Response to the reviewers:

We wish to thank both reviewers for their insightful comments. We have done our best to take the comments into consideration when revising our paper. A big challenge for us has been to consider the comments while not exceeding the word limit for a research brief.

Reviewer A:
· We have added a specific time period for the selection of research articles. The time period is 2008-2014 (with a few exceptions). However, a more chronological account of “the emergence of digital news channels” is simply beyond the scope of our research. 
· We have thoroughly reworked the “Conclusions”. The focus is now more on research results found in the articles.
· There are only two statistical tables in the manuscript. We maintain that these tables offer highly relevant information and therefore we decided to keep them in the text.
· The reference list includes 20 references and is based on the actual references we make in the text. We are aware that this does not include all the 40 articles examined, but if a source is not referred to in the text, it should not be listed in the references. We have tried to be more explicit about this in the introduction.
· Because our text was submitted as a Research Brief we have not included a theoretical section and the theoretical sources suggested.
· We added a short note on the methodological principles, as well as the main search words.
Reviewer B:
· We have revised the text according to suggested grammatical changes.
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