit of uncertainty in Facebook’s 

stability and whether companies should rely on producing and publishing content on 

Facebook. One day, Facebook might change in drastic ways that require a lot of resources or 

flexibility due to company changes or adjustments in algorithms. The probability that 

Facebook might vanish from media altogether is not unforeseeable either, taking into 

consideration the amount of problematic and sticky situations the company has dug 

themselves into. Thus, Facebook is a valuable tool for media organizations to utilize while 

they can and have the possibility to do so, but there is no absolute insurance for the future. 

 

Another valuable point has to do with conflicting values brought forth from social media 

strategies and values within the NRK. The NRK’s obligation is to make quality content that is 

valuable in strengthening Norwegian identity, culture language and so forth while spreading 

and making such content available online (NRK Plakaten). However, this consideration is 

challenged with the onset and usage of Facebook and other social media. Should this same 

consideration and obligation be upheld on social media? If so, to what degree? Some 

branches within the NRK become conflicted with their media strategy that often has the same 

standards regardless of branch. Should the classical music branch be compared to the news 

department in terms of goals, despite the vast difference in followers and content being 

published? Should they exist on Facebook, regardless of whether they produce content that 

may or may not induce link clicks? By the same logic, what is more important: publishing 

content that is deemed cultural, despite not performing well online, or publishing content that 

performs exceptionally well, regardless of content? These are concepts roughly underscored 

in Steemer’s “Changing Channels: the Redefinition of Public Service Broadcasting for the 

Digital Age” (1999) which highlights the problematics the NRK is often facing and can, most 

reflectively, be referred to as an “online split”. Rather, it is a split between values and goals 

that become blurry when separating the ‘online’ from the ‘offline’.  

 

The news department has had to face many different changes and adaptations in order to 

follow the flow of changing audience behaviour and technology besides the “online split”. To 

a large degree, people have continuously been changing their methods of accessing news 
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sources, whether it be social media, the use of search engines or utilizing other services 

(Newman et al. 2017). Thus, news organizations have had to adapt and follow, melding 

different strategies in order to fit in. Similarly, a challenge has presented itself in the form of 

“isomorphism” through algorithms, or rather, an understanding that platforms (such as 

Facebook) curate the organizations behaviour through algorithms or technological processes 

(Capland & Boyd 2018). Essentially, this ties into our previous point on algorithms but also 

the “online split”. Isomorphism through algorithms presents itself as a challenge namely 

because it influences behaviour of news production, arguably forcing the organization, with 

its own set of values and legitimacy, to conform to the platform’s own set of values and ways 

of operating (Facebook). In this way, the authenticity of values and ideology of the news 

organization might become challenged as they struggle to maintain their sense of self. In a 

similar point (although not specifically in relation to news), Moe and Syvertsen write about 

the challenge of public broadcasters in respect to the “distinctiveness of public service 

broadcasters in the digital era” (2009, p. 408). Essentially, there is arising concern in relation 

to how distinctive public broadcasters actually are, in consideration to public funding relying 

on distinctiveness of their programs. In reference to a study, it was found that public 

broadcasters were adopting similar patterns to commercial actors in prime time in terms of 

scheduling while also changing slightly over time, resembling (although to a small degree) 

their commercial counterparts (Moe & Syvertsen, 2009). Thus, arguably the question is how 

can one justify public funding for public broadcasters when forces such as pressure from 

commercial actors and aforementioned isomorphism influence the distinctiveness of their 

existence? These are the challenges that the NRK, as a whole as well as the news department, 

have to consider when they publish, create and operate online.  

 

This is the main problem that I would also like to discuss in light of the research presented in 

later chapters. It is imperative that we bring this up, as well as discussing in specifics for the 

news department and their own strategy later on due to its implications. To explain, the 

research for this thesis is meant to shed knowledge on age-related preference, thus revealing 

forms for audience behaviour and their consumption of content. In hopes of finding relevant 

findings, it could prove beneficial to the news department and their production of such 

content and their relationship to their followers. However, it is here I would like to address 

the “online split” and the challenge it represents. Specifically, for the news department, it is 
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hard to pinpoint whether they have a strict social media strategy. This is because, more than 

anything, the news department is perhaps arguably the most affected by the “online split” 

than any other branch. News and the production of news needs to be unbiased in order to 

fulfill journalistic objectivity.  

 

I would argue that this research will be beneficial in terms of audience studies, but could pose 

as useful as well. Usage of data for the basis of reaching out to audience segments does not 

seem to ruin the objectivity of news. This is because, according to Boudana (2011), 

journalistic objectivity is a largely fluid term subject to change and evolution over time. The 

fear that one’s objectivity will become commercialized or biased due to goals or knowledge 

influencing the content or selection of publishing is arguably unfounded. Journalistic 

objectivity is an “unattainable standard but also an undesirable norm” (Boudana 2011, p.1) In 

totality, standards of journalistic objectivity is constantly changing, it is a concept that is best 

performed through performance itself and not practice. Thus, the implication is that 

journalistic objectivity is subjective, a concept that arguably exists to remind journalists that 

they should be wary of the content that they publish but not take it too literally. All content is 

biased in some way, albeit sometimes unconsciously. The argument, then, is that the 

conscious decision to produce news content that is favored more than others for the sake of 

reaching a particular set of goals is more openly biased, but not harmful for the integrity and 

quality of news.  

2.3.5 The Future of News - A Growing Importance on Facebook 

In this section, I would like to include some points that argue the importance of news on 

Facebook and what implications this has for public broadcasters and news production. This is 

important to understand in light of the challenges presented above, as I will argue that news 

content is of increasing importance online, especially on Facebook.  

 

I will not argue that social media will overtake the importance and strong presence that 

web-domains have to offer. The original homes of news organizations, be it public 

broadcaster or commercial institution will most likely always have a stronger presence and 

power through their home domain. However, I will imply that the future hints at an 
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increasing importance of news on Facebook, strengthening the power of Facebook’s use as a 

tool to boost news content (Laurie MacGregor interviewed in Helgesen 2018).  

 

Firstly, Facebook has released information pertaining to algorithms and their placement of 

news content. Specifically, in a newsroom post published by Alex Hardiman (head of news 

product at Facebook) in January 2018, it was mentioned that algorithms would be tweaked to 

increase the presence of local news 

(https://newsroom.fb.com/news/2018/01/news-feed-fyi-local-news/). This means that both 

larger and smaller organizations will see a boost in news publications on Facebook, implying 

a greater degree of commitment from Facebook’s side to boost news consumption.  

 

Secondly, Facebook has recently released a new function on called “breaking” 

(https://www.facebook.com/facebookmedia/blog/enabling-publishers-to-label-breaking-news

-on-facebook). This function enables local and national publishers to label any post as a 

“breaking” post, and as the name suggests, counts the post as breaking news. What this 

means, essentially, is that the post will show up higher in the newsfeed and can be flagged as 

‘breaking’ for up to as much as six hours. Audiences can also choose to flag the post as not 

“breaking” worthy news, with the intention of improving this function through feedback. 

Both the algorithmic change in boosting local news as well as the feature of “breaking” news 

entails a higher priority for news content on Facebook, meaning that news publications are of 

increasing importance on the platform. Although, due to the fact that these changes are 

relatively new, there are no studies or reports that have proven to what degree these changes 

have boosted news content, if at all. It’s safe to say that these changes most likely have an 

impact on overall reach, but we cannot say if this boosts interactivity or consumption of news 

content on Facebook. 

 

Lastly, with the onset of “meaningful interactions”, an algorithm change that we mentioned 

previously, we can claim that public broadcasters and their respective publications may have 

less competition on Facebook as a platform. With the onset of “meaningful interactions”, an 

algorithm change that prioritized content from friends, family and non-commercial 

institutions (such as public broadcasters), assumedly commercial actors should see a spike in 

difficulty when it comes to reaching their audience on Facebook. This means that the NRK, 
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as a public broadcaster who does not operate commercially, has less traffic and more 

presence, meaning news plays an even more important role in terms of reaching their 

respective audiences.  

 

All in all, despite the challenges that presents itself from using Facebook as a tool, we can see 

that despite Facebook’s previous unwillingness to operate as a news organization is changing 

its priorities. As of 2018, news is becoming of increasing importance and prioritization, 

enabling Facebook to serve as an even greater tool for public broadcasters, such as the NRK, 

to boost their content. 

2.4 Popularity and News Studies  

News is not consumed passively. Audiences have their own preferences and standards of 

quality, different habits, availability and preferences. Thus, no matter the content, these rules 

apply just the same. Who watches what, and why and what do they do with it? To fully 

incorporate the research that will be presented in later chapters, it is also important to 

understand news studies and subsequent audience trends and behaviour. This will supplement 

our findings to a greater degree, allowing a deeper background and foundation. As such, 

some of the most relevant news studies will be mentioned here of which we will draw upon 

in our discussion of why certain posts performed better than others. 

2.4.1 News studies - Importance, Audience Trends and Behaviour 

When it comes to news and social media, Moe & Sakariassen (2018) found Facebook was by 

far the most important news source compared to other social media platforms, both for 

younger and older generations. Half of these respondents also claim that they follow news 

coverage actively, where younger respondents claimed to a larger degree that they discovered 

newer stories through social media directly than the older generations (over 35+ years). In 

this case, they found that 42% of respondents under the age of 35 claim they discovered news 

through social media, as opposed to 28% of those over the age of 35. When it came to overall 

interest in a news story published on social media, most respondents felt that the title and 

picture were crucial as to whether a story was worth spending time on.  
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Perhaps most relevant, Moe & Sakariassen also found that for the younger generation of 

those aged 35 and under find news in video format played a more important role in 

comparison to those who were over 35 (2018). In essence, younger Norwegians were more 

likely to watch and consume video content when on Facebook in comparison to the older 

generations, albeit articles still being the dominant form of news consumption. 

 

Lastly, in a study done by the NRK, Fossan (2017) found that younger respondents (under the 

age of 30) politically were increasingly interested in environmental and climate change 

topics, as opposed to health and elderly care, which has decreased. When it came to the 

respondents most important news source, she found that respondents claimed news on their 

mobile was the most important source, followed by news on PC and social media. What’s 

especially interesting, in this case, is that respondents aged 15-19, by far more than those 

aged 20-29, found social media to be their most important news source. Lastly, it was also 

found that since 2012, social media as a news source has increased in importance by 10%, 

news on mobile had increased by 28%, while news on PC has decreased by 41%. Thus, it 

seems that mobile formats, regardless of whether they incorporate social media or not are 

playing a larger role as time goes on. This might also imply that most respondents find news 

consumption to be the most relevant ‘on-the-go’. 

2.4.2 News Values and Interest  

 

“Asked how they define news, journalists sometimes reply: ‘I know it when I see it.” 

Pressed on why something has been deemed newsworthy, a typical response is: 

‘Because it just is!’” Brighton and Foy 2007 p.147, as cited in Harcup & O’Neill 2016 

 

This is a quote taken from Harcup and O’Neill’s follow up research paper done in 2016, 

inspired by Galtung and Ruge’s own work on international news reporting and the 

Norwegian press. The quote represents the general consensus journalists seem to have when 

asked what passed the news boards and gets published as official stories: “Because it just is!”. 

News production and consumption may seem like passive processes, but are they? The key 

point in this argument is that news values, as researched by Harcup and O’Neill, does have an 

influence on what gets published to a degree (2016). By understanding news values we can, 
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in turn, understand what news values are preferred- ultimately helping us further down the 

line in discussing “why” certain news is preferred for certain age groups.  

 

Before we discuss what news values make up the majority of criteria of news stories, we 

must first define what news values entails. As originally defined by Galtung and Ruge, news 

values were based on twelve different “values” that determined whether something was 

newsworthy (1965). Essentially, they made the bulk of what news companies considered 

relevant enough to publish, that would both satisfy the criteria of the producers themselves, 

based on numerous factors (economically, structurally, and timely considerations, to name a 

few) as well as what the audience would read (Schaudt & Carpenter 2009, Harcup & O’Neill 

2016). These twelve values will not be mentioned as they were defined by Galtung and Ruge 

originally, but instead define them as Harcup & O’Neill have. This is due in part because 

Harcup & O’Neill have adapted the news values to fit into modern news production and used 

social media platforms as a basis of study, of which is more relevant to this study as a whole. 

 

As such, Harcup & O’Neill (2016) found that these following news values were of most 

importance in terms of news production: 

 

● Exclusivity: Stories generated by, or available first to, the news organisation as a 
result of interviews, letters, investigations, surveys, polls, and so on. 

● Bad news: Stories with particularly negative overtones such as death, injury, defeat 
and loss (of a job, for example). 

● Conflict: Stories concerning conflict such as controversies, arguments, splits, strikes, 
fights, insurrections and warfare. 

● Surprise: Stories that have an element of surprise, contrast and/or the unusual about 
them. 

● Audio-visuals: Stories that have arresting photographs, video, audio and/or which can 
be illustrated with infographics. 

● Shareability: Stories that are thought likely to generate sharing and comments via 
Facebook, Twitter and other forms of social media. 

● Entertainment: Soft stories concerning sex, showbusiness, sport, lighter human 
interest, animals, or offering opportunities for humorous treatment, witty headlines or 
lists. 

● Drama: Stories concerning an unfolding drama such as escapes, accidents, searches, 
sieges, rescues, battles or court cases. 

● Follow-up: Stories about subjects already in the news. 
● The power elite: Stories concerning powerful individuals, organisations, institutions 

or corporations. 
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● Relevance: Stories about groups or nations perceived to be influential with, or 
culturally or historically familiar to, the audience. 

● Magnitude: Stories perceived as sufficiently significant in the large numbers of 
people involved or in potential impact, or involving a degree of extreme behaviour or 
extreme occurrence. 

● Celebrity: Stories concerning people who are already famous. 
● Good news: Stories with particularly positive overtones such as recoveries, 

breakthroughs, cures, wins and celebrations. 
● News organisation’s agenda: Stories that set or fit the news organisation’s own 

agenda, whether ideological, commercial or as part of a specific campaign. 
 

- Tony Harcup and Deidre O’Neill (2016) p. 1482 
 
Weaver et al. (2007) states that news values and subsequent criticism exists because news 

values are not meant to mirror the public’s preference and want for news, but rather exists 

because of existing norms and training within organizations and their journalists. However, as 

Harcup and O’Neill state that with the onset of newer technologies, we are able to understand 

audience preference and behaviour to a greater degree than ever before, influencing the news 

values present and transforming them to supplement audience personalization and desire for 

news content (2016). As such, in supplementation to the general consensus that news values 

is an important part of what gets published (Harcup & O’Neill 2016, Schaudt & Carpenter 

2009); Schaudt & Carpenter conducted a study on preferences in terms of traditional news 

values and to what extent this had a crossover to audience preference with news online 

(specifically in relation to azcentral.com)(2009). They found that some news values did, 

indeed, have more relevance for the studied audience than others and that if one story 

contained more of certain news values, it was even more likely to be selected by readers 

(2009). Specifically, they found that these news values were the most preferred, in order: 

Proximity, Conflict, Human Interest, Tragedy/disaster, Magnitude, Timeliness and 

Prominence (2009, p. 22). Furthermore,these were the most preferred topics, in order: 

Crime/Safety, Business, Entertainment, Other, Politics, Sports, Lifestyle, Education, Health, 

Religion, Oddity and Weather (2009, p.22).  

 

Essentially, these are news values that we could potentially expect to appear in our own 

research, and as such, it is important to understand their merit as we analyze the findings and 

news preference as we discuss why we see certain news preference as it is for the different 

age categories.  
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2.4.3 Sensationalism - ‘If it Bleeds, it Leads’ 

Sensationalism is perhaps best understood through a general example. If one were to guess, 

which one of these hypothetical headlines would be a ‘sensationalist’ publication: 

“Billionaire Pledges Millions for Charity Project Kansas K” or “Engulfed in Flames: 

Revenge of the Housewife”. Both might be ‘gripping’, either publication might have equal 

chance in arousing attention and curiosity, but one has much more negative undertones. 

Hypothetically, the second would be the one that most would guess was a ‘sensationalist’ 

news story. Generally, they follow negative and brutal undertones, often relying on obtuse 

information, emotionally evocative language and tabloid-esque features (Vettehen & 

Kleemans 2018). As Vettehen and Kleemans refer to in their study on sensationalist video 

posting in news, sensationalism is often used in highly competitive news environments 

because of their success rates of popularity (2018). Thus, the implication is that sensationalist 

news, “if it bleeds, it leads” arguably performs better to higher degrees in news stories. 

However, to what degree? This is what Vettehen and Kleemans (2018) sought to find out 

more of in their study. Their argument basis itself on research that has a goldilocks approach: 

not too hot, not too cold- but just right. In other words, too much sensationalism leads to 

tabloid extremism, but too little and news becomes flat and boring (2018).  

 

Subsequent research has shown that audiences are more likely to watch news if they feel they 

can gain something meaningful (2018, p. 116). In conjunction with a general requirement for 

entertainment, Vettehen and Kleemans argue that sensationalism has the best of both worlds: 

information and amusement. Thus, basing their research off of earlier studies that revealed 

that negative content combined with tabloid packaging lead to “cognitive overload”, overall 

leading to less view time, they sought to find to what degree this was true.  

 

Their conclusion claimed that sensationalism was, indeed, a guarantor for successful news 

video stories (2018, p. 122). Thus, negative content seemed to be leader in terms of overall 

view time in comparison to neutral content and standard packaging of stories. They also 

found that tabloid packaging did not impact content that had neutral or negative content. On 

top of this, they found that younger participants watched negative content to a higher degree, 

and little time on neutral stories. However, older participants had less view time overall for 
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negative stories and more on neutral stories in comparison to the younger audiences (p.123) 

Furthermore, older females watched to an even lesser degree if negative content was 

packaged in a tabloid manner (p.124).  

 

Ultimately, we can see a trend taking place as we traverse different studies and theoretical 

approaches to news studies and audience behavior, where motion is a key word here: highly 

emotional content, particularly negative ones, drive audience’s sense of direction and 

preference for news content.  

2.4.4 The Goldfish Theory 

New media has always caused certain cause-effect skepticism throughout human history 

(Syvertsen 2017). We detox from the internet, abstain from social media use and point fingers 

at millenials who can’t seem to detach their face from their phones. One recurring skepticism, 

in this case, has to do with attention spans in relation to media use. For reference, the 

independent wrote an article about how our attention spans have decreased from 12 seconds 

to a mere 8 seconds, scoring lower than the memory span of a common goldfish 

(https://www.independent.co.uk/news/science/our-attention-span-is-now-less-than-that-of-a-g

oldfish-microsoft-study-finds-10247553.html). Many more have sourced this, casting blame 

on technology use and it’s seeming ability to ruin our attention spans. However, the irony in 

this case is that those who have written these articles have failed to ‘remember’ sourcing this 

information, subscribing to the general bias that technology is changing the fundamental 

structure of our brains without warrant (Ryssdal 2014). I, too, have subscribed to this bias as I 

wondered why the younger age group seemed to abstain from “live” videos; ultimately 

blaming the younger age group for having short attention spans. As such, in order to explain 

why this was the case, a good argument for why age groups seemed to differ in preference for 

lengthy formatting was in order. Do we, particularly younger audiences, have shorter 

attention spans?  

 

According to “State of Attention 2018”, a study done by Prezi, the answer is no. In fact, they 

claim that our attention span is evolving, despite the goldfish theory floating around. They 

also claim that the results reveal that attention spans are getting longer for younger 

generations, but the key word that influences this behaviour is selectivity. In other words, 
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younger audiences are more careful about what they choose to spend time on, quickly 

disregarding content that they don’t deem worthy of their time. Thus, the question is: what 

content is it that is deemed “worthy” enough to warrant lengthier attention spans? The 

answer, in their opinion, is content with a engaging story combined with stirring visuals and 

active dialogue. 

 

Thus, the blame is not to be placed on technology use and shorter attention spans when it 

comes to creating content. Instead, it seems the argument is more geared to how, and what, 

appeals to certain groups in order to have them stick around.  
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3. Methodology 

In this chapter, we will cover the overall methodology of the research presented. As such, we 

will discuss how we gathered the data, what we did with this data as well as explain the core 

concepts and terms presented. Further on, we will discuss the overall quality of the paper as 

well as ethical considerations. Lastly, before we present the research, we will discuss the 

overall strengths and weaknesses. 

3.1 Data Acquisition and Organization 

In this section we will clarify where, how and why I gathered the data required for the 

research. With permission from the NRK, I was able to extract data from Facebook Insights, 

a tool used on Facebook that reveals patterns in audience behavior on a selected page (or 

profile). In this case, I extracted data from the page “NRK Nyheter” on Facebook, selecting 

video post data as my preferred selection. The process differs in that one can either select 

page, post or video data, each representing a difference. Page represents the overall 

information on the page. In this way, page data is quite limited as it gives a general overview 

of how well a page/profile is performing. Post data, on the other hand, reveals post level 

information. As such, it reveals each and every post that NRK Nyheter, for example, has 

posted on Facebook. Video reveals only information about video posts, but differs from the 

others in that it has the most information pertaining to direct demography consumption of 

content.  

 

This is why video content, as one of the reasons, has been chosen for study. More 

specifically, page and post extractions do not have the ability to summarize demography in a 

way that reveals preference for specific content. If we were to study post and page content, 

we would only be able to see demography in relation to overall engagement per day, week or 

month. Because this does not directly link demography to specific posts, we would not be 

able to claim preference from a content specific level.  

 

In general, the totality of a page and its information is displayed. Things such as overall likes, 

comments, shares and followers are displayed in different ‘sheets’ while extracted to an excel 
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spreadsheet. This shows the general information that a Facebook page sees in a week, month, 

or longer amount of time specified by the user who is extracting the information. Post and 

video extractions are similar in the way that they don’t show general information, but 

publication specific related information. This means that each individual post is given more 

detailed information pertaining to a single post specifically, in which the user can choose to 

have posts in general or specify further by choosing video posts. Figure 15 shows what this 

“raw data” looks like for video posts (the data that I have used): 

 
 

 

 

Figure 1: “Raw data” as it 

looks like after extracting data 

from Facebook Insights from 

the NRK News page. 

 

 

 

In Figure 1, one can see how Facebook Insights has formatted this data into an excel sheet. 

Each row represents an individual post where the ID, permalink back to the original post as 

well as the title is displayed. Next to this, in the right, we have numbers representing 

milliseconds spent, where each row is comprised of a certain demographic. For the first row 

we have the demographic females in the 13-17 age bracket, followed by 18-24, 25-34 and so 

on. The age goes all the way up to 65+, but we do not have information on those aged 

younger than 13. As the list goes on, it also shows us males and the same age-bracket as well 

as those who are uncategorized, representing those who have not stated whether they are male 

or female. It is important to mention that milliseconds were the only available format for time 

spent. We can use excel to calculate how many hours this would be instead, but because we 

are focusing on the degree and not the format of time spent this is not needed. We are not 

measuring time itself, only the difference between the two groups. In other words, the 

formatting is not important of time itself but the comparability in time spent between the two 

age groups. Note for future reference that you can see numbers on the left pertaining to cell 

numbers. These cell numbers will relate to what we refer to as “ranking”, as they indicate 
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what was most watched (#1) to the least watched (#659). Throughout this research, we will 

also refer to ‘ranking difference’. This is meant to represent the numbered difference in video 

post placement. 

 

To find out whether there was a tendency for preferences in news content or posts in general, 

I used excel to sum up all the demographics into two main groups: those aged under 35 

(named U.35) and those over 35 (O.35). I chose to compare these two age groups for one 

main reason.  

 

 
 

Figure 2: Graph taken as an 

example from NRK News on 

Facebook, it showcases the 

difference in followers in 2018, 

where the population is 

approximately 50-50 in August. 
 

 

 

It would have been advantageous to compare the age bracket under 29 to over 35 due to the 

specifics of the NRK’s social media strategy. However, because of Facebook Insight’s 

limitations in this respect (we can only choose between 25 and 35), I chose to analyze those 

under the age of 35 because of the information we have in terms of population. I chose U.35 

because it still represents the younger generation to the highest degree while also giving us 

more information about their existing population. This is explained in Figure 2. Here, one can 

see the blue line represents followers from the NRK Facebook news page who are under the 

age of 35. The grey line represents total followers. In terms of social media strategy on 

Facebook, the age 35 becomes indicative instead of 29 and under because of the 

technological limitations of what data we can look at. We can infer that the milliseconds in 

the data extracted from Facebook Insights are almost equally divided (238,181 followers 

under the age of 35 compared to a total of 480,282 followers). Thus, the data becomes 

comparable. If we were to analyze under 25, the graphs would not be comparable because the 
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time spent would almost always be lower because of the size of the population. A difference 

of 6 (in comparison to 4) years in terms of age is arguably not high enough to jeopardize the 

overall findings. 

3.1.1 The Top Middle and Bottom 

With this information in mind, we can start to look at how dividing the posts and 

demographics into two main categories are able to infer preference. This was done by 

splitting up the posts and demographics into three parts/lists - the top, middle and bottom. 

Each ‘list’ is made up of 50 posts. This was done primarily to represent what posts were 

watched the most, or least, as well as infer differences between those over and under age 35. 

As such, the top list contains the videos of which received the overall most view time. The 

middle list, because we have not analyzed all 659 videos, represent the videos that were 

ranked in the mid range. Generally, the list starts at around rank 330 and goes downwards in 

rank. In this case, the middle list was included as a basis of study because (1) it had the 

highest degree of differences between the two age groups due to smaller changes in view 

time and (2) it is able to give us a general idea of videos that were neither the most watched 

or the least watched. In elaboration of point (2), this is important to include because we can 

see where certain specific videos that had high degrees of difference in view time between the 

two age groups placed in terms of ranking. An example of this was a video pertaining to a 

girl named Hedda and video games. It was placed in the ‘top’ list for those U.35 (rank 25) but 

was not present for O.35. Instead, this same video was in the middle list for those O.35 and 

placed ranking (344). As such, we are able to quickly infer overall difference by using the 

lists to compare in this way. Lastly, I chose to analyze the bottom 50 posts as well in thinking 

that it could tell us what posts perform the worst for the opposing age groups. In this way, the 

intention was to supplement each part with other parts that represented different conclusions 

for analysis. 

 

After video data was extracted to an excel sheet on my computer and the three lists were 

created, I was able to rearrange and organize the data in the way that I wanted. Essentially, I 

was able to use excel in order to compile all the important data that I needed while organizing 

demographics, videos and time spent into specific categories, variance, frequency, 
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emotionality, difference in percentage difference per video and sensationalist posts. All of 

these will be explained now. 

3.1.2 Content: Organized Categories 

A significant part of our research refers to the specific content as placed into categories. This 

was done in order to look at core differences in time spent in relation to interest for certain 

categorized content. In this case, I chose to have two separate categorizations: general and 

specific. The general categories set’s purpose is to give us an idea of how the specific 

categories ties into a broader perspective. In other words, the specific categories will be most 

indicative of preference in terms of categorized content whilst general categories will help us 

supplement this. 

 

The general categories were inspired by the nrk.no’s web domain where they have broad 

categorizations of content and are as such: Norway, International News, Documentary, 

Lifestyle, Science/Technology, Sport, District and Culture. In essence, these categories are not 

specific enough in terms of providing what Norway, International News or Documentary are 

about, for example. Because of this, I chose to include a second set of categorizations 

inspired by Reuters Institute and the University of Oxford (“Interest in Different Types of 

News”, 2015). As such, the specific categories include: : Health and Mental Health, 

International News, Crimes, Accidents and Disasters, Politics, Lifestyle, Fun/Weird, 

Immigration, Science and Technology, General Norway, Sports, History, Local News, 

Business and Financial, Economy, Entertainment and Celebrity News, Education, Arts, 

Culture and Religion and Weather. In this case, I chose Reuters as a source because they had 

the sub-categories that I believe was most representative for the specific content that I had 

analyzed. I have looked at other studies that have categorized news (Zhu et. al 2011, Schaudt 

& Carpenter 2009), but believe they were not as representative of certain content that would 

capture nuances of content as Reuter’s set did.  

 

These choices of categorization are not perfect, however. First, I’d like to pinpoint one of the 

more confusing aspects and faults of the specific list by pinpointing the category: General 

Norway. The premise here was to have a category of which best represented “other” but 

would not be confused as to whether this was inclusive of International News as well. In 
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other words, General Norway only represents content that was generally uncategorizable 

specific to Norway. This brings up another fault: International News is generally complicated 

to pinpoint because it is very broad and includes content that could be categorized as other 

categories such as Politics or Entertainment and Celebrity News but was instead, for the most 

part, only categorized as International News. For example, I categorized a specific video 

pertaining to Madonna and her birthday as Entertainment and Celebrity News. Arguably, this 

could have been categorized as International News because it pertains to a celebrity that is 

not Norwegian, but I believed it belonged more to one category than the other. For the most 

part, these decisions were made on subjective interpretation which arguably brings down 

overall quality and validity of the categorizations. Argumentation in greater detail for this 

case will be explained in full in our subchapter pertaining to strengths and shortcomings. 

 

Regardless, I don’t believe that this has too much of an impact on the overall research. This is 

because we have chosen to supplement specific categories with general categories which will 

help us pinpoint to what degree the specific categories generally fall into in a broader sense as 

well as referring to the specific content itself. It is due to this supplementation that we can 

account for the general faults throughout this research, as such, each of our findings are and 

can be explained.  

3.1.3 Content: Variance, Frequency, Emotionality and Sensationalist Posts 

For the purpose of clarification, we will define what we mean by the terms mentioned above 

as well as state how they they are used. Some of these have been previously elaborated on in 

the introduction, but nonetheless will be re-defined here. First, variance is a term used to 

describe ranking differences of specific videos in each of the lists. This term was developed 

due to the realization that some videos are quite high in ranking difference, such as the 

example used in section 3.1.1 (p. 50). As such, it was relevant to see which lists had, for 

example, the highest degrees of variance as they could serve to highlight age preference in 

news content by studying specific differences through direct examples. Second, frequency is 

used strictly in the sense of quantifying news categories and is not related to time spent. 

Frequency is used to highlight differences in the lists where, for example, certain categories 

have low frequency but rather high view time. Seeing that, for example, Health and Mental 
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Health as a category appeared 10 times but had the most amount of view time despite Politics 

appearing 24 times is indicative for preference.  

 

Emotionality and Sensationalist posts will be used for the research question pertaining to why 

certain news content was preferred. Emotionality, in this case, was the categorization of 

different video posts and the emotion they evoked. This was done by categorizing each 

example based on Facebook’s emoji utility, where persons are free to ‘react’ to certain 

content. This includes: Happiness, Sadness, Anger, Surprise and Little/No Emotion as forms 

for categorization. If a video post had reactions pertaining to ‘thumbs up’, or ‘heart’, I 

categorized it to fit the next preceding ‘emotion’ reaction. If the video post had ‘thumbs up’ 

and ‘heart’ before any emotion reaction, I categorized it as Little/No Emotion. Ultimately, I 

chose to categorize it in this way because I believe it would be more indicative towards the 

audience’s reaction as a whole as opposed to my own subjective interpretation. 

Sensationalism ties into the categorized emotion video posts. In this case, I followed 

Vettehen & Kleemans study (2018), where they defined sensationalism as something that 

generally contains (1) negative, (2) obtuse undertones with (3) emotionally evocative 

language as well as (4) tabloid-esque features. I categorized a video post as sensationalist 

based on two criteria. First, it had to have negative emotions. Second, the post must satisfy 3 

out of 4 of the definitions above in order to be categorized as a sensationalist post.  

 

3.2 Methodological Approaches 

For my research I have used two methods: qualitative and quantitative content analysis. This 

is categorized as a triangulation of methods and essentially can be defined as the combination 

of different theoretical and methodological approaches (Østbye et al. 2013). The benefits of 

this is that it offers different viewpoints of the research presented in the analysis; which will 

compensate for certain weaknesses found with the usage of certain methods. In essence, the 

goal is to provide insight from multiple perspectives due to the supplementation it provides. 

This comes from an understanding in that in order to shed light on age-related preference, we 

must look at and analyze the data at face value through observation and analysis qualitatively 

as well as reinforce these observations quantitatively through the data provided. 
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3.2.1 Qualitative Content Analysis 

Qualitative content analysis, as defined by Grønmo, builds upon the systematic review of 

documents while focusing on the categorization of content and encoded data that is found 

relevant for the research (2015). In this way, it is separate from quantitative analysis in that it 

is more of a interpretation reliant on observation that is not directly/only quantifiable as well 

as being less predetermined than its counterpart. In this way, gathering data and how one will 

analyze this or come to a conclusion is often unpredictable. This is why it’s important to have 

a clear idea of what one wants to research specifically in the form of research questions and 

what needs to be prioritized in the analysis itself (Grønmo 2015).  

 

In this case, I will be using qualitative content analysis for the aspects of the research that 

cannot be directly quantifiable. More specifically, throughout the research I have watched 

and read all 150 videos (top, middle and bottom lists) for both those under 35 and over 35. 

On top of this, I have also done the same for the year 2016 and 2017. This was done in order 

to get a better understanding of the content itself, instead of relying on data alone as provided 

by Facebook Insights. By doing this, I was able to have a clearer understanding of what my 

research questions should focus on and the best alternative ways of which to answer them.  

 

It is interesting to note that the video that had the most amount of view time for the younger 

age group has to do with Tinder, a social dating app, while the older generation’s top video 

was in regards to a farewell message directed towards a deceased and beloved politician. 

These specific examples can be used to translate and supplement the quantitative aspect of 

the data that we have. An example how qualitative observation can be used to supplement the 

quantitative is in relation to how frequently the category Crimes, Accidents and Disasters 

appears. On its own, it doesn’t say much. However, if we analyze the content specifically we 

can see nuances to the data that suggests the core differences of the same category and why it 

appears the way that it does. As such, qualitative interpretations become vital for 

strengthening and supporting the overall findings. 

 

Thus, using a qualitative content analysis will allow us to discuss the data openly and 

hypothetically. 
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3.2.2 Quantitative Content Analysis 

Quantitative content analysis, in comparison to qualitative content analysis is the “systematic 

assignment of communication content to categories according to rules, and the analysis of 

relationships involving these categories using statistical methods” (Riffe et al. 2014) The key 

word that separates the two is “statistics”, as quantitative content analysis has to do with the 

analyzation of statistical or numerical data. In this way, I wish to use quantitative content 

analysis in order to look at data that we have quantified, in order to see if there is any relation 

that would be relevant for our research. Specifically, I would use this method in cases where 

categories of news might pinpoint specific interests of the audience, amongst others. In this 

way, we could analyze the data provided in the research statistically, quantifying the amount 

of times certain categories of news publications shows higher, or lower, on the list. The same 

has been done for other aspects of the research, where we have also quantified time spent, 

variance (the degree of difference in rankings between the videos), frequency (number of 

times a video has appeared in a list), categorization of emotion as well as time spent on 

sensationalist videos. Ultimately, this research relies on bivariate forms of analysis, which 

compares two different variables as a form of study. 

 

It is also important to mention that quantitative content analysis is categorized as a priori 

research. This essentially means that all variables, measurements and subsequent coding must 

be before any observations or coding is done (Neuendorf 2017). In this case, I have looked at 

all videos between the separate lists and population differences prior to concluding 

observations or coding in terms of quantifying the data systematically. This has greatly 

helped me in my understanding of what variables, or data, is relevant enough to include in 

our overall findings and what needs to be observed and discussed in relation to it. 

3.3 Quality of Research and Ethics 

In this section, we will generally summarize the different concepts that define overall quality 

of research. Generally, reliability, validity and generalization will be the core concepts 

discussed where we also explain the reasoning in relation to why previous years have not 
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been studied. Ethics in regards to the research will also be taken into consideration, where we 

define how the research has strived to remain as ethically viable as possible. 

3.3.1 Reliability 

Reliability in research has to do with the overall dependability of the research.  Reliability, in 

this sense, can be tested by using the same methods and structure that was used to generate 

the research at a different point in context of the same research questions (Grønmo 2015, p. 

220). If the research generates similar or the same results, it means that the research is highly 

reliable.  

 

As defined in Grønmo’s work, there are two types of reliability in research called stability 

and equivalency (2015, p. 222) For the latter, equivalency has to do with the matching 

between mutually independent data collections that are performed simultaneously (2015, p. 

223). Stability, on the other hand, has to do with the amount of time that passes and whether 

the outcome of data remains the same, despite differences in time. In this sense, both aspects 

become important in generating the level of reliability.  

 

For our case, extracting the same data from Facebook Insights would wield different results 

(although to a minimal degree) due to the lifetime of the data. This means that each post is 

updated as long as the post has been active. Even though a video post might have been posted 

three months prior, some individuals might still interact with the post, changing some of the 

overall numbers given. However, I did check the overall outcome of my data in terms of 

categorization and reorganization which turned out the same regardless of frequency or time 

tested. The same cannot be said for the qualitative content analysis part due to the nature of 

the method. Since this method is more subjective and interpretative, results may differ based 

on the person performing the study or time given.  

 

Generally, this thesis has varying levels of reliability. Because I have for the most part (with 

the exception of categorization) based the findings on factual data within the research, the 

outcome should be the same no matter who replicates the study with the same method. 

Arguably, however, this can only be done if the person uses the same excel sheet that I have 
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used due to our previously mentioned matter of lifetime. This is why it’s important to 

underline that this research was done before 2019 and as such should be the most 

representable for finding differences in the year 2018. If someone was to conduct the same 

study five years in the future and extract new data from excel, there should expectedly be 

small variations for the year 2018 because of this. It’s important to emphasize that these 

differences will be very minimal and as such lifetime is not detrimental to the overall 

reliability of the research. 

3.3.2 Validity 

In comparison to reliability, validity entails gathering data that is highly relevant for the 

research questions one poses (Grønmo 2015, p. 231). To explain, data can have high levels of 

quality and reliability, but if it is not relevant to the research itself it is not valid. Specifically 

in relation to this research, we have operationalized the research questions in conjunction 

with the data that is available to us and have only included the questions that can, to the best 

of our ability, be answered. For example, we theorize that time spent equals interest. As such, 

we have formed the first research question to best capture the core differences in time spent 

as an indicator for interest in the population. As such, we can use the data available to us 

(milliseconds and demography) as a valid source for interest. In terms of the question 

pertaining to “why”, we take alternative approaches in analyzing the data that uses the same 

information but reveals in closer detail why certain categories, for example, have the highest 

degree of time spent. The third and fourth research questions serve as theoretical 

argumentation for why the first and second question are valid in terms of quality and 

relevance.  

 

To define further, as mentioned by Grønmo there are multiple types of validity: some of 

which are face validity, construct validity and competency validity (2015, p.231-235). Face 

validity is largely based on common sense. In order to study demographics and news 

consumption, it would be common sense to use data from a source that could tell us what and 

to what degree news is consumed such as Facebook Insights. Construct validity is the extent 

to what the test or research measures what it’s intended to measure. This can be supported 

from prior research. If, for example, other studies have relied on similar methods and have 

found correlations that apply to one’s own research, it means that it has high construct 
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validity. In this case, we reference other studies as well as theory to ultimately lift construct 

validity. In terms of competency validity, high validity is achieved with higher competency 

within research or a field. It can be said that this research has higher levels of validity in 

competency because I have studied a masters degree in media studies as well as having 

experience in working as an temporary analyst at the NRK, where I have experience drawing 

conclusions from data. This competency validity is further strengthened with the feedback 

and help of my mentor, who makes sure that my data is both reliable and valid within 

research. There are other forms of validity, but in this case I believe that the ones mentioned 

above are the most relevant for this research as a whole. 

3.3.3 Why we can’t base our research from earlier years 

Ultimately, I included this section for two reasons. The first is that this section has to do with 

overall validity while the other has to do with as reference to work done and impact on the 

research itself. Originally, I had included a research question that was going to be used as a 

source of validity for the categorization of content in 2018. However, this ultimately proved 

fruitless because as it stands Facebook Insights as an analytical tool within the NRK is 

relatively new. The question was supposed to answer whether we could find similar results in 

hopes of supporting the findings given from the years 2016 and 2017. As such, I did the same 

process in 2018 where I organized the top middle and bottom lists for each age group, 

watched each video as well as categorized them. Unfortunately, this research was highly 

unreliable because of (1) missing data, (2) difference in population as well as (3) different 

formatting of publications that was unbeknownst to me at the time. More specifically, I could 

not use this research question because there (1) was an error in 2016 of which did not include 

a chunk of the first quarter of the year,  (2) the population between under 35 and over 35 was 

significantly different and ultimately not as comparable as it was in 2018 and (3) the NRK 

News department in 2016 and 2017 used formatting “daily news in 5 minutes”. This 

formatting made up a large chunk of the data since it was posted daily and was generally a 

summary of the day, where multiple news categories took place. Arguably, we could have 

used 2017 as a source for validity, but because this would mean comparing a year that had 

less comparable audiences on top of having to disregard “daily news in 5 minutes” it 

wouldn’t be as representable as it could have been.  
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Ultimately, this has hurt the overall validity of the research because we could have focused 

on analyzing all 659 videos for 2018 as opposed to focusing on earlier years. However, the 

top, middle and bottom list should be enough to give us a general idea for preference 

throughout 2018, but could have been better if we had included all content instead of specific 

parts of the research.  

3.3.4 Generalization  

Generalization has to do with the degree of which research can be attributed to a larger 

context. This, for example, can be directed towards the generalization of a phenomenon or 

generalization of a theory and requires a large amount of both reliability and validity (Østbye 

et al. 2013) In this case, it is important to note that we cannot generalize our findings to 

include news preference as a whole. The findings can only be generalized to the audience of 

which has been studied. Because these findings are based on an audience that are strictly 

following the NRK News page, we cannot generalize and conclude that the same findings 

would be representative of audiences who follow other news organizations. Also, because 

this research does not contain validity and reliability outside of the research that has been 

done for the year 2018, we cannot state that this is representable enough to indicate indefinite 

preference. We could only generalize the findings as they are: time spent as preference for the 

year 2018. In other words, we can’t state that we would likely see the same trends in the 

future without having research that could indicate the likelihood of this. We attempted to 

supplement this by comparing previous years, but because these years are highly unreliable 

this was ultimately unachievable as it stands.  

3.3.5 Ethics 

Ethics generally has to do with the overall moral compass of research. Having higher 

reliability, validity and an overall understanding of what makes quality research pertains to 

higher ethics as well. As such, it has been one of our missions to ensure that this research is 

ethical where consideration to the overall data, the interpretation of the data as well as writing 

about other people’s findings is imperative. It is also important to mention, in this sense, that 

all data used for this paper (excluding data from other researchers in the 

theoretical/background section) is anonymous. There is no indication to personal information 
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that has been used for this research besides general age-categories. As such, there is no 

sensitive information that has been disclosed as part of the research and data. The subsequent 

research is purely based on numerical data obtained from Facebook Insights, where users 

have already agreed to Facebook’s terms and conditions. 

 

However, a down-side in terms of the overall ethics encompassing this paper is my own bias 

as a previous intern for the NRK. I have attempted to be as neutral and academic as possible, 

but this fact signifies an underlying bias of which stems from my experience as someone who 

has worked there previously. In other words, I might not have enough distance from the 

source material that would make this paper truly neutral. This might harm the overall ethics 

of the research as I am not wholly neutral in my own interpretations of the data and 

subsequent reasoning. Another problem in terms of ethics is that even though I have 

permission from the NRK to use the data that has been given to me, this information is not 

wholly public in the sense that Facebook Insights and data obtained from NRK News is not 

open for all. However, to combat these two points I would claim that my previous position at 

the NRK makes me a better candidate in understanding the data as well in that the NRK is 

frequently open with their own data. 

3.4 Strengths and Weaknesses 

All research comes with certain strengths and weaknesses. As a final part to this section 

pertaining to methodology and ethics, I would like to shortly discuss the strengths and 

shortcomings of this research as a whole. This is because it has an impact on the overall 

quality of the research. There are a lot of different factors that have an impact on both the 

positives and negatives of the research and data itself, but for now we will discuss the most 

important aspects that I believe have the most impact on quality. 

3.4.1 Strengths 

I believe that one of the strengths of this research has to do with the overall supplementation 

of methods and subsequent analysis in answering the first two research questions. If I were to 

only have a quantitative analysis, the overall inference of individual posts and their subjective 

meanings would be lost. We could say something about categories and state factoids based 
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off of the data and graphs alone, but the smaller nuances and interpretations would be lost. 

On the other hand, having only qualitative content analysis would make the paper too 

subjective, more privy to bias and overall not too reliable as we would only have observation 

and personal interpretation to rely on. By combining both of them, we can acknowledge both 

their strengths and weaknesses while supporting the research more thoroughly. In the same 

sense, I believe that providing different approaches to look at the same data gives us enough 

points of reference to discuss them in full. In essence, by having interpreted the data in 

multiple ways, such as using categories, variance, frequency, time spent and so on, we are 

able to interconnectedly relate to the bigger picture where each form of analysis can be used 

to support each other in answering the ‘what’ and ‘why’. 

 

Another strength of this paper, I would argue, is the source of data. Instead of personally 

creating a survey or interviewing subjects, which are both viable options for the research 

questions posed, I have chosen to analyze data that I have organized and re-structured for the 

purpose of this paper. This is a strength, in my opinion, because the data presented is not 

wholly biased from personal opinion and instead seeks to answer ‘what’ and ‘why’ based on 

previous studies and data related evidence. Besides restructuring the data in order to answer 

the research questions, the original sourced data is factual and not subject to human error. 

Unless there had been some fault in the algorithm, all of the data presented represents the 

actual amount of time spent on a video. Thus, the only threat of bias comes from my own 

interpretation of the material and analysis of preference as well as categorization of 

categories. However, it is important to mention in the same sense that this data is not wholly 

unbiased either, we do not know to what degree people have, in reality, been watching to the 

degree that Facebook Insights implies. Hypothetically, a person might have turned on a video 

or had auto-play on despite not actually watching the video. 

3.4.2 Weaknesses  

In pertinence to the strengths of the paper, there is always a downside. It is in this section 

where I will discuss the faults that have presented themselves throughout this research. 

 

First, I believe one of the faults with this research is in relation to the first research question 

in the form of my categorization of content. For the most part, I believe that it is 
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representable enough to stay true to its objective of analyzing differences, but in hindsight 

other categories could have been chosen. This is in specific relation to what we have brought 

up prior in the form of International News and General Norway. I think the greatest difficulty 

in this respect was the decision of including International News as its own category rather 

than discarding it completely. By this I mean it was difficult to decide what was more 

important - categorizing something as its own value in being international or categorizing it 

as something else. Since this category is quite hard to pin down of whether something is more 

than the other, my ultimate decision to categorize something as is was subjective. 

 

Another problem presents itself in the third research question. It would have been viable if we 

could have provided provided further theory or previous studies that have asked the same 

question. Because we are only relying on a limited amount of articles/studies that pertain to 

viral in a general sense, it doesn’t completely dispel our worries that the top list might be 

impacted by algorithms, thusly impacting the results of the data as a whole. 

 

Generally, in hindsight it would also have been better to provide forms of multivariate 

analysis, as I believe this would ultimately would have been a good addition to have as well 

as supporting the overall research and findings. To explain further, a multivariate analysis 

would strengthen our section pertaining to why to a greater sense than only relying on 

bivariate analysis and previous studies. In hindsight, too, it would have been beneficial to test 

certain correlation studies with the amount of data that we had. 
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4. Research and Findings 
In this chapter we will evaluate the research questions that will serve to highlight what degree 

there is age-related interest for the NRK News page on Facebook in 2018. We have a general 

idea of how the research will be presented, as we have introduced the core concepts both in 

the introduction as well as in the methodology chapter. It is important for one to keep in mind 

that not all of the subsequent analysis will factor time (milliseconds) as an indication for 

interest despite it being the core variable of study, but will take into consideration factors 

such as variance and frequency as well.  

 

We will attempt to answer each research question posted in the introductory chapter in order. 

As such, the section will pertain to the core differences we can find between the two age 

groups. The second section will discuss factors that might explain these core differences. 

Generally, the third question and subsequent section will serve to discuss virality as a factor 

of bias in terms of what we see in the top list (most watched video content). Lastly, the fourth 

question will tie this research to the NRK in the form of potential relevance and problematics. 

 

4.1 Analyzing the Differences  

This section will seek to answer our first research question: what are the primary differences 

in view time (milliseconds) in terms of time itself, categorized videos, variance and 

frequency for the NRK news video content on Facebook in terms of age (U.35 and O.35)? 

 

This will be the first step in our analysis that will ultimately find whether there is a preference 

for particular news content; as our theory relies on time spent as a signifier of interest. This 

method is of the same basis of which Vettehen & Kleemans (2018) did in their analysis of 

sensationalist news and subsequent interest. In the end, this section will serve as a starter 

discussion for the more fundamental question of “why”, where we will relate our findings to 

the relevant theory discussed prior. This will be done by discussing the primary differences in 

time literally, as well as differences in content broadly with categories and then analyzing 
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content more closely, relating content to specific examples and graphs in relation to variance 

and frequency. 

4.1.1 Time Spent 

First, before we discuss the primary differences in terms of age in the Norwegian population, 

it’s important to mention the literal difference in time spent and discuss what implications 

this might have for the research. As such, figure 3 signifies total amount of time spent in 

percent for all of the videos (N=659): 

 
 

 

 

Figure 3: Total time spent in 

percentage (milliseconds in percent) 

for all videos posted in 2018, orange 

coloring represents those over the 

age of 35 (58%), blue represents 

those under 35 (42%). 174,433 hours 

in total for U.35, 244,049 hours for 

O.35. 

 

 

 

 

For the year 2018, those under the age of 35 had an average of 42% of total of time spent on 

all the videos that were posted on the NRK’s News site on Facebook. In contrast, those over 

35 had 58% of all time spent. In essence, this tells us that those over the age of 35 had 

generally a greater degree of view time in total than those who were younger, with a 

difference of 16%. More specifically, however, we can see another trend. Figure 4 represents 

the top list and time spent in milliseconds per video post in 2018. 
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Figure 4: The top 50 videos (2018) with the most amount of time spent in the list. Blue represents those under 35, 

orange represents those over 35.  

 

Generally, we can see a much steeper decline in time spent for those under 35 than those over 

35. Similarly, Figure 5 tells us a similar story from 2017: 

 

 
Figure 5: The top 50 videos (2017) with the most amount of time spent in the list. Blue represents those under 35, 

orange represents those over 35.  

 

Notably, the steeper decline is present in 2017 as well. This tells us one thing: a tendency for 

the younger population to have a much higher degree of view time that quickly degenerates 
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with ‘less’ popular videos than the overall most popular ones. The reason that this is 

important to note is that this, too, has implication for the other videos and general data given. 

It will be explained in greater detail for the upcoming discussion on “why” in relation to 

theory, but the literal amount of time spent and trends reveals certain age-related behaviour 

that proves interesting in terms of preferred content and formatting of videos. Generally, it 

paints a picture: the younger population does not have as much aggregated view time as the 

older, but consumes the most popular content to a much higher degree. 

 

It is also important to note that it is possible to use data from 2017, but only in this case. This 

is because we are referring to a specific behavioural circumstance that is the same for both 

years. The reason we cannot use 2017 as an example in other cases is because of the NRK 

News formatting of “Daily News in One Minute” which cannot be comparable in terms of 

categories and the overall population of U.35 is significantly smaller than it was in 2018.  

4.1.2 In Categories - All Lists 

We know that those under 35 generally watch to a lesser degree than those over 35, with 

steeper curves in overall popularity, but what content differentiated between the two? In this 

section, we will look at the top, middle and bottom video publications put together in the 

form of categories. By doing this, we will attempt to answer what the primary differences 

were in terms of age related interest in content. As such, figure 6 represents the overall 

general categories, followed by figure 7 that represents the overall specific categories.  

 
Figure 6: Overall 

General Categories 

in graph format in 

relation to view time. 

Includes the top 50, 

middle and bottom 

videos of the 

respective 2018 NRK 

News list. Blue 

represents those 

under 35, orange 

represents over 35.  
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Figure 7: Overall Specific Categories in graph format in relation to view time and age. Includes the top 50, bottom 

and middle videos of the respective 2018 NRK News list. Blue represents those under 35, orange represents those over 

35. 

 

When comparing both graphs together, we can see some trends. Documentary type news 

seems to be generally preferred by those under 35 than those over 35. This is most clearly 

represented by the general categories list (Figure 6). It is these documentary type videos that 

make up the bulk of the specific categories as seen above. Generally, it includes specific 

categories such as Health and Mental Health, Lifestyle and Immigration, to name some 

examples. In contrast, those over 35 have spent more time (and interpreted as more interested 

in) categories that are generally about Norway (Norway in General Categories, figure 6 and 

General Norway in Specific, Figure 7). Generally, International News was more favored by 

those over 35, albeit to a small degree. This is also something we can see in the specific 

category list. 

 

This is what we can grasp from looking at the both graphs side by side. Individually, 

however, figure 7 tells us in greater detail what specific content the two groups were 

interested in. Besides what we’ve already mentioned above, most notably Health and Mental 

Health was a category that far outweighed in time spent for those that were under 35. To 

name some other examples with most notable differences are the categories Crimes, 

Accidents and Disasters, Politics, Lifestyle, Fun/Weird, General Norway, Sport and 
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Immigration, too. More specifically, those under 35 preferred Lifestyle and Immigration to a 

greater degree than those over 35. In contrast, those over 35 seemed to prefer Crimes, 

Accidents and Disasters, Politics, Fun/Weird, General Norway and Sports.  

 

These are the fundamental differences in categories, argumentably displaying the overlying 

difference of preference in content in line with overall time spent for each category of video 

between the three separate lists. As such, we can also say generally what content does not 

work with each respective age group in reference to the research done.  

 

We can infer that generally categories such as History, Entertainment and Celebrity News, 

Arts, Culture and Religion, Local News, Weather, Education, Business and Financial as well 

as Economy were not overall popularly watched categories. However, this section can only 

show us a restricted amount of information in preference. Although the categories were 

chosen to be as specific as possible without jeopardizing the overall quality of the research, 

they don’t reveal the overall nuances that are apparent in the videos themselves. For example, 

we can see the categorized videos that had the most amount of difference in view time, but 

what exactly are these videos specifically? This is why we will move on to our next section, 

which will reveal the variance (or overall difference in ranking) and specific empirical 

analysis of the videos.  

4.1.3 Variance and Specifics 

The term variance is used to define the overall difference in ranking placements of videos. By 

looking at overall biggest variance between video ranking placement, we can look at videos 

that differentiated the most between the two age groups. The hypothesis, in this case, is that 

the videos with the highest variance in ranking are videos that signify the largest degree of 

interest in relation to view time. To use a general example- if a video was placed rank 10 for 

those under 35, but placed at rank 150 for those over 35, it would hypothetically tell us that 

that video was preferred to a higher degree for those younger than for the older population 

(and vice versa). As such, we will look at some specific examples of highest variance in the 

respective lists as well as provide examples that I believe are essential to our discussion of 

‘why’.  
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Figure 8: Displays variance for each list in 

terms of percentage. The percent represents 

the number of videos that has ‘variance’ of 

50 rankings or higher. Because the middle 

list had 84% variance, this means that 84% 

of the videos in the middle list had ranking 

differences of 50 placements or more. 

 

 

Looking at figure 8, one can see that the graph shows us some specific information from the 

start that doesn’t necessarily have to do with the specifics of the video content. In essence, the 

middle list had the highest degree of variance (84%). The top list had 42% degree of 

variance, while the bottom list had the lowest degree of 16% variance. We can infer several 

points from this. Basing our knowledge on the assumption, as we have seen above, that there 

is a difference in terms of content preference between the two age groups; the middle list 

would statistically have the greatest degree of variance due to the subtle differences in view 

time between the two age groups as well as preference as a factor.  

 

In the top list, for those younger than 35, the video that made up the biggest difference when 

comparing the two age groups was a video pertaining to video games. The video spotlights a 

19-year old girl named Hedda, whose hobby entails playing e-sports, a type of internet sport 

where video gamers face off against each other online. It made the 25th rank in the top list for 

those under 35, while making rank 344 for those over the age of 35. This video out of any 

other video examined in the whole list has the biggest difference in ranking (or biggest 

‘variance’). The next video on the list is a video about how men also experience problems 

with body image. The video ranked number 50 for U.35 and 314 for O.35, with a 264 

difference between them. As for the video itself, it shows what appears to be a young male 

talk about how it’s time for men to be more open and accepting of their feelings, just as 

women are when discussing problems with body image.  
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As for those aged over 35, the video with the overall biggest difference was titled “friends 

and family say their final farewell to Thorvald Stoltenberg at Oslo cathedral”. The video had 

placement number 27 for those over 35, whilst number 178 for those under. This video was 

also a ‘live’ video, meaning it was streamed in real time. Live videos will be an important 

point that we will discuss in more detail later on. The next video that is worthy of mention is 

titled “Police confirm to have found a dead person in Glomma”. Ranked number 48 in the top 

list, it had a difference of 88; placing number 136 for those under 35.. 

 

As for the middle list, the most notable difference for the younger age group in terms of 

interest is titled “the positives about working with social media at the NRK: you don’t have to 

take an ice cold bath”. In this case, it had a difference of 241 and was more popular with the 

younger age-bracket. Following this was the video “Emma Gonzales, who survived the 

school shooting in Parkland, was praised after conflicting with Donald Trump”. Although not 

to a great degree, we can see that the younger-age bracket is more interested in the school 

shooting that happened in Florida as a whole. This, too, can be seen in the top list where the 

other video starring Emma Gonzales ranked higher with the younger audiences in general.  

 

For those over 35, we can see the video with the greatest variance in the middle list is a video 

pertaining to a disastrous accident in Italy where a motorway had collapsed. There was a total 

of 247 videos in difference, where the video was considerably more popular with the older 

age bracket. Again, the video was live but also a video pertaining to a disastrous event. Next, 

we have a video with 224 ranking difference between the two age groups. It was a video 

about record-breaking warmth in May for Østlandet as well as being in ‘live’ format.  

 

Lastly, the bottom list will include examples of both variance and similarity. This is because 

the bottom list still includes difference that is beneficial to our understanding of preference, 

but also because it gives us insight into content that that didn’t work for either age group. As 

a first example, those over 35 had a 125 ranking difference (placing higher in the list than 

U.35) with the video “Hi, can’t wait for the lunar eclipse broadcast.” We can see that the 

video is another live broadcast and, as the title suggests, was about an upcoming lunar 

eclipse. Another example was about the king and his message about the #metoo movement 
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with a 119 ranking difference (where it was placed higher for O.35) between the two age 

groups.  

 

As for the younger, the video with the greatest variance was “Are you a pizza-lover?”. With a 

difference of 50 rankings, the video entailed a showing of a famous restaurant in New York 

and their focus on pizza-related themes.  

 

In terms of similarity, there seems to be a trend where videos pertaining to natural disasters 

and smaller accidents generally didn’t perform exceptionally with either age group. We can 

see this in the bottom list, where in Figure 9 all the orange colored segments represent videos 

that fell under the Crimes, Accidents and Disasters but were of smaller scale. 

 

 
Figure 9: All videos highlighted in orange are video examples pertaining to natural disasters (generally of smaller 

scale) or general accidents. In the bottom list. This example was taken from the categorization of under 35 list.  

 

The example used above is also a good indication for what works well (or not) in terms of 

interest besides looking at categories and variance. As such, it is also important to look at 

videos from the perspective of how often certain categories appear in each respective list. As 

such, frequency becomes a good indicator of interest (or lack thereof) as well. 
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4.1.4 Frequency 

Frequency, in this case, relates to the amount of occurrence of certain news categories in the 

lists. Generally, we would assume that the more frequently a certain category appears the 

more it would be watched. However, with this comes certain hypothesis that become 

insightful for core differences in content and subsequent time spent. For example, is 

frequency correlated directly to time spent? If not, what can we infer from this? Otherwise, 

does the bottom list contain a certain number of categories that could be indicative of content 

that is less preferred between the two age groups or vice versa for the top list? These are 

examples of why it is relevant to look at frequency in accordance with the research presented 

above. 

 

As a starting point, I’d like to refer to categories in frequency that includes all three lists that 

also compares the two age groups:  

 

 
Figure 10: Frequency of news categories for the top, middle and bottom lists aggregated that show comparison 

between those under 35 and over 35. Includes all 150 videos in their specific categorized forms. 
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Figure 10 might be a little hard to read in a straightforward manner at first, but it’s important 

to understand that it has been filtered to show the most occurring categories (in all lists) for 

those under 35 in correlation to the same categories for those over 35. As such, Politics was 

the most occurring for both age groups, but appeared less times overall (24 times) for U.35 

than O.35 (31 times). Following this, Crimes, Accidents and Disasters was second, followed 

by International News. Essentially, by looking at figure 10 one can have a basic 

understanding of how often certain categories appeared. Working in supplementation with 

view time in categories, we can find outliers that will describe more about preference. In 

general, as an example, we know that Immigration was viewed to a higher degree than 

General Norway (Figure 7, p. 67) . However, now we know that Immigration appeared less 

times (3) in frequency than General Norway (9). As such, we can assume that only few select 

videos were able to increase the overall view time to a higher degree, making Immigration a 

type of outlier or special case. Thus, it’s not wrong to say that Immigration was generally 

more preferred in context of difference to those who were under 35 to those over; but can we 

still say that Immigration as a category was more preferred than General Norway overall for 

U.35? Because they are so similar in view time (Figure 7, p. 67), it’s safer to say that General 

Norway was on par with Immigration as a category.  

 

Other than this type of outlier, there is also the case of Science and Technology. This is an 

interesting case for both age groups as they have appeared more frequently than a lot of other 

categories (Figure 10), but still remain one of the categories with the least amount of view 

time for both age groups (Figure 7). Whether this is because people start watching with initial 

interest but taper off, or whether the Science and Technology videos themselves have shorter 

length in time span is unknown.  

 

To answer one of our original questions of whether frequency is related to overall view time 

in categories, we could infer that view time and frequency is highly related to average 

percentage increase per video. The same translates for age, as well. As an example, in the top 

list we found that those over 35 had a more leveled amount of view time in correlation to 

those under 35 (Figure 4, p. 65). Because of this, videos that have been watched to a higher 

degree (such as Health and Mental Health) become much more dominant in time spent 
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despite frequency. Regardless, this might be an obvious assumption to make, but it still 

implies something critical to this research, which relates to our second question.  

 

It raises the question of whether we should look at overall time spent for each category alone, 

or whether we should take this into consideration with frequency. A simple argument to 

make, in this case, would be that frequency should indicate more interest than overall time 

spent for two reasons. First, if content appears more frequently in the top list that must mean 

that it has appeared more frequently for a reason despite view time. Second, certain videos 

might arguably be “outliers” as we have discussed before. In other words, Health and Mental 

Health might have had videos where the content in itself weighed more than the interest in 

the category. However, I will argue that view time is still more of an important indicator of 

interest overall. This is also because of two reasons. The first reason is that despite content 

being hypothetically ‘better’, giving it an outlier status, we can still see that there is a 

fundamental difference between the two ages where Health and Mental Health was overall 

dominant for those under 35 than over. The difference is too large between the two age 

categories to assume that it is an “outlier” case, as it is with Immigration. As such, the 

differences that we see between the two age groups far outweighs in terms of importance. 

The second reason is that we don’t know to what degree NRK Nyheter (News) reports certain 

stories. It is a fair assumption to make that the majority of the publications are either political, 

pertaining to Lifestyle, General Norway or International News in contrast to Weather, 

Immigration or Science and Technology. Because of this, difference between the two age 

groups and overall view time put in certain categories outweighs in terms of interest 

indication, placing frequency in a supporting role to the entirety of the analysis.  

 

However, as we have seen from Figure 9 (p.71) there are some exceptions to the whole of the 

argument above. In cases where there is less view time per video, frequency becomes more of 

a predictor to interest (or lack thereof). This is because there is no fundamental bigger 

difference between categories and age, and as such, the bottom list in supplementation to 

frequency is more relevant as a whole. In other words, if the category Crimes, Accidents and 

Disasters is appearing an overall 11 times (more so than any other category) in the bottom 

list, it says more than looking at overall view time. 
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4.2 The Fundamental Question of Why: Using Theory and News 

Values 

Our second research question will use the previous chapter as a basis of study as we relate it 

to previous research and theory. In doing this, we will attempt to answer why our rage groups 

has watched the content that they have as well as discuss audience consumer behaviour.  

 

4.2.1 Why is there a Difference in Time Spent? 

Our first example looked at the core differences in time spent. This difference was mentioned 

because it is a recurring topic and find that reveals consumer differences between the two age 

groups. In Figure 3 we found that U.35 significantly spends less time than O.35 on the video 

content that was published. Not only this, U.35 also has a steeper curve when relating to 

Figure 4, where U.35 had a high degree of view time for the most watched videos in 

comparison to O.35. In relation to this, we have also seen through the specific examples 

mentioned that O.35 generally spends more time on ‘live’ formatting of videos, wheres U.35 

does not. Why is this? 

 

In our chapter pertaining to the ‘goldfish theory’, I mentioned subscribing to a bias where the 

assumption would be that younger audiences as digital natives would have shorter attention 

spans. I mention this again because we take an opposite approach; where we instead infer that 

it’s not about attention span but about overall selectivity (Prezi, 2018) In relation to this, the 

answer was that good story, engaging visuals and discussion were factors that determined 

whether something was worth spending time on. This also relates to other researchers point 

about title and picture being the most crucial as to whether a story was worthy (Moe & 

Sakariassen 2018, Harcup & O’Neill 2016). Also, meaningfulness is a determiner in terms of 

what gets selected as worthy of time (Vettehen & Kleemans 2018). Thus, the argument is that 

younger audiences are more picky than older audiences when it comes to consuming content. 

As such, if younger audiences feel that the story is not engaging enough, they will move on to 

something that they deem is more meaningful to them. Moe & Sakariassen also mention that 

younger audiences are more privy to video content than older population samples (2018). If 
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this is true, wouldn’t we see a trend of younger audiences having more time spent overall? 

The suggested answer, in this case, is yes and no. In combination with what we have just 

discussed, we can apply this to Figure 4 and Figure 5. We can see that younger audiences do 

spend a lot more time on content that was the most popular overall, but quickly tapers down 

alongside the rankings. I would argue that this is due in part to the overall narrower 

selectivity of younger audiences, where we can see clear trends of what content they felt was 

overall more worthy of attention. An example that worked in favor of this was Health and 

Mental Health videos that we have mentioned. Overall, they were not videos that appeared 

the most frequently, but were videos that were spent the most time on. In contrast to those 

over 35, we can relate back to our previous statement: those under 35 have a higher tendency 

to spend a lot more time on videos that they were specifically interested in whereas those 

over 35 have more relation to frequency and overall time spent. In other words, the younger 

age group specifically puts a lot more time into videos that performed exceptionally well for 

them, whereas the older age group is more even. 

 

In this case, why do younger audiences abstain from live videos in comparison to those over 

35 specifically? We’ve found that the largest variance between the two age groups is 

frequently found to be live videos. Besides using the same argument for selectivity as a 

general basis for argumentation, I would argue that this is also because younger audiences 

find mobile phones to be the most important news source (Fossan 2017). In accordance with 

algorithms, where ‘signals’ takes into consideration what device a user is using and how fast 

their internet connection is (Mosseri 2017), mobiles as a device becomes indicative as to 

what content becomes consumed. Based off of this information, live videos have a big 

disadvantage for capturing younger audiences attention and amount of time spent overall. 

This is because of two main reasons. First, if algorithms on Facebook take device and internet 

connection into consideration based on what content they will display, mobile devices will 

most likely not prioritize live videos due to their formatting. They generally last a long time 

and require significant amount of time to spend as well as stable internet connection. Using 

mobile data, in this case, is not optimal. Second, mobile users would most likely not choose 

to use such mobile data in the first place even if it was to show up in their news feed due to 

limited amount of data, depending on their mobile data plan. 
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Ultimately, these are the considerations we must have when discussing time spent and why 

the findings are as they are. In the next chapter, we will go into greater detail pertaining to the 

actual content and categories of videos themselves as we further discuss the question of why.  

4.2.2 The What and Why of News Values - Content Specifics 

Previously, Kite et al. (2016) was used as an example of signifying video contents relevance. 

They found that video posts were spread and engaged with the most out of any other posts 

regardless of whether they had emotionality, humor, celebrity appearances and so on. 

However, is this true? Do audiences consume video content passively without having 

preference for content? 

 

In this section, we will apply what we have found and learned about news values in relation 

to the categories and specific content that was discussed prior. First, we will analyze what 

news values Harcup & O’Neill (2016) presented in their study on news values on social 

media as well as take Carpenter et. al’s (2009) findings into consideration. As such, these 

supplementary questions will help us in the more general sense of why: what news values 

that have been found in previous studies work/don’t work for the two age groups and does 

Carpenter et. al’s overall findings apply in this case? Were they ‘meaningful’ to our audience 

and subsequent findings? This helps us in our understanding of why because news values best 

represent content that news publicists know people are going to read (Harcup & O’Neill 

2016). If we analyze the differences between news values and the time spent on certain 

content, we will be able to discern what news values are the most relevant for the two age 

groups and how this ties into categories and specific content. 

 

As mentioned before in our theory section, Harcup & O’Neill propose 15 news values that 

are relevant for social media as a determinant factor of what gets published (2016). These 

were: exclusivity, bad news, conflict, surprise, audio-visuals, shareability, entertainment, 

drama, follow-up, the power elite, relevance, magnitude, celebrity, good news and news 

organisations agenda (p.1482).  
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Firstly, I’d like to discard the news values that I believe don’t have any relevance to this 

research as it stands. As such, exclusivity, audio-visuals, follow-up and news organisation 

agenda and shareability are not translatable in terms of what data we have been given and 

looked at as well as relevance to what best answers why certain content worked well or not 

for the two age groups. Exclusivity is something we can’t measure here. We don’t know what 

constitutes an exclusive publication for the NRK News Facebook page because we don’t 

have any prior information on this. Audio-visuals is debatably hard to measure because we 

don’t know what truly constitutes interesting and engaging visuals. We could argue that video 

content is arresting in itself, but since we are only analyzing video content it does not provide 

much information. Follow-up is a news value that is extremely specific, and as such, we’d 

have to systematically dig through each and every video publication to find out whether 

something is a follow-up story or not. News organisation agenda is not relevant in this case 

because it is also extremely specific, subjective and something we cannot say anything about 

with the data provided. Lastly, shareability is something we cannot properly use either 

despite us generally having an idea for why people share certain content (Bogira 2016). This 

is because it does not pertain to why people have certain preferences. It’s strictly a value that 

is important for news organizations and their choice of whether to produce content. People do 

not consume content because they themselves believe it is ‘shareworthy’. They make 

something shareable because they themselves believe it is interesting and meaningful to the 

people around them.  

 

Thus, we will only discuss the following news values: bad news, conflict, surprise, 

entertainment, drama, the power-elite, relevance, magnitude, celebrity and good news.  

 

Bad news and conflict are two sides of the same coin, they both underline negative 

undertones that ultimately add on to what Vettehen & Kleemans (2018) studied in terms of 

sensationalism. As such, these news values contain the same qualities of sensationalist news 

in terms of information and amusement (2018). This could explain why International News, 

Crimes, Accidents and Disasters and Politics were one of the most preferred categories for 

both age groups. If we look towards the top list or each respective age group, we can find 

specific examples that supplement this news value in terms of preference. As a general 

example, the Emma Gonzales video featuring her speech on the subsequent school shooting 
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embodies these two news values. For both age groups, this appeared in the top five most 

watched videos. Such examples appear often, where videos pertaining to Trump and chaotic 

speeches result in overall conflict and suicide mentions pertaining to bad news.  

 

We can say that surprise is a factor of which determined overall view time, as well. A good 

example would be the video that ended up as top 3 in terms of ranking for both age groups. It 

showcased a hang-glider who was hanging on to dear life after finding out that he had not 

been belted securely to the device. The overall top video for those under 35 also showcases 

elements of surprise; where the video pertains to a young woman and a date gone wrong. 

 

Entertainment becomes a difficult news value to analyze because, for the most part, people 

consume content because it is entertaining or meaningful (Vettehen & Kleemans, 2018). 

Entertainment is also highly subjective per person that ties into a lot of the other news values. 

However, if we objectively look at Entertainment in the form of Entertainment and Celebrity 

News and Fun/Weird which are categories that are meant to symbolize entertainment in more 

specific terms we can see to what degree people emphasize entertainment in terms of 

importance. In this case, entertainment alone does not account for some of the most popular 

video publications for either age group. Generally, these categories ended up being the most 

dominant in the middle and bottom lists. Per contra, the category Lifestyle can also be a good 

indication for overall entertainment, as it generally contains lightweight content that appeals 

to the persons fun-factor. In general, it seems that the younger age category sets more 

emphasis on entertainment as a news value, where videos pertaining to unusual homes, failed 

and funny break-ins and bloggers life-tales are rampant. 

 

Drama is another news value that heavily ties into other news values. We can see aspects of 

drama present in all the examples used above, where the hang-glider, date gone-wrong, 

break-ins and chaotic Trump speeches all contains aspects of drama. 

 

Power-Elite is definitely not as dominant as the other news values, but that is not to say that it 

isn’t present. The categories International News and Politics are the most representable, in 

this case. As such, power-elite as a news value seems to be more prevalent with the older age 

population than the younger, where news stories concerning politicians and international 
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power figures are watched to a higher degree. In supplementation to this, however, videos 

pertaining to Trump are generally watched to a slightly higher degree with the younger as 

opposed to the older.  

 

Relevance is a news value that I would argue mirrors Schaudt and Carpenter‘s (2009) term 

Proximity. The reason I include Schaudt and Carpenter’s term, in this case, is because 

Relevance might be misunderstood as a news value that does not bear the same meaning, and 

as such, believe it is important to merge the two before we compare Schaudt and Carpenter’s 

own findings. Arguably, Relevance/Proximity are one of the most prevalent news values that 

could explain the core of preference and age. I claim this through re-occurring observation, 

where the majority of examples found throughout pinpoint both relevance and proximity as 

glaring factors in why certain videos were more relevant to either age group. As examples, 

the majority of political videos, for example, featured older politicians and their story. To be 

more specific, the overall top viewed video for those over 35 in variance was “friends and 

family say their final farewell to Thorvald Stoltenberg at Oslo cathedral”. The video had 

placement number 27 for those over 35, whilst number 178 for those under. Videos featuring 

Norwegian royalty are generally higher placed for those over 35 than under as well, where 

videos spotlighting the king and the crown princess generally receive more view time. As for 

those under 35, we see that the overall most watched video of them all was the date 

gone-wrong, with a young woman in her 20s. Other than this, videos with Emma Gonzales, 

videos featuring younger kids and youth who were bullied or deal with mental health issues 

are center stage. Another specific example has to do with those under 35 and their biggest 

video in terms of variance. Young female gamer “Hedda” placed the 25th rank in the top list 

for those under 35, while making rank 344 for those over the age of 35. Generally, it appears 

that the videos of which contribute the most to view time are closely linked to relevance and 

proximity - the more relevant and close it is to the viewer, the more time is spent in 

conjunction with what is most related to that age group. This is also something we will come 

back to when discussing the bottom list in relation to news values. 

 

Magnitude is something that we can best understand through the example of category Crimes, 

Accidents and Disasters. It is also something that closely ties into proximity and relevance. 

Generally, the most watched Crimes, Accidents and Disasters videos pertained to either 
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something that was relevant to the viewer in terms of age or location, whilst the scale of the 

category in itself determines view time. We can best understand this in relation to figure 9 

(p.71). In the bottom list, a majority of the videos that ended up with the least amount of view 

time were videos that either weren’t relatable to the audience in terms of location (ex: natural 

disasters in other countries) or were generally of low-scale magnitude. A specific example of 

this would be videos that ranked low for both age group, both of which reported on Easter 

holiday injuries and general anxiety from the police in regards to drunk driving and snow 

scooters.  

 

Celebrity is generally a more difficult news value to analyze. It pertains to relevance and 

proximity, where celebrity news such as U.S. celebrities generally receiving lower view time 

than Norwegian celebrities (ex: Madonna’s birthday video versus the king’s birthday). 

However, can we necessarily claim that celebrity is an important news factor for either age 

group? For the most part, Entertainment and Celebrity News did not have a lot of view time 

for either age-group. As such, celebrity in pure news form does not seem to be of much 

interest in and of itself. Combined with other news categories, where for example Mette- 

Marit opens up about her sickness does seem to perform better, but I will argue that this has 

more to do with relevance/proximity than it does with celebrity. Ultimately, I do not believe 

celebrity is a decisive news value that determines why certain people would watch to a higher 

degree, unless it is combined with other news values.  

 

Our last news value, good news, is another difficult one. It does not contain the obviousness 

of what bad news might entail, nor does it belong to any sensationalist perspective. Based on 

the result of what Vettehen & Kleemans (2018) studied, we could assume that good news in 

and of itself is not going to elevate view time to the same degree as sensationalist or bad news 

would. To look at the posts more specifically, we could say that “This <3 Thanks to Lisbeth 

Otterness who let us share this video. 44 polish fire trucks were welcomed with tears and 

cheering in Sweden” is most likely a ‘good news’ video. It was in the top list for both age 

populations. However, I don’t believe that good news in and of itself is decisive in elevating 

overall view time and subsequent interest without being related to another news value such as 

relevance/proximity. I say this because the video mentioned above is the only example that I 
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was able to find of which was the most related to good news as a news value, where bad news 

and dramatic undertones are to a higher degree dominant for both age categories. 

 

Before we conclude, I will shortly wrap up the above discussion by relating it to the bottom 

list as well. By doing this, we can see whether the news values discussed above are, in reality, 

reflective of what constitutes more time spent and interest. This is because the bottom list, in 

theory, reflects what videos had the least amount of view time and as such the least amount of 

interest. 

 

To summarize, the news values that were the least reflected in the bottom list were videos 

that lacked overall relevance/proximity. Arguably, all of the news values besides 

relevance/proximity are present and as such, perhaps lacks the overall meaningfulness of why 

people choose to watch the news content that they watch.  

 

 
 

 

Figure 11: The 

frequency of 

categories in the 

bottom list, 

comparing both 

age groups in 

2018. 

 

 

 

 

Again, the majority of the videos that were in the bottom list belonged to the Crimes, 

Accidents and Disasters category (Figure 11). Overall, these videos pertained to natural 

disasters outside of Norway or were generally of smaller scale. As such, we can relate this to 

the lack of relevance/proximity and magnitude. This tells us that these were the values that 

were the most ‘lacking’ when comparing it to the videos in the top list. Besides this, the 

majority of the videos in the bottom list were shared between the two age groups, save some 
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exceptions. The three other categories with the most frequency in the bottom list were 

Science and Technology, Entertainment and Celebrity News and Politics. In this case, can we 

see if there is any lack of news values that would normally boost these categories as we have 

seen in the top list? 

 

Starting with Science and Technology with a closer look we can see that the majority of the 

videos had to do with Facebook, apps, some environmental issues and a general update on the 

upcoming lunar eclipse. I would not argue that relevance/proximity and magnitude are the 

most lacking news values in this case. Instead, these videos generally lack any categorization 

of either being bad news or good news. These videos are quite neutral in presentation with no 

bearing on any other qualities such as conflict, surprise, drama or entertainment. As such, 

they are informative videos containing important information, but contain too little value or 

style of presentation to be overall meaningful or amusing.  

 

To relate back to what we have already discussed above, Entertainment and Celebrity News 

generally lacks relevance/proximity. Mainly, the videos feature Madonna and the Oscars with 

focus on Jimmy Kimmel. These videos might be too focused on celebrities that bear little 

significance to a Norwegian audience, thus placing them in their respective rankings. 

Otherwise, I will claim that magnitude is a news value that has some relevance here. The rest 

of the videos pertain to Christmas songs, the male cast of the popular SKAM series and 

creation of a podcast, as well as a couple mentions of the Norwegian show “Stjernekamp”. 

Generally, these videos might not be significant enough to keep audiences interested, as the 

content itself is more vague in comparison to Entertainment and Celebrity News videos that 

performed better in terms of view time. In fact, any mention of “Stjernekamp” as an example 

did not perform particularly well outside of the bottom list either, placing close to and below 

ranking 600 for both age groups.  

 

Politics is also an interesting case, seeing as how Politics has generally performed well 

regardless of age group. As such, what content and news values have an influence on the 

Politics content that was in the bottom list? The same argument can be made here as was 

made for Entertainment and Celebrity News. Generally, the majority of the videos pertained 

to political circumstance in other countries with special emphasis on Trump and 
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mid-elections. Both relevance/proximity and magnitude are missing news values where we 

also have the same lack of general news values with Science and Technology. It’s neither 

good, nor bad - just neutral and informative.  

4.2.3 Comparing to Carpenter 

Because we are essentially conducting the same analysis in terms of answering why certain 

news categories worked between the two age groups, it would be relevant to see how this 

translates to Schaudt and Carpenter’s own work with news online and traditional news values 

(2009). In it, they found that a combination of news values worked particularly well as 

opposed to only one news value being present. On top of this, they found that Proximity, 

Conflict, Human Interest, Tragedy/Disaster, Magnitude, Timeliness and Prominence were the 

most important factors ranged from most to least (2009, p.22). In close relation to our own 

categories, they also found that these were the most popular (in order): Crime/Safety, 

Business, Entertainment, Other, Politics, Sports, Lifestyle, Education, Health, Religion, 

Oddity and Weather (2009, p.22).  

 

In comparison to our own studies, we have found that some of this comes very close to our 

own findings with some differences. However, due to the core differences in news values 

used between the two researchers (Harcup & O’Neill 2016, Schaudt & Carpenter 2009), 

some news values become lost. Primarily, news values such as human interest, timeliness and 

prominence were not studied in our case. As such, we cannot claim to know how this 

compares to our own research. Regardless, we can see that proximity was one of the most 

influential news values and was one of the most discussed values in our case as 

relevance/proximity. Conflict, too, was a highly important news values that seemed to be a 

large part of the categories and specific content that we covered as well. The core difference, 

in this case, is the news value magnitude. In Schaudt and Carpenter’s case, it was one of the 

least important news values in terms of overall preference (2009). However, I would claim 

the opposite for our findings, at least to a certain degree. As we have stated, it seems like 

magnitude was a supplementary news value that deemed whether certain categories (such as 

Crimes, Accidents and Disasters) ended up on the top or the bottom of our list (p.76-77). We 

can also support the claim that having additional news values, especially in comparison to 
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relevance/proximity boosts overall view time than just having one (ex: bottom list which 

generally has few news values present). 

 

Other than this, it seems as if the general categories were quite different in terms of 

placement when comparing their study to our own. Crimes, Accidents and Disasters was 

generally popular, bot not the most whereas Politics was, at least for those over 35. Other 

than this, we can see some fundamental differences such as the placement of Business, 

Entertainment, Other, Lifestyle, Health and Oddity. We had similar results with categories 

such as Sports, Education, Religion and Weather of which neither worked particularly well in 

terms of view time/preference. Whether these differences may be due to difference in time, 

platform used or general cultural differences we cannot say. Comparing our own studies to 

Schaudt and Carpenter is merely to state whether there is a certain degree of agreement in 

both discussing preference in content in relation to news values. As such, we cannot state 

there is a huge degree of similarity, but some of the findings are comparable to our own. 

4.2.4 Emotion and Sensationalism - an Alternative Approach  

There are two sayings that ultimately seem to create our understanding of what content works 

best for audience consumption: “If it bleeds, it leads” and “stuff that makes you laugh and 

stuff that makes you angry”. The first one we should already be acquainted with as we have 

introduced it earlier in our chapter pertaining to sensationalism. The second is taken from 

Janine Gibson as sourced in Newman, where she points out what ultimately becomes the 

most effective in content creation (2011). I mention these quotes for two main reasons. First, 

sensationalism seems to be a pretty big factor in overall popularity (Vettehen & Kleemans 

2018). Second, emotion has a large say in overall effectiveness of what gets shared, read or 

viewed (Bogira 2016). As such, I’d like to offer an alternative approach in understanding why 

certain factors lead to overall view time by looking more extensively at sensationalism and 

emotion that doesn’t pertain to news values.  

 

Ultimately, this will round our understanding of why: are our populations consuming content 

to a higher degree because of sensationalism and emotion? If so, to what degree? I will do 

this by providing graphs where I have further categorized videos into varying degrees of 
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sensationalist packaging or whether certain content has higher levels of emotionally 

evocative content.  

 

First, I would like to discuss emotion and content, as this overall leads to the underlying 

question regarding sensationalism and its effect. Generally, the posts have been individually 

categorized through basic sets of emotion that have been taken from psychologist Paul 

Ekman’s own categorization: anger, disgust, fear, happiness, sadness, and surprise (1992). 

Paul Ekman’s approach is simplified in that he does not cover the many nuances of emotion, 

thus making it more viable to analyze. However, to make the analysis more ‘fair’, I have 

taken out disgust and fear and added ‘little to no emotion’ as its own category. This is 

because of Facebook’s reaction emoji utilities (visual ‘representations’ of reactions, things, 

people etc) where faces that represent anger, sadness, happiness (laughing) and surprise are 

present. As such, I have based the categorisation to mirror this. I believe that this would be 

much more indicative to how the audience felt about the content themselves in contrast to my 

own subjective experience of the content. The majority of the time, posts will generally 

receive ‘likes’ thumbs up posts which do not signify any emotion in particular. Because of 

this, I have categorized the posts to follow the next emotion reaction present. If the emotion 

reaction is placed in third (where likes, or “love” reactions precede), or if there is no emotion 

reaction present at all, I have categorized it as “little / no emotion” (N = overall time spent).  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12: Top posts categorized into emotion in relation to time spent (milliseconds) 2018. Time spent (such as 

2E+10) is due to excels formatting, where scientific (exponential) notation is displayed due to sizing. 
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Figure 12 represents each post re-categorized into the emotion it evoked, or lack thereof. As 

we can see, the emotion “anger” had the most influence on view time for those under 35. As 

for those over 35, sadness was the most evocative in terms of view time, whereas it placed 

2nd for those under. The most important points to draw from figure 12 is - 

 

1. The difference between anger inducing content between under 35 and over 35. 

2. The overall amount of sadness and time spent for those over 35 

3. The difference in little / no emotion for under 35 and over 35 

4. The overall placement for happiness for both under 35 and over 35. 

 

Generally, we can say that emotion had a larger role for what content was viewed to the 

highest degree for those under 35, whereas sadness has a much higher relevance overall for 

those over 35, but other than this emotion does not seem to be an overall factor in terms of 

time spent. To answer our previous question - yes, emotion does seem to have a large 

influence on what content is consumed (Bogira 2016). However, it had more influence on the 

younger audiences than it did for the older. In adding to our argument of why, we can state 

that younger audiences are more interested in content if it has emotional context, especially in 

consideration to anger, sadness or surprise inducing content. As for those over 35, emotion 

besides sadness did not have as much of an influence, where content that was generally more 

‘informative’ was preferred. Generally, happiness does not have much of an impact on 

overall view time, comparadly. Surprise, too, had lesser degrees of influence but was the 

approximately the same in terms of affect for the two age groups.  

 

As such, I believe sensationalism has a role in this analysis as well. We see that the emotion 

anger had the most influence of view time, where sadness placed second for those under 35. 

With our previous understanding pertaining to Vettehen & Kleemans (2018) study and claim 

that the younger audiences are more susceptible to consume ‘sensationalist’ content than the 

older, what can we say about it in relation to our own data? Is sensationalism a factor of 

which decides why younger audiences consume specific content? 
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To revisit Vettehen & Kleemans study (2018), they defined sensationalism as something that 

generally contains (1) negative, (2) obtuse undertones with (3) emotionally evocative 

language as well as (4) tabloid-esque features. They found that younger audiences preferred 

sensationalism to a higher degree than older audiences, but a general goldilocks approach is 

most suitable: not too cold, not too hot but just right. In this case, I went through the 

re-categorized emotion posts and marked which posts satisfied the definition the most as seen 

above. If the post contained 3 out of 4 of the factors mentioned, I categorized it as a 

sensationalist post with the exception that the post must contain negative undertones. 

 

 
 

 

Figure 13: Percentage view time in total for 

the top list for those under 35. Neutral is 

colored orange, and sensationalist is colored 

blue. 

 

  

 
 

 

 

Figure 14:  Percentage view time in total for 

the top list for those over 35. Neutral is 

colored orange, and sensationalist is colored 

blue. 

 

 

 

 

In figure 13 we can see that 47% of total view time in the top list went towards sensationalist 

posts for those under 35 compared to 28% (Figure 14) for those over 35. In essence, one can 

see that the younger age group spends frequently more time on sensationalist posts than the 

older, with a difference of 19%. Although sensationalist postings did not overtake ‘neutral’ 

posts in most view time, the percentage is significant. This might confirm that the younger 
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age group consumes sensationalist content to a higher degree than the older, at least for the 

most popular content.  

 

Ultimately, what we have found from the subsequent analysis above is that there seems to be 

underlying factors that drive content consumption other than relating it to relevance of news 

values. In its totality, emotion and sensationalism seem to have a high impact on younger 

audiences and what they spend time on, more so than for older audiences. As such, I will 

argue that these factors including our discussion on news values mirroring audience 

preference serves as a good foundation for understanding why audiences have spent more 

time on certain content overall. 

4.3 Virality 

A core part of the original assumption in this paper was that the top list would not be 

indicative to overall interest in fear of algorithms, their impact and bias towards viral content 

in general. Originally, I believed that these factors would outrule interest, where algorithms 

would push an unnatural bias in the form of displaying content that would generally just be 

popular. If a video about a date gone wrong was the most popular in terms of shares, likes, 

engagement and so forth was the most popular for the younger age groups, what would stop 

this content from being forced on news feeds for the older age group? How can we say that 

time spent equals interest when there are underlying factors that might be ‘unnaturally’ 

inducing time spent when there are technological forces deciding what we see online? These 

were some of the core questions that appeared as I was gathering data, and as such the core 

question became: are top videos just viral, or is there a certain degree of virality and what 

ultimately impacts what becomes a part of the top list? 

4.3.1 Viral - Is it Technological or Social? 

I’d first like to mention exactly what I mean when I claim something is ‘just’ viral. This bears 

an assumption that something “viral” is something that has been spread to a large degree due 

to algorithmic processes. To revisit certain concepts- an algorithm, first and foremost is a 

term that describes certain sets of instructions that help a computer fulfill certain tasks and 

orders (Knuth 1998). In Facebook’s case, certain algorithms are implemented that overall 
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controls what people can or can’t see online. Although we cannot say for sure what exactly 

the recipe is for this algorithm due to Facebook’s own secrecy of the matter, we know that 

certain actions like sharing or liking has an influence on content that becomes more visible, 

and vice versa through studies (Kite et al. 2016). As such, this correlates to the problem 

above. How can we talk about interest as a naturally occurring process that influences view 

time when there are factors that influence this? Is virality more centered towards a 

technological perspective than it is a social one? 

 

To answer the question directly: top videos, or videos that were the most popular, do not 

seem to be just viral nor are they steered primarily through algorithmic influences. If they 

were, we would see a much tighter similarity in content for the two age groups in terms of the 

specific content itself. However, there is a certain degree to this as well as factors that 

ultimately shape this. To relate back to our previous example, the video pertaining to the 

young woman and her disaster date was in the top list for both age groups. Algorithms might 

have had a part in ultimately making the content more visible to more people, hence reaching 

all kinds of age groups. Despite this, I will argue that virality is not just technological and 

actually is more of a social process, where technology lifts the social factors to a higher 

degree than controlling it. This is because of different reasons of which, for the most part, 

will be explained from previous theory and specific examples taken from our own research.  

 

First, just as Jenkins (2013) claimed that spreading media was largely based on cognitive 

procedures, Bogira (2016) followed suit. Largely, different aspects of cognition ultimately 

shapes what gets shared first and foremost. This was explained through Bogira’s (2016) four 

main theoretical processes: emotional contagion, emotion and content, cognitive transmission 

and online communities. Essentially, they all pertain to the social relationship they have with 

certain content, how this becomes compartmentalized and subsequently how this would fare 

in their own online communities. To use a specific example, there was a video pertaining to a 

young man who was bullied at school for being overweight, which ultimately led him to start 

wearing belts to school to appear thinner. The example we are using here placed rank 6 in the 

top list for those under 35, whilst the same video was ranked 102 for those over 35. This can 

be used as a good example because it follows Bogira’s processes, explaining how social 

influence may ultimately override any anxiety we may have about technological influence of 
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the data provided. As such, we will relate the processes above in relation to the video itself in 

order to explain why it is mostly a social process than a technological one.  

 

Generally, as we have seen from the research and theory above, it appears that different age 

groups have different interests and different ways of which they interact with content. In 

context to the example used above, the video was more popular with the younger age group 

because of shared emotion (emotional contagion and emotion and content) and similar 

reactions as a whole (cognitive transmission) in terms of choosing to share it with their own 

community. Identity and shared norms also becomes an integrated part of the process (online 

communities). In other words, the video may have performed to a higher degree with the 

younger age group, despite algorithms and their influence, because it satisfied more criteria in 

terms of relatability and self-identity. In contrast, the video did not perform as well with the 

older age group because it wasn’t relevant enough to them in the same way. Certain videos of 

which has become popular for specific age groups might show up as a result because of 

algorithms, but Facebook is not controlling the interest and time spent watching, the person 

has free will in this case. As such, I will add on the argument that people might contribute to 

overall time spent for certain videos that they would normally not spend time on because of 

this, but overall social influences arguably override any ultimate impact this might have. This 

is ultimately why the top list did not contain the same degree of similarity that I would have 

expected to see, where the original assumption was that algorithms would have more of an 

influence in the top list. Instead, the top list contains videos that are a combination of both 

algorithmic factors and social ones, but are made up of videos that the age groups themselves 

have chosen to spend time on thus representing contained age related interest.  

 

Albeit usually signifying more negative undertones, contained interest within specific age 

groups is also supported through concepts such as “filter bubble”, “echo chamber” and “spiral 

of silence”. These concepts might signify underlying problems within themselves, where 

aspects such as democracy and the public sphere are threatened, but these are concepts that 

are unrelated to this research. Instead, I mention these concepts because they all support the 

concept that Facebook’s algorithms are not impacting the entirety of audiences all together, 

but enforce specific interests to certain age groups or types of persons. More specifically, 

they are a product of both social influences combined with the technological. Each concept 
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represents the aftermath of what happens when theoretical processes such as Bogira’s (2016) 

clash with Facebook’s own algorithmic understanding of how to filter content that caters to 

the person where it would be most effective. 

 

All in all, I do not believe that virality as a product of algorithms has much of an influence on 

the top list and subsequent data. The top list is comprised of content that most likely the 

audiences themselves have chosen to spend time on. As such, it best represents interest in the 

form of content that was spent the most amount of time on regardless of technological 

influences. 

4.4 Addressing the Relevancy and Problems: The NRK and Social 

Media 

We have now established a foundation for the core differences between audience preference 

in the news category for the NRK as well as support for reasoning in why, but what does this 

mean for the NRK as a company? In this section I’d like to address the final research 

question: what relevance and problems does this carry over for the NRK News department? 

 

As such, we will begin with the overall relevance for the paper in relation to our core 

findings. 

4.4.1 Relevance Revisited 

“The NRK shall provide news, actualities and culture for both small and broad groups. This 

offer will reflect the diversity of which is found in the population. Other than this, the NRK’s 

content offer will appeal to all age groups.” NRK Plakaten, point 4.e, 2018 

 

Undoubtedly, one of the NRK’s core missions is to have content that appeals to all age 

groups. By going online, the NRK was able to gage the extent of the overall resourcefulness 

of using digital platforms to better inform and reach the public (Moe 2012). One of these 

platforms is Facebook, where youth are clustered to a higher degree and where 93% of those 

aged 18-29 have a profile (Ipsos 2017) and where younger audiences claim to discover news 

to a much higher extent (43%) than the older (28%)(Moe & Sakariassen 2018). This also 
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translates into one of the core aspects of the NRKs social media strategies, where the goal is 

to reach 4 out of 5 of their audience segments (Laurie MacGregor interviewed in Helgesen 

2018). In this case, the NRK has frequently struggled to reach younger audiences, and as 

such, social media becomes an imperative tool for the purpose of reaching out to youths in 

hopes of bringing them back to the home domain. It is also under this premise where, with 

the onset of web 2.0 and newer forms of audience understanding, the NRK has adopted 

personalisation strategies online to supplement universalism (Van den Bulck and Moe 2018). 

 

As such, how is this research and subsequent findings for the NRK News department 

relevant? 

 

As Harcup and O’Neill (2016) state: we are able to understand audience preference and 

behaviour to a greater degree than ever before, influencing the news values present and 

transforming them to supplement audience personalization and desire for news content. 

Although we have not studied news values directly, we have applied it as a supplementary 

aspect to news categories and specific examples. We also know more about time difference in 

time spent, how this affects the overall research as well as know about emotion in relation to 

content and sensationalism and its effects. The key word here is personalization, where this 

research arguably contributes to the understanding of what content could be beneficial in 

practice of it. As such, I will claim that this research is relevant because with the 

technological limitations and net anonymity, video consumption and its demographics are 

one of the few ways where we can factually look at the difference in numbers that will aid 

personalization. Thus, audience understanding will allow the NRK to better cater to a 

demographic on social media of which was one of the original reasons for the NRKs 

existence in the first place. However, this argument does not come without repercussions and 

underlying problems. 

4.4.2 Problems Revisited  

Facebook in and of itself becomes a tricky platform to be on. Because of its sheer size, 

algorithmic influence, own agenda as well as theoretical and obligatory duties, the NRK is in 

a figurative minefield of problematics when it comes to operating on Zuckerberg’s social 
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networking site. As such, we cannot claim to only understand the relevance without 

acknowledging the overall problematics that come with it.  

 

First and foremost, the biggest problem presents itself through the NRK’s obligation to offer 

content to all age groups through personalisation in an ideological sense. Thus, the research 

and its relevance might seem to be a double-edged sword, where using audience studies to 

cater more to younger generations implies less focus on catering to the diverse population as 

well as upholding journalistic objectivity. In Van den Bulck and Moe (2018), they discuss the 

less favorable opinions of increasing use of personalisation for public service media. 

Generally, there seems to be a sense of worry in regards to personalisation and its overall 

effect on democracy and its traditional models of universality. The concern is that it will be 

detrimental to the public sphere and debate, where content becomes too personalized to be 

able to offer the same values that universality provides as a stand-alone model. Tying into 

this, Van den Bulck and Moe (2018) relate to Pariser's filter bubble. In this case, it reflects 

personalisations extreme, where we become isolated in our own selectivity with no way to 

opt out of personalised content and breach out. It is in this case where I believe, as Van den 

Bulck and Moe (2018) also state, the argument isn’t to cater to personalisation alone, but 

offer a model where universality is benefitted from personalisations capabilities. Alongside 

knowledge and understandings of public service audiences and their preferences for content, 

public service media can utilize this to supplement overall universality. As such, the goal is to 

utilize both models in order to make the most out of it. 

 

We mentioned other factors that ultimately leads to problematic situations for the NRK by 

operating on Facebook as well. Some of these included mention of Facebook being an 

unstable actor, the ‘online split’ as well as the challenge of isomorphism. However, I believe 

it is important to remember that the NRK utilizes Facebook as a tool, first and foremost. As 

such, there are ramifications for different standards in being ‘online’ and ‘offline’. That is not 

to state that the NRK is free to do as they please ‘online’, nor does it mean that their placard 

of ethics don’t apply online. Instead, the argument is that these factors do not pose a grand 

looming threat to the integrity of the NRK. Just as Helgesen (2018) wrote about in her thesis 

pertaining to algorithms and their overall effect on news production - it didn’t change much. 

Regardless of whether Facebook might not be as relevant as it is now in the future, challenges 
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of upholding fairness for the different departments and their role online as well as being 

subjugated to algorithms and their state of change; the NRK’s purpose online is merely to 

utilize Facebook as well as they can for the sake of the home domain: nrk.no. As such, one 

can argue that these problematics are not as grand as they may seem.  

 

All in all, the research itself is arguably more relevant than ultimately problematic. There will 

always be argumentation that factors that influence news production might be harmful to the 

overall objectivity of news, but as Boudana (2011) claims: journalistic objectivity is a largely 

fluid term subject to change and evolution over time. The fear that one’s objectivity will 

become commercialized or biased due to goals or knowledge influencing the content or 

selection of publishing is arguably unfounded. Journalistic objectivity is an “unattainable 

standard but also an undesirable norm” (Boudana 2011, p.1) As such, I believe that Harcup 

and O’Neill’s and Van den Bulck and Moe’s (2018) points rings true. We are able to 

understand audiences and their preferences now more than ever, and as such, we should 

construct news content that not only upholds journalistic practices, ethics and obligations 

through universality but also direct efforts to building a strong relationship and relevant 

content for their audiences in the form of personalisation.  

4.5 Summary 

Ultimately, this masters thesis has sought to capture the essence of age-related news interest 

for the NRK News page in 2018. The main supporting questions, as such, have sought to 

answer what these differences are, why there are differences as well as ruling out potential 

factors that might sabotage preference in the form of view time as a natural occurrence. 

Because we have chosen to analyze news preference for the NRK specifically, we have also 

discussed what implications this might have for the public broadcaster itself in the form of 

overall relevancy and problematics. These are all questions that we have answered in the 

research chapter to the best of our ability. Before we conclude, we will summarize the 

supplementary questions one for one as we discuss the most important findings and 

arguments made. 
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1. What are the primary differences in view time (milliseconds) in terms of time itself, 

categorized videos, variance and frequency for the NRK news video content on 

Facebook in terms of age (U.35 and O.35)? 

 

We first looked at overall time spent in comparison between the two age groups. Overall, 

those under 35 made up 42% of all view time, whereas those over 35 made up 58% (Figure 

3). In relation to this, we also found that U.35 had a much larger degree of view time for the 

most popular videos in the top list but quickly tapered off as the rankings went down  in 

comparison to O.35 (Figure 4). This was a similar trend found for the year 2017 (Figure 5). 

 

To separate the core differences between the population, we placed each video between the 

three lists into two separate groups- general and specific. This was done for the sake of 

having a clearer idea of what the specific categories generally are put into. In terms of this, 

we found that U.35 had spent the most time on Documentary type news videos, whereas O.35 

had spent the most time on Norway related content. International News was approximately 

the same for both age groups. Specifically, it looks as if most of the Documentary type videos 

were in relation to Health and Mental Health, where U.35 had spent the most time overall. In 

contrast, O.35 had spent the most time on Politics, which mirrors the bulk of time spent in the 

general Norway category with some International News. International News as a specific 

category was about the same again, but we can see some variance in terms of the most 

popular categories preceding the ones mentioned above. Generally, Crimes, Accidents and 

Disasters was more popular with O.35 than U.35, whereas Lifestyle was more seen by U.35. 

General Norway was also more seen by O.35 than U.35. As for the less popular videos, 

Immigration was watched to a higher degree by U.35, whereas Sports was watched more by 

O.35. Science and Technology, albeit generally not as popular in comparison to the other 

categories performed similarly for the two age groups. History, Entertainment and Celebrity 

News, Arts, Culture and Religion, Local News, Weather, Education, Business and Financial 

as well as Economy had the lowest scores overall and did not perform particularly better for 

any age group.  

 

As we analyzed this at a deeper level, we found that the middle list had the highest degree of 

variance (84%) (Figure 8). This meant that we could see difference in ranking placement to 
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the highest degree. The top list had a variance percentage of (42%) whereas the bottom list 

had the lowest level of 16%. Because the bottom list had the least degree of variance, we 

found that it could indicate content that generally did not interest either age group. Because of 

this, we chose to analyze the specifics.  

 

Finally, we looked at frequency of videos, or how many times they appeared overall as 

categories. In doing this, we raised an important question: is frequency more indicative to 

interest as a whole in comparison to overall time spent? Overall, we made the argument that 

frequency does not necessarily mean it is of more relevance to interest than time spent but is 

rather a supplementary factor. 

 

2. Is there anything we can say about why there were differences between the 

population (U.35 and O.35), if any? 

 

In this chapter, we used theory and examples to support the argument of why there were 

differences in content between the two age groups. First, we looked at why there was a 

difference in the amount of time spent. We came to the conclusion that factors such as 

increased degree of selectivity and mobile usage must be inducive as to why 1. younger age 

groups have lesser degree of view time overall and 2. why younger age groups abstain from 

live videos as opposed to older audiences.  

 

Next, we compared news values to our own research. We hypothesized overall that news 

values are effective in judging why certain content performed to a higher degree than others. 

Ultimately, we concluded that news values such as relevance/proximity and magnitude were 

most indicative when comparing the top list to the bottom list as to what was the most 

effective content. Bad news and good news were also found to be relevant, as the majority of 

the content on the bottom list were comprised of neutral stories, bearing little to no 

emotionality. There are exceptions to this, in the case of Crimes, Accidents and Disasters, but 

because these stories lacked relevance/proximity and magnitude they arguably appeared on 

the bottom. We also compared our discussion to Schaudt & Carpenter’s own study (2009). 

Generally, we found that there was some agreement, with specific relation to 

relevance/proximity being one of the most preferred news values as well as conflict bearing 
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certain importance. Other than this, loss of interest for categories such as Sports, Education, 

Religion and Weather was approximately the same for our studies as well.  

 

As an alternative approach to analysing why there was a difference, we looked at 

emotionality and the significance it had for the core differences. Overall,  we found that the 

younger age group were more susceptible to consume content which evoked negative 

emotions such as anger and sadness. Comparably, those over 35 who also consumed videos 

pertaining to sadness to the highest degree, it also found that there were significant 

differences for anger (had less view time), little/no emotion (2nd in terms of most view time) 

and happiness (had more view time) when comparing the two groups. As such, because the 

younger age group had the most bearing when it came to emotionality of content, we also 

looked at sensationalism of videos and its significance between the two. In the end, we 

concluded the same as Vettehen & Kleemans did in their study (2018). Essentially, 

sensationalist videos performed comparably better with U.35 than O.35 with a difference of 

19%.  

 

3. Are top videos just viral, or is there a certain degree of virality and what ultimately 

impacts what becomes a part of the top list? 

 

In this section, we argued that virality in the sense of a being a purely technological influence 

does debatedly not seem to be the case. The original assumption was that the top list would 

heavily be influenced by algorithms that would deem certain content popular enough to 

enforce an unnatural bias towards selection. Instead, social factors appear to be the most 

indicative as to what gets shared. In comparison, algorithms seem to be a byproduct of the 

social interactions that take place in the first place, where Bogira’s theoretical processes take 

effect (2016). We looked at certain cases and their support of social influences and their 

effect as opposed to technological ones. We also shortly mentioned terms such as “filter 

bubble”, “echo chamber” and “spiral of silence” that all pertain to contained social influence 

where algorithms have the most effect (with the exception to some degree for “spiral of 

silence”). However, even though these processes are strongly influenced by algorithms they 

do not pertain to an overall influence of all content for all age groups. In other words, 

contained influence is only affecting certain populations of smaller scale and does not 
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translate to popular content overall. Overall, we argued that there is varying degrees of viral 

influence, but in the end, preference of content and time spent is for the most part a 

psychological and social aspect that seems to be largely free from algorithmic influences in 

this case. However, it is important to underline again that this is strictly theorized from the 

assumption that these algorithmic phenomenons affect mostly select specific groups, we have 

no way of knowing for certain. 

 

4. What is relevant and problematic about this research in terms of the NRK News 

department on Facebook? 

 

Conclusively, we discussed the overall relevance and problematics this research poses for the 

NRK as public broadcaster. In the end, we came to the conclusion that there seems to be 

important problems that raise imperative questions, but ultimately this remains subjective. 

The research, as argued, is important because it can bridge a closer relationship and 

understanding for the NRK’s audience and their preference for news content by aiding 

personalisation, but in turn brings forth the question of whether this is harmful to the integrity 

and ideology of the company itself. Should public broadcasters and their journalists use 

audience data to work towards their goal and obligation to the public of reaching a diverse 

audience? As such, should they change news content to better fit preference in the form of 

personalization? In our argument, we concluded that it most likely comes down to overall 

fairness, subjective meaning of journalistic objectivity and ‘outside’ influence. Overall, the 

public broadcaster uses Facebook for a specific reason, one of them being the possibility to 

implement personalisation and universality as a joint effort. 
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5. Conclusion 

This master’s thesis has sought to answer the main research question: to what degree is there 

age related interest in pertinence towards NRK News video content published on Facebook in 

2018? This question was reliant on the assumption that time spent (milliseconds) on video 

content would be predictory of interest/preference for our age segments: under 35 and over 

35. These age groups, albeit representing the totality of the population of whom follow and or 

consume content from the NRK News Facebook page, serve to represent the core differences 

between younger and older age groups and their subsequent interest in news content.  

 

Ultimately, through the use of previous studies, theory and analysis of our own data we were 

able to gage an extent of age-related interest through various means. By dividing all video 

content that was published in 2018 through the analytical tool Facebook Insights, we created 

three separate lists that would serve to reveal different patterns. As such, the top, middle and 

bottom lists (containing 50 videos in each list and containing differences between the two age 

groups) would serve as our basis of study. Thus, by using these lists and analyzing the data 

through overall time spent (milliseconds), categorization of news content, variance of ranking 

placement and frequency of news category videos we were able to see what primary 

differences there were between the two groups. To supplement this, we looked at other 

research questions pertaining to why, whether the top list was valid in terms of what it seeks 

to measure (overall most view time in relation to most interest/preference) as well as what 

this research means in terms of both relevancy and problematics when pertaining to the NRK 

as a commercial-free public service broadcaster.  

 

In an attempt to answer our main question directly: there seems to be evidence to support that 

there is quite a significant degree of of age-related preference in news content, at least in 

relation to the NRK News page on Facebook in 2018. Essentially, we found that the younger 

age group based on the assumption that time as an indication for interest preferred content 

such as Health and Mental Health and Lifestyle to a greater degree than those who were 

older. In contrast, those who were over 35 preferred content in relation to Politics, Crimes, 
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Accidents and Disasters and generally content that was nonspecific but Norwegian centric 

(represented as General Norway). As such, we also explored areas in relation to why this 

might have been the case. The most notable indications in relation to this was that the 

younger age group had more tendencies to watch content that evoked mostly negative 

emotions in comparison to the older age groups. This case was supported through previous 

studies and theory pertaining to emotion and its effect on spreadability (Bogira 2016) and 

sensationalism as a case for higher rates of popular news content amongst younger audiences 

(Vettehens and Kleemans 2018). We also looked at how news values could potentially tie 

into this, where Proximity/Relevance appeared to be an overall good indication of difference 

between the two age groups (Harcup & O’Neill 2016, Schaudt & Carpenter 2009). In terms 

of specifics, we also looked at overall view time and found that younger audiences, despite 

having far more view time in for the most popular news videos quickly tapered off in 

comparison to those over 35. Generally, those younger than 35 had less view time as a whole. 

As a potential indication to why this was, we concluded that the younger age group is to a 

higher degree selective of content that they consume as well as indicating that mobile phones 

might have an effect on why live videos, for example, were largely watched to a lesser degree 

(Prezi 2018, Fossan 2017). 

5.1 Ending Notes and the Way Forward 

Relating back to the start of this masters thesis, we mentioned how the world has entered a 

new era of change. Change that, ultimately, has influenced our relationship to news and how 

we get it. In relation to this, the onset of web 2.0 and its effects on audience behaviour and 

consumption of media content has undoubtedly paved the way for public service broadcasting 

2.0 (Van den Bulck and Moe 2018). Seemingly setting of a ‘chain reaction’ of sorts, we can 

see universality, one-size-fits all models, make room for personalisation of content in public 

service media (2018). From adapting and upholding media strategies to having higher 

degrees of access to audience preference, news organizations across the globe have adapted 

to best fit the capabilities of the digital era. They are building their relationship and 

subsequent understanding with their audience in order to provide them with information that 

they, and their audience, believe is beneficial for the public discourse through the use of 

technology. As examples, The Guardian has adapted and relies on such information in the 
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same sense. With algorithms and personalization, The Guardian has formed a sponsored base 

where people can read the news that they want. YLE, the Finnish Broadcasting company, is 

no different. With an understanding of their audience and preferences, they are building a 

platform for personalized news that caters to their audience through the form of “Voitto”, an 

automated data-based journalism bot 

(https://yle.fi/aihe/artikkeli/2018/10/12/the-first-of-its-kind-in-the-world-yle-newswatchs-sma

rt-voitto-assistant-shows). 

 

As such, Plattner’s (2018) call for news organizations to adapt to personalistic approaches 

within their one-size-fits all models is underway. The NRK, in this sense, sees the overall 

benefit of adopting personalisation as a form of better upholding their obligation to the public 

through universality (Van den Bulck and Moe 2018). As such, we can expect to arguably see 

a future that continues down the path in catering to the individual whilst serving the public 

interest. 

 

All in all, this research has served to look at what this personalization may look like by 

understanding what degree age-related preference occurs within the NRK News department 

on Facebook in 2018. I believe that this serves as a useful basis in our understanding that 

news organisations, their relationship to their audiences and usage of online platforms (such 

as Facebook) will most likely increase in importance as we continue to develop connections 

and understanding in this area.  

 

In the future, I would suggest that it could be useful to test whether these findings are 

repeatable as well as building upon the data in the form of multivariate analyses and direct 

correlation studies. Ultimately, this would serve to strengthen the assumptions that were 

made throughout this research, thusly solidifying it to a greater degree. 
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Attachment 2: Middle list, U.35 left, O.35 right 
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Attachment 3: Bottom list, U.35 left, O.35 right 
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