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Chapter 5

fow different segments of the population adopt a medinm. Second, we must
fecognize that the institutional structure of a communication medium is not
ordained, rather, it 3s situated in a particular cconomic and legal covironment.
equently, it is wrong to make blanket claims about the Internet’s potential
1plications for socicty withont considering the nyyriad of factors that mfuence
witechnologies are adopted 1n society. In this vein, itis also incorrect to assunie
¢ simply having access to the Internet will improve peaple’s life chances.
Jera are numerous institutional factors that influence how a communicaton
sedium diffuses across the population and to what uses it s put. From hardware
iufacturers to content creators, from federal regulatoss to jocal government
glicy-makers, from university admipistrators to corporate managers, 1ot of
istitutional players are contributing to the emerging shape of the new medinm.
[ this chapter, I focus on one instituvional level variable, namely, the evolution
business interests online and how this influences people’s use of the medium.
Seudies have locked at how people use the Internet (for a review, see
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Bach day, milkions of people across the world turn to the Web to find mformatio
about cr{mzdess tQpig. Given the vast amount of material available online, us Mneio ef ok, 2001) and in particular what types of content users view Dline
rely on intermediaries to channel them toward content. Whether through ¢ VHIBEIO €l @, 2 and I parteuial what types of content users view ot
use of search engines, directory listings. or tinks supplied by favorite destination - Howard etal, 2901)1‘%}.& e s & separate befiv th.g’ erature that 1601?; athow
people often rely on content aggregators and third-party sites to help them f1 ple use 1?3f0m‘13f1013 }‘em?val systerns and,‘ m particular, how people search
information of interest. The majority of these intermediary sites are for-profl information on the Web (for a review of this hrerature, sce Jansen and ?O‘?Ch’
ventares. Does the commercial nature of these sites influence what types: V). However, these two areas ?f inquiry exist in 1501;?,1011 from E?Ch other.
content are most easily accessible to users? Is all content on the Web createt Iere has been hltﬂ? discussion of how gempi_c’s Ot?l_zr?.c actions may 1..:35 influenced
equal? Or are there ways in which some materials online get more eXposur tonly by' their interests buc also by their ab'ﬁ.mes 0 find various rypes of
than other content regardless of relevance and quabivy? And do such different ntent online (Hargiitai, 2002). D{)es the way in 'W}}.IC%I content 1s m"gamzed,
Lmit the level of content diversity that is realistically within the reach of T Cn.rcci, and di.stributed. o_nﬁ;}e influence people’s ;bﬂ;t\.y to ﬁf}é icu‘ way to
wsers? When cousidering the Web's inplications for a global civil network socie iteyial on the Web? In this chapter, 1 look at the evolution of p(?xni«-oﬁentr}"
ss and the most populat search engines online to show how various business

it is important to recogaize the mstitutional factors that may mftuence how . i : :
ecgies have shaped the ways in which content is presented 1o tsers and how

benefit from this global medivm. : : _

The mass diffusion of the Internet across the world has led many to speculate gse business decisions iuﬂuence users’ everyday online actions.
abont the potential effects of the new medium on society at iarge. Frthusiasts -M“ﬁh of the promise of the Internet for glc{bal commiunitics is based more
have beralded the potental gains resulting fiom use of the technology suggesting he person-to-person communication pcssit?i}ities afforded by the medivm
that it will reduce ineguality by lowering the barriers to information, allowin dyer than the information retrieval aspect of the network. However, in order
people of all backgrounds to improve their human capital, expand their socid i participate in civil society and find networks of interest, users need to have
networks, be more direct participants in the political process, search for and fisid ilie ability to find the relevant types of groups and communities with w hich
jobs, have better access to health information, and otherwise improve the y want to be involved. In this respect, the suances of information retrieval
opportunities and enhance their life chances (e.g. Anderson ef al., 1995). Som fome an important component of who may be able to find and join
lrave gone as {ar as w say that the Internet will lead o “universal liberty,” 3 né mumunities and how far reaching these interactions can be. In this chapter 1
averarching tolerance and the "restoration of ethics” (Barlow, 1997}, In contras ik ac what processes mediate what online information reaches users,
skeptics have warned against the potential costs of such a technology due w it
ability to overwhelm us with often useless information {(Rochlin, 1998; Shen
1997) and isolate us from our social networks leading 1o loneliness and possibly
even depression (Nie, 2001; Nie and FErbring, 2000). '

$Historica! studies (Carey, 1988; Marvin, 1988, Pool, 1983} suggest thae unde
standing how technologies are adopted involves two levels of anabysis. First, ¥
need ro look ar nsers and what characteristics at the individual level shape
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he promise of the Web

{ilions of Web pages are available on the Web for public use (Bergmann, 2002;
ke, 2000). Apy individual or organization with the know-how to creawe 2 site
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can coniribute content 1o the public Web, The technicalities of making suc
content as available to users as the most popular Web sites are more or less th
same. The Interner has the potettial to create arenas for more voices tham ar
other previcus conumunication medium by dramatically reducing the cost €
the replication and distribution of mformatton. Writers, musicians, visual artis
no lenger have 1o relv on large production agencics and distributors to g
their work out to the public, Politicians and activists have the potenual to reac
citizens without having te go through media giant or the difficuly
parnphleteering step by step impeded by geographical limits. ;

The facility associated with the use of the network — both with respect
posting and retrieving information — has led to much enthusiasm about :
potential to connect members of marginalized groups, to give voices to th :
without many resources, and o provide information 1o those 1n remote Jocatios
facking access to more mainsireamn media ourlets, By allowing a vast reductigh
in the replication and distribution costs of & produect ~ whether text-based, audi
video, or muli-media — the Web puts product dissemingtion within the 1
of the individual, This reduces the salience of the gate that functions betwt
the creator of information and its materialization. Not only can a person ¢réa
a product easity, it is also possible to make numerous copies of it available at v
low cost. Moreover, because it is no longer necessary to transport these g
physically, it is also nearly efforiless to allow access to the product from var

ovie critics, book review edivors — can be 4 key figure in allocating peoples
tention to material. Although there may be less emphasis on th;:-se mnter-
itediaries in the online world when it comes to producing and makisng available

tent, the final step of reaching audiences remains a crocial part of garneriug
ention for one’s material. 4
lthough there may be aumerous high-quality sites on the Web, there is
"guarantece that anyone will find their way to them. The central concern is po
iger what is produced, but what consuners hear and know about, Accordingly,
atckeeping activity sall occurs online, but now takes place at the level of
rmation exposure lts location has shified fiom the decision about what
tid be produced to control of what materials get to consumers and of what
crj-xi they becorne aware. In this vein, it is mportant to distinguish between
tent that i merely present on the Web in contrast to content to which users
rasily exposed.“ Available” content is material that is present online but which
1d be distinguished from “aceessible” content which is realistically within
ach of users.

ise of search engines and portal sites

to the ease with which users could add content to the Web, thanks to the
1 the number of users, and as a result of 2n increasing number of organiza-
seinbracing the Web as a comumunication tool, the amount of cim.temt
le onlive has risen exponentially. In 1995, there were approximately ten
nd Web sites (Prettejohn, 1996); by 2003 this pumber had SYOWD tO 1more
thirty-five million (INeteraft, 2003). Not surprisingly, services rhat help users
}mt way to content of interest are crucial to the Web'’s ability to be a useful
fol people.
- amotnt of Web content skyrocketed, search engines became increasingly
Gt in sifting dhrough online material The first search engines appezu?e;l
1108 mid-1990s and severa! of them came out of research universities {see Table
dates and information about origins). In many cases, academic research
ngs sponsored their creation. and their one goal was to help people berser
igate Web content. -
tally, these sites functioned in one of twa ways, Some provided the option
ily searching the Web’s content {e.g, WebCrawler and Lycos) while others
Hized information into Web directories and people could access content by
Wy on categornized links (e.g. Yalico). The former relied on compum‘r
tdins whercas the Jatier were manually compiled. At this point the one goal
d'to be to feature imterestin gand high-guality content. In time, the ventuzes
demic settings and became profit-seeking commercial eaterprises.
her source of pepular portal sites were the default home ngés that came
ring the use of the most popular browsing software applications, Netscape
for and Internet Explorer. At first, those sites offered little more than
e upgrades, bue soon they grew into much more than a place to download

geographic locatons.

The challenge of reaching audiences

Information abundance sometimes exacerbates the problem of attention scarg
Tronically. cven people who have recognized the imporazce of attention s
have suggested that any mdividual will be able to sidestep organizations
corporate packaging in ap attempt to receive atrenton| (Goldhaber, 1997
contrast, } emphasize thar attention scarcity leads individual areators ofcor
1o rely on online gatekeepers to channel their material toward wsers and Je
users to rely on such services to find dheir way to content on the Wekb:
services that categorize online infornmtion - search engines, pomnt-of-entry
- can be considered gatekeepers on the World Wide Web. :
The term “gatekeeper” refers to poings thar function as gates blocking
flow of some material while allowing other information {o pass through (W}
1950). Stadies on industries that make cultural producry (Hirsch, 1972; Lop
1992; Peterson and Berger, T975; Powell, 1985) havd explored the redée
gatekeepers in mfluencing the tvpe of produces thar are pjoduced and disty
oo the market. With previous media, the costs of produstion were so hijgh
a vitally important gatekeeping step concerned the decisibn about what prodt
should be produced. Individual creators of cultural products had to go thit
both producers and disributors of their products to get aftention on the mar
The final link in the distribution chain — supermarket ragk jobbers, disk jo
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Teble 5.f The launch date of some major search engines and their or!g]nal insgitutional |

he ch of Go.com in 1999 as a joint profit-secking venture between the Disney
affiliations

orporation and the Infoseek Corporation. In just five years the commercial
iture of scarch engines and big portal sites became unmistakable. The focus

Search engine ~ Launch year Criginal offfiation - : )
¥as no longer to simply offer guidance to the rest of the Web and point users

Lycos 1994 Carnegie Mellon University i« other sites. Instead, the goals of the newer sites became to keep users on their
WebCrawler 1994 University of Washington win territory as long as possible maximizing revenue from advertisements
Yahoo! 1934 Stanford University esented to users while on the host site.
Altavista 1995 Digital Equipment Corporation s 1 .
Excite 1995 Excite, Inc. However, 1o one SUCI} Sii‘? could ever G’éf&r access to all of online content. In
Infoseel 1995 Private aut, any one search engine is only able to index a small percentage of the Web
HoiBot 1996 Wired Ventures ad even combined they can only account for a portien of online material
Google 1998 S;anforci University {Google, Inc. by the time : fawrence and Giles, 19993, This mesns that only 2 fragmen: of what is publicly

of launch) vailable online is realistically wirthin the reach of users. If a site is not indexed

does not get pointers in a Web directory i can eastly f2ll into oblivion, never
& be seen by any users.

~According to one survey, 85 percent of users have ever used a search engine
e, 2002) suggesting that the majority of Web users tuim to content aggregasors
least part of the dme to Jocate material online. By 1999, search engines and
tial sites dominated the list of most popular Web sites, garnering traffic from
willions of unique visitors each month. Often users are locked into whatever
jortal &s the default setting when they buy their computers. Research by
Netscape in 1998 showed that 50-60 percent of vsers did not change their
lefault browser homepage (Guglielmo, 1998) leaving them with a prepackaged
ite from a provider. America Online constitutes a special case i that AQL users
¢ not only presented with a very specific AQL-sponsored content box when
ey first log on, there are other proprietary AOL services that users have to
idestep to find Web sites not related to the service provider.

All in all, what service provider one uses and, accordingly, what coptent firse

an applicaton. In 1998, the Microsoft Corporation made a conscious effort to
consolidate all of 7ts online ventures into one site at MSN.com, creating a massive
one-stop point-of-entry site (Broersma, 1998},

Serategies for profitobility

Government suppore for mediz content is rare in the United States. (Although
the Web is an interpaddonal medium, all of the most popular search engines and
portal sites originated in the United States, dins the focus on that one country.)
This left the burden of financing these online ventures to ather potential sources;
The modef in the 19905 was to turn to corporate sponsorship. Alternatives could
have included individual subscription fees or funding by privaze foundations:
Most ondine services were funded through adverusements, by venture capitalists,
or through corporate cross-subsidizadion where the profitable division ofd
company covered the costs of the onfine undertaking. In order to legitimate
funding, Web sires had to attzact and keep visitors and encourage them to st
and revisit frequentdy. :

To achieve this, search engimes and portal sites expanded their repertolre of
services bevond simply pointmg people to content elsewhere on the Web,
Instead, they changed their business models to the goal of keeping users on theit
sites as long as possible. By contracting with large content providers they offered
sports information, entertinment news, current events, and many other servic
{e.g. free email accounts and space for personal home pages) all under one roo
As Lycos openly proclaimed: “The Company seeks to draw a large number of
viewers t0 its Websites by providing a one-stop destination for identifyin
selecting and accessing resources, services, content and information on the Wel
(Lycos, 1998}

The online landscape had cleardy changed. For example, contrast the laune
of Lycos by acaderics and the launch of Yahoo by students in 1994 with the

hows up on oné’s browser has 2 potential significant effect an users’ online
Attions. This phenomenon can be summed up by the term: default homepage
difrantage. Most users do not choose their default homepages ~ the computer
Aaanufacturer, their sexvice provider, or their employer or Hbrary does. Many
ers do not change the settings, leaving the default homepage advantage in the
winds of corporate entities, The goal of these actors s to benefit from driving

wrs' eyeballs to parucular content whose prominence they can influence via
ieir default homepage advantage.

he implications of cammercial interes¢s online

o understand whether different types of content are given cqual opportunity
ureach audiences, we must consider how sites achieve good rankings on search
sygine result lisrs and prominent positions on portals and directories. For the
nost part such decisions are proprietary information and companies do 10t
isclose the derails of their search englne algorithins or how they make decisions
Bave directory listings. Nonetheless, it is possible to collect some information
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tes spend significant resources on eptimizing their content to show up
ults, In fact, an enure industry has sprung up around “search engine
zation”, offering advice on how companies and others can best ensure
ttheir Web sires clitub to the top of search engine results In contrast, the sites
t)_{!‘se most relevant content may be posted by a non-profit organization or
wdividual on his or her own initiative and only appear far down the tesules
because the owners of such sites do not necessarily have the resources to
piiinize for search engine positioning. In fact, free Web-hosting services which
Qif-profits and individuals are more likely o use are known to be discriminated
inist in search engine listings (c.g. search engines place much less emphasis
irge sites such as Geoerties that provide free Web site space, rarely ranking
iein highly on resulty; moreover, users tend to question the rehability of content
inthese sites which leads to even less traffic). So the overall concern due to
‘prominence of commercial interests on the Web is not that asers will
fknowingly be roped inte purchasing informaton they could otherwise obtain
oriftee ~ alchough this may happen as well — but thar they may not find what
ey are looking for or may miss the best available information because those
wirrees are crowded out by the profit-seeking ventures,
Commercial sites will often rise to the top of result lists despite not having
e velevant information. A search on Overture — which is an openh pay-for-
anent search engine — for something as specific and non-commercial as
“museam of modern art” will yield eight commercial results before listing
b/ /wwwmoma.org which i the museum’s owa site (this search was
ormed in January, ’9093} And akthough Overture may not be a widely used
arch engine, it has deals with several of the mosr popular search engines to
atire its results on their pages (e.g in 2003, Yahoo!, MSIN, AltaVista, Dogpile,
Lycos all featured Overture results prominently on their results pages with
ving levels of disclosure about this partnership). This example shows that
uncial incentives do play an important role in what content users see
ominently on the most popular Web sites.
ndoubtedly, the evolution of search enginss and portal sites continues. Like
media Piirto, 1994), Web sites also evolve over time as use patterss and

about site practices and get some idea of the role of comumercial interests in hed
conrent is caregorized and presenved onfine. .

The sirategies described here do not pertain to explicit graphical adverdise
ments displaved on Web pages, Rather, they all involve the role of financ
incentives n search engines and divectory placements. There are several ways it
which sites can achieve good positioning by paying a fee (this is ofien refert
1o as pay-for-placement}. Most search engines now have various sponsor
programs where site owners can purchase 3 pardeular position after cerral
specified search terms. For example, one can contract to be placed in the ki
“Sponsored Links” {e.g. on Goagle in 2003) or“Sponsor Match” {e.g. onYahi
1 2003) after users run a search on a particalar term. However, these “sponsored
bnk™ designations are sometimes quite ambiguous on search engines and ev)
when they are dearly noted users do not necessarily notice them or know thia
they are the resulr of behind-the-scenes financial arrangements. Sites vily
considerably in how prominent they make the fact that a particular result cafie
up because of sponsorship and not pecessarity becanse of overall 1f:kv(mua

pre

the search query. _

Undoubtedly, the entry of the private sector into the Internet work
encouraged i vide spread and the growth in onlive content. Search engi
and portal sites sisist millions of users every day in finding information onli
Se why is it a problem thar commercial interests sometimes guide the content
sefection on popular sites? The concern is that search engites that are giid
by profit motives may point people away from the most relevant and best-qual
stres i tavor of those that have paid the highest bids for placement on the resii
page regardless of their quality and specific relevance to the search query

Amalyses of large-scale search engine vsage data suggest that users mainly
on the first page of resuis to a search query. A study analyzing almost ope hill
queries on the AlmVista search engine showed that in 85 pt‘rcem of the ca
users only viewed the first sereen of results (Silversteln ef al., 1999). Web usé
habits bave not changed much over the yesrs. Another study {Spm}g etal 200
campared data on the use of the Excite search engine from 1997, 1994, ar
2001 and found that rhe mean number of resules pages users locked at h;

decieased over tme. The dasa in this study also show chat the majority of usk wmedia lindscape change. Content aggregators develop new strategies to
rely on simple queries wishout the use of advanced search featuies (e.g. use: Main important playcrs in the industry. Google was a relatively late entrant

medtinle terms in a query, the nse of Boolean eperators or quotes around-tef]
£ it resulis).
‘Phese findings suggest that users heavily rely on sites for presenting them wi
mformation rather than using sophisticated search technigues to fine-tune th
guerizs. This implies that information prominently -displayed on portal sit
whether selected becanse of high conrent value ox for commercial reasons =
a good chance of being the destinaton of visiters. If users do not posé
advanced know-how about how content s organized and presented to then

nany as 30 percent of searchers turning to its services five years into the
ipany’s inception (Sullivan, 2003). As of this wmmb, Google does not allow
imiereial copsiderations to affect its main search engine resuls. Nonetheless,
ogle also showcases ad-supporied content on ies results pages. Moreover,
tal sites which contract with Google for their searches - such as Yahoo! and
yWay - display Google’s ads from i AdWords program in ways different from
e on Google’s own site. For example, on MyWay, the resalts show up right
© the regular resulis and the words signaling that these are “sponsored

onlne then they are especally ar the mercy of what content sites decid
teacure prominenty and make easily accessible to them, 7 tngs” are an very small font and unobirasive,
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iiik to the welcome page of the site from every other page on the site. In
ditton to the importance of this to search engine rankings, such clear
ijational hints on pages aid the usability of the Web site.

hird, the orgnnization or group must make sure that the content on the site
gularly updated. There are two separate reasons for this. On the one hand,
itors will be more likely to keep coming back if they know they can expect
i content. On the other hand, providing up-to-date materials boosts the
ency with which search engines will index a site. Search engines have
ams — often referred to as robots or spiders — that crawl the Web’s content
pdate their darabases with what is available online. T hese robots tend to pass
ites that are frequently updated more ofien than other sites (Hiler, 2002).
il in this case would be to inciude a blog or Weblog on the site with nearly
updates. A blog is 2 frequently updated site with entries most often
sented in chronological order (Stone, 2002). Various software programs exist
wromate nmaeh of the process, requiring very bude to po technical expertise.
i entries on blogs do not have to be lengthy additions, they can be no more
iin simply pointers to other content online. The advantage of 2 blog is that 1t
elatively easy to maintain, it can have an interactive component, it does nat
e to include the addition of much content at any one time, and it can boost
rankings of a site if frequently updated (Hiler, 2002).

“ousth, allowing users 1o become actvely engaged with site content can boost
sularity and encourage foyalty as users become more directly invelved. An
stéractive section on a site in the form of a Web forum can allow for this,
lowever, such an interactive component may be complicated or expensive to
tinch and maintain. A viable alternative is to start an electronic discussion st
fers cant sign up and receive emalls from other participants, The site creators

So although Google's own site may not cngage i some of the practices th
raise concerns outlined eatlier, a Jarge number of asers siill depend on sited
that feature ad-supported content before information that may be more releviiil
w0 their needs. Moreover, Google — like any other search engine - does have thi
ability to censor certain sites without users knowing about it. Local versions:o
Google in countries other than the US have been shown to engage 1o su
content exclusion (Zittrain and Edelman, 2002) and some such cases have bl
documented for its American version as well. To be fair, Google has engaged
these exclusionary practices due to legal pressures and has developed a methi
to document and make public such legal reasons for censorsiip {Gallaghs,
S002). Nonetheless, these are additional examples of ways in which sea
engines mnay manipulate to what conlent users have access.

Strategies for non-profits

Given the many ways in which comnercaal sites have advantages 1n the onli
landscape when it comes to gaining an audience — from the ability to empl
search engine optimization eXpers 0 having the resources for paid search engifi
placements — non-profit content creators are faced with a challenge w
seeking to reach a user hase. This section outlines some strategies that de:l
require large monetary Iesources yet do contribute w visibility and encourd
C,\'}"—‘O‘i\]f{t‘,

First, it is important to recogrsze that having a large number of visitors 1t
ot be the primary goal. In many cases it is likely more important to @
relevant users instead of numerous Web surfers who are not mterested n
site’s content: thus it may be best to focus on the guality of the visitors inst
of the quaniity H the site is for the online presence of an offline organization
than there must be some informason about membership and interested pa it
If the site is & stand-alone enterprise then the site creators need to judge f

1 imake sure that they post periodic updates about site content on such a list,
mpting people to visit the site for updated materials. Such lists are especiaily
1ial for groups and organizations whose main mission lies in connecting
their content and ftom gathering information about initial users to figu eople on an ongoing basis. For those users who are not interested in such
the rarget population. : Bquent communication, it-is also a good idea to offer the option of an

Second, it is important to figure out what other resources exist on the W dnouncement matking list. On such lists only the list owner or list manager has

iphts to post a message. Such a st can be used stricty 1o update subseribers of

that would carer to similar users. This is important for two reasons. On the. o
hand, it 15 probably not advisable to spend large amounts of resources to repi Lupcoming or recent events, additions o the Web site and other related services.
inally, it 13 3mportant to recognize the power of word-of-mouth recommen-

content that already exdsts. On the other hand, it is important wo identify potentia
allies, Some search engines include in. their algorithms information aboui lig tons in spreading information about sites and online communities. If users
cive peiodic updates that include content porentially relevant 1o non-

many and what types of other sites fink to a Web page (e.g. Google’s seak
algorithm works this way (Brin and Page, 1998)). The more links o Web pag smbers they should be encouraged to forward the messages and draw in new
ers. To this end, it is important to idenfy clearly the Web site in every message

pets and from the higher-profile sites, the higher it gets ranked on some seaf
results listings (Walker, 2002). So it is in the interest of ike-minded non-p it is sent out. Moreover, it s also worth investing 1 2 personatized dormnain
ine, which are nos available for a small fee. (Domam names are the .com,

content providers to join forces and cross-link, thereby contributing ©
prominence ol all involved in the linking. Once site owners identfy othe org, ete. names used on the Web to easily identfy Web sites.) The information
it asite can be commmnicated easily and quickly, preventing spelling mistakes

of interest, it may be 2 good idez to contact thelr maintainers and establish o

links whereby cach site points to the other. It may afso be bepeficial ro incla mistyped characters that would result in dead ends for those secking to reach
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1 site. Moreover, the Web site address should be prominenty fearured on.all
comumunication materials of the group or organization (whether weekly email
updates or hard-copy priat rescurces).
At the organizational level,a possible straiegy to sidestep commercial mfluenci
would be to create a non-profit portal or search engine where commercial:
interests do not play a part in determining content (Hargitta, 2000, Schuler)
2001 and 2002). In addition to keeping it commercial-free, it would b
important to make the search algorithms {)peniy accessible and transparent.
One problem with existing search engines is that the algorithuns they use ar
proprietary, leaving users in the dark about what rales guide the selection of th

of community

content they see (including possible exclusions as noted eardier). Unfortunately
there is a considerable Hmitation to these proposed avenues;: even if such non
profi services did exdst, there 15 no guarantee that anyhody would know about
them given the difficulty in attracting attention to a Web site, espccnlly ong
without commercial backing.

Conclusion

Although seemingly ncutral, search engines and directoties systematically,
exclude certain sites in favor of others either by design or by accident (Intrond
and Nissenbaum, 2000). Commercial interests undethie the most popular Web:
sites and those to which users turn to find their way to online content. Nonx
profiss lack many of the resources that nowadays seem essential £ obtaining the!
necessary exposure for reaching users. The implications of this for diversity of
content online is that sites presented by non-profits and individuals Lmkn'w
resources will have less of a chance to reach andiences and users may not find
the wost relevant information in response to their needs, o

Criven the currens stare of online content organization and presentation, usetd
must be educated about the myriad of commercial incentives that influenc
search result listings and dircctory placements. They have to be conscious of the
fact that the most prominent results are not necessarily the most ~ or the oaly
— possible sources online m response to their query. Users also have to learn b
to do mare refined searciies and how to turn to 2 more diverss set.of Tesource
online in order to avoid the sidetracks that result from commercial interest
Although the Web does offer all users the ability to contribute to online conter
a1 content is not created egual when it comes 1o reaching users. [t is essenti
to keep this in mind when considering the Web’s potential for giving voice £
marginalized groups and its ability to bring together people into effective

COmIMuMtcs.
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