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A Case of Claims and Facts: Automated Fact-Checking the
Future of Journalism’s Authority

Patrick R. Johnson

University of Iowa School of Journalism and Mass Communication, Iowa City, IA, USA

ABSTRACT
This article investigates the role of automated fact-checking on
journalistic authority. Using metajournalistic discourse analysis,
this article analyzes 137 articles from January 2015 to December
2022 about automated fact-checking to attempt to understand its
role in the evolution of the profession’s boundaries. The data
reveals three core themes: shifts of labor and experiences, social
and civic responsibilities, and attribution and accuracy as con-
tested issues. Each theme offers a different perspective on jour-
nalism’s dialogue of itself. Labor shifts illuminate making the work
environment easier. Social and civic responsibilities represent the
contention between fact and fiction. And attribution and accuracy
highlight the need for human actors in the fact-checking process.
The journalists welcome the AFCs for their assistance in labor and
combatting misinformation. But the journalists draw a line in the
sand to protect their autonomy and authority regarding the evo-
lution of technology in ways like natural language processing and
algorithmic accountability.

KEYWORDS
Fact-checking; journalistic
authority; boundary work;
professional responsibilities;
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CNN reporter Daniel Dale is known for his speed and accuracy in his role as fact-
checker. On the final night of the Republican National Convention, Donald Trump
accepted his party’s nomination on the South Lawn of the White House. What fol-
lowed, in a near-single breath, was Dale fact-checking Trump’s acceptance. Several
media outlets and Twitter celebrated Dale’s fact-checking, but this isn’t the only time
Dale has done this. Dale isn’t the only fact-checker to spend their day focused on
diminishing misinformation and disinformation being shared.

Fact-checking arguably is “one of the most significant innovations in journalistic
practice in recent years” (Graves, Nyhan, and Reifler 2016, p. 106). Its growth show-
cases a need to investigate its role in the evolving field of journalism and the products
it produces. Many scholars write about the role of fact-checking in journalism, social
media, politics, and science. Automation and artificial intelligence are also intensely
studied; Digital Journalism even dedicated multiple issues to this inquiry (one in 2019,
another in 2022). Despite the breadth of work, what is missing is evaluating the role
automation plays in the journalistic practice of fact-checking. As journalism sees
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automation become part of everyday practice, realities, and ideals (Helberger et al.
2022), automated fact-checking, too, will become a more integral part of how readers
will experience the immediacy of deciphering fact from fiction (Graves 2018b). It is
necessary to examine the integration of automation as it begins to change the prac-
tice of fact-checking from a human act to one that uses artificial intelligence.

This article focuses on journalistic discourse about automated fact-checking (AFC)
by asking how coverage of automated fact-checking provides context for journalists’
authority. Since studies about automated fact-checking are limited, this study will con-
tribute to the evolving body of research regarding news production and automation.
This study uses the nature of metajournalistic discourse and the broader discursive
system in which it is situated to analyze and understand the role of automated fact-
checking on journalists’ authority. It also draws from Carlson’s (2015) work on how the
automation of journalism allowed for an expansion of the availability of news and
opportunity for journalists. First, I apply Carlson’s metajournalistic discourse framework
to a systematic analysis of journalistic discourse about a current technological
advancement: automated fact-checking. Second, my research question seeks to under-
stand how coverage of automated fact-checking provides context to the role of auto-
mated fact-checking on journalists’ authority. This provides an opportunity to examine
the discourse surrounding this practice and assess how this leads to an evaluation of
journalistic authority through metajournalistic discourse. This study builds from news
automation research (Carlson 2015; Lin and Lewis 2022; Moran and Shaikh 2022) and
adds context to the challenges of newsroom innovation (Ryfe 2012). It will also serve
as a springboard for continued research in this area. By combining an interest in the
role of innovation in newsrooms and innovation on journalistic authority, I ask: How
does the coverage of automated fact-checking provide context to the role of automated
fact-checking on journalists’ authority?

The paper begins by thinking through the evolving boundaries and foundational
authority of journalism, with particular emphasis on the role of journalism in civic
engagement and as political watchdogs. I then provide a brief discussion about fact-
checking. I conclude the literature review by addressing the automation of news and
automated fact-checking in digital journalism. I follow with an analysis of news and
industry articles about early automated fact-checking. The analysis focuses on the role
of AFCs in shifting journalistic labor, engaging with social and civic responsibilities,
and evaluating the limits of accuracy and attribution. Despite the benefits afforded by
the technology, the journalistic community faces an ethical conundrum and unique
challenge to its foundational authority. This is addressed in the conclusion.

Journalism’s Evolving Boundaries: Metajournalistic Discourse and
Journalistic Authority

Various roles and rules developed throughout journalism’s history to define what the
profession is and why it matters (Schudson 2018). The rules are used to democratize
and justify journalists’ practices (Ryfe 2017; Schudson 2018; Hanitzsch and Vos 2018).
Journalism asserts “its own value to society” through the discourses that journalists
create (Thomas and Finneman 2014, p. 173). This discourse becomes the principal
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vehicle journalists develop and sustain their professional ideals and norms (Carlson
2016) and helps the institution to maintain its autonomy and authority separate from
other fields. Carlson (2016) describes this as metajournalistic discourse. The shared
norms associated with this authority become journalistic cultural capital (Benson and
Neveu 2005). This cultural capital is inclusive of institutional values that journalists
enact through daily practice and performance.

These practices and performances help journalism to maintain its authority and
ideological purpose as a public service (Deuze 2005), and “the notion that journalism
should inform the public imagines journalists as information gatherers and news pro-
ducers: people who gather and verify facts, write stories, and disseminate them to cit-
izens” (Ryfe 2017, p. 144). Within those practices, Deuze (2005) specifically calls on
what we would ascertain as values within an ethical framework of journalism: auton-
omy, accuracy, and objectivity. The authority of journalists is a “contingent relationship
in which certain actors come to possess a right to create legitimate discursive know-
ledge through events in the worlds for others” (Carlson 2017, p. 182–183). This author-
ity shifts because of changing political environments (Tong 2018), developing
circumstances in the institution of journalism (Hanitzsch and Vos 2017), and expanding
the news environment with technology’s integration into the profession (Ryfe 2012).
Here, automation can be seen as one of journalism’s greatest tests. It is in this vein
that discourse about journalism, its boundaries, and its practices, particularly that of
fact-checking, becomes increasingly important.

Metajournalistic discourse shoulders that journalism functions as “a practice capable
of supplying valid knowledge of events in the world” (Carlson 2016, p. 350) and mate-
rializes from a journalist’s interpretive process that is used to make meaning of and
their role within the world. Research in this framework elaborates that “utterances
about journalism shape news practices” (Carlson 2016, p. 350). Not only does this
work serve the public by defining journalism, but it also performs a double duty by
engaging the journalism community in a conversation about itself (Berkowitz 2000).
Journalists commonly occupy a space in which they negotiate boundaries and dispute
where certain work fits in relation to other institutions and professions as journalism
evolves as a field (Lewis 2012). Fact-checking is one of these institutional practices
where journalistic boundaries have been negotiated.

Fact-Checking as a Form of Journalistic Authority

Journalism is seen as a social good and journalists as actors in a social conversation.
Journalists fact-check information to perform that responsibility, and fact-checking
arguably becomes one of the most important human and ethical practices outside of
the writing of stories themselves (Graves 2016; Graves 2018b). Where much research
focuses on fact-checking politicians (Graves, Nyhan, and Reifler 2016; Shin and
Thorson 2017; Wintersieck 2017) and institutional knowledge (Garrett, Nisbet, and
Lynch 2013; Mena 2019; Cheruiyot and Ferrer-Conill 2018; Barrera et al. 2020), fact-
checking is a necessary addition to journalistic authority. Fact-checking operations
oftentimes employ non-journalism actors, which is where negotiations of journalistic
boundaries exist. According to Cheruiyot and Ferrer-Conill (2018), non-journalistic
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actors perform similar duties to their institutional counterparts. In their study about
fact-checking in sub-Saharan Africa, Cheruiyot and Ferrer-Conill (2018) find that fact-
checkers participate in the same institutional practices and norms as journalists.
Because of this, the authors believe that fact-checkers sit at the periphery of the news
media and are one of many advocating for better fact-checking processes in the news.
This idea is reaffirmed through a joint commitment to transparency and accountability
in journalism known as the International Fact-Checking Network’s code of principles.
While this code isn’t exhaustive, the members of this organization are expressing a
commitment to fact-checking as a need for objectivity in journalism.

Journalism is associated with verification. Verification is positioned in the SPJ Code
of Ethics as an element of truth-telling. The practice of fact-checking is a defining trait
of journalism’s quest for the truth. At its core, fact-checking is a journalistic truth-tell-
ing practice (Graves 2018a). A rigorous fact-checking operation is necessary for a news
organization to uphold accuracy (Sivek and Bloyd-Peshkin 2018), check politicians, and
reduce inaccuracies when they pose a salient threat of spreading misinformation
about controversial issues (Amazeen 2015; Nyhan and Reifler 2015; Wintersieck 2017),
engaging with and attending to audiences (Amazeen, Vargo, and Hopp 2019;
Andersen, Redlawsk, and Lau 2019), and understanding the effectiveness of reporting
(Nieminen and Rapeli 2018). Fact-checking is essential to a publication’s commitment
to its reputation and its credibility, especially as it relates to accuracy amid the contin-
ued prevalence of misinformation (Nyhan and Reifler 2015; Jarman 2016) and fake
news (Nyhan and Reifler 2015; Cheruiyot and Ferrer-Conill 2018; Andersen and Søe
2020). Fact-checking is the verification and truth-telling meant to defend democracy,
and it is the accurate information that is meant to aid people in civically engaging
with the society they live (Graves 2016) and correct misinformation (Thorson 2016).
Much of this work can be engaged critically by continuing to position fact-checking as
an element of journalistic authority (Stencel & Luther, 2020); however, the challenge
emerging from the automation of fact-checking becomes how technological changes
alter that authority.

Automating Journalism’s Authority

Algorithms create automated instructions fed to computer systems. Whereas humans
can negotiate conflicting rules, algorithms and automated systems must have priori-
tization to navigate these same complex concerns (Wieringa 2020). When it comes to
deeper, value-related decision-making, automated systems and algorithmic account-
ability become distinct concerns (Wieringa 2020). As machine learning systems
become more prevalent, actionable accountability-related guidance must be estab-
lished to mitigate risk and concern. This oftentimes emerges in the form of evolution
of the automated technology to improve learning. But it also can develop because of
human experience (Unceta, Nin, and Pujol 2020). For example, Descampe et al. (2022)
found that technological limitations can lead to algorithms deviating from expecta-
tions, thus impacting their accountability. Automated news recommendation systems
can be fooled, and some articles will then become difficult to classify. Descampe et al.
(2022) shared that there is an increased need to address these risk-inherent
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modifications to improve algorithmic accountability. The integration of automation
into journalism requires a different kind of accountability; it requires an increased
sense of trust that algorithmic journalism is performing in the ways it is programmed
to (Shin 2020) and safeguarding norms and values the institution of journalism uses to
position its authority (Bastian, Helberger, and Makhortykh 2021).

This article sees automation as a technology not only positioned as an evolution of
journalism but also as something that shifts journalism’s authority. As these technolo-
gies evolve, so does their impact on human-computer interaction (Lewis and Westlund
2015). These automated technologies assume communicative roles in the news ecosys-
tem and change how people associate with the technologies and the people using
them (Guzman and Lewis 2020), which includes personalization, curation, and recep-
tion of news (Bod�o 2019; Waddell 2019; Skovsgaard and Andersen 2020; Wu 2020);
the production of news (van Dalen 2012; Wu, Tandoc, and Salmon 2019); and the
extension of journalistic authority through various journalistic practices (Carlson 2019;
Peterson-Salahuddin and Diakopoulos 2020). For example, Ford and Hutchinson (2019)
found that journalists using chatbots enhanced the audience’s favorability of the jour-
nalist who produced the story. Automation and digital media have shocked the jour-
nalism field (Lewis 2012; Schapals, Maares, and Hanusch 2019) and created an
opportunity to take advantage of the technologies for journalism’s good (Bucher 2018;
Graves and Anderson 2020).

Moran and Shaikh (2022) found a distinct tension between automation and journal-
ism practice, something this article also explores. The shifts in production because of
AI are inevitable according to Moran and Shaikh (2022), but it doesn’t mean humans
are easily replaceable. Lin and Lewis (2022) believe similarly. For them, AI integration
into journalism practice should enhance core tenants and values of the news—such as
accuracy, relevance, timeliness, and diversity. Essentially, the evolution of automation
in journalism practice can be understood normatively. In doing so, it reduces the dis-
connect between journalists and technology and elevates values at the intersection of
the two. As Helberger and colleagues (2022) write in their introduction to a special
issue of Digital Journalism, we must “demand “a sense of agency and responsibility”
(p. 1621) when thinking about automation and journalism practice. This includes con-
siderations of how algorithms could compromise journalistic norms and values (Jones,
Jones, and Luger 2022), create conflicting goals related to personalization and content
creation (Bod�o 2019), deter professional authority (de Haan et al. 2022), and increase
journalists’ reliance on technology and platform companies (Simon 2022). And in other
cases, the tension between journalists and automation further showcases the import-
ance of the journalistic process. Stray (2019) describes this in relation to investigative
journalists. For these journalists, the use of news values depends on the sociocultural
contexts they are producing the news within. AI cannot decode this computationally,
but the technology could be leveraged for the data collection. The negotiation Stray
(2019) found represents the normative dilemmas others contend should be a focus of
automation and digital journalism studies (Lin and Lewis 2022; Helberger et al. 2022).

Automation depleting and deteriorating journalistic authority (Coddington 2019)
has led some to questions of responsibility, such as committing libel and sharing algo-
rithm-generated content about private citizens (Lewis, Sanders, and Carmody 2019).
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Journalists need to revisit and wrestle with ideas of both news judgment and human
subjectivity (Carlson 2018) because “human journalists will be needed more than ever”
(Diakopoulos 2019, p. 3). Deuze and Beckett (2022) share that the integration of auto-
mation and algorithms requires AI literacy, which they define as “the knowledge and
beliefs about artificial intelligence which aids their recognition, management, and
application” and “understanding and appreciating its normative dimension, as much
as it is linked to impact and action: being able to identify ways to apply AI respon-
sibly, creatively and efficiently” (p. 1913). AI literacy reflects a similar call by Tully and
colleagues (2022) for AI and algorithms to be a critical part of news literacy knowledge
about news circulation. The evolution of automation in the news industry and the
introduction of automated fact-checking to the journalism industry means the institu-
tion’s norms are at a crossroads in real-time. It also means audiences are experiencing
an evolution of digital journalism in real-time and need a way to navigate and under-
stand the technologies.

The automation of fact-checking, in particular, means news organizations can
achieve institutional or organizational goals in new ways by bringing in outside organ-
izations like IFCN and the Duke Reporters’ Lab to the gatekeeping process (Graves and
Anderson 2020), creating the groundwork for establishing automated fact-checking
methods (Ciampaglia et al. 2015), and developing successful automated fact-check sys-
tems and tasks using discourse cues and modeled contexts (Atanasova et al. 2019).
While AFC is still in its infancy, models for its programming are changing how facts
are consumed (Graves 2018b) and journalists’ roles in maintaining fact-checks and
software are sustained (Diakopoulos 2019). Some see this shift to automation as con-
cerning for the profession, particularly as it relates to a disruption of journalistic prac-
tice (Whittaker 2019) while renewing interest in the ethics this process intends to
uphold through a journalist’s authority (Graves 2018b). One of the most significant
challenges will be harnessing the algorithms’ power while still being deliberate about
the values being built into them.

Automated practices in journalism offer different opportunities and threats to jour-
nalism practice and the management of a newsroom. This could be contextualized
similarly to other automated systems in newsrooms, such as those used for writing
content. Jones and Jones (2019) found that integrating automation into the system of
producing “structured news” impacted responsibilities in the newsroom. Automated
fact-checking technologies represent a ripe location to understand how journalists
contend with evolving technology as it emerges and integrates into their practice and
newsroom culture, much like others have interrogated different technologies previ-
ously. In some respects, as research shows, automation represents a contentious envir-
onment for journalistic authority. Amid elevated concerns about misinformation and
global citizens wielding falsehoods as weapons against fact, automated practices can
respond to those disinformation concerns quicker than the journalists themselves. Yet,
the innovation may also cause labor concerns or community doubt. I now turn to a
discussion of my methodology. The study focused heavily on attending to Carlson’s
(2015) near-decade-old concern regarding algorithmic judgment’s possible impact on
a decline in journalistic autonomy. By drawing on metajournalistic discourse (Carlson
2016) as the theoretical framework, and with that assumption about automation’s
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influence on autonomy, I again revisit my research question: How does the coverage of
automated fact-checking provide context to the role of automated fact-checking on jour-
nalists’ authority?

Methods

I answer this research question by conducting a discourse analysis of the initial cover-
age of new technology—automated fact-checking—and its early adoption in news-
rooms. Like this new technology, recent metajournalistic discourse research responded
to journalism’s evolution and added to the theory by exploring the filming of trials
and its impact on journalistic practice (Garcia-Blanco and Bennett 2021), examining
the impact of right-wing populism affirming objectivity and mocking journalistic boun-
daries (Dowling, Johnson, and Ekdale 2022), and defining gaming journalism within
the boundaries of journalism (Perreault and Vos 2020). This study attempts to under-
stand how opportunities associated with technological innovation can create bound-
ary-making opportunities for journalists and elicit the use of boundary-making
strategies such as expansion, expulsion, and protection of autonomy (Carlson and
Lewis 2019).

Data Collection

I began my search first with Google News and then by accessing databases—
NexusUni and ProQuest. To focus my query, I limited my search to date, sources,
English language, and keywords. I focused on coverage that began from AFC’s early
creation in 2015 to December 31, 2022. I searched Google News and the databases to
identify newspapers, trade press, and industry press sources within my timeframe
using the following keywords: “algorithm�,” “AI,” “artificial intelligence,” “automat�,”
and “fact-check�.” After uploading the articles into MAXQDA, a mixed-method soft-
ware, I used the word combination feature to identify common word pairings and
sequences to refine the search further. This helped to eliminate articles that were not
about automated fact-checking but were instead two different articles with those
terms included on the same newspaper PDF. It also helped me identify any reprints of
articles on several tech sites or because they were a wire story. I refined the search by
combining keywords like “automated fact-checking” and “algorithmic fact-checking.”
Combining the search terms focused the search and revealed that coverage of auto-
mated fact-checking software between 2015 and 2022 is slim. I collected 137 articles
that engage in discourse within newspapers, trade press, and industry press. These
include national-news publications like the Washington Post and the New York Times,
trade publications like Columbia Journalism Review and Poynter, and industry content
like the Duke Reporters’ Lab and Squash. A list of the publications included in this
analysis is included in Appendix A. The texts used for analysis focus on the practices
and propositions between AFC technology and journalistic authority. This authority is
ideological and emerges from journalism’s role as a public service (Deuze 2005).

Coverage in the first two years of AFC was small, with only 11 articles (9%).
Coverage progressed as the years went on and technology changed and was
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integrated more commonly. The most recent year saw more coverage than the previ-
ous year, but still not as much as 2017-2020. Table 1 provides a breakdown by the
year the article was published.

Thirteen countries produced coverage about automated fact-checking. Given my
language (English-speaking only) and funding limitations (hiring speakers of additional
languages), articles included in this study were limited to English. Most articles came
from the United States (n¼ 96; 70%). The United Kingdom was the next most promin-
ently represented (n¼ 20; 15%). The data collected is similar to Moran and Shaikh
(2022) U.S. and U.K. corpus in their study on AI in journalism practice in metajournalis-
tic discourse from 2016-2020. Other nations were represented 1 to 3 times in the sam-
ple, apart from India (n¼ 8; 6%). A list of the nations and the total number of articles
from each is included in Table 2.

Data Analysis

Carlson and Lewis (2019) identify three locations in which boundary work occurs.
These convey part of a typology of metajournalistic discourse (Carlson 2016). The
authors of the texts include journalists and journalism organizations. According to
Carlson and Lewis (2019), these are participants in this discourse. The location where
this boundary work occurs is the text used for my analysis. Using boundary-making
strategies like expansion, expulsion, and protection of autonomy provides an oppor-
tunity for members of the journalism community to discursively construct the institu-
tion (Carlson and Lewis 2019). Because of this, the relationship between journalism
and the public can be interpreted as a discursive one and that journalism has an
authority bestowed upon them to be a watchdog and check and balance on systems.
The implications of journalism as an information gatherer and information verifier
means the institution of journalism has a normative ethical authority (Ryfe 2017;
Deuze 2005). This article reflects recent calls to interrogate normativity associated with
automation and journalism practice (Helberger et al. 2022; Lin and Lewis 2022).

I read each article four times using a constant comparison approach (Maykut and
Morehouse 2001) to discourse analysis using the framework of metajournalistic dis-
course. The first read focused on identifying and developing themes focused on how
the coverage discusses the implication of automated fact-checking on journalistic pro-
duction and authority. These themes included shifts of labor and experiences, social
and civic responsibilities, and attribution and accuracy. Themes emerged within the
unit of analysis – the entire article – because of data points such as language choices,

Table 1. Articles by year.
Year Article count

2015 n¼ 2; 2%
2016 n¼ 9; 7%
2017 n¼ 21; 15%
2018 n¼ 30; 22%
2019 n¼ 22; 16%
2020 n¼ 23; 17%
2021 n¼ 13; 9%
2022 n¼ 17; 12%
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source use, and headline construction. For example, a software creator is referenced in
an article. While the producer of the article is from the journalism community, the pro-
ducer of the text uses an actor within the tech community to provide context to the
purpose of AFC and journalism. The second read built on this and focused on devel-
oping the initial themes. The thematic focus on labor emerged because of coverage
revealing concerns and benefits related to work experiences within the newsroom
resulting from utilizing automation and algorithms. Social and civic responsibilities
emphasize democracy-defending and democracy-building needs of fact-checking that
can be aided by automation. The third theme emerges from a desire for journalism to
establish and maintain normative behaviors. The use of attribution and accuracy as an
effective ethical strategy and ethical principle creates contention between journalistic
authority and technological innovation.

A third pass of the articles solidified the themes. It focused on the boundary-mak-
ing strategies – expansion, expulsion, and protection of autonomy – being used to
negotiate the technologies in relation to journalistic authority. Using the three strat-
egies to interpret the themes allowed me to strengthen my understanding of AFCs’
role in newsrooms but also to enhance my overarching analysis. They help to shape
how journalism discursively constructs its identity in a way that provides authority to
the institution (Carlson 2016; Hanitzsch and Vos 2017). The final read solidified the
analysis. In reading and analyzing texts, I followed an integrated approach. I consider
inductive categories emerging from textual analysis and integrate existing literature.
Since my focus is on the discursive construction of the AFC technology in relation to
journalistic authority, the emphasis in the analysis is on the quoted material and not
the authors and publications. While I provide citations in my analysis, this article’s ref-
erence list does not include the articles.

Findings

Coverage of automated fact-checking (AFC) systems emphasizes labor, democracy, and
ethics. In three intertwined ways, the discourse surrounding AFC communicates a deli-
cate relationship between technology and journalists. In some respects, the technolo-
gies are identified as a positive for their ability to help journalists focus less on menial
chores, despite fact-checking being a core component to verification, accuracy, and

Table 2. Articles by country.
Country Article count

Australia n¼ 1; 1%
Bangladesh n¼ 1; 1%
Canada n¼ 1; 1%
India n¼ 8; 6%
Iran n¼ 1; 1%
Ireland n¼ 1; 1%
Kenya n¼ 2; 2%
Nigeria n¼ 1; 1%
Saudi Arabia n¼ 1; 1%
Ukraine n¼ 1; %
United Kingdom n¼ 20; 15%
United States n¼ 96; 70%
United Arab Emirates n¼ 3; 2%
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truth-telling. This discussion of the change in labor also extends to how audiences will
experience and interact with fact-checking because the technology allows for
enhanced integration into media platforms. AFCs are also evolving, as noted in the
coverage, by adopting natural language processing and a global acceptance of the
technology. However, the discourse is also concerned with the state of democracy and
the implication of automation on accuracy and perceptions of accuracy. Together,
these show that AFC systems challenge the ethical boundaries of the institution of
journalism. These themes also represent issues within a newsroom that may emerge
based on different perspectives: journalists or management. While these diverse views
can and should be nuanced, they aren’t delineated in this section. However, this will
be briefly addressed in the conclusion. What follows is my analysis of the discourse.
This analysis includes three themes: shifts of labor and experience, social and civic
responsibilities, and authenticity: attribution and accuracy.

Shifts of Labor and Experience

Automated fact-checking is leading to changes in how journalists work, and the work
audiences put into experiencing journalism. Coverage of AFC related to labor can be
summed up as “a whole new era for our organizations in terms of the quantity and
type of claims we are able to fact-check” (Fernandez, February 10, 2017). The hyper-
bolic statement showcases how journalism is in a place of growth and innovation,
with automation serving to increase productivity and to do so at an increased pace.
AFC’s ability to make checking basic claims easier speeds up the process, and in doing
so, it changes the normally tedious parts of the journalist’s job. With AFC, the act of
fact-checking shifts labor from humans to computers:

“it is humanly impossible to sift through all that content to identify fake news and
false information… it can be a powerful tool for augmenting human fact-checkers by
flagging potential fake news and false information, thus allowing them to fact-check
faster and more reliably in the fight against the spread of disinformation” (Mok,
January 3, 2020).

Despite the ease AI provides journalists, the algorithms cannot “identify facts;
humans must provide them” (Borel, March 20, 2018). Human journalists needing to
correct technological errors diminishes the simplification of work. While the coverage
attempts to calm doubts and fears that AFC won’t replace people, the infancy of the
technology leads to concern about algorithmic accountability, which is echoed by sev-
eral scholars (Bastian, Helberger, and Makhortykh 2021; Descampe et al. 2022; Shin
2020; Unceta, Nin, and Pujol 2020). As one writer shared, automated fact-checking sys-
tems are meant to help journalists fact-check faster and more reliably (Tanner,
December 19, 2019). The automation process enhances the ease of work, but it also
could cast a shadow on the reputation of the journalist relying on the technology to
enhance their reporting. The reliance on technology to verify also means journalists
rely on automation to engage in their truth-telling capabilities.

In the first five years of the technology, the discourse focuses on the tasks pro-
grammed into the algorithms’ instructions. Although often described as menial, such
as pulling statistics from a database, these tasks aren’t expected to deter journalists
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from doing their work. Rather, the expectation is that the technology provides more
precise responses to queries that will then improve the journalists’ reporting and pro-
duction. Much like communication scholar Taina Bucher (2018) writes, journalism
adopts technologies to improve its practices, including adopting algorithmic systems
to simplify processes. Yet, the expectation, according to the coverage, is that auto-
mated fact-checking systems will evolve, and the technology will be integrated to the
advantage of journalists in their labor to the detriment of their employment. While
one writer shares that AFCs aren’t meant to “replace people” (Tanner, December 19,
2019), the expectation is that human roles will be reduced as machine learning
improves. In the past two years, the focus has become what that shift implies. Bill
Adair, one of the early creators of AFC technology, says that the tech has made jour-
nalists’ jobs easier, but some problems still need to be solved by humans (Adair, June
16, 2021). Natural language processing is one of the most significant areas that Adair
believes needs to be addressed with AFC. The technology can’t hear the nuance in
political speech, for example, just yet. Adair writes, “until the matching improves,
we’ve found humans are still needed to monitor and manage anything that gets dis-
played.” The discourse surrounding labor isn’t limited to journalists, either. Oftentimes,
coverage references the shifts of labor in relation to the audience and how they
experience journalism moving forward.

The automation of fact-checking positions audiences as active viewers of informa-
tion. According to one journalist, audiences would have the ability to request and
“access the full published fact-check” and engage with “on-screen” explanations and
identification of fact checks (Mahone, June 11, 2020). With technological innovations
like Duke’s Squash, which shows fact-checks live on screen, users are now a part of
the fact-checking process. While reception doesn’t entirely change, how audiences
interpret the fact-check live is different. Users’ preference is an automated fact-check
appearing beneath the video playing live on screen because it is seen as “less disrup-
tive to their viewing” (Mahone, June 11, 2020). Coverage shows participants “loved the
concept of real-time fact-checking” but “the design of the pop-up fact-checks often
confused them” (Donohue, October 28, 2019), which has led to the building of an
interface that not only makes the journalist’s job easier for finding the information but
also makes the job of the viewer easier as it “controls which matches actually pop-up
on users’ screens (Adair, February 23, 2020).

While making the job easier for audiences to receive fact-checks may seem fruitful,
it also means increased onboarding for audience members. Just because fact-checking
is more readily available because of automation and algorithms doesn’t mean accessi-
bility comes without purpose or need. Audiences will need to learn how to access
these fact-checks, and they will also need, as one writer shared, to learn how to toggle
displays and search for fact-checks (Mahone, June 11, 2020). This also means that audi-
ence decision-making will happen live (Adair, February 23, 2020), thus moving audien-
ces from passive viewers to heightened and active participants. As research shows,
fact-checking can attend to and engage with audiences (Amazeen, Vargo, and Hopp
2019). Even though the audience can be more engaged, fact-checking is still done for
them. Their shift in labor is related to the outcome of the process still built for and
provided by journalists. This means that even though labor has shifted, authority is
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still given to journalists resulting from their practice of fact-checking – something reit-
erated by scholars Stencel and Luther (2020).

The discourse within this theme reveals two distinct shifts in labor. The first comes
in the form of journalists’ jobs. Integrating AFCs allows journalists to focus on more
human-driven practices because of the routine tasks associated with fact-checking
being taken on by algorithmic processes. The second shift in labor is in audience
reception of fact-checking. While audiences are used to seeing fact-checks, the use of
AFCs means that live fact-checking will be available to audience members. Live fact-
checks, such as of a political speech, require audiences to be more active in their
reception of fact-checking technologies by learning how to turn on fact-checking or
engaging with fact-checking instantly. The shift in labor gives way to two more critical
conversations about the role of AFC in journalists’ authority: responsibilities and
authenticity.

Social and Civic Responsibilities

The growing amount of false information needing to be fact-checked causes not just
a shift in labor but a shift in the relevance of the technology to debunking misinfor-
mation. This assumption in the discourse echoes the extensive body of research on
fact-checking’s role in fighting fake news (Andersen and Søe 2020; Wintersieck 2017;
Jarman 2016; Amazeen 2015; Nyhan and Reifler 2015). Combating misinformation is
an essential task of journalistic fact-checking (Thorson 2016). Automation becomes
vital because “the time has come to create real tools that can help fact-checking
organizations deal with the enormous and growing amount of misleading information
that is created and shared every day” (Fernandez, February 10, 2017). This shift also
leads to conversations about civic responsibilities and legal action. For journalists,
AFC’s goal is to attempt to solve the Internet’s fake news problem. As noted previ-
ously, this technology can instantaneously engage audiences with information. That
also means that the technology can be used to fight misinformation instantaneously.
And with these tools, and “given the speed with which mis- and disinformation
spreads digitally, it is all the more important that fact-checkers have tools to help
them analyze data flows and respond quickly to misleading claims when they appear”
(Sittmann & Tompkins, July 17, 2020). The frequency and efficiency of the algorithms
provide opportunities for users to engage more often with facts. It also means more
opportunities for user error.

Part of the hope for AFC is its ability to reduce online hate speech and fake news
while improving political debate. This may be difficult because misinformation is hard
to police. If AFC technologies “succeed, government leaders will not be the only ones
who can be easily fact-checked. It also will be much simpler to automate active listen-
ing, and fact-checking, of what is being said by public officials and people in power at
all levels (Fernandez, February 10, 2017). Creators of AFC technologies want to use the
technology to hold politicians accountable and provide instant fact checks on politi-
cians’ potential lies. This is a common purpose of fact-checking, according to Graves,
Nyhan, and Reifler (2016). Despite technological innovation, journalistic fact-checking
still serves as a way in which politicians’ feet can be held to the fire. Given the current
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limits on human labor, fact-checking at all levels of political office is difficult. The inte-
gration of automation into journalistic practice allows for more fact-checking to occur.
The hope is that increased fact-checking means a reduction of misinformation.

Journalists often utilize experts in their coverage. AFC developers cited in the dis-
course claim automation might be the best ally in combatting fake news; instead, the
algorithmic processes are just one part of the greater system of change:

“It’s so fast and cheap to tell a lie, and it’s so expensive and time-sucking for
humans correct it. And we could never rely on readers for click-through fact-checking.
We’ll still need journalists to employ the AI fact-checkers to scour the Internet for
deception, and to provide fodder for the truth databases” (Borel, March 20, 2018).

The technology is an opportunity to expand how we develop more robust strat-
egies to analyze the content being put out by several sources, including instances of
satire or conspiracy theories.

Fact-checking increases media and news literacy. AFC reflects similar values of news
literacy, but it puts the process of news analysis in the hands of automation and out
of the hands of the audience. While AFCs aren’t perfect solutions, “there’s hope that
the use of deep learning can help some of the steps of the fake news detection pipe-
line and augment the capabilities of human fact-checkers” (Dickson, February 24,
2020). The need to think critically about the responsible use of automated systems in
journalism leads to what journalists see as foundational to the discussion of journal-
ism’s authority; however, this may not be possible without an increased need to
improve news literacy behaviors in audiences (Tully et al. 2022). Since 2020, auto-
mated fact-checking has been linked in the coverage to a growing need for media lit-
eracy combined with more attention to the algorithms. Danzon-Chambaud (August
21, 2020) writes, “Although media literacy is essential to turning the tide, the use of
automation and algorithms could help conduct fact-checking efforts at scale.” Andrew
Rudyk (June 13, 2022) shares that in Canada there is a renewed focus on media liter-
acy because of automated technologies – something Tully and colleagues (2022) and
Deuze and Beckett (2022) affirm is important. The use of automated fact-checking
may ease the labor of audiences in finding out if facts are correct. Rudyk believes
there is a desire to combat misinformation that supersedes automation, making fact-
checking easier. Anya Schiffrin (August 4, 2022) shares Rudyk’s concern. To Schiffrin, AI
is just another tool. Still, humans – both journalists and their audiences – “remain crit-
ical in the fight against the spread of false information, not least because mis/disinfor-
mation are not primarily a technology issue.

The discourse surrounding the implications of automated fact-checking on civic
responsibilities is centered around fighting fake news. The AFC systems can help battle
the growing body of misinformation from the Internet and social media sources. They
also can improve audience accessibility to correct information. The AFC technology
lacks the language capacity to improve news literacy behaviors in audiences, despite
the attention to fact-checking and sharing correct information. By positioning automa-
tion at the beginning of the information-gathering process, journalists’ authority is
dependent in part on the accountability of the automated software. This means rely-
ing more on the AFCs’ capability to attribute sources and provide accurate and veri-
fied information authentically.
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Authenticity: Attribution and Accuracy

AFCs tasks can make a journalist’s job easier and situate the AI in a place of increased
truth-telling efforts. This means the AI’s role impacts opportunities to showcase attri-
bution and accuracy. According to the discourse, if AFCs can position these two eth-
ical values at the center of their work, then AFCs are more effectively able to prove
their authenticity. This, in turn, will challenge the authority of journalists and journal-
ism. AFCs perform several unique tasks to prove both their attribution capabilities and
accuracy. These tasks would include verifying claims, contradicting and supporting
claims, “detecting the stance of each article,” and “assessing the reputation and there-
fore the trustworthiness of each article” (Mok, January 3, 2020). The work to find the
truth is not an easy path and that is why AFC is seen as a means of which to make
journalists’ jobs easier. But the reliance on the accuracy and algorithmic accountability
of the AFCs is a possible deterrent to their use.

One journalist writes of “an unintended negative outcome” of using AFCs: people
would interpret the “automated fact-checking system as the definitive truth” (Dickson,
February 24, 2020). Viewers already struggle with identifying what is fact from fiction,
with some even misinterpreting a fact check. The AFC software can place fact-checks
on screens during live broadcasts. Still, with the increase of the fact-checks on screen,
because of the inability to quickly fact-check everything, viewers are assuming that if
a statement didn’t receive a fact-check that the statement “must be true” (Donohue,
October 28, 2019).

While the programming can argue that its attribution is clear, accuracy is often
linked to immediacy. The coverage positions accuracy and attribution in opposition to
one another because there is still a growing fear that the machines are unable to pro-
vide accurate means of the truth when the attribution of sources is either no longer
timely or comes from a place of falsehood. After five years of use, AFC’s “… next step
is to tackle reputation-assessment to validate the truthfulness of an article through its
source and linguistic characteristics” (Dickson, February 24, 2020). This desire to evolve
extends beyond the intricate technologies to include the “limits in terms of what [the
technology] can achieve by itself” (Sittmann & Tompkins, July 17, 2020). The program-
ming continues to be critiqued for its inability to engage with nuance or uphold an
absolute understanding of truth. It also has limits to its accuracy and authenticity as a
result of some of the technological restrictions and challenges the programming has.
This would include the dependency of the program on natural language processing
technologies and an inability to understand complicated aspects of language and pro-
gramming types (i.e., talk shows versus political speech). Sittmann and Tompkins (July
17, 2020) write, “automation does not yet work well when it comes to verifying new
and unchecked claims” and is “less capable of identifying complicated claims or
subtler forms of misleading information.” These limitations of access to information
because of authoritarian regimes, governments’ lacking resources to collect or provide
information, and the complexity and diversity of language lead to distinct concerns
about the authenticity of the information provided by AFC. And they further compli-
cate the misinformation landscape and challenge the foundations of journalism’s
authority.
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The truth about claims and headlines is out there, and a lot of the truth can be
revealed through machine learning opportunities and the development of unique and
comprehensive automated fact-checking systems. Yet, according to Cathy O’Neil, a
data scientist and author of Weapons of Math Destruction: How Big Data Increases
Inequality and Threatens Democracy, who was used as a source in an article, “The con-
cept of a fact-checking algorithm, at least at first blush, is to compare a statement to
what is known truth. Since there’s no artificial algorithmic model for truth, it’s just not
going to work” (Borel, March 20, 2018). Truth in this story is seen as complex and squi-
shy. Human brains can recognize nuance and context. This is necessary to verify infor-
mation, which means this nuance and context are imperative to the truth-telling
journalists strive to achieve. Can AFCs even reach this level of nuance or accountabil-
ity? The discourse assumes that one of the places the nuance will be addressed is in
language.

The future accuracy of AFC reporting will rely on bringing human brains
together. In some cases, this was seen in the discourse as leading to an expansion
of language opportunities to remove “language barriers” as they are “problematic”
(Fernandez, February 10, 2017). By making fact-checking “available in more
languages” (Fernandez, February 10, 2017), “collaboration” is then made easier
through standardization. This shift will allow for more globalized practices, thus
moving from an English-speaking center that is often assumed. Like Graves (2018a)
notes, fact-checking is seen as an Amerocentric or Western idea. This also means
that adding natural language processing and expanding language capacities will
shift boundaries to include those that have often been excluded. Having “a com-
mon database could help fact-checkers around the world contribute to a know-
ledge base that they could all draw from” (Waddell, December 7, 2016). The
collaboration “is going to be crucial” (Fernandez, February 10, 2017) if automated
fact-checking systems are going to be effective and more accurate. In some cases,
the accuracy is enhanced with this communal and cultural diversity, such as train-
ing the AI system to understand cultural and linguistic differences in global news
reporting. Yet, these systems, at this moment, must all be developed and main-
tained by humans. After seven years, the technology is still not up to par with lan-
guage and cultural diversity Even though some called for “crucial” collaboration in
2017, come 2022, various heads of AFC technology companies/organizations still
believe that the technology just isn’t there yet. Following the Global nine Summit,
Grace Abels (June 28, 2022) writes in Poynter that these leaders want
“collaboration” still, but especially when it comes to more “bilingual technolo-
gy… of user interface and functionality for people using this new technology in
day-to-day work.” The solution, according to Abels, is more and more fact-checking
in a database to help train these technologies better and for these technologies to
“be brought up to the challenge of reaching people.”

AFCs change labor practices and help combat misinformation, two advantages of
the technologies. Despite this, there are substantial concerns about what they can
accomplish and how accountable the technologies are. AFCs can challenge journalists’
authority because of their ease of use and assistance in fighting fake news. Using
them means authority is granted to the technology and not the journalists. However,
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what emerged in the discourse surrounding this theme is that worries about accuracy
and attribution in automation could cause pause. And the potential inaccuracies and
lack of accountability of the algorithms could also shift the authority of journalists,
especially if audiences believe that whatever the AFC creates is an absolute truth.
More challenges to journalists’ authority may come with the evolution of technology
and a reduction in human nuance included in decision-making.

Discussion: Evolving Boundaries Represent Contention between
Expansion and Protection

The metajournalistic discourse about automated fact-checking represents two of three
forms of boundary work: expansion and protection (Carlson and Lewis 2019). The
boundary work emerges in more nuanced ways within the discourse, which shows
that the institution is still attempting to wrestle with the implications of the evolving
technology. When it came to shifts of labor and experience and social and civic
responsibilities, the discourse is more inclusive of AFCs. In service of expanding boun-
daries, AFCs represent an opportunity to include computer and data scientists and
programmers – non-journalistic actors – into the institution as collaborative partici-
pants. The journalists need programmers to make the AFC technology work. The rela-
tionship between the two is seen symbiotically in the discourse, with the AFCs as the
outcome of their professional collaboration. This also emerges in the use of sources
within the discourse. Creators of the software and leaders within new AFC organiza-
tions were incorporated not just as experts but also as members of the practice, given
their integral participation.

What is apparent in the discourse is that the evolving capabilities of AFCs create a
need for conversations around the technology’s future role in journalism practice.
While there are shifts in labor practices, giving AFCs more of the mundane chores of a
journalist, for example, the AFCs will continue to develop and challenge journalists’
jobs. The rise of misinformation in the 2016U.S. Presidential campaign shifted atten-
tion to fact-checkers and fact-checking. The 2020 election saw more misinformation
and fact-checkers like Daniel Dale becoming human faces for journalism’s most ethical
practices and values: attribution and accuracy. This isn’t unique to the American con-
text either. For example, the article from Ukraine discussed fact-checking relative to
the Russia-Ukraine war. Despite this, the coverage implies that the human quality of
fact-checkers calls into question their selection bias. That assumption and the battle
for journalism’s legitimacy because of political attacks provide tech companies the
capability to eliminate bias by bringing automated strategies to the table and allowing
automating fact-checking to become the “holy grail” (Clabby, October 8, 2018) of jour-
nalistic possibilities. If this holy grail were to be achieved, the authority of journalists
would continue to erode because of technological advancements and practices.

Labor and combatting misinformation also represent a place of expansion relative
to practice. The AFCs provide an opportunity for journalists to shift their attention
(and labor), which leads to AFCs becoming more acceptable within an institutional
practice. While there is an acknowledgment in the discourse that the technologies
have faults and cannot do everything a human is expected to, the AFC technology
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can be absorbed into professional practice in a way that could also fight back against
growing misinformation concerns. This was especially important in discourse following
the 2020 election in the United States. Labor and civic responsibilities represent areas
of expansion in journalism’s boundaries – for journalists and their management.
Despite the AFCs being discursively included in the boundaries of journalism, there is
a clear desire for journalism’s boundaries to be protected from AFCs’ potential to
inhibit accuracy and attribution.

The use of protection as a boundary-work strategy in the discourse was explicitly
focused on the professionalism of AFCs and the implications of that on the authority
of journalists. At the same time, expansion was used to bring AFCs into the institution
in terms of participants and practices and the protection of autonomy surfaces
throughout. The desire to protect comes with the evolution of technology. If AFCs can
master natural language processing, expand their language use, increase efficiency
and response rate, and do so with heightened accuracy, journalists in the discourse
respond with concern. While AFCs can make their jobs more accessible, the discourse
shows that there is a cost to journalism’s authority. The discourse consistently relies
on explaining that journalists are needed to make AFCs work and that a human
experience is critical to allowing automated fact-checking to be an included practice.
The belief is that AFCs can only be included if journalism maintains its authority and
journalists their autonomy.

Replacing journalists isn’t the only place where their authority is challenged. AFCs
shift the boundaries of the profession from being one primarily built on human experi-
ence and condition to one grounded on technological decision-making before human
action. Allowing AFC technology to curate information, develop databases in constant
need of maintenance because of evolving language and diversity, and combat misin-
formation live without the need for human conditions forces the profession to expand
its network to include AI materials. It also means that computer scientists and Big
Tech become more central to the industry, which would further question the legitim-
acy of journalists’ authority. The profession prides itself on its ability to remain object-
ive. Still, the outside integration of tech companies and the use of their technologies
that journalists cannot maintain means more actors are required to make the profes-
sion work. This takes away from the authority a journalist traditionally has in a news-
room. Instead of humanity being the foundation of where reporting is built, if AFCs
continue to evolve as the coverage assumes they will, technology will become a bed-
rock of reporting.

Conclusions: Shifting Authority to Develop Deeper Responsibilities

Carlson (2015) sees authority automation technology challenging journalistic authority,
specifically regarding automated writing and the quality of writing and reporting
beyond it. In the case of AFCs, technology is shifting the fact-checking practices from
human journalists to computerized databases and algorithms. Despite the fact-checks
still initially coming from journalists, the algorithm’s goal is to build search tools and
fit as many facts as possible into a database. Essentially, the fact-checking process will
be removed from journalists to allow them to focus their attention on other parts of
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their job. The assumption is that AFCs will blend human beings’ creativity and experi-
ence with the meticulousness and speed of AI. This doesn’t remove journalists from
fact-checking, per se, but it will become central to audience reception and the veracity
of journalists and news organizations’ reputations. While new in terms of technology,
this challenge to authority echoes Usher’s (2018) findings about the immediacy of
breaking news being a detriment to journalistic authority. This harm extends beyond
the labor changes. This can be seen in Moran and Shaikh (2022) recent study on the
metajournalistic discourse of AI in journalism. Their findings support those in this
study, particularly concerning the human condition and economic shifts in job per-
formance. As Moran and Shaikh (2022), Lin and Lewis (2022), and Helberger and col-
leagues (2022) all note: attention to normativity matters when studying the impact of
automation on journalism practice.

In a sense, the discourse attempts to expand the boundaries of journalism to
include automated fact-checking systems. The shift in labor to make journalists’ jobs
easier positions AFCs as an extension and support of journalists and journalism.
Technology has become a way for journalism; it is part of the practice. The closer the
technology comes to the holy grail, the less likely it would be part of the practice and
would usurp the practice in its entirety. In this way, the discourse isn’t exclusionary
just yet. Instead, the discourse balances delicately between including technology and
protecting journalists’ autonomy.

Limitations

To begin, this study is limited in its geographic approach. The texts used are predom-
inantly from American institutions, despite fact-checking being of global concern. Fact-
checking operations exist worldwide. For example, Cheruiyot and Ferrer-Conill (2018)
focused on Code For Africa, Open Up, and Africa Check. These organizations represent
a continental movement, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa, to use data to tackle fake
news concerns. Cheruiyot and Ferrer-Conill (2018) find that fact-checkers, who are
seen as peripheral to news media, are participating in the same goals, norms, and
practices akin to journalistic discourse. Scholars have interrogated fact-checking practi-
ces in Estonia (Himma-Kadakas and Ojamets 2022), Australia (Carson et al. 2022), and
South Korea (Kim et al. 2022). Given the limit to English publications, it isn’t unsurpris-
ing that 85% of the articles in this article are from the United States or the United
Kingdom, with the UK only being 15% of the overall coverage. I acknowledge the
Amerocentrism and privileging of the English language of this piece explicitly and
hope others or I can expand the work in comparative and geographical ways that
best serve the call Tandoc et al. (2020) put forth into addressing the Western bias of
digital journalism studies in the future.

While this project can engage with previous works, this study is limited in scope.
Given the newness of the AFC, this research will undoubtedly develop further and
should continue to be interacted with as more AFC technologies and software emerge.
In fact-checking scholar Lucas Graves’ closing remarks at his session on automated
fact-checking at the Global nine Fact-Checking Summit, he shared, “everybody under-
stands that to fight misinformation at scale, some kinds or some forms of automation
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are essential. And that’s why so many fact-checkers themselves have played a really
important role in developing and deploying and trying out these tools and technolo-
gies since 2015. At the same time, it’s sort of past time for us to have a clear under-
standing of what tools are actually available and usable today” (Abels, June 28, 2022).
At this moment, the professional and industry press haven’t engaged much in discus-
sing AFC, and what journalists write looks more at the initial steps of developing this
software and how the tech and media communities receive it. But it is clear from
Graves that there is a need to interrogate AFC for its useability and implications on
mis- and disinformation. Very few articles discuss user experience, while most talked
very openly about the technology’s purpose to make journalists’ jobs easier. Articles
written since 2020 had specific mentions of misinformation and media literacy, such
as Mantas (June 24, 2022) writing, “that’s why media literacy has been so crucial, with
organizations like Chequeado, MediaWise and a host of other fact-checkers around the
world emphasizing training the public on the basics of fighting online falsehoods.
Automation can enhance fact-checkers’ work, but only public buy-in can defeat dis-
information.” It also reflects current research into the role of conceptualizing AI and
algorithms in news literacy (Tully et al. 2022) and the need for a specific AI literacy
(Deuze and Beckett 2022). This transition in the discourse could signal future pathways
for research. In five years, these discussions may be entirely different; however, the
assumption I will make is that by returning to this work five years from now is that
the foundational purpose of AFCs—to make journalists’ jobs easier—will still be cen-
tral to the argument by management for their creation and integration into news-
rooms. What may change are the social and political pressures these technologies
interact with, and how misinformation and disinformation contribute to the changes
and developments of these technologies. Regardless of why the industry creates these
technologies, they will continue to be important to study, especially as they continue
to inform and challenge the authority of journalists.
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Appendix A
List of Publications and Article Count

Publication title Article count (n¼ 137)

Africa Check 1
American Press Institute 2
Analytics India Magazine 1
Associated Newspapers Ltd. 2
The Atlantic 2
BBC 3
Christian Science Monitor 2
CNN 2
Columbia Journalism Review 3
Financial Times 5
Forbes 3
Free Press Journal 2
Green Tech Ltd. 1
Hybebeast 1
Impact Financial News 3
Inc.com 1
Indian Express 3
Iran Daily 1
IT Next 3
Journalism.co.uk 1
Khaleej Times 1
Mashable 1
Media Shift 1
Medium 2
NBC 1
Newstex 2
Nieman Journalism Lab 12
Policy Options Politiques 1
Poynter 21
Premium Times 1
Quartz 1
Quartz Africa 1
Reporters Lab 1
Reuters Institute 1
States News Service 1
Tech Policy Press 1
Tech Crunch 2
The Conversation 1
The Duke Chronicle 2
The Financial Express 1
The Guardian 5
The Hill 1
The Independent 2
The Institution for Future Media and Journalism 1
The Mirror 1
The New York Times 4
The New Yorker 1
The Next Web 1
The Parliament Magazine 1
The Times (London) 5
The Times of India 3
The Washington Post 7
Waterloo Region Record 1
WFTS Tampa Bay 1
Wired 2
Yerepouni Daily News 1
ZDNet 1
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