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Short answer: Yes	
  
If	
  controlled	
  experiments	
  with	
  repeated-­‐measures	
  

ANOVA	
  had	
  nut	
  grafs,	
  the	
  nut	
  graf	
  would	
  be:	
  
•  Yes.	
  Research	
  par,cipants	
  in	
  a	
  diverse	
  pool	
  of	
  ‘real	
  

people’	
  can	
  tell	
  edited	
  from	
  unedited	
  stories	
  in	
  
several	
  consistent	
  and	
  dis,nct	
  ways	
  
–  If	
  you	
  think	
  something	
  is	
  hasty	
  and	
  amateurish,	
  there’s	
  a	
  

good	
  chance	
  readers	
  do,	
  too	
  

•  So	
  can	
  we	
  go	
  home	
  yet?	
  
–  No.	
  You	
  might	
  be	
  convinced,	
  but	
  that	
  doesn’t	
  mean	
  the	
  

people	
  who	
  hold	
  the	
  purse	
  strings	
  are	
  convinced	
  

–  So	
  let’s	
  start	
  at	
  the	
  beginning	
  



Good news, 2011-style	
  
By	
  several	
  measures,	
  the	
  state	
  of	
  the	
  American	
  news	
  media	
  

improved	
  in	
  2010.	
  
AHer	
  two	
  dreadful	
  years,	
  most	
  sectors	
  of	
  the	
  industry	
  saw	
  

revenue	
  begin	
  to	
  recover.	
  With	
  some	
  notable	
  excep,ons,	
  
cutbacks	
  in	
  newsrooms	
  eased.	
  ...	
  Some	
  experiments	
  with	
  new	
  
revenue	
  models	
  began	
  to	
  show	
  signs	
  of	
  blossoming.	
  

Among	
  the	
  major	
  sectors,	
  only	
  newspapers	
  suffered	
  con,nued	
  
revenue	
  declines.	
  ...	
  When	
  the	
  final	
  tallies	
  are	
  in,	
  we	
  es,mate	
  
1,000	
  to	
  1,500	
  more	
  newsroom	
  jobs	
  will	
  have	
  been	
  lost—
meaning	
  newspaper	
  newsrooms	
  are	
  30%	
  smaller	
  than	
  in	
  
2000.	
  
	
   	
  Project	
  for	
  Excellence	
  in	
  Journalism,	
  ‘State	
  of	
  the	
  News	
  Media	
  2011’	
  	
  



That’s no longer really ‘news’	
  
•  Edi,ng	
  cutbacks	
  look	
  jus,fiable	
  in	
  the	
  glass	
  offices	
  

because	
  execu,ves	
  can	
  deflect	
  the	
  damage	
  or	
  point	
  
to	
  a	
  beXer	
  outcome	
  in	
  the	
  future:	
  
–  Some	
  stories	
  get	
  fewer	
  reads.	
  "We	
  have	
  less	
  of	
  a	
  safety	
  
net,"	
  she	
  [Julia	
  Wallace,	
  editor	
  of	
  the	
  AJ-­‐C]	
  
acknowledges.	
  "But	
  it's	
  also	
  about	
  pushing	
  
accountability	
  down."	
  (Carl	
  Sessions	
  Stepp,	
  CJR)	
  

–  ExecuLve	
  Editor	
  Marcus	
  Brauchli	
  did	
  not	
  disagree	
  that	
  
more	
  errors	
  have	
  appeared	
  lately.	
  But	
  over	
  Lme,	
  he	
  
predicted,	
  a	
  universal	
  desk	
  will	
  be	
  "more	
  effecLve"	
  in	
  
serving	
  print,	
  online	
  and	
  mobile	
  audiences.	
  (Andy	
  
Alexander,	
  former	
  Washington	
  Post	
  ombud)	
  



Some views are less cheery	
  
–  Between	
  early	
  2005	
  and	
  mid-­‐2008,	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  full-­‐
Lme	
  copy	
  editors	
  dropped	
  from	
  about	
  75	
  to	
  43	
  through	
  
buyouts	
  or	
  voluntary	
  departures.	
  It	
  has	
  declined	
  further	
  
since	
  then,	
  but	
  Post	
  managers	
  won't	
  provide	
  precise	
  
figures	
  beyond	
  saying	
  that	
  six	
  took	
  a	
  recent	
  buyout	
  
offer.	
  

–  "By	
  definiLon,	
  you'll	
  see	
  more	
  errors	
  when	
  there's	
  
reduced	
  staffing,"	
  said	
  Bill	
  Walsh,	
  the	
  A-­‐secLon	
  copy	
  
desk	
  chief.	
  Today,	
  “	
  there	
  are	
  some	
  shi[s	
  where	
  I'm	
  
looking	
  at	
  seven	
  or	
  eight	
  people	
  total."	
  
	
  (Alexander,	
  “Fewer	
  copy	
  editors,	
  more	
  errors,”	
  July	
  
2009)	
  



Summary?	
  
•  The	
  produc,on-­‐line	
  model	
  of	
  journalism	
  needed	
  

consistent	
  and	
  reliable	
  quality	
  control	
  for	
  the	
  same	
  
reason	
  other	
  factories	
  did.	
  	
  
–  Not	
  just	
  to	
  head	
  off	
  lawsuits	
  from	
  things	
  that	
  blow	
  up	
  in	
  

your	
  face!	
  
–  The	
  model	
  also	
  helped	
  set	
  consumer	
  expecta,ons;	
  you	
  give	
  

people	
  a	
  badly	
  made	
  product	
  at	
  your	
  own	
  risk	
  

•  That	
  assump,on	
  is	
  now	
  directly	
  ques,oned.	
  We	
  
assumed,	
  and	
  our	
  textbooks	
  said,	
  that	
  every	
  liXle	
  
error	
  erodes	
  our	
  credibility.	
  To	
  which	
  the	
  answer	
  is:	
  
–  So	
  what?	
  
–  Not	
  really	
  
–  Compared	
  to	
  what?	
  



Purpose of the study	
  
True	
  story!	
  I	
  was	
  reading	
  e-­‐mail	
  and	
  having	
  a	
  beer	
  on	
  the	
  deck	
  last	
  

August	
  when	
  I	
  got	
  a	
  note	
  from	
  Teresa	
  (Schmedding,	
  ACES	
  president)	
  
•  BoXom-­‐line	
  issue:	
  Does	
  quality	
  of	
  online	
  edi,ng	
  

affect	
  the	
  boXom	
  line?	
  That’s	
  hard	
  to	
  measure:	
  
–  Why	
  do	
  people	
  read	
  what	
  they	
  do?	
  
–  Why	
  do	
  people	
  admit	
  to	
  reading	
  what	
  they	
  do?	
  

–  What	
  do	
  people	
  like	
  about	
  what	
  they	
  read?	
  

–  What’s	
  the	
  rela,onship	
  between	
  what	
  people	
  say	
  and	
  what	
  
they	
  mean?	
  

•  But	
  we	
  can	
  measure	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  things	
  that	
  point	
  toward	
  
the	
  boXom	
  line:	
  What	
  do	
  audiences	
  think?	
  







Time out for social science!	
  
When	
  you	
  see	
  an	
  AP	
  lede	
  like	
  this,	
  what	
  should	
  you	
  do?	
  
•  “Teens	
  whose	
  iPods	
  are	
  full	
  of	
  music	
  with	
  raunchy	
  
sexual	
  lyrics	
  start	
  having	
  sex	
  sooner	
  than	
  those	
  
who	
  prefer	
  other	
  songs,	
  a	
  study	
  found.”	
  
–  Run	
  the	
  story	
  on	
  the	
  front	
  page	
  
–  Find	
  a	
  file	
  picture	
  of	
  an	
  iPod	
  to	
  dress	
  the	
  story	
  up	
  
–  Ask	
  local	
  teens	
  whether	
  they	
  listen	
  to	
  music,	
  have	
  sex,	
  
or	
  both	
  (hi,	
  parents!)	
  

–  Immediately	
  post	
  an	
  online	
  poll	
  
–  All	
  of	
  the	
  above	
  



‘All research is about tradeoffs’	
  
...	
  my	
  favorite	
  quote	
  from	
  all	
  those	
  research	
  methods	
  

classes	
  
•  We	
  can’t	
  take	
  a	
  ruler	
  and	
  measure	
  everything	
  in	
  the	
  

real	
  world	
  that	
  we	
  want	
  to	
  
–  What’s	
  your	
  iPod	
  full	
  of?	
  What	
  does	
  ‘full’	
  mean?	
  
–  What’s	
  ‘raunchy’	
  and	
  what	
  isn’t?	
  
–  What	
  does	
  ‘prefer’	
  mean?	
  (For	
  that	
  maXer,	
  what	
  does	
  ‘have	
  

sex’	
  mean?)	
  

•  Thus,	
  we	
  take	
  concepts	
  –	
  like	
  ‘raunchy’	
  or	
  ‘violent’	
  or	
  
‘degrading’	
  –	
  and	
  produce	
  ‘opera,onal’	
  defini,ons	
  	
  
–  That	
  means	
  we	
  need	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  rules	
  with	
  which	
  almost	
  

anybody	
  could	
  plausibly	
  recognize	
  ‘raunchy’	
  and	
  ‘clean’	
  



‘Within the margin of error ...’	
  
If	
  the	
  other	
  thing	
  you	
  learn	
  today	
  is	
  to	
  never,	
  ever	
  say	
  

‘within	
  the	
  margin	
  of	
  error,’	
  my	
  work	
  here	
  is	
  done	
  
•  Since	
  we	
  can’t	
  examine	
  every	
  iPod	
  or	
  every	
  news	
  

ar,cle	
  or	
  every	
  registered	
  voter,	
  we	
  take	
  a	
  sample	
  
•  ‘Sta,s,cal	
  significance’	
  is	
  an	
  arbitrary	
  level	
  at	
  which	
  

we	
  accept	
  that	
  the	
  sample	
  represents	
  the	
  popula,on	
  
–  Tradi,onally,	
  it’s	
  95%	
  (p	
  ≤	
  .05),	
  or	
  a	
  5	
  percent	
  chance	
  that	
  

your	
  result	
  is	
  an	
  accident,	
  rather	
  than	
  something	
  real	
  
–  	
  Is	
  that	
  what	
  God	
  ordained	
  at	
  Mt.	
  Sinai?	
  Yes,	
  in	
  exactly	
  the	
  

same	
  way	
  as	
  gekng	
  a	
  driving	
  license	
  on	
  your	
  16th	
  birthday	
  

•  That’s	
  not	
  the	
  same	
  as	
  ‘prac,cal’	
  or	
  ‘clinical’	
  
significance,	
  which	
  is	
  what	
  your	
  idea	
  means	
  in	
  real	
  life	
  
–  Don’t	
  forget	
  to	
  report	
  those	
  effect	
  sizes,	
  kids!	
  



For this study, that means ...	
  
•  ‘Readers’	
  are	
  a	
  dis,nct	
  sample	
  of	
  the	
  whole	
  

popula,on	
  –	
  very	
  representa,ve	
  in	
  some	
  ways,	
  less	
  
so	
  in	
  others	
  

•  ‘Ar,cles’	
  are	
  a	
  limited	
  number	
  of	
  real	
  news	
  stories	
  (all	
  
actually	
  published	
  online)	
  arbitrarily	
  chosen	
  to	
  
represent	
  the	
  condi,ons	
  we’re	
  interested	
  in	
  

•  ‘Edited’	
  is	
  a	
  consensus	
  suggested	
  by	
  people	
  I	
  know	
  
(and	
  don’t	
  know)	
  online,	
  along	
  with	
  my	
  own	
  couple	
  of	
  
decades	
  of	
  journalism	
  
–  ‘Professional’	
  is	
  a	
  variable	
  that	
  I	
  think	
  we	
  think	
  represents	
  a	
  

story	
  that	
  was	
  wriXen	
  up	
  to	
  tradi,onal	
  journalism	
  standards	
  
–  ‘Grammar’	
  is	
  a	
  crapshoot,	
  but	
  it	
  correlates	
  well	
  (.796)	
  



A few specifics	
  
That	
  means	
  we’ll	
  talk	
  about:	
  
•  The	
  s,mulus	
  material	
  (i.e.,	
  ‘the	
  stories’)	
  

–  ‘Ecological	
  validity’:	
  These	
  are	
  ar,cles	
  that	
  were	
  published	
  
online	
  in	
  ways	
  that	
  reflect	
  the	
  current	
  Web-­‐first,	
  edit	
  later,	
  
mul,-­‐planorm	
  mentality	
  

•  The	
  audience	
  
–  Why	
  these	
  students	
  (or	
  any	
  students)	
  make	
  a	
  good	
  sample	
  

•  The	
  constructs	
  
–  What	
  ‘grammar,’	
  ‘professionalism’	
  and	
  ‘organiza,on’	
  mean	
  

to	
  us	
  –	
  and	
  what	
  they	
  seem	
  to	
  mean	
  to	
  the	
  par,cipants	
  

•  And	
  the	
  sta,s,cs	
  



The articles	
  
•  The	
  mission	
  is	
  to	
  talk	
  about	
  stories	
  published	
  ‘online’	
  

–  Good	
  idea.	
  Whether	
  we	
  like	
  it	
  or	
  not,	
  that’s	
  where	
  news	
  is	
  
published	
  and	
  read	
  

–  Not	
  all	
  ‘online’	
  is	
  equal	
  –	
  but	
  it	
  is	
  all	
  online	
  
•  Our	
  par,cular	
  interest	
  is	
  whether	
  there’s	
  a	
  place	
  for	
  

editors	
  in	
  the	
  process,	
  so	
  the	
  conceptual	
  defini,on	
  
was	
  “stuff	
  that	
  reflects	
  a	
  ‘publish	
  first,	
  edit	
  later’	
  bias”	
  	
  

•  Where	
  did	
  the	
  raw	
  material	
  come	
  from?	
  	
  
–  Metro	
  newspapers	
  that	
  run	
  print	
  versions	
  of	
  stories	
  by	
  a	
  

television	
  ‘news	
  partner’	
  
–  Broadcasters	
  (local	
  or	
  na,onal)	
  that	
  let	
  producers	
  write	
  
–  Patch.com	
  



The readers	
  
‘Undergraduates	
  at	
  a	
  major	
  midwestern	
  university	
  ...’	
  	
  
•  Par,cipants	
  (n	
  =	
  66)	
  in	
  the	
  experiment	
  were	
  mostly	
  

drawn	
  from	
  a	
  new	
  subject	
  pool	
  at	
  WSU	
  
•  Is	
  it	
  bad	
  to	
  study	
  human	
  behavior	
  using	
  undergrads?	
  

–  Undergraduates	
  are	
  poor	
  subs,tutes	
  for	
  flag-­‐rank	
  officers,	
  
but	
  they’re	
  really	
  good	
  at	
  ac,ng	
  like	
  real	
  people	
  

–  Mul,variate	
  effects	
  aren’t	
  the	
  same	
  as	
  vo,ng	
  preference	
  

•  This	
  popula,on	
  is	
  different	
  
–  Ethnically	
  and	
  linguis,cally	
  diverse	
  
–  Older	
  and	
  more	
  ‘first-­‐genera,on’	
  

•  In	
  other	
  words,	
  these	
  folks	
  are	
  the	
  people	
  whose	
  eyes	
  
we’ll	
  be	
  trying	
  to	
  sell	
  to	
  adver,sers	
  



Scales and measurements	
  
Please	
  don’t	
  tell	
  Gov.	
  Palin	
  that	
  we	
  say	
  ‘manipulaLon’!	
  
•  I	
  took	
  the	
  raw	
  stories	
  and	
  applied	
  some	
  basic	
  copy	
  

edi,ng	
  to	
  them	
  
–  The	
  goal	
  was	
  to	
  have	
  9	
  ar,cles	
  in	
  ‘edited’	
  and	
  ‘unedited’	
  

condi,ons,	
  in	
  case	
  one	
  needed	
  to	
  be	
  replaced	
  
–  One	
  did	
  (Lebanon),	
  so	
  we	
  ended	
  up	
  with	
  8	
  
–  Each	
  par,cipant	
  saw	
  4	
  ‘edited’	
  and	
  4	
  ‘unedited’	
  ar,cles	
  

•  AHer	
  each	
  ar,cle,	
  par,cipants	
  answered	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  
ques,ons	
  on	
  7-­‐point	
  (‘Likert-­‐type’)	
  scales	
  
–  These	
  scales	
  sought	
  to	
  capture	
  the	
  markers	
  of	
  good	
  edi,ng	
  

that	
  editors	
  had	
  suggested	
  
–  Thus,	
  we	
  can	
  more	
  or	
  less	
  put	
  together	
  some	
  things	
  that	
  

make	
  up	
  ‘edi,ng’	
  



The science of double-bagging	
  
That	
  was	
  a	
  GREAT	
  story!	
  

Disagree 	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Neutral 	
   	
  Agree	
  
[] 	
   	
  [] 	
  [] 	
  [] 	
  [] 	
  [] 	
  []	
  

•  If	
  we	
  ask	
  a	
  ques,on	
  like	
  that,	
  we	
  get	
  what	
  we	
  paid	
  for	
  
•  So	
  it’s	
  beXer	
  to	
  ask	
  a	
  bunch	
  of	
  ques,ons	
  that	
  try	
  to	
  

get	
  at	
  the	
  same	
  big	
  idea:	
  Three	
  or	
  four	
  scales	
  that	
  we	
  
can	
  later	
  turn	
  into	
  one	
  big	
  conceptual	
  scale	
  
–  Factor	
  analysis	
  
–  Scale	
  reliability	
  

•  In	
  effect,	
  the	
  dependent	
  variables	
  work	
  beXer	
  
because	
  they’re	
  double-­‐bagged	
  for	
  strength!	
  



Three measures of editing	
  
•  Professionalism	
  (α	
  =	
  .913)	
  

–  This	
  story	
  sounds	
  like	
  it	
  was	
  wriXen	
  professionally	
  
–  This	
  story	
  looks	
  like	
  it	
  was	
  wriXen	
  in	
  a	
  hurry	
  
–  This	
  is	
  the	
  kind	
  of	
  story	
  I	
  expect	
  from	
  a	
  serious	
  news	
  organiza,on	
  
–  I	
  like	
  the	
  way	
  this	
  story	
  is	
  wriXen	
  
–  There	
  are	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  mistakes	
  in	
  this	
  story	
  

•  Organiza,on	
  (α	
  =	
  .846)	
  
–  Something	
  important	
  is	
  missing	
  from	
  this	
  story	
  
–  It’s	
  hard	
  to	
  tell	
  what	
  the	
  writer	
  is	
  trying	
  to	
  say	
  
–  This	
  story	
  has	
  the	
  right	
  tone	
  for	
  what	
  it’s	
  trying	
  to	
  do	
  

•  Grammar	
  (α	
  =	
  .796)	
  
–  This	
  story	
  doesn’t	
  always	
  use	
  the	
  right	
  words	
  ...	
  
–  This	
  story	
  isn’t	
  consistent	
  in	
  how	
  it	
  talks	
  about	
  people	
  and	
  things	
  
–  This	
  story	
  uses	
  poor	
  grammar	
  



And the statistics	
  
•  This	
  is	
  a	
  ‘mixed	
  design’	
  study	
  

–  Edi,ng	
  is	
  a	
  ‘within	
  subjects’	
  variable:	
  Everybody	
  gets	
  4	
  
edited	
  stories	
  and	
  4	
  unedited	
  stories	
  

–  Gender,	
  news	
  use,	
  etc.	
  are	
  ‘between	
  subjects’	
  variables	
  
•  A	
  ‘T	
  test’	
  compares	
  the	
  averages	
  of	
  two	
  things	
  that	
  

produce	
  similar	
  averages	
  and	
  their	
  significance	
  
–  Is	
  the	
  edited	
  version	
  of	
  Story	
  1	
  rated	
  higher	
  or	
  lower	
  than	
  

the	
  unedited	
  version	
  of	
  Story	
  1,	
  and	
  is	
  that	
  difference	
  real?	
  
•  A	
  slightly	
  hairier	
  version	
  of	
  average-­‐tes,ng	
  is	
  called	
  

‘analysis	
  of	
  variance’	
  (ANOVA)	
  
•  ‘Effect	
  sizes’	
  tell	
  you	
  how	
  much	
  of	
  the	
  outcome	
  is	
  

explained	
  by	
  what	
  you	
  measured	
  



Demographics: Your readers	
  
•  66	
  par,cipants	
  
•  58%	
  women,	
  42%	
  men	
  
•  Average	
  age,	
  22.77;	
  median	
  age,	
  21	
  
•  A	
  liXle	
  less	
  than	
  half	
  white	
  (47%)	
  

–  Black,	
  24%;	
  South	
  Asian,	
  12%;	
  La,no,	
  8%	
  
•  English	
  is	
  the	
  most	
  common	
  home	
  language	
  (77%)	
  

–  14	
  other	
  languages	
  among	
  ‘language	
  spoken	
  at	
  home’	
  

•  About	
  56%	
  spend	
  less	
  than	
  an	
  hour	
  a	
  day	
  gekng	
  the	
  
news	
  

•  About	
  60%	
  spend	
  3	
  hours	
  or	
  more	
  a	
  day	
  on	
  the	
  Web	
  
•  Most	
  (53%)	
  get	
  their	
  news	
  from	
  ‘the	
  Internet’	
  



Yes, editing matters	
  
These	
  tests	
  measure	
  everyone’s	
  response	
  to	
  all	
  edited	
  

and	
  unedited	
  stories.	
  Lower	
  numbers	
  are	
  beger.	
  
They’re	
  reported	
  with	
  significance	
  and	
  effect	
  size	
  

•  Professionalism:	
  edited,	
  16.088;	
  unedited,	
  17.661	
  
–  p	
  =	
  .007,	
  d	
  =	
  .41	
  

•  Organiza,on:	
  14.758	
  to	
  15.707	
  
–  p	
  =	
  .083,	
  d	
  =	
  .25	
  

•  Grammar:	
  14.606	
  to	
  16.353	
  
–  p	
  =	
  .001,	
  d	
  =	
  .49	
  

•  Those	
  are	
  generally	
  considered	
  moderate	
  effect	
  sizes,	
  
with	
  liXle	
  likelihood	
  the	
  results	
  happened	
  by	
  chance	
  



Group comparisons	
  
EdiLng	
  influences	
  the	
  variables	
  differently	
  when	
  we	
  look	
  

at	
  it	
  in	
  subgroups	
  of	
  the	
  populaLon,	
  and	
  we	
  get	
  some	
  
‘interacLon’	
  effects	
  too	
  

•  There’s	
  a	
  philosophical	
  stance	
  in	
  some	
  corners	
  of	
  
journalism	
  (and	
  the	
  academy)	
  that	
  there’s	
  no	
  such	
  
thing	
  as	
  a	
  ‘black	
  view’	
  of	
  news.	
  	
  

•  A	
  beXer	
  way	
  to	
  look	
  at	
  it	
  is	
  that	
  everybody	
  shares	
  the	
  
same	
  facts,	
  but	
  the	
  way	
  those	
  facts	
  are	
  ordered	
  (or	
  
omiXed,	
  or	
  processed)	
  isn’t	
  universal	
  

•  We	
  don’t	
  have	
  to	
  like	
  it	
  if	
  Those	
  Kids	
  spend	
  all	
  day	
  in	
  
on	
  the	
  Interwebs,	
  but	
  if	
  we	
  want	
  to	
  talk	
  about	
  what	
  
they	
  think	
  about	
  news,	
  we’d	
  beXer	
  look	
  



Gender	
  
•  Effects	
  of	
  edi,ng	
  are	
  very	
  similar	
  to	
  the	
  overall	
  test	
  

–  Professionalism,	
  16.105	
  to	
  17.716,	
  p=.007,	
  η2p	
  =	
  .108	
  
–  Organiza,on,	
  14.835	
  to	
  15.724,	
  p=.109,	
  η2p	
  =	
  .04	
  
–  Grammar,	
  14.658	
  to	
  16.442,	
  p=.001,	
  η2p	
  =	
  .155	
  	
  

•  Grammar	
  and	
  professionalism	
  are	
  a	
  liXle	
  stronger;	
  
organiza,on’s	
  influence	
  is	
  a	
  liXle	
  weaker	
  

•  No	
  significant	
  interac,on,	
  and	
  no	
  significant	
  main	
  
effect	
  of	
  gender	
  

•  Overall,	
  women	
  like	
  ar,cles	
  in	
  both	
  condi,ons	
  a	
  liXle	
  
beXer	
  than	
  men	
  do,	
  but	
  that	
  difference	
  is	
  
nonsignificant	
  



Ethnicity	
  
•  Similar	
  main	
  effects,	
  but	
  organiza,on	
  is	
  a	
  bit	
  stronger	
  

–  Professionalism,	
  15.990	
  to	
  17.414,	
  p	
  =	
  .019,	
  η2p	
  =	
  .085	
  
–  Organiza,on,	
  14.528	
  to	
  15.578,	
  p	
  =	
  .06,	
  η2p	
  =.054	
  
–  Grammar,	
  14.417	
  to	
  16.150,	
  p	
  =	
  .002,	
  	
  η2p	
  .=	
  141	
  

•  No	
  significant	
  interac,ons,	
  though	
  a	
  larger	
  sample	
  
might	
  have	
  found	
  some	
  

•  No	
  significant	
  main	
  effect	
  of	
  ethnicity	
  
–  Differences	
  for	
  white	
  and	
  black	
  respondents	
  (p	
  =	
  .098)	
  and	
  

white	
  and	
  ‘other’	
  respondents	
  (p=.086)	
  approach	
  
significance.	
  White	
  respondents	
  are	
  a	
  liXle	
  more	
  cri,cal	
  
than	
  others	
  of	
  what	
  they	
  see	
  as	
  ‘grammar’	
  



Language you speak at home	
  
•  Professionalism	
  is	
  the	
  only	
  significant	
  main	
  effect	
  

–  Professionalism,	
  15.897	
  to	
  17.272,	
  p	
  =	
  .048,	
  η2p	
  =	
  .06	
  
–  Organiza,on,	
  p	
  =	
  .186;	
  grammar,	
  p	
  =	
  .090	
  

•  There’s	
  a	
  significant	
  interac,on	
  of	
  language	
  and	
  
grammar	
  
–  People	
  who	
  speak	
  a	
  language	
  other	
  than	
  English	
  at	
  home	
  

see	
  edited	
  ar,cles	
  as	
  slightly	
  worse	
  in	
  grammar	
  and	
  
unedited	
  ar,cles	
  as	
  much	
  beXer	
  

•  No	
  significant	
  main	
  effect	
  of	
  edi,ng	
  or	
  language	
  on	
  
grammar	
  or	
  organiza,on,	
  and	
  no	
  other	
  interac,ons	
  





News consumption	
  
•  Familiar	
  main	
  effects	
  

–  Professionalism,	
  16.057	
  to	
  17.614,	
  p	
  =	
  .009,	
  η2p	
  =	
  .104	
  	
  
–  Organiza,on,	
  14.706	
  to	
  15.646,	
  p	
  =	
  .091,	
  η2p	
  =	
  .045	
  
–  Grammar,	
  14.584	
  to	
  16.336,	
  p	
  =	
  .001,	
  η2p	
  =	
  .152	
  

•  The	
  interac,on	
  of	
  edi,ng	
  and	
  news	
  use	
  on	
  grammar	
  
approaches	
  significance	
  (p=.123).	
  People	
  who	
  read	
  
more	
  news	
  find	
  more	
  to	
  complain	
  about	
  

•  But:	
  Big	
  main	
  effects	
  of	
  news	
  consump,on	
  
–  People	
  who	
  get	
  two	
  hours	
  or	
  more	
  of	
  news	
  a	
  day	
  think	
  an	
  

ar,cle’s	
  grammar	
  is	
  worse	
  than	
  people	
  who	
  get	
  <1	
  hour	
  
–  People	
  who	
  get	
  more	
  than	
  an	
  hour	
  a	
  day	
  of	
  news	
  are	
  more	
  

likely	
  to	
  think	
  an	
  ar,cle	
  is	
  badly	
  organized	
  than	
  <1	
  hour	
  





Where	
  do	
  you	
  get	
  your	
  news?	
  
•  Media	
  use	
  by	
  itself	
  (how	
  much	
  TV,	
  how	
  much	
  

Internet)	
  doesn’t	
  effect	
  percep,ons	
  of	
  quality	
  
•  The	
  source	
  of	
  news,	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  hand,	
  makes	
  some	
  

differences	
  
•  If	
  ‘the	
  Internet’	
  (not	
  newspaper	
  Web	
  sites)	
  is	
  your	
  

main	
  source	
  of	
  news,	
  you’re	
  slightly	
  more	
  likely	
  to	
  see	
  
an	
  edited	
  ar,cle	
  as	
  badly	
  organized	
  and	
  much	
  more	
  
likely	
  to	
  see	
  an	
  unedited	
  ar,cle	
  as	
  well	
  organized.	
  
–  The	
  interac,on	
  (p	
  =	
  .017,	
  η2p	
  =	
  .086)	
  and	
  the	
  main	
  effect	
  of	
  

edi,ng	
  (p	
  =	
  .053,	
  η2p	
  =	
  .057)	
  are	
  both	
  significant	
  

•  Effects	
  of	
  edi,ng	
  on	
  professionalism	
  and	
  grammar	
  are	
  
familiar	
  





Liberal commie media plot	
  
•  People	
  rate	
  their	
  own	
  poli,cs	
  and	
  the	
  poli,cs	
  of	
  the	
  

media	
  to	
  produce	
  ‘media	
  distance’:	
  Do	
  they	
  see	
  the	
  
media	
  as	
  generally	
  to	
  the	
  leH	
  or	
  to	
  the	
  right	
  of	
  them?	
  

•  ‘Distance’	
  has	
  significant	
  main	
  effects.	
  People	
  who	
  
think	
  ‘the	
  media’	
  are	
  a	
  leHy	
  plot	
  rate	
  ar,cles	
  beXer	
  
than	
  people	
  who	
  see	
  the	
  media	
  as	
  to	
  their	
  right	
  
–  That’s	
  true	
  of	
  professionalism	
  (p	
  =	
  .029,	
  η2p	
  =	
  .072)	
  and	
  

grammar	
  (p	
  =	
  .057,	
  η2p	
  =	
  .055)	
  
–  No	
  significant	
  effect	
  of	
  media	
  distance	
  on	
  organiza,on	
  (p=	
  .

380)	
  and	
  no	
  significant	
  interac,ons	
  

•  Main	
  effects	
  of	
  edi,ng	
  on	
  professionalism,	
  grammar	
  
and	
  organiza,on	
  are	
  familiar	
  





Individual	
  ar,cles	
  
Comparing	
  the	
  two	
  versions	
  of	
  an	
  arLcle	
  to	
  each	
  
other	
  provides	
  some	
  different	
  insights	
  

•  Readers	
  don’t	
  mean	
  the	
  same	
  things	
  we	
  do	
  
when	
  they	
  say	
  ‘grammar’	
  
–  They	
  don’t	
  always	
  mean	
  the	
  same	
  thing	
  from	
  page	
  to	
  page	
  

•  Some	
  stories	
  are	
  seen	
  as	
  too	
  awful	
  to	
  save	
  
•  In	
  other	
  cases,	
  rou,ne	
  edi,ng	
  makes	
  a	
  big	
  
difference	
  

•  Nobody	
  cares	
  much	
  about	
  abbrevia,ng	
  ‘Rd.’	
  



Points for discussion	
  
•  Edi,ng	
  makes	
  a	
  difference.	
  It’s	
  across	
  the	
  board,	
  it’s	
  

not	
  imaginary,	
  and	
  it’s	
  reasonably	
  big	
  
–  An	
  ar,cle	
  might	
  need	
  different	
  kinds	
  of	
  repair	
  to	
  be	
  most	
  

palatable	
  to	
  different	
  audiences	
  
–  Structural	
  edi,ng	
  is	
  important,	
  but	
  not	
  more	
  important	
  than	
  

detail	
  edi,ng.	
  ‘Grammar’	
  consistently	
  has	
  the	
  biggest	
  effect	
  
–  ‘Detail’	
  appears	
  to	
  be	
  cumula,ve	
  
–  Grammar	
  is	
  also	
  a	
  catch-­‐all	
  for	
  something	
  (not	
  sure	
  what)	
  

•  There’s	
  not	
  much	
  evidence	
  to	
  support	
  an	
  obsession	
  
with	
  every	
  detail,	
  though	
  
–  A	
  lot	
  of	
  the	
  things	
  we	
  bust	
  on	
  style	
  quizzes	
  don’t	
  maXer	
  
–  Internal	
  consistency,	
  on	
  the	
  other	
  hand,	
  does	
  	
  
–  Loose	
  ends	
  maXer	
  too	
  



Points for discussion	
  
•  People	
  seem	
  to	
  expect	
  news	
  to	
  sound	
  beXer	
  –	
  more	
  

professional	
  –	
  than	
  what	
  they’d	
  produce	
  themselves	
  
•  What	
  makes	
  an	
  ar,cle	
  ‘too	
  bad	
  to	
  save’?	
  Something	
  

we	
  haven’t	
  captured	
  here	
  (watch	
  this	
  space)	
  
•  Casual	
  readers	
  don’t	
  appear	
  to	
  need	
  the	
  same	
  level	
  of	
  

processing	
  as	
  aXen,ve	
  readers.	
  That	
  doesn’t	
  mean	
  
there’s	
  a	
  big	
  audience	
  wai,ng	
  for	
  badly	
  edited	
  news	
  

•  Different	
  planorms	
  create	
  (or	
  amplify)	
  different	
  
understandings	
  of	
  what	
  an	
  ar,cle	
  ought	
  to	
  look	
  like	
  
–  The	
  idea	
  that	
  a	
  U-­‐desk	
  is	
  the	
  most	
  effec,ve	
  way	
  to	
  reach	
  a	
  

mul,planorm	
  audience	
  might	
  want	
  some	
  rethinking	
  


